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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 AECOM is commissioned to undertake Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging 

Wokingham Borough Local Plan Update (LPU).   

1.1.2 Once in place, the LPU will set a strategy for growth and change for the period to 2038, allocate sites to 

deliver the strategy and establish the policies against which planning applications will be determined.   

1.1.3 SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the effects of an emerging plan, and alternatives, 

with a view to minimising adverse effects and maximising the positives.  SA is required for Local Plans.1 

1.2 SA explained 

1.2.1 It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.     

1.2.2 In-line with the Regulations, a report (known as the SA Report) must be published for consultation 

alongside the draft plan that essentially óidentifies, describes and evaluatesô the likely significant effects of 

implementing óthe plan, and reasonable alternativesô.  The report must then be taken into account, 

alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan. 

1.2.3 More specifically, the SA Report must answer the following three questions: 

¶ What has Plan-making / SA involved up to this point?  

 including with regards to consideration of 'reasonable alternativesô 

¶ What are the SA findings at this stage?  

 i.e. in relation to the draft plan 

¶ What are next steps? 

1.3 This Interim SA Report2 

1.3.1 At the current stage of plan-making the Council is consulting on a Revised Growth Strategy under 

Regulation 18 of the Local Planning Regulations, building upon the Draft Plan consultation in 2020.   

1.3.2 This report is published with the intention of informing the consultation and subsequent preparation of the 

final draft (óproposed submissionô) version of the plan.   

1.3.3 This is the second Interim SA Report prepared by AECOM, with the first having been published as part of 

the Draft Plan consultation in 2020.  Two earlier reports were prepared óin-houseô by the Council. 

Structure of this report 

1.3.4 Despite the fact that this is an óInterimô SA Report, and does not need to provide the information required 

of the SA Report, it is nonetheless helpful to structure this report according to the three questions above. 

1.3.5 Before answering the first question, there is a need to further set the scene by setting out:  

¶ the planôs aims and objectives; and 

¶ the scope of the SA. 

  

 
1 Since provision was made through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 it has been understood that local planning 

authorities must carry out a process of Sustainability Appraisal alongside plan-making.  The centrality of SA to Local Plan-making 
is emphasised in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2018).  The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
Regulations 2012 require that an SA Report is published for consultation alongside the óProposed Submissionô plan document. 
2 See Appendix I for further explanation of the regulatory basis for answering certain questions within the SA Report, and a 
óchecklistô explaining more precisely the regulatory basis for presenting certain information.   
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2 Plan aims and objectives 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 The aim here is to introduce the LPU more fully, including by setting out the established vision and the 

objectives that are in place to guide plan preparation.  This can be considered the óplan scopeô. 

2.2 The plan area 

2.2.1 Wokingham Borough is a complex area geographically, with the western part of the Borough comprising 

the eastern part of the Reading urban area, the eastern half abutting the Bracknell urban area, a dense 

network of major road and rail infrastructure, significant river corridors, varying geology and soils and wide-

ranging environmental constraints in terms of biodiversity, heritage, air quality and other matters.  There 

are also four existing Strategic Development Locations (SDLs), following the Core Strategy (2010), which 

are currently coming forward, delivering in the region of 10,000 homes along with major new infrastructure 

(see www.wokingham.gov.uk/major-developments/overview-of-major-developments/).   

2.2.2 Figures 2.1 and 2.2 introduce the plan area. 

2.3 The plan period 

2.3.1 The plan period is the twenty years from 1st April 2018 to 1st April 2038.  The previous proposal, at the 

Draft Plan consultation stage (2020), was to plan for an 18 year period to 2036, but it is good practice to 

plan for a longer time horizon where possible.  The NPPF (2021) explains:  

ñStrategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and 

respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in 

infrastructure.  Where larger scale developments such as new settlements or significant extensions to 

existing villages and towns form part of the strategy for the area, policies should be set within a vision that 

looks further ahead (at least 30 years), to take into account the likely timescale for delivery.ò 

2.4 Legislative and policy context 

2.4.1 The plan is being prepared under the Town and Country (Local Planning) Regulations 2012 and 

underpinning primary legislation.  It must reflect current Government policy as set out in the NPPF (2021), 

and must also be prepared mindful of Governmentôs online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).  In 

particular, the NPPF requires local authorities to take a positive approach to development, with an up-to-

date local plan that meets objectively assessed needs, known as local housing needs (LHN) in the case 

of housing, as far as is consistent with sustainable development.   

2.4.2 The plan is also being prepared taking account of objectives and policies established by various 

organisations at the national and more local levels, in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate established 

by the Localism Act 2011.  For example, context is provided by the strategic growth aspirations of the 

Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP).  Wokingham Borough must also cooperate 

with neighbouring authorities, including the immediate neighbours: Windsor and Maidenhead, Bracknell 

Forest, Hart, Basingstoke and Deane, West Berkshire, Reading, South Oxfordshire and Wycombe.   

2.4.3 It is also important to note that, as a Unitary Authority, Wokingham Borough has responsibility for planning 

matters covered by County Councils elsewhere, including transport (Local Transport Plan 3 was adopted 

in 2011, and LTP4 is emerging), education (for example, a Secondary Schools Strategy was adopted in 

2017) and minerals and waste planning (a joint plan for Central and Eastern Berkshire is emerging). 

2.4.4 Finally, it is important to note that the plan will be prepared mindful of the two ómadeô Neighbourhood 

Development Plans (NDPs) within the Borough - namely the Shinfield Area NDP and the Arborfield and 

Barkham NDP ï and the emerging NDPs for Remenham, Ruscombe, Hurst, Twyford, Wokingham 

Without, Finchampstead, Sonning and Charvil.  NDPs must be in general conformity with the Local Plan, 

which means that made and emerging NDPs may need to be reviewed to bring them into line with the 

emerging plan; however, it is equally the case that made and emerging Neighbourhood Plans will be a 

consideration when preparing the Local Plan. 

http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/major-developments/overview-of-major-developments/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/parking-and-transport/transport-and-travel-passes/have-your-say-about-our-local-transport-plan/
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Figure 2.1: Wokingham Borough in the sub-regional context 

 

Figure 2.2: Parishes within Wokingham Borough  
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2.5 Plan vision and objectives 

2.5.1 A detailed vision has been established for Wokingham Borough with the aim of guiding the preparation of 

the LPU.  The vision was first presented in the 2020 Draft Plan, and remains unchanged at the current 

time.  The vision is not repeated here for brevity but, in summary, is structured under three key themes: 

¶ A borough that focuses on the needs of our communities. 

¶ A borough that will be sustainable for generations to come. 

¶ A borough where people choose to live, learn and work because both the places we build and the places 

we protect are valued and enriching. 

2.5.2 The 2020 Draft Plan also presented a list of objectives to guide LPU preparation, which also remain 

unchanged at the current time.  The objectives are: 

¶ Make the fullest contribution possible to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change and the 

transition to a low-carbon economy. 

¶ Reduce the need to travel and widen travel choice, by providing local opportunities to access learning 

and employment, services and facilities, through ensuring that options for walking, cycling and public 

transport are attractive, accessible for all, convenient and safe, and by enabling digital connectivity. 

¶ Improve strategic transport connectivity by walking, cycling, public transport and road, both between 

places within and outside of the borough. 

¶ Maintain and strengthen the sense of place by securing quality designed development through 

protecting and enhancing the distinctive historic environment, landscape character, townscape character 

and biodiversity value, assisting vibrancy, and by keeping settlements separate. 

¶ Champion thriving town and local centres to provide the focus of their communities both in social and 

economic activity, ensuring they can adapt to the challenges they face. 

¶ Enable conditions to allow the economy to creatively grow by being adaptable to structural and 

technological change, ensuring the economic benefits are felt by all. 

¶ Improve health and wellbeing by enabling independence, encouraging healthy lifestyles, facilitating 

social interaction and creating inclusive and safe communities. 

¶ Contribute our fair share towards meeting the need for more housing, ensuring that a range of suitable 

housing options are available across both towns and villages which cater for and adapt to a variety of 

needs including affordable housing and the growing ageing and vulnerable groups in the population. 

¶ Promote quality and innovation in the design of buildings and public spaces, ensuring they are attractive, 

accessible, welcoming and meet needs of all groups in the community.  

¶ Facilitate timely provision of new and improved infrastructure by working with providers to achieve 

focused investment and by securing appropriate benefits from new development. 

A strategic plan 

2.5.3 There is a need to be clear that the LPU will be strategic in nature, and hence naturally omit consideration 

of some detailed issues in the knowledge that they can be addressed at subsequent stages of the planning 

process, namely at the planning application stage.  For example, it is appropriate to defer certain detailed 

matters relating to masterplanning and design of development sites to the planning application stage. 

2.5.4 The scope of the LPU is reflected in the scope of the SA. 
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3 The SA scope 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 The scope of the SA refers to the breadth of sustainability issues and objectives that are taken into account 

as part of the assessment of reasonable alternatives and the emerging plan.  It does not refer to the scope 

of the plan (discussed above) or the scope of reasonable alternatives (discussed below, in Part 1). 

3.1.2 The aim here is to introduce the reader to the broad scope of the SA.  Appendix III presents further 

information; however, it is not possible to define the scope of the SA comprehensively.  Rather, there is a 

need for the SA scope to be flexible and adaptable, responding to the nature of emerging preferred and 

alternative plan options, and the latest evidence-base. 

3.2 Consultation on the scope 

3.2.1 The SEA Regulations require that: ñWhen deciding on 

the scope and level of detail of the information that must 

be included in the Environmental Report [i.e. the SA 

scope], the responsible authority shall consult the 

consultation bodiesò.  In England, the consultation 

bodies are the Environment Agency, Historic England 

and Natural England.3  As such, these authorities were 

consulted on the SA scope in 2015.   

3.2.2 The outcome of the scoping process was an SA 

óframeworkô comprising 22 objectives, with this 

framework then used to structure appraisal findings 

presented within the Interim SA Reports published 

alongside LPU consultation documents in 2016 (óIssues 

and Optionsô) and 2018 (óHomes for the Futureô).   

3.2.3 Subsequently, in 2019, the decision was taken to 

rationalise the framework by grouping the 22 objectives 

under 13 topic headings.  Also, modest adjustments 

were made to three objectives, namely those dealing 

with the historic environment, landscape and transport. 

3.2.4 The adjusted SA framework was used for the purposes of appraisal in 2019 and 2020, with the findings 

presented within the 2020 Interim SA Report.  Limited comments were received on the SA scope through 

the Draft Plan / ISA Report consultation (primarily from Bracknell Forest BC, who emphasised the need to 

account fully for groundwater flood risk and the M4 Air Quality Management Area, AQMA), hence the SA 

framework is unchanged at the current time.  The framework is considered robust, including in light of the 

most recent national context, for example in respect of climate change; however, comments on the SA 

scope are nonetheless welcomed at the current time, and will be taken into account at the next stage. 

 

    

 
3 In-line with Article 6(3) of the SEA Directive, these bodies were selected because óby reason of their specific environmental 
responsibilities,[they] are likely to be concerned by the environmental effects of implementing plans and programmes.ô 
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3.3 The SA framework 

3.3.1 Table 3.1 presents the sustainability topics and objectives that form the óbackboneô to the SA scope. 

Table 3.1: The SA framework 

Topic Objective(s) 

Accessibility 

¶ Improve accessibility to services, amenities and facilities in particular by safe 
walking and cycling routes 

¶ Raise educational attainment, skills and training opportunities 

Air and wider 
environmental quality 

¶ Minimise impacts arising from pollution and improve and prevent where possible 

Biodiversity 
¶ Conserve and enhance biodiversity, including wildlife and river corridors and 
networks and to maximise opportunities for building in beneficial features for 
biodiversity including limiting the impact of climate change 

Climate change 
adaptation 

¶ Reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting detriment to public well-being, the 
economy and the environment by ensuring no inappropriate development in any 
areas at risk of flooding and use sustainable drainage solutions and other 
solutions in line with advice from the Environment Agency where necessary 

Climate change 
mitigation 

¶ Increase energy efficiency and the proportion of energy generated from 
renewable sources in the Borough [N.B. transport emissions considered below] 

Communities 

¶ Reduce poverty and social exclusion 

¶ Improve the health and wellbeing of the population 

¶ Ensure a safe and secure environment 

¶ Create and sustain vibrant and locally distinctive communities 

Economy 

¶ Ensure high and stable levels of employment 

¶ Encourage ósmartô economic growthô 

¶ Maintain a buoyant and competitive economy with a range of jobs without 
adversely affecting the quality of life 

Historic environment 
¶ Protect and enhance the historic environment, ensuring new development 
makes a positive contribution, or leads to no material harm, taking into account 
the setting of assets and links with the wider landscape 

Housing 
¶ Make provision for local housing needs by ensuring that everyone has the 
opportunity to live in a decent sustainably constructed and affordable home 

Land, soils and 
natural resources 

¶ Improve efficiency in land use through the re-use of previously developed land, 
existing buildings, including the re-use of resources and remediation of 
previously developed land 

¶ Sustainably use resources (including renewable and non-renewable resources) 

¶ Maintain and where appropriate improve soil quality, and to ensure land affected 
by contamination is remediated to a condition suitable for use 

¶ Address waste by reducing and minimising waste as a priority and then 
managing waste in accordance with the waste hierarchy 

Landscape  
¶ Protect and enhance valued landscapes and the integrity of established 
character areas, ensuring new development makes a positive contribution, or 
leads to no material harm, also recalling links with the historic environment 

Transportation 

¶ Reduce road congestion on the local and strategic road network (SRN), and 
minimise air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions from transport, by 
improving carefully locating new development, minimising the need to travel and 
supporting ósustainable transportô modes including safe walking and cycling 
routes and public transport 

Water 
¶ Maintain, and, where appropriate improve water quality (including groundwater 
and surface water) and to achieve sustainable water resource management of 
both surface and groundwater flows 
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Part 1: What has plan-making / SA 
involved up to this stage? 
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4 Introduction to Part 1 

Overview 

4.1.1 Plan-making has been underway since 2015, with three consultations having been held prior to this current 

consultation, and three Interim SA Reports having been published - see Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1 Overview of the plan-making / SA process 

 

4.1.2 The focus here, within Part 1, is not to relay the entire óbackstoryô of the plan-making /SA process, or to 

provide a comprehensive audit trail of decision-making over time. Rather, the aim is to report work 

undertaken to examine reasonable alternatives in 2021.  Specifically, the aim is to: 

¶ explain the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with - see Section 5 

¶ present an appraisal of the reasonable alternatives - see Section 6 

¶ explain the Councilôs reasons for selecting the preferred option - see Section 7 

4.1.3 Presenting this information is in accordance with the regulatory requirement to present an appraisal of 

óreasonable alternativesô and óan outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt withô within the 

SA Report (N.B. this is not the SA Report, but aims to present the information required of the SA Report). 

What about earlier stages of SA? 

4.1.4 A considerable amount of work has been completed and published for consultation to date within the three 

Interim SA Reports introduced above, including work to explore reasonable alternatives.  For example, an 

appraisal of reasonable alternatives was presented in Section 6 of the 2020 Interim SA Report. 

4.1.5 Earlier work provided a key input to the process of establishing reasonable alternatives in 2021 and, as 

such, is discussed further below.  However, findings of earlier work stages naturally become out-of-date 

and superseded, such that there is little to be gained from reporting findings in detail at the current time.   

Reasonable alternatives in relation to what? 

4.1.6 The legal requirement is to examine reasonable alternatives (RAs) taking into account the objectives of 

the plan (see Section 2).  Following discussion of plan objectives with officers, it was determined 

appropriate to focus on spatial strategy, i.e. providing for a supply of land (primarily by allocating sites and 

broad areas ï see NPPF paragraph 68) to meet objectively assessed needs and wider plan objectives.  

Establishing a spatial strategy is clearly an overarching objective of the Local Plan.4   

4.1.7 The decision was made to refer to the spatial strategy alternatives as growth scenarios. 

 
4 It was also considered appropriate to focus on óspatial strategyô given the potential to define ñdo somethingò alternatives that are 
meaningfully different, in that they will vary in respect of ósignificant effectsô.  This approach is in line with the SEA Regulations, 

and the PPG is clear that SA ñshould only focus on what is needed to assess the likely significant effects of the planò.  It is also 
important to be clear that appraising a ñdo somethingò option versus a ñdo nothingò option does not equate to an appraisal of 
reasonable alternatives, as ñdo nothingò is the baseline situation (and given that significant effects are effects on the baseline). 
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What about site options? 

4.1.8 Whilst individual site options generate a high degree of interest, they are not RAs in the context of most 

Local Plans.  Were a Local Plan setting out to allocate one site, then site options would be RAs, but that 

is rarely the case, and is not the case for the LPU.  Rather, the objective of the LPU is to allocate a package 

of sites to meet needs and wider objectives, hence RAs must be in the form of alternative packages of 

sites.  Nonetheless, consideration is naturally given to the merits of site options as part of the process of 

establishing growth scenarios ï see Section 5, and Sections 5.3 and 5.4 in particular.   

Is the focus on housing sites? 

4.1.9 In short, yes.  Whilst the Local Plan is also tasked with meeting wider development needs, including in 

respect of employment land, establishing a supply of land to meet housing needs is considered to be a 

matter of overriding importance, such that it warrants being the focus of work to explore growth scenarios, 

also mindful of the pragmatic need to minimise the number of ómoving partsô to make the process 

manageable.  Employment land supply to meet objectively assessed needs is discussed further below, as 

part of the process of arriving at growth scenarios, but the process can be described as óhousing ledô.  

What about other aspects of the plan? 

4.1.10 As well as establishing a spatial strategy, allocating sites etc., the Local Plan must also establish policy 

on thematic borough-wide issues and site-specific policies to guide decision-making at the planning 

application stage.  Broadly speaking, these can be described as development management (DM) policies.   

4.1.11 Firstly, there is a need to note that the current consultation document does not include a focus on DM 

policies.  Secondly, it is important to note that it can be a challenge to establish DM policy alternatives that 

are genuinely reasonable.5  The matter of DM policy RAs will be revisited after the current consultation.6   

Structure of this part of the report 

4.1.12 This part of the report is structured as follows: 

¶ Section 5 ï explains a stepwise process leading to the definition of growth scenarios 

 with supplementary analysis in Appendices III, IV and V; 

¶ Section 6 ï presents a summary appraisal of the growth scenarios; 

 with detailed appraisal findings in Appendix VI; 

¶ Section 7 ï presents a statement provided by WBC Officers setting out a response to the appraisal.   

Whoôs responsibility? 

4.1.13 It is important to be clear that: selecting reasonable alternatives is the responsibility of the plan-maker 

(WBC), with AECOM acting in an advisory capacity; appraising the reasonable alternatives is the 

responsibility of AECOM; and selecting the preferred option is the responsibility of the plan-maker. 

Commenting on this part of the report 

4.1.14 Comments are particularly welcomed on: the decision to focus on ógrowth scenariosô (this section); the 

growth scenarios selected, with reference to the process for defining these (Section 5); the appraisal of 

growth scenarios (Section 6); and Officersô reasons for supporting the preferred scenario (Section 7).   

 
5 Recalling that to be óreasonableô alternatives must be meaningfully different, to the extent that it is ultimately for an appraisal 
to confidently differentiate between the alternatives in terms of significant effects. 
6 West Berkshire Councilôs 2020 consultation responses stated: ñWith respect to this report being an interim sustainability 

appraisal, the focus on the spatial strategy is reasonable.  However, the final report will need to be open to the impact of appraising 
the other thematic issues and objectives not considered at this stage, especially with regard to possible cumulative impact. We 
welcome that that matter will be revisited subsequent to the current consultation.ò   



Wokingham LPU SA  Interim SA Report 

 

 
Part 1 10 

 

5 Defining growth scenarios 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The aim here is to discuss the step-wise process that led to the definition of reasonable growth scenarios 

for appraisal and consultation.  The process is summarised in Figure 5.1. 

Figure 5.1 Establishing reasonable growth scenarios 

 

Structure of this section 

5.1.2 This section of the report is structured as follows: 

¶ Section 5.2 ï explores strategic issues and options with a bearing on growth scenarios 

¶ Section 5.3 ï explores site (and site-specific) options with a bearing on growth scenarios; 

¶ Section 5.4 ï explores growth scenarios for individual sub-areas within the Borough;  

¶ Section 5.5 ï draws upon the preceding sections to define reasonable growth scenarios. 

A note on limitations 

5.1.3 It is important to emphasise that this section does not aim to present an appraisal of reasonable 

alternatives.  Rather, the aim of this section is to describe the process that led to the definition of 

reasonable alternatives for appraisal.  Further discussion of limitations is presented below. 

5.2 Strategic issues and options 

Introduction 

5.2.1 The aim of this section of the report is explore the strategic issues and options with a bearing on the 

definition of reasonable growth scenarios.  Specifically, this section of the report explores: 

¶ Quantum ï how many new homes are needed (regardless of capacity to provide them)? 

¶ Distribution ï which broad areas within the Borough are more suited and less suited to growth? 

Quantum 

5.2.2 This section sets out the established Local Housing Need (LHN) figure for the Borough, before exploring 

arguments for the LPU providing for a quantum of growth either above or below LHN. 

Background 

5.2.3 A central tenet of plan-making process is the need to A) establish housing needs; and then B) develop a 

policy response to those needs.  The Planning Practice Guidance explains:  
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ñHousing need is an unconstrained assessment of the number of homes needed in an area. Assessing 

housing need is the first step in the process of deciding how many homes need to be planned for. It should 

be undertaken separately from assessing land availability, establishing a housing requirement figure and 

preparing policies to address this such as site allocations.ò7 

5.2.4 With regards to (A), the NPPF (paragraph 60) is clear that establishment of LHN should be informed by 

an ñassessment conducted using the standard methodé unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflectsé demographic trends and market signalsò [emphasis added].  

5.2.5 With regards to (B), many local authorities will respond to assessed LHN by providing for LHN in full or, in 

other words, setting a housing requirement that equates to LHN, and a housing supply through policies 

sufficient to deliver the housing requirement (at a suitable rate/trajectory over time, which will invariably 

necessitate putting in place a óbufferô to mitigate against the risk of unforeseen delivery issues).  However, 

under certain circumstances it can be appropriate to set a housing requirement that departs from LHN. 

Local Housing Need  

5.2.6 A three-step standard method for calculating LHN was first published by the Government in 2017, and 

then a fourth step was added in 2020.8  This fourth step, known as the ócities and urban centres upliftô, 

does not have a bearing on Wokingham Boroughôs LHN, but is nonetheless a growth quantum 

consideration (discussed further below), given the Boroughôs close relationship with Reading. 

5.2.7 There have also been some notable changes to guidance in respect of the data that should be utilised as 

an input to the standard method, since the method was first introduced.  Specifically, following a 

consultation in late 2018, the PPG was updated to require that the household growth projections used as 

an input to the method must be the 2014-based projections, rather than more recent projections.  The 

PPG explains that the change was made in order to:9 ñprovide stabilityé ensure that historic under-

delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Governmentôs objective of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes.ò  Updates to the PPG in late 2020 confirmed this approach. 

5.2.8 The standard method derived LHN for the Borough is currently 768 dwellings per annum (dpa); however, 

there is also a need to be mindful that earlier versions of the method were in place during the first three 

years of the plan period (specifically, 864 dpa in year one, 804 dpa in year two and 789 dpa in year three).  

The average LHN over the twenty year plan period is therefore 776 dpa, or 15,513 homes in total.10   

Providing for above LHN? 

5.2.9 All Local Plans must consider the implications of Paragraph 010 of the PPG on Housing and Economic 

Needs Assessment, which sets out reasons for potentially exploring óabove LHNô options: 

ñThe government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious authorities 

who want to plan for growth.  The standard method for assessing local housing need provides a minimum 

starting point in determining the number of homes needed in an areaé there will be circumstances where 

it is appropriate to consider whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. 

é Circumstances where this may be appropriate include, but are not limited to situations where increases 

in housing need are likely to exceed past trends because of: growth strategies for the area that are likely 

to be deliverableé (e.g. Housing Deals); strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an 

increase in [need]; or an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authoritiesé  There 

may, occasionally, also be situations where previous levels of housing delivery in an area, or previous 

assessments of needé are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method.ò 

5.2.10 In the Wokingham context there are limited arguments for providing for above LHN: 

¶ There is no Housing Deal, or any equivalent growth strategy in place.  Whilst housing need studies 

completed in 2016 and 2018 applied an óupliftô to the demographic starting point to reflect the needs of 

the economy (and avoid unsustainable in-commuting), at the current time there is no evidence to 

suggest a need for any economic uplift on LHN.  

  

 
7 Reference ID: 2a-001-20190220 at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments 
8 See gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments.  
9 See paragraph 4 and 5 at: gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments 
10 This is an óuncappedô figure, meaning that step 3 of the standard method (ñCapping the level of any increaseò) has no bearing 
on the LHN calculation.  As such, there is no argument for exploring a higher (uncapped) standard method-derived LHN figure. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
file:///C:/Users/mark.fessey/Desktop/1.%20West%20Suffolk/www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
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¶ It is not the case that previous levels of housing delivery, or previous assessments of need, serve as a 

reason for considering higher growth.  Housing supply has been strong over recent years, as the rate of 

delivery at the Core Strategy allocated SDLs has picked up,11 and previous assessments have served 

to suggest a housing need figure above that which the LHN standard methodology currently indicates; 

however, these do not serve as strong reasons for exploring higher growth options. 

¶ With regards to ñstrategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in the homes 

needed locallyò, the arrival of Crossrail is a strategic consideration for Twyford, although the significance 

of Crossrail services should not be over-stated.  Also, there are a number of major road upgrades 

recently delivered, coming forward and in the pipeline (see the 2020 Infrastructure Delivery Plan and 

also latest information on major road schemes here); however, these schemes are being delivered in 

order to óconsume the smokeô of housing and employment growth, rather than to deliver a dramatic 

change to infrastructure capacity locally that might suggest a need to explore high growth scenarios. 

¶ With regards to unmet need from neighbouring areas, this is discussed in Table 5.1, where the 

conclusion is reached that this is not likely to be a significant consideration for the LPU, but that there 

remains some residual risk of the LPU needing to provide for significant unmet need. 

5.2.11 A final consideration is providing for affordable housing needs, with the PPG stating:12 ñAn increase in the 

total housing figures included in the plan may need to be considered where it could help deliver the 

required number of affordable homes.ò  Affordable housing need is a significant consideration locally, and 

does serve as a reason for exploring providing for above LHN through the LPU, recognising that affordable 

housing is (primarily) delivered as a proportion of market housing-led schemes.13  However, it is not 

necessarily reasonable to explore higher growth options that could theoretically lead to affordable housing 

needs being met in full.  This is in recognition of the fact that, under higher growth scenarios, need for 

market housing could become a limiting factor, affecting development viability and deliverability. 

Table 5.1 Progress on neighbouring Local Plans 

LPA Commentary on risk of needing to provide for unmet need 

Basingstoke and 

Deane  

The Local Plan was adopted in 2016, and a Local Plan Update was commenced in 2019, with 

an Issues and Options consultation held in 2020.  On 2 September 2021, the Economic, 

Planning and Housing Committee held the first of a series of meetings to give views on where 

new homes should go in the Borough, with paragraph 2.7 of the accompanying report 

explaining clearly that the plan will provide for LHN.  As such, there is no risk of unmet need. 

Bracknell Forest 

The Local Plan was published in 2021 and submission to the Secretary of State is anticipated 

soon.  Significant parts of the plan area are heavily constrained, either by the Green Belt or 

the Thames Basin Heaths SPA; however, Policy LP3 proposes a housing requirement 

equating to LHN, and the plan also takes a proactive approach to planning for a ósupply bufferô 

above the requirement (see Policy LP3 alongside Tables 6 and 9).  The SA Report explores 

both higher and lower growth options (albeit with limited underpinning spatial assumptions), 

but concludes: ñwhilst there are economic and social benefits to meeting and exceeding the 

need (including for affordable housing purposes), in general, these are likely to have a greater 

environmental impact which may increase disproportionately as the availability of suitable 

sites reduces as development progresses.ò  There is judged to be low risk of unmet need. 

Hart District 

Council 

The Hart Local Plan was adopted in 2020, and provides for locally arising LHN plus amount 

of unmet need from Surrey Heath.  It was recently reported that a Local Plan Review is now 

likely to be imminent, with a statement explaining: ñA Local Plan will need to consider the 

various options to deliver whatever level of future housing growth the government calculates 

for Hart. We will need to evaluate the benefits and issues with all such options.ò  As such, 

there is considered to be little or no risk of unmet need. 

 
11 See the most recent Annual Monitoring Report at: www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-
information/planning-policy-supporting-information/   
12 See paragraph 024 at: gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments  
13 The most recent Local Housing Needs Assessment (2020), which was published as part of the Draft Plan consultation set out 
(see page 9) a need for 407 affordable homes per annum, which is a figure comfortably above 50% of the LHN figure, and hence 

is not likely to be delivered in practice, recognising that Policy H5 of the Draft Local Plan proposed up-to 40% affordable housing 
from specified types of qualifying housing schemes.  There is also a need to account for tenures of affordable housing needed 
(Policy H5 of the Draft Plan proposed a 70:30 split between social rent and shared ownership). 

https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/draft-local-plan-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-92ef2cb5f83c=10727
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/major-developments/overview-of-major-developments/
https://democracy.basingstoke.gov.uk/documents/s25531/EPH%20-%20Spatial%20strategy%20report.pdf#page=7
https://consult.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/kse/event/36138
https://www.hart.gov.uk/the-council/news/council-consider-whether-bring-forward-local-plan-review
http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/planning-policy-supporting-information/
http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/planning-policy-supporting-information/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
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LPA Commentary on risk of needing to provide for unmet need 

Reading 

Reading adopted a new Local Plan in November 2019, with paragraph 4.4.6 explaining: 

ñDelivering the level of housing set out in policy H1 will mean that there is a shortfall of 230 

dwellings when considered against Readingôs need.  This will need to be accommodated 

elsewhere within the Western Berkshire Housing Market Area.  The other three authorities 

within the HMA recognise that there will be issues with Readingôs ability to accommodate its 

need within its own boundaries, and this issue is set out within the West of Berkshire Spatial 

Planning Framework to which the four authorities have signed up. There will be continuing 

dialogue on this matter between the affected authorities which will inform local plans.ò   

The shortfall in practice could be greater than 230 homes, due to unforeseen delivery issues; 

however, the shortfall is nonetheless modest.  The publication version of the Bracknell Forest 

Local Plan did not explicitly provide for unmet need from Reading, but WBCôs representation 

on the Bracknell plan suggested that a proportion of the planôs identified oversupply should 

be made available for this purpose.  It is anticipated that provision will ultimately be made, 

such that the unmet need does not fall solely on Wokingham.    

A further consideration is the December 2020 change to the LHN standard method, namely 

the cities and urban centres uplift, which means that the next review of the Reading Local 

Plan will need to address a significantly increased housing need figure.   

In conclusion, unmet need is a factor when defining reasonable growth scenarios. 

Slough 

Slough is some way distant from Wokingham, but well linked by road and rail, and also falls 

within the ceremonial county of Berkshire.  In light of these points, there is a need to note the 

following statement within the most recent Spatial Strategy consultation document: ñThere is 

a shortage of land for housing in Slough which means our proposed Spatial Strategy will have 

a shortfall of 5,000 homes compared to its housing needs.ò  However, the document also 

explains that work is underway to explore Green Belt options, and explains an intention to 

meet any unmet need through ñcross border expansionò, informed by the findings of a Wider 

Area Growth Study.  In conclusion, there is low risk of unmet need. 

South Oxfordshire 

The Local Plan was adopted in 2020, setting a housing requirement to meet locally arising 

need and a proportion of Oxford Cityôs unmet need, and a supply figure 27.6% above the 

requirement.  As such, there is no risk of unmet need. 

Surrey Heath 

A Draft Local Plan was published, under Regulation 18, in 2018 proposing to set a housing 

requirement below LHN and therefore rely on neighbouring authorities to provide for unmet 

need, reflecting the extent of Green Belt and SPA constraint affecting the Borough.  The 

expectation was that unmet need would be provided in Hart and/or Rushmoor, as these 

authorities share a housing market area with Surrey Heath, and the Hart Local Plan 

subsequently provided for an amount of unmet need from Surrey Heath.  Whilst there is 

uncertainty ahead of an updated Draft Local Plan, on balance there is considered to be a low 

risk of Wokingham needing to provide for unmet need from Surrey Heath. 

West Berkshire 

Borough Council 

A third Regulation 18 consultation document was published in late 2018.  Significant parts of 

the plan area are heavily constrained, either by the North Wessex Downs (north and west of 

the Borough) or Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE) safety zones (east); however, 

paragraphs 6.12 ï 6.13 propose a housing requirement equating to LHN and a 14% supply 

buffer.  Subsequently, in August 2021, the Council released a press release postponing the 

Local Plan Review.  At the current time, it is fair to conclude a low risk of unmet need.   

Windsor and 

Maidenhead 

Borough 

The Local Plan was submitted in 2018 and there has been consultation on proposed 

modifications.  The submission plan, as modified, proposes LHN as the housing requirement 

plus a 15.4% supply buffer (Policy HO1 and Table 7), hence there is low risk of unmet need. 

Wycombe District 

The Wycombe Local Plan was adopted in 2019, setting a housing requirement at a level 

below the established óobjectively assessed housing needô figure (on the basis of the 

extensive constraints affecting the district, most notably the Chilterns AONB) and a supply 

buffer of circa 7%.  The unmet need is provided for by the recently adopted Vale of Aylesbury 

Local Plan, hence there is no risk of unmet need.  Now forms part of Bucks Unitary Authority. 

https://images.reading.gov.uk/2019/12/Local_Plan_Adopted_November_2019.pdf#page=74
https://lichfields.uk/blog/2021/january/11/your-official-top-20-the-new-standard-method-and-the-citiesurban-centres-uplift/
https://www.slough.gov.uk/downloads/file/344/the-spatial-strategy-consultation-document-nov-2020#page=18
https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/02/SODC-LP2035-Publication-Feb-2021.pdf#page=90
https://info.westberks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=49828&p=0#page=54
https://www.westberks.gov.uk/38461
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Providing for below LHN? 

5.2.12 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF states: ñé strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively 

assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring 

areas, unless: i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 

importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development 

in the plan area; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.ò [emphasis added] 

5.2.13 There are parts of Wokingham Borough that are constrained by the ñassets of particular importanceò listed 

by the NPPF; however, there are also parts of the Borough that are not constrained by these assets.  

Furthermore, a lower growth strategy for Wokingham Borough would lead to óunmet needô having to be 

provided for elsewhere within a constrained sub-region, notably with the North Wessex Downs to the 

north, Green Belt to the east or the Thames Basin Heaths SPA to the southeast - see Figure 5.2.   

Conclusion on housing quanta options to examine further 

5.2.14 In conclusion, when seeking to define reasonable growth scenarios there is a need to focus attention on 

providing for LHN, but also consider modest higher growth scenarios.  With regards to lower growth 

scenarios (i.e. setting a housing requirement below LHN), these were judged reasonable to explore in 

principle in 2019/2020, as reported in the Interim SA Report, but are now judged to be unreasonable.   

5.2.15 As a final point, it is important to reiterate that there is invariably a need to provide for a supply buffer over-

and-above the housing requirement to ensure that the requirement is met in practice over the plan period 

(recognising that unforeseen issues with planned supply are inevitable), and ensure a robust supply 

trajectory, i.e. a situation whereby a five year housing land supply (5YHLS), as measured against the 

housing requirement, can be maintained throughout the entire plan period (as far as possible).14 

Figure 5.2: Key strategic barriers to exporting unmet need to other authorities in the sub-region 

 
 

14 The ideal situation is to provide for the total housing need figure for the plan period at a steady rate, and to set the housing 
requirement accordingly.  However, as set out at paragraph 21 of the Governmentôs PPG on Housing Supply and Delivery, there 

is flexibility to set a ósteppedô housing requirement, where there is evidence to demonstrate that this is necessary in light of wider 
sustainable development objectives.  A stepped requirement is one whereby the requirement is set at a level below the annualised 
total plan period housing requirement in the early years of the plan, and then this is compensated for in the latter years. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery


Wokingham LPU SA  Interim SA Report 

 

 
Part 1 15 

 

Broad distribution 

Introduction 

5.2.16 This is the second of two sections examining óstrategic issues and optionsô of relevance to the matter of 

defining reasonable growth scenarios for the LPU.  This section sets out a discussion of evidence and 

issues in chronological order before reaching a broad conclusion on the key broad housing distribution 

issues and options that should feed into definition of the reasonable growth scenarios.   

Core Strategy (2010) 

5.2.17 The Core Strategy categorised each of the Boroughôs settlements as either a ómajorô, ómodestô or ólimitedô 

development location and allocated four Strategic Development Locations (SDLs), all of which are 

currently building-out and delivering significant infrastructure upgrades - see Box 5.1, Figure 5.3 and 

www.wokingham.gov.uk/major-developments/overview-of-major-developments/.   

5.2.18 Related to this is the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (2018),which assessed all settlements in respect 

of five criteria (key services, higher order services, employment units, public transport, distance to a higher 

order settlement) before placing each settlement into one of four tiers - see Figure 5.4.   

Box 5.1: Strategic Development Locations (SDLs) update 

The current consultation document presents an update on progress for each of the four existing SDLs: 

¶ Arborfield Garrison SDL ï several phases have now been completed or are under construction with around 

1,000 new homes completed as of March 2021.  A secondary school and primary school are both open, 

alongside the new Arborfield Cross Relief Road, and work to deliver a neighbourhood centre is progressing. 

¶ South of the M4 SDL ï 2,200 homes have been completed and much of the remaining is under construction.  

The Eastern Relief Road opened in 2017, the first of two planned new schools opened in 2020 and work to 

deliver a new supermarket as part of the Shinfield neighbourhood centre is well underway. 

¶ North Wokingham SDL ï 1,500 homes have been completed and much of the remaining is under 

construction.  The Northern Distributor Road is nearing completion, and the new neighbourhood centre, 

planned primary school and community building at Matthewsgreen are all well under construction. 

¶ South Wokingham SDL - Montague Park, the section of the major development to the north of the railway, 

has substantially been completed, including the planned primary school.  The section to the south of the 

railway has been granted planning permission, and will include a major new road, a second primary school, 

neighbourhood centre and parks and open spaces. 

Figure 5.3: Recent, ongoing and forthcoming major road upgrade schemes associated with the SDLs 

 

http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/major-developments/overview-of-major-developments/
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Figure 5.4: Outcomes of the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (2018) 
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West of Berkshire Strategic Planning Framework (2016) 

5.2.19 This non-statutory strategy sought to identify strategic growth areas as an input to Local Plan preparation 

for the four component authorities (Bracknell, Reading, West Berks and Wokingham).  The key diagram 

identified four strategic opportunities of relevance: 

¶ Major housing and mixed use development at Grazeley - Government funding was subsequently 

attained to assist in researching this strategic growth option as a Garden Community, and Grazeley 

Garden Town subsequently featured as a central component of the Draft Plan (2020) spatial strategy.  

However, the site now falls wholly within the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone of Atomic Weapons 

Establishment (AWE) Burghfield, and so development is not a reasonable option to explore further. 

¶ A focus on town centre/commuter hub development - Wokingham town centre falls into the category of 

being a commuter hub; however, the town centre has seen significant change and regeneration over 

recent years, and a number of further sites are committed, i.e. have planning permission.  There are 

limited growth opportunities over-and-above commitments, as discussed further below. 

¶ Infrastructure investment at Twyford Station to support Crossrail - the Council is supportive of Crossrail 

related infrastructure investment, and a degree of development to facilitate investment is an option.  

¶ Sites that span the Bracknell Forest and Wokingham boundary - the western extent of the Bracknell 

urban area is expanding as far as the Wokingham Borough / Bracknell Borough administrative boundary 

directly to the north of the A329, through development of Land at Amen Corner, which is under 

construction.  To the north and south of this committed site the Bracknell Forest Local Plan (2021) 

proposes designation of a óStrategic Gapô with a view to maintaining settlement separation.   

Homes for the future consultation (2018/19) 

5.2.20 The consultation document identified all the sites promoted for development by land owners/developers, 

grouping sites into five sub-areas (see Figure 5.5), and sought views from residents, businesses, 

landowners and other interested parties.  Further questions sought views on matters such as affordable 

housing and development density.  A Statement of Consultation (2020) was subsequently prepared.  

5.2.21 Drawing upon lessons learned through the preceding Issues and Options consultation (2016), the 

consultation document presented the following draft spatial principles: 

¶ It is not possible to rely on just urban sites, or on land that has been built on previously for future 

development.  There simply isnôt enough urban land available that is realistically developable. 

¶ Generally, towns and larger villages have better facilities than smaller settlements; however, 

concentrating development in too few places can intensify disruption and limit choice. 

¶ Infrastructure can often best be provided through larger scale development sites.  These offer the 

opportunity to limit local travel by providing new schools and facilities close to new housing.  

¶ As large sites can take longer to go from the planning stage to delivering homes, other smaller sites can 

help ensure a constant supply, something the Government places great importance on. 

5.2.22 The consultation document included the following important statement: 

ñConcentrating development in a small number of locations which each deliver large numbers of housing 

is one method.  Like our existing strategy, this has the benefit of delivering infrastructure like the new 

roads we need and means that much more infrastructure investment can be funded by developers. 

Development of this scale takes longer to provide the houses than smaller scale developments.  

High quality homes can also be delivered on smaller sites.  These can often be quicker from planning to 

delivery, but it is harder to provide infrastructure improvements alongside.  This means that new residents 

are likely to drive to do such things as, taking their children to school or going to the park.  

In our ólssues and Optionsô consultation, the majority of people who responded supported a range of site 

sizes, whilst supporting the use of larger developments to meet our needsé.ò 

5.2.23 With regards to the Interim SA Report published alongside the consultation document, a key finding was 

that a spatial strategy involving growth dispersed across small sites would lead to negative environmental 

impacts broadly similar to a spatial strategy involving a concentration of growth at large sites, but without 

the benefit of ñmuch-needed infrastructure to deliver sustainable communitiesò.  
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5.2.24 The importance of building upon the experience of infrastructure delivery alongside the SDLs is not to be 

under-stated.  Most recently, a comprehensive list of strategic infrastructure delivered alongside SDL 

housing growth was provided at the 12th November 2021 Extraordinary Executive, see 52 mins 45 

seconds at: https://wokingham.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=129&MId=4158.  

5.2.25 With regards to consultation responses received, key messages included: 

¶ AWE Burghfield - set out the national importance of not compromising operations and explained that an 

update of the AWE Site Development Context Plan was forthcoming.  

¶ Berkshire West CCG - discussed the need to update the Estates Strategy in order to support health 

provision infrastructure generally and primary care specifically. 

¶ Bracknell Forest Borough - highlighted a particular need to liaise in respect of the south-eastern part of 

the Borough and sought ñon-going discussions on cross-boundary issues such as transport, education 

provision, infrastructure and landscape matters...ò 

¶ Department for Education (DfE) - welcomed recognition that investment in schools infrastructure is more 

difficult when the pattern of development is dispersed.  DfE also sought ñspecific sites which can deliver 

the school places to support growth, based on the latest evidence of needéò 

¶ National Highways - emphasised a risk of cumulative impacts on the M4 and particularly ñthe potential 

cumulative impacts from growth in both Bracknell and Wokingham on specifically M4 Junction 10ò. 

¶ Historic England - made only ógeneral commentsô. 

¶ Natural England - stated that it ñdoes not consider that this Local Plan Update poses any likely risk or 

opportunity in relation to our statutory purpose, and so does not wish to comment on this consultation.ò 

¶ Reading Borough Council (RBC) - submitted a detailed response, covering a number of topics: 

 Mix of sites ï ñé a mix of types of site will be neededé [but RBC] generally supports a continuation 

of WBCôs existing strategy over recent years of concentration on major development locations, as this 

is an effective way to ensure that the right level of infrastructure is delivered at the right time.ò 

 Student accommodation ï ñé [T]he University of Reading has recently revealed substantial growth 

ambitions over the next ten years, with student numbers estimated to increase from around 16,000 in 

2017/18 to around 21,000 in 2028.  The University submitted [analysis] to Readingôs Local Plan 

Examination, which considered this growth and the potential implications for student accommodation 

needs.  RBC has very significant concerns about this level of growth, in terms of both its realism and 

its implications.  Reading certainly could not absorb any growth along these lines on its ownéò 

 New cross-Thames vehicular route - the Homes for the Future Consultation Document discussed a 

long standing aspiration for an additional cross-Thames vehicular route in the Thames Valley Park 

area.  RBC responded to the consultation stating: ñThe Strategic Outline Business Case produced in 

May 2017 demonstrates the proposed crossing would provide significant decongestion benefits to 

Wokingham, Reading and the wider area. Therefore, this scheme should be given sufficient weight 

within the emerging Local Plan to demonstrate its importance in enabling the planned growth...ò 

 Mass transit ï RBC discussed a shared ambition with WBC in respect of delivering a mass rapid transit 

(MRT) and park & ride network around the urban area, including linking to Reading along the A4, 

A329(M) and A33 corridors.  RBC was also ñfully supportive of proposals for park & ride at Thames 

Valley Park, Coppid Beech and expanding the current provision at Winnersh Triangle.  However, the 

provision of the MRT link to avoid congestion on the A4 London Road is vital to ensure a 

comprehensive, commercial bus serviceé on this corridor.ò 

 Growth locations ï RBC was supportive of strategic growth at Grazeley, and raised a concern 

regarding other site options ñnot in locations which enable an obvious connection to the existing or 

extended public transport network, as is the case for Grazeley.ò 

¶ University of Reading - elaborated on the findings of the Campus Capacity Study (2019), describing ñthe 

complexity of managing the future growth needs and ambitions of the Universityò.  They highlighted a 

likely issue regarding an increasing number of students living in Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMOs) 

in Wokingham Borough, and hence a need for purpose built student accommodation. 

¶ Thames Water - did not comment on spatial strategy but did propose wording for development 

management policy in respect of water supply and wastewater infrastructure. 

  

https://wokingham.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=129&MId=4158
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Figure 5.5: Sub-areas defined at the time of the Homes for the Future consultation 

  



Wokingham LPU SA  Interim SA Report 

 

 
Part 1 20 

 

Employment land 

5.2.26 In 2016 the six Berkshire authorities and the Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership jointly 

commissioned consultants to consider the economic geography of Berkshire.  The report established that 

there are three Functional Economic Market Areas (FEMAs), with Wokingham Borough located in the 

Central FEMA, alongside Bracknell Forest, Reading and part of Windsor and Maidenhead.  The Economic 

Development Needs Assessment (EDNA, 2016) then identified the future quantity of land or floor space 

that could be required for economic development uses in each FEMA and LPA area.   

5.2.27 Subsequently, the Wokingham Borough Council Employment Land Needs Study (ELNS, 2020) was 

prepared to more accurately map specific job types to use classes and take into account more recent 

economic forecasts.  The ELNS also provided a market analysis of the commercial property market in the 

Borough and considered how far existing floorspace was meeting requirements.  The study found: 

ñWokingham has two distinct office markets; town centre and out of town.  The town centre has dated 

purpose-built stock, which has seen offices lost to residential through permitted development rights (PDR). 

The prime out of town market locations are at Winnersh Triangle, Green Park and Thames Valley Park.  

With more secondary stock found at Molly Millars and Suttonôs Industrial Estate. We also see more 

specialist accommodation at Whiteknights, which benefits from itsé links to Reading University.ò 

ñThe focus of the property market in Wokingham Borough is not industrial uses.  The borough does not 

attract footloose requirements from large-scale B8 usersé as these tend to go to Slough or Heathrowé 

The borough attracts a range of occupiers from traditional industries serving the local market through to 

international [firms] using the borough as their UK headquarters.  Companies are attracted to the borough 

due to good quality purpose-built premises, and the close proximity to London.ò 

5.2.28 Further context comes from the Draft Reading Local Transport Strategy 2036,15 which notably explains: 

ñReading is situated within a wider area that includes Wokingham and Bracknell which functions as a city 

region: a densely populated urban area with a regional centre, sub regional hubs, major business/science 

parks and large suburban areas. This region currently encompasses the existing urban areas and planned 

development areas, and is expected to expand as additional development is identified at the edge of the 

existing region.  The area forms a natural economic cluster which is forecast to be the UKôs fastest growing 

economy during 2018-2021, with Berkshire contributing Ã37.8bn GVA per annum.ò  

5.2.29 Also of note are the priorities of the Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) ï see 

http://www.thamesvalleyberkshire.co.uk/.  Recent work has included a Recovery and Renewal Plan ï 

which sets out a range of thematic priorities for the short, medium and long term, for example: ñReimagine 

our town centres to become business and leisure hubs. Alongside an acceleration in new housing, we will 

develop hubs for those who want to start their own business. A template for this is The Deck in Bracknell, 

in which the LEP will invest Ã1m to leverage Ã20m of private sector funding.ò 

5.2.30 Finally, it is important to note that the consultation response received from the LEP through the 2020 Draft 

Plan consultation emphasised the strategic importance of Thames Valley Science Park (TVSP) ï see 

further discussion below, including within Box 5.2. 

5.2.31 Further work to take account of more recent data, and to consider the implications of Covid 19, including 

increased home working and online retail, and the wider impact of Brexit, will be undertaken as the Local 

Plan progresses.  This will support an assessment of economic development needs and supply options. 

5.2.32 Core employment areas within the Borough are shown in Figure 5.6 (N.B. the figure shows the extent of 

core employment areas as they stood at the time of the Managing Development Delivery Plan, 2014).  

The economic geography is also understood from: 

¶ Figure 5.7 ï highlights key sectors as: digital tech; life sciences / healthcare; and energy / environment.   

¶ Figure 5.8 ï shows the Reading Local Plan Key Diagram, which highlights employment land focused 

along the A33 corridor, but also the town centre and employment land along the rail corridor to the east, 

which links closely to Thames Valley Park and Sutton Industrial Estate in Wokingham Borough. 

¶ Figure 5.9 ï serves to highlight the close links between Wokingham and major employment locations 

within Bracknell.  Also, it is important to note that the plan proposes a garden village in the north of the 

Borough at Jealotts Hill including with a view to securing ñthe future of an existing site as a centre for 

scientific research of national and international importance.ò   

 
15 See https://www.reading.gov.uk/transport/transport-strategy/  

http://www.thamesvalleyberkshire.co.uk/
https://www.reading.gov.uk/transport/transport-strategy/
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Figure 5.6: Designated core employment areas and town/district/local centres in Wokingham Borough 

 

Figure 5.7: Key economic sectors in Berkshire16 

  

 
16 Sourced from Berkshire Net Zero Carbon Research study (Bioregional, 2021); in turn, sourced from Business in Berkshire 
2020, Thames Valley Berkshipre LEP. 



Wokingham LPU SA  Interim SA Report 

 

 
Part 1 22 

 

Figure 5.8: Reading Local Plan Key Diagram ï showing key employment locations 
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Figure 5.9: Designated employment areas in Bracknell Forest (source: Pre-submission Bracknell Forest Local Plan) 
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Draft Plan consultation (2020) 

5.2.33 A Consultation Outcomes report was published in January 2021, explaining that 721 individuals and 

organisations had submitted responses to the consultation.  With regards to comments received on 

specific proposed allocations, there was notable variation between sites ï see Figure 5.10. 

Figure 5.10: Site specific consultation responses received 

 

5.2.34 The responses received from the following organisations/sectors are of particular importance to the task 

of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios: 

¶ AWE Burghfield - the key point to note is that, subsequent to the start of the consultation, a change in 

legislation resulted in the redetermination of emergency planning arrangements around AWE Burghfield 

in the case of an incident .  The redetermination significantly extended the area where emergency plans 

must be in place -see Figure 5.11. 

¶ Basingstoke and Deane - commented primarily on the Grazeley proposal, and the importance of careful 

planning for the A33 / rail corridor south of Reading, including in light of an ongoing multi-modal study. 
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¶ BBOWT - emphasised the need to consider the targets within the Wokinghamôs Biodiversity Action Plan 

2012 to 2024 for an increase in semi-improved grasslands from 32.5ha to 300ha and a 20% increase in 

woodland.  BBOWT also encouraged work to establish strategic priority areas, and explained: ñIn the 

mean-time we recommend that Biodiversity Opportunity Areas are specified as the strategic habitat 

restoration network in which biodiversity offsets should be provided.ò 

¶ Berkshire West CCG - presented a range of important background information on planning for 

healthcare facilities in the Wokingham context, and specifically commented that:  

ñWhilst primary care estate currently has some limited building capacity, there are undoubtedly some 

practices where pressure is being felt more acutely then othersé  It should also be noted that under the 

NHS Long Term Plan, practices are now employing a wider range of healthcare professionals.  This is 

leading to an increasing pressure placed on surgery room space.  In addition, a number of buildings are 

coming towards the end of their life expectancy and may require refurbishment or replacement...    

In the light of all these factors, the CCG believes that there needs to be targeted development of the 

current primary care estate, most likely by refurbishment and the extension of existing facilities through 

room conversion, room division and building extensions. It is the CCGôs view that new facilities or 

extension of existing sites across the Borough should be funded by developer contributionséò 

¶ Bracknell Forest Council - commented on a wide range of matters including: 

 Transport ï ñBFC can see potential for additional pressures on the highway network, in particular 

around Forest Road in Binfield, and Nine Mile Ride in Crowthorne... It is therefore important for the 

two authorities to maintain their current close working relationshipéò 

 Strategic growth locations ï ñBFC supports larger scale comprehensive development which can be 

served by public transport links such as rail.ò 

 The Emm Brook ï ñIt should be noted that there is some ongoing [and planned] development in 

Bracknell Forest in areas within the upper parts of the Emm Brook catchment.ò 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council - commented on several transport corridors, but recognised that ñdirect traffic 

impacts from Wokingham are expected to be minimal.ò 

¶ Environment Agency - made limited comments with implications for growth scenarios, but did highlight 

that both the existing North and South Wokingham SDLs relate to the corridor of the Emm Brook Water 

Framework Directive (WFD) waterbody, which is currently in ópoorô ecological condition, pointing out that 

ñany damage [to] the watercourse (physical, ecologically and/or chemical) could result in preventing the 

watercourse from improving its WFD statusò and also that ñdevelopment should have no impact or 

improve habitat connectivity.ò 

¶ Greater London Authority - commented: ñGiven the Districtôs strategic location within the transport 

network, it would be useful to understand the Councilôs consideration of land for industry and logistics...ò 

¶ Hampshire County Council - commented primarily on Grazeley and the A33 corridor in the context of 

strategic growth at Grazeley.   

¶ Hart District Council - commented: ñThe logic of large-scale garden communities is understood.  Indeed 

Hart is working on a garden communityéò  The response also explained that transport is the key cross-

border matter, and encouraged close engagement with Hampshire County Council. 

¶ Historic England - raised a particular concern regarding the proposed Ashridge Farm allocation, within 

the North Wokingham SDL, as it is adjacent to the grade II* Ashridge Farmhouse and two associated 

grade II barns, questioning whether the land in this area should be SANG, and highlighting the 

importance of preparing site specific policy.  Other general comments called for, amongst other things, 

detailed site specific policy to be drafted, and an enhanced historic environment evidence base.  

¶ Home Builders Federation - emphasised the need to take careful account of any unmet housing need 

arising from Reading, and also encouraged consideration of any risk of unmet need from London. 

¶ National Grid - stated that they had no comments.  

¶ National Highways - explained: ñYou will be aware that delivery of the Smart Motorway Scheme M4 J3-

12 is well under way (https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/m4-junctions-3-12-smart-motorway/).  The 

upgrade will provide much needed capacity to address current situation but it is not intended to deal with 

extra demand, which may be required as a result of additional growth within the plan period.  We 

therefore wish to be further engaged as transport strategies are identified and developed to ensure that 

https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/m4-junctions-3-12-smart-motorway/
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proper consideration is given to manage down demand to use the strategic road network, in this case 

the M4 motorway.  Where necessary, appropriate package of mitigation measures should be provided 

with a reasonable prospect of delivery within the timescales of when the growth is planned and 

considered in the context of cumulative impact on Reading, Bracknell and Wokingham.ò  

¶ Natural England ï primarily commented on Grazeley, with notable requests for ñthought put into the 

exact location [of SANG] on the development site in order to ensure it links up with surrounding green 

infrastructure (GI) effectivelyò and an ñaim for more than 10% net gainò.  The response also highlighted 

four other proposed allocations as being in proximity to a designated site. 

¶ Network Rail - stated the following regarding the option of a new station in the Grazeley area: ñOur initial 

investigations show that a new station at this location is feasible, subject to further detailed timetable 

analysis and a óGRIP 1ô study of the new station proposal to be funded by promoters.  We will continue 

to work closely with the three authorities in assisting with development of the scheme.ò  

¶ Oxfordshire County Council - discussed the importance of cross-boundary working on matters relating 

to strategic transport infrastructure, noting that Oxfordshire and Berkshire are covered by two separate 

regional transport bodies.  A particular issue is the matter of a new Thames crossing to the east of 

Reading, which is not supported by Oxfordshire County Council, following a motion upheld by the 

Council on 10th September 2019.  See further discussion below. 

¶ Reading Borough Council - in addition to detailed comments on Grazeley, the detailed consultation 

response commented on matters including: 

 Safeguarded transport routes - RBC strongly supports reference to high quality express bus services 

or dedicated public transport route along the A4 and A329 corridors, and also seeks clarity within the 

Wokingham Local Plan regarding support ï or otherwise ï for a link between these two corridors, 

referred to as East Reading Fast Track Public Transport corridor.  RBC also strongly supports the Third 

Thames Crossing proposal (discussed above and below). 

 Whiteknights Campus - which spans the boundary between Wokingham and Reading. 

 Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople Provision - there is an unmet need from Reading. 

¶ South Oxfordshire District Council - raised concerns regarding safeguarding of land to deliver a third 

Thames crossing ahead of options appraisal work having been completed, and due to potential conflicts 

with strategic objectives, including relating to decarbonisation.  The response went on to explain: ñWe 

note that the delivery of a third Thames crossing does not appear to be required to directly mitigate any 

of the strategic site allocations within your Draft Local Plan and would welcome a better understanding 

of the justification behind delivering a third Thames crossing in this location.ò 

¶ Thames Valley Berkshire LEP - made limited comments on the spatial strategy, but did highlight Thames 

Valley Science Park as ña key site for development in the borough.ò  

¶ Thames Water - did not raise any particular concerns regarding Sewage Treatment Works capacity, but 

did make the following general comment: ñIt is important not to under estimate the time required to 

deliver necessary infrastructure. For exampleé Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment works upgrades 

can take 3-5 years. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a major treatment works 

extension or new treatment works extension could take up to ten yearsé  To minimise the likelihood of 

[issues] developers are advised to contact Thames Water as early as possible to discuss their 

development proposed and intended delivery programme.ò 

¶ West Berkshire Council - commented primarily on matters relating to Grazeley. 

¶ The development industry - common themes across the issues raised included: 

 The plan should allocate additional sites of varied sizes and locations to provide sufficient flexibility in 

the likely event that the delivery of Grazeley garden town falls short   

 Proposed growth is disproportionately low in some areas, for example Twyford  

 The spatial strategy for employment is too limited in terms of the range of employment opportunities it 

provides as the policy approach does not support new or expanded business parks.  

 The planôs policies and proposals should be subject to a viability assessment informed by 

known/expected infrastructure costs. 

  

https://mycouncil.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=116&MId=5666
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5.2.35 With regards to the Interim SA Report (2020) and its Non-technical Summary, key messages on broad 

distribution highlighted through the appraisal included: 

¶ The preferred option at the time ï which involved a primary focus at Grazeley ï performed well relative 

to the alternative growth scenarios in a number of respects, with primary draw-backs relating to flood 

risk, historic environment constraint and landscape constraint.  However, the appraisal conclusions 

reflected a wide range of assumptions in respect of infrastructure funding and delivery.   

¶ The appraisal findings in respect of Option 1 are also of note, as this was a lower growth option that 

would not see allocation of a new strategic growth location.  This option performed notably poorly in 

respect of socio-economic and transport objectives, as opportunities would not be realised. 

¶ With regards to the appraisal of the Draft Plan as a whole, the appraisal notably predicted significant 

negative effects only in respect of óland and soilsô due to a predicted significant loss of best and most 

versatile (BMV) agricultural land.  There is a particular concentration of this in the north of the Borough. 

Figure 5.11: The AWE Burghfield Detailed Emergency Planning Zone and 5km consultation zone 

 
Source: The Emerging Draft West Berkshire Local Plan, available here 

https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/draft-local-plan-consultation/?assetdet91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-92ef2cb5f83c=509008&categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-92ef2cb5f83c=10722
https://info.westberks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=49828&p=0#page=29
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Latest context 

5.2.36 Since the Draft Plan consultation there have been some considerable shifts to the national context to 

Local Plan-making, following the experience of the C-19 pandemic and national lockdowns.  

Considerations for the development of reasonable growth scenarios include: 

¶ Employment land ï there is uncertainty regarding the long term trend in respect of working from home, 

versus hybrid working models etc, also with implications for traffic modelling / transport planning;   

¶ Walking, cycling and public transport ï a long term uptick in rates of walking and cycling is anticipated, 

supported by national Government investment, but long term public transport patterns are less clear; 

¶ Indoor and outdoor space ï green infrastructure is more valued than ever as a recreational / well-being 

resource, and the importance of addressing spatial imbalances in accessibility ï both to green 

infrastructure and quality housing - has come to the fore; and 

¶ Town and local centres ï the rise of online retail shows little sign of abating (also with implications for 

planning for warehousing, distribution, logistics space and transport planning) whilst the wider socio-

economic and community functions of town and local centres are increasingly valued, and wider context 

comes in the form of national changes to planning use classes and permitted development rights that 

create flexibility to convert away from retail and other traditional town centre uses. 

5.2.37 The other key point to note, by way of updated national context with major implications for defining growth 

scenarios, is the increasing focus on Local Plan-making as a central component of the national strategy 

for addressing the climate and ecological emergency, including achieving a decarbonisation trajectory 

in-line with established targets dates.   

5.2.38 Beginning with the Environment Act (2021), perhaps its centrally important component is a national 

requirement for 10% biodiversity net gain.  This will be measured at the planning application stage, 

applying the latest Defra ómetricô, but there is increasingly recognition that strategic planning through Local 

Plans has a key role to play, including by facilitating the right type of offsite compensatory (i.e. necessary 

to compensate for onsite biodiversity loss, and so achieve the requisite net gain) habitat enhancement 

(also referred to as óoffsettingô) in the right locations.  There is a need to target efforts at priority landscape 

scales (e.g. river valleys, historically wooded areas), in-line with established strategic objectives, although 

there is a need to balance this strategy with a desire to deliver compensatory enhancements in proximity 

to development locations, and a desire to avoid overly polarising landscapes over time.   

5.2.39 The Environment Act also requires preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRSs) nationwide 

to guide efforts, and so it will be important for Local Plans to feed-into and integrate with LNRSs as far as 

possible, ensuring that they are prepared with an understanding of growth locations and means of 

effectively leveraging development industry funding.  The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) recently 

commented that there "needs to be a much clearer requirement and encouragement for LNRS to take the 

contents of local plans into account when they are being devised and vice versa". 

5.2.40 Ahead of a LNRS covering Wokingham, there is a need to draw-upon the long established network of 

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) defined for the entire South East region (albeit these are high-level 

/ somewhat broad brush) and also emerging work led by the local Wildlife Trust to map a potential nature 

recovery map ï see https://www.bbowt.org.uk/nature-recovery-map.  Another source of evidence is the 

analysis presented in the Valued Landscapes Topic Paper (2020) ï see Figure 5.12.   

5.2.41 The need to avoid a situation whereby planning for biodiversity net gain leads to a net reduced emphasis 

on strategic, landscape scale interventions, due to an increased focus on small-scale / piecemeal 

interventions within development sites, was a point recently highlighted by a research study completed by 

ze Ermgassen et al. (2021).17  Whilst the Government had previously anticipated 25% of biodiversity units 

being achieved offsite, the research found the figure in practice to be much lower, and the study authors 

are concerned about an over reliance on onsite measures as this could lead to opportunities missed in 

respect of ñstrategic investments in the local nature recovery networksò and ñinvestments in regional 

biodiversity priorities that can help restore biodiversity at a landscape scaleò.  The authors recognise that 

there are strong óaccess to greenspaceô arguments in favour of generating biodiversity units onsite, and 

that an onsite focus has ñbroad support from across stakeholdersò, but suggest ñthis priority risks 

overwhelming the biodiversity goals of the policyé potential trade-offs should be explicitly discussed.ò 

 
17 zu Ermgassen et al; see https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12820 

https://www.rtpi.org.uk/consultations/2021/november/rtpi-response-to-defra-consultation-on-local-nature-recovery-strategies/
https://www.bbowt.org.uk/nature-recovery-map
https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12820
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5.2.42 A related key national issue at the current time is water pollution.  Nitrate and phosphate pollution affecting 

internationally designated aquatic and wetland sites is a key issue for Local Plans in several parts of the 

country, including Kent (River Stour catchment) and Hampshire (the Solent); however, there is also a focus 

more generally on issues relating to water pollution affecting rivers and the wider water environment.  

There is a need for further work to understand specific issues and opportunities for the LPU; however, 

from data on the River Loddon and its tributaries available here, it is evident that issues do exist, for 

example the headline finding for the Twyford Brook is ñbad ecological statusò.  A key issue for the Local 

Plan relates to careful planning to minimise the risk of capacity breaches at sewage treatment works, but 

there can also be opportunities to explore how Local Plans can help tackle pollution from agriculture. 

Figure 5.12: Valued Landscapes in the Borough (from the Valued Landscapes Topic Paper, 2020) 

 

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/OperationalCatchment/3261
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5.2.43 With regards to decarbonisation, national context comes from the Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial 

Revolution (2020), the Energy White Paper (2020) and the more recent Transport Decarbonisation Plan 

and Net Zero Strategy (the Heat and Buildings Strategy is currently awaited, at the time of writing).   

5.2.44 Focusing on emissions from transport, the sub-national transport body ï Transport for the South East - 

recently responded to the Net Zero Strategy as follows: ñThese ambitious commitments support research 

conducted by TfSE which shows investment is needed across the whole transport network. Looking not 

only at increasing the availability, affordability and convenience of electric vehicles, but also working 

towards improving other modes of transport and reducing car-dependency. The additional investment in 

local transport systems and bus networks cited in the strategy will be essential to support this modal shift.ò 

5.2.45 With regards to the bus network, the following statement from the National Bus Strategy: Bus Back Better 

is also of note: ñTo avoid the worst effects of a car-led recovery ï cities and towns grinding to a halt; 

pollution, road injuries, respiratory illness and carbon emissions all rising ï we need to shift back quickly, 

by making radical improvements to local public transport as normal life returns.  Buses are the quickest, 

easiest and cheapest way to do that.ò  Bus Back Better encourages integration of transport and land use 

planning at the strategic level, and this is also a key message within the Transport for the South East 

Transport Strategy (2020) - see Figure 5.13.  It is also important to note that Reading is a national success 

story in respect of use of public busses in place of the private car ï see discussion in Appendix II. 

Figure 5.13: A vision for transport planning over time, from the South East Transport Strategy (2020) 

 

5.2.46 With regards to emissions from the built environment, the Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution 

(2020) made clear the extent to which this is a national priority ï see Figure 5.14 ï and there is clarity on: 

the central importance of considering both operational (or óin useô) and non-operational (e.g. embodied) 

emissions; a focus on an óenergy hierarchyô approach to operational emissions; and also the need to focus 

on heating.  For example, the UK Green Building Council (UKGBC) Policy Playbook (2021) explains: 

ñAccording to the Climate Change Committee, in order to reach net zero the UK must reduce its emissions 

from 430 MtCO2e to around 29 MtCO2e in 2050.  This will require a reduction in the direct emissions from 

buildings from around 85 MtCO2e in 2017 to around 4 MtCO2e in 2050.  To achieve this, the Committee 

has made clear that this will require óa new approach that will lead to the full decarbonisation of buildings 

by 2050ô, using a mixture of energy efficiency and low carbon heating measures.ò [emphasis added] 

Table 5.14: Governmentôs Ten Point Plan (2020) ï ranked by stated emissions savings 

Ten point plan  GHG savings 2023-2032 (MtCO2e)  

7  Greener Buildings 71 

2  Low Carbon Hydrogen 41 

8  Carbon Capture, Usage and Storage 40 

1  Offshore Wind 21 

4  Zero Emission Vehicles 5 

5  Public Transport, Cycling and Walking 2 

6  Jet Zero and Green Ships 1 

9  Natural Environment - 

3  Nuclear Power - 

10 Green Finance and Innovation - 

https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/2019/10/11/south-east-transport-strategy-sets-out-plan-to-transform-the-economy-boost-jobs-and-hit-net-zero-carbon-emissions-by-2050/
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5.2.47 However, there is a need to distinguish between the role of emissions from new build development versus 

emissions from the existing built environment, and there is limited clarity nationally regarding the role of 

spatial strategy.  Methods for scrutinising growth scenarios in terms of decarbonisation objectives are 

emerging, and the work recently undertaken in support of the emerging Greater Cambridge Local Plan 

should be reviewed as an example of emerging good practice.  The study notably presents 48 emissions 

scenarios, where the variables are: 1) growth quantum; 2) spatial strategy; and 3) ózero carbon policyô ï 

see Figure 5.14.  A key point to note is that the performance of óspatial strategyô options is highly dependent 

on emissions from transport, leading to Option 5 (Dispersal to villages) performing very poorly.   

5.2.48 Emissions from transport are a very significant consideration for Local Plans; however, there is also a 

need to recognise the role of spatial strategy in respect of minimising built environment emissions.  For 

example, a spatial strategy option might be seen to perform well where it directs growth to: larger schemes 

with economies of scale; areas with strong development viability; sites with land-owners willing to accept 

land value capture for public benefit; sites controlled by developers with a proactive approach to 

decarbonisation; sites associated with inherent opportunities around sharing waste heat (e.g. a WwTW, 

industrial operation, leisure centre) or capturing or ambient heat (e.g. a watercourse); sites with inherent 

opportunities around renewable power (solar, wind, hydro; albeit recognising that major schemes typically 

feed into the national grid); and schemes where the masterplanning/design concept is supportive of 

decarbonisation, e.g. with high densities and a use mix supportive of fifth generation heat networks. 

5.2.49 In the Wokingham context, key evidence comes in the form of the recently completed Renewable Energy 

Provision Statement, which concludes: ñPrimary emphasis should be given to electric-led solutions such 

as [heat pumps], EVs and PV arrays.  The majority of these technologies are possible for development 

building at scale. This removes up-front costs and ultimately improves the viability of the systemsé 

Secondly, the suitability of battery storage, balancing technologies and active network management 

systemsé  [emphasis added].ò  The study further concludes: 

¶ ñPrioritise passive and active energy efficiency measures within the masterplanning of developments;   

¶ Implement non-fossil fuel heating solutions;   

¶ Support the introduction of heat networks to optimise the heat use within the site areas, particularly 

focused at heavy energy anchors where commercially viable (e.g. hospital, film studios);  

¶ Encourage the introduction of renewable [power] generation technologies including solar PVs; and  

¶ Forward fund smart energy infrastructure and active network management systems...ò 

Figure 5.14: Emissions scenarios to inform the Greater Cambridge Local Plan (Etude, 2021) 

 

5.2.50 Furthermore, by way of local context, there is a need to note the Wokingham Climate Emergency Action 

Plan (January 2020), and its July 2020 update - see wokingham.gov.uk/council-and-meetings/open-

data/climate-emergency.  There is a section on ónew developmentô, which most notably sets out the goal 

of ensuring that all schemes of ten homes or more achieve net zero emissions from 2022. 

https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/greater-cambridge-local-plan-preferred-options/supporting-documents
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/council-and-meetings/open-data/climate-emergency/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/council-and-meetings/open-data/climate-emergency/
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5.2.51 Final important context comes from the recently published RTPI/TCPA Guide for Local Authorities on 

Planning for Climate Change (October 2021; see https://www.tcpa.org.uk/planning-for-climate-change).  

The study includes a focus on plan-making, but limited focus on decarbonisation principles to inform 

spatial strategy and site selection.  The section on site selection points out that: ñReducing the need to 

travel, connecting to existing heat networks and avoiding areas of flood risk are obvious considerations.ò  

Conclusion on broad distribution options to examine further 

5.2.52 On the basis of the discussion above, the following key messages emerge: 

¶ There is much to commend the Core Strategy approach of supporting large strategic schemes as an 

option for the LPU, including in light of consultation responses received on the LPU to-date, as well as 

appraisal work completed to date.  There has been successful infrastructure delivery alongside housing. 

¶ However, there is also a need to support a mix of site types, and a degree of dispersal (mindful of the 

settlement hierarchy), in order to ensure a robust housing supply trajectory (thereby maintaining a 

5YHLS) and ensure that local housing needs are met.  There is also a need to avoid an undue imbalance 

of growth between the north and south of the Borough, as far as possible given the Green Belt constraint. 

¶ There is a clear need to make best use of previously developed sites and redevelopment opportunities 

in urban areas, also aligning with wider objectives including around reimagining town centres and 

ensuring high quality place-making / óbeautyô.  However, previously developed sites are often associated 

with delivery challenges, and there is a need to consider strategic objectives for urban areas (e.g. 

Wokingham town centre functions must not be unduly eroded) and there is a need to ensure new homes 

with good space standards and access to green/open space.  N.B. detailed work on development density 

has been completed recently, and is discussed in Section 5.4. 

¶ There is also a clear need to protect the Green Belt as far as possible, in line with the NPPF, and taking 

account of the Bracknell Forest and Wokingham Green Belt Review (2016).   

¶ There is a need to approach any further growth at the SDLs with caution, ensuring alignment with 

established strategic objectives, and supporting the ability of new communities to form and óbed inô.   

¶ Objectively assessed needs for employment land are potentially associated with a degree of 

uncertainty at the current time, but there is a key strategic opportunity at Thames Valley Science Park. 

¶ There is a need to support the ambitions of Reading Borough to deliver a network of public and active 

transport corridors linking residential areas and key employment locations.  There is also a need to 

take account of issues and opportunities raised by Oxfordshire authorities (notably concerns in respect 

of a third Thames Crossing), Hampshire authorities (the A33 corridor) and Bracknell Forest.  Equally, 

there are ówithin boroughô issues and opportunities, e.g. concerns with the two main road corridors south 

of Wokingham (although new and forthcoming road infrastructure is improving the situation). 

¶ With regards to community infrastructure (also ógreyô infrastructure), there are no headline 

issues/opportunities (e.g. there is no location with an identified need for a new secondary school), but 

there is clear merit to directing growth to locations with infrastructure capacity and/or with the potential 

to deliver new and/or upgraded strategic infrastructure alongside housing. 

¶ There is a need to take a strategic approach to planning for green infrastructure and landscapes, 

integrating with landscape / historic / settlement character and the emerging agenda of planning for 

biodiversity and wider environmental net gain.  Other key óenvironmentalô considerations include 

planning for the water environment and avoiding the loss of BMV agricultural land. 

¶ A priority issue for the LPU is aligning with the Climate Emergency Action Plan and hence supporting 

achievement of the Boroughôs 2030 net zero target.  There is a need to minimise per capita emissions 

both from transport (with well understood implications for spatial strategy) and the built environment 

(less well understood implications).  All schemes of ten homes or more must be net zero from 2022. 

¶ The AWE Burghfield Detailed Emergency Planning Zone rules out growth along the A33 corridor, south 

of Reading.  In particular, it rules out Grazeley, which leads to a major gap in the housing land supply 

proposal from the Draft Plan consultation stage, recognising that, as a particularly large site, it was 

anticipated that Grazeley would be able to deliver a very large number of homes in the plan period 

(3,750).  This clearly creates a significant issue for the LPU, but also leads to an opportunity to reconsider 

the opportunities of increased growth elsewhere, including at lower tier settlements. 

5.2.53 This list does not aim to be comprehensive, but is considered to provide a useful ótop-downô input into the 

process of defining reasonable growth scenarios.  

https://www.tcpa.org.uk/planning-for-climate-change
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5.3 Site options 

5.3.1 A large number of site options have been submitted by land-owners and developers, including WBC a 

landowner, and a process of Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) has been 

prepared in order to identify a shortlist of sites that are available and potentially suitable for allocation.  

The HELAA provides an important starting point for defining reasonable growth scenarios, and is available 

at: www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/evidence-topics.  

5.3.2 Within Wokingham Borough, as within other local authority areas, there is an important distinction between 

strategic and non-strategic sites.  Strategic sites are those with a housing capacity in the several hundreds 

or thousands, and associated with economies of scale that enable delivery of a good mix of uses (also a 

good mix of homes in terms of type, size and tenure), potentially to include employment land, and/or 

enable delivery of new or upgraded strategic infrastructure (e.g. road, community, green infrastructure).   

5.3.3 This section firstly considers the pool of available strategic sites in some detail (when read alongside 

Appendices III and IV), before a second section presents GIS analysis of all available site options. 

Strategic site options 

5.3.4 The adopted Core Strategy included a focus on strategic sites, in the form of the four allocated SDLs, and 

a more or less similar focus on strategic sites is an option for the LPU, as discussed above.   

5.3.5 This being the case, in 2018 the Council commissioned a óStrategic Growth Locations: Growth Scenariosô 

study that examined growth scenarios for five potential strategic growth locations, namely:  

¶ Grazeley ï the study examined scenarios involving 5,000, 10,000 and 15,000 homes; 

¶ Twyford/Ruscombe - the study examined scenarios involving 500, 2,250 and 3,500 homes; 

¶ Barkham Square - the study examined scenarios involving 500, 750 and 1,000 homes; 

¶ Hall Farm - the study examined one scenario involving 1,000 homes; and 

¶ Ashridge - the study examined one scenario involving 3,000 homes. 

5.3.6 These sites/scenarios were a focus of detailed consideration at the time of preparing the Draft Plan in 

2019, as discussed in Section 5 and Appendix IV of the Interim SA Report (2020).  Additionally, close 

consideration was given to the option of further strategic growth at the existing Shinfield (South of the M4) 

SDL; specifically, an option involving a package of sites to deliver 976 further homes was examined.  

5.3.7 Ultimately, four strategic site options were progressed to the reasonable growth scenarios (Section 6 of 

the Interim SA Report), namely Grazeley (15,000 homes in total; 3,750 in the plan period), 

Twyford/Ruscombe (2,000 homes in total; 1,500 in the plan period), Shinfield (South of the M4) SDL 

expansion (976 homes) and Barkham Square (500 homes).  The Draft Plan then proposed allocation of 

just one of these strategic sites, namely Grazeley.   

5.3.8 Subsequently, in December 2020, the Council announced that there would be a need to look at 

alternatives to Grazeley Garden Town, because the scheme might not be achievable (discussed above, 

also see: news.wokingham.gov.uk/news/council-local-plan-moves-away-from-grazeley-garden-town).  It 

was subsequently confirmed that strategic development in this area is not achievable, and hence the 

option of strategic growth at Grazeley need not be considered further as an option for the LPU.   

5.3.9 The task in 2021 was then to re-examine available strategic site options, mindful that there could well be 

a need to ultimately allocate more than one in order to fill the large supply gap left by the removal of 

Grazeley Garden Town from the LPU spatial strategy.  As part of this, the Council commissioned DLA to 

undertake work (Strategic Masterplan Report, 2021) to examine masterplan options for Hall Farm 

(building upon the work completed in 2018) and one new strategic site option, namely South Wokingham 

SDL extension (specifically, this would involve an additional 835 homes at the southern extent of the SDL).    

5.3.10 Furthermore, following discussions with AECOM, a need to undertake a further óstock takeô of all available 

strategic site options was identified.  This led to identification of a longlist of 12 strategic site options, which 

fall into two categories: larger strategic site options; and smaller strategic site options.  The longlist of 

strategic site options is presented in Table 5.2 and Figure 5.3.  One further input at this stage was a Non-

strategic Sites Report (DLA, 2021), which considers masterplanning options for ten sites. 

http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/evidence-topics
http://www.news.wokingham.gov.uk/news/council-local-plan-moves-away-from-grazeley-garden-town
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Table 5.2: Introducing the longlist of strategic site options 2021 

Type Name Area 

(ha) 

Capacity 

(homes) 

Notes 

Larger 

1. Hall Farm /  

Loddon Valley 
527 4,500 

A 1,000 homes scheme was ruled out relatively early in the 

process in 2019 (para 5.52 of the 2020 ISA Report).  The Strategic 

Masterplan Report (2021) then identified the potential for a much 

larger and more holistic scheme, stretching across the Loddon 

Valley, with housing focused to the east and employment to the 

west, associated with the expanding Thames Valley Science Park 

(TVSP; see Box 5.1) and another headline issue is strategic 

planning for green and blue infrastructure along the Loddon Valley.  

2,200 homes to be delivered in the plan period. 

2. Ashridge 226 3,000 

Was ruled out early in the process in 2019 (para 5.49 of the ISA 

Report), but a detailed scheme proposal and supporting evidence 

was then submitted in August 2021.  The promoters suggest 3,000 

homes in the plan period, but there are potential delivery issues, 

so 2,000 in the plan period is a cautious assumption. 

3. Twyford / 

Ruscombe 

154 / 

23218 

2,000 - 

2,500 

Three options were examined closely over the period 2018-20, 

before the ISA Report (2020) focused attention on a shortlist of two 

(2,000 and 3,000 homes; see Table A in Appendix IV) before 

further focusing on the 2,000 home option (see paragraph 5.52).  

The scheme promoter is proposing 2,500 homes, and recent 

reports in the local press suggest the potential for a new rail 

station; however, this was not mentioned as an option in the 

consultation response received in 2020, and nothing has been 

formally submitted to the Council in the time since the consultation.  

1,500 homes to be delivered in the plan period (i.e. a relatively 

slow rate, because Berkeley propose to deliver the scheme as the 

sole house-builder).   

Smaller 

4.Home Farm, 

Winnersh   
59 1,000 

Ruled out relatively early in the process in 2019 (para 5.104 of the 

ISA Report, 2020), but the consultation response then proposed: 

ñé up to 250 homes in the first five years of the plan period [and 

then] potential to grow via phased development to deliver [1,100 

homes int total] as well as a new Primary School, Local Centre, 

Community Facility, Sport and Recreation Hub and Open Space.ò 

5. Stokes 

Farm 
80 1,000 

Ruled out relatively early in the process in 2019 (para 5.84 of the 

ISA Report).  A consultation response was received proposing 

1,000 homes, but with very little detail, e.g. no concept masterplan.  

Closely to Binfield/Bracknell, but would not link well in urban form 

terms, given a proposed designated strategic gap. 

6. East of 

Finchamp-

stead Rd  

90 1,000 

Ruled out relatively early in the process in 2019 (para 5.94 of the 

ISA Report), before a consultation response was received 

confirming availability and the potential to provide SANG, but 

providing limited further information.  Capacity is unknown, and so 

1,000 is assumed as a rough estimate. 

7. South 

Wokingham 

SDL ext. 

59 800 

Was unavailable in 2019/20.  Examined through the Strategic 

Masterplan Report (2021).  The land falls within the SDL boundary, 

but is shown as ópotential green open spaceô within the SDL SPD 

(2011).  Land within the SDL to the north (south of the railway) has 

a resolution to grant planning permission for 1,600 homes and 

associated infrastructure.  

 
18 The smaller area assumes no land south of the railway.  There are sensitivities here, and so the assumption in 2019/20 was 
that a c.2,000 home scheme would focus to the north only; however, at the current time there is some uncertainty regarding 
whether there could be a need for homes and/or new infrastructure south of the railway under a ó2,000-2,500 homeô scenario. 
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Type Name Area 

(ha) 

Capacity 

(homes) 

Notes 

8. Barkham 

Square  
58 500 

Three options were examined closely over the period 2018-20, 

before the ISA Report focused attention on a shortlist of two (500 

and 750 homes; see Appendix IV) before further focusing on the 

500 home option (see paragraph 5.52).  A consultation response 

was received proposing 750-1,000 homes, but Officers maintain 

that a 500 homes scheme, in the form of an extension to the 

Arborfield Garrison SDL, is a more appropriate assumption. 

9. Land at 

Church Farm 

& Finchamp-

stead Rd  

46 500 

Ruled out relatively early in the process in 2019 (para 5.118 of the 

ISA Report), but two detailed consultation responses were 

received in respect of the two adjacent sites (384 homes to the 

west of Finchampstead Road, 118 homes to east).  A coordinated 

scheme has not been proposed, but could feasibly be an option.   

10. Arborfield 

Cross 
55 500 

Ruled out early in the process in 2019 (para 5.113 of the ISA 

Report), but subsequently identified as a comparator to Barkham 

Square.  A cluster of four sites would comprise most (but not all) 

land between the SDL and Arborfield Cross, with a stand-out large 

site (Duckôs Nest Farm) west of the B3030, in respect of which a 

detailed consultation response was received in 2020 (275 homes).  

Proposals for land east of the B3030 are less clear.  Total capacity 

is unknown, and so 500 is assumed as a rough estimate. 

11. Blagrove 

Lane  
57 400 

Ruled out relatively early in the process in 2019 (para 5.84 of the 

ISA Report), but a detailed consultation response was then 

received in 2020, proposing a 500 home scheme.  The site was 

then examined through the Non-strategic Sites Report (DLA, 

2021), which identified two options: 336 homes and 455 homes.   

12.Heathlands 

Road 
95 Unknown 

A loose cluster of adjacent submitted sites; however, no 

coordinated scheme has been proposed. 

Box 5.2: Thames Valley Science Park (TVSP) 

The situation in respect of existing, under-construction, committed and proposed employment uses in the TVSP 

area is complex.  The Strategic Site Report (2021) explains matters as follows: 

ñSupported by the Core Strategy and Managing Development Delivery Document, the [TVSP] has been 

expanding within University-owned land to the west of the site.  Phase 1 of TVSP was given outline planning 

permission for 18,580sqm of floorspace in May 2010 and is now occupied by approximately 80 different 

science and technology companies.  Phase 2 was granted outline permission for 57,110sqm of floorspace 

in July 2017.  Phase 3 is expected to provide a further 40,000sqm of science and technology floorspace.  A 

Full application for the erection of TV Studio Building including studio space, workshop/storage area and 

production/office to form part of óCine Valleyô was granted permission in October 2021.  

To the south of Cutbush Lane, planning permission was also granted in March 2019 for the British Museum 

Archaeological Research Collection, consisting of a 15,600sqm research and storage facility with 80 parking 

spaces, currently under construction.  Outline consent was also granted for up to an additional 15,000sqm 

of research and storage floorspace.  

Adjacent to the west of the British Museum site, a full application for the erection of film studio stages and 

workshops (for a temporary period of 5 years) was permitted in March 2021é 

In the longer term, additional medical uses are also proposed, including a potential major teaching hospital. 

Together these proposals contribute to the Universityôs development concept for the area, an enterprise 

which aims to create a hub of commercial, recreational and scientific activities based on film and media; 

innovation and tech; heritage and arts and health and life sciences...έ 
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Figure 5.15: Longlist of strategic site options 2021 

 

5.3.11 A comparative appraisal of the three larger strategic site options is presented in Appendix III of this 

report, with the conclusion that all are associated with relative pros and cons.  The appraisal finds all three 

sites to be associated with pros and cons, and on the basis of the appraisal alone it is not possible to rule 

out any of the three sites.  As such, all three are progressed for further consideration. 

5.3.12 With regards to the nine smaller strategic sites, the first step was to present these to the WBC Planning 

and Transport Policy Member Working Group (TPMWG), which acts as a working group for the Executive 

Member of Planning and Enforcement, and does not have decision making powers.  Further discussions 

were then held between WBC Officers and AECOM, which led to the identification of a shortlist of four 

sites.  These four sites were then subject to a comparative appraisal (Appendix IV), on the basis of which 

WBC Officers were able to identify one of the four sites as performing relatively poorly, such that it can be 

ruled out of further consideration. The other three sites are progressed for further consideration. 

Conclusion on strategic site options 

5.3.13 In conclusion, in light of the discussion above (including the detailed analysis presented in Appendices III 

and IV), the decision was made to progress all three larger strategic site options and three smaller strategic 

site options for further consideration in Section 5.4. 
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Table 5.3: Conclusions on smaller strategic site options 

Site Conclusion 

Home Farm, 

Winnersh   

Ruled out: The latest proposal from the scheme promoters (August 2021) is for two smaller 

sites within the wider site, specifically a scheme for 49 homes and a scheme for 180 homes, 

serving to suggest that a óstrategicô site is not a deliverable or developable option.  This is a 

sensitive area from a historic environment and settlement separation perspective (and 

potentially wider landscape perspective), but does link relatively well to Wokingham.  

Stokes Farm 

Ruled out following the TPMWG meeting.  A sensitive location from a settlement separation 

perspective and would not relate well to Binfield given the Bracknell Forest Local Plan 

proposal to designate a strategic gap to the east.  It is unlikely that growth here would be 

supported by BFC.  There is a high density of ancient woodland patches in this area, and 

there is a need to guard against piecemeal expansion north of the A329.  The consultation 

response received in 2020 gave little insight regarding addressing issues/opportunities. 

East of 

Finchampstead 

Road  

Ruled out following the TPMWG meeting.  A recent refusal for a 216 home scheme on the 

northern part of this site was dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate following an appeal, 

including on transport grounds, and there is no evidence that a larger, strategic scheme could 

address the issues raised.  However, land here does relate relatively well to Wokingham, so 

there may be a need to explore solutions moving forward.  The 2020 consultation response 

was brief and did not propose a linked scheme across the two component sites. 

Land at Church 

Farm & 

Finchampstead 

Road  

Ruled out following the TPMWG meeting.  Two separate schemes are being promoted, and 

it is not clear that a linked strategic scheme is feasible or would deliver any particular benefits.  

Land here relates well to Finchampstead Cross Roads local centre, and Crowthorne station 

is within cycling distance, but higher order settlements are more distant.  There are also 

significant landscape and historic environment constraints, noting rising land (with public 

rights of way) to Finchampstead Church Conservation Area and scheduled monuments, plus 

there is a need to consider current built form / settlement pattern south of Nine Mile Ride. 

Heathlands Road 

Ruled out following the TPMWG meeting.  Land here falls in-between main road corridors, is 

distant from a rail station, associated with a horticultural cluster and contributes to settlement 

separation.  Development here would not form a logical extension of the South of Wokingham 

SDL given a flood risk zone, a committed area of greenspace (as per the recent resolution to 

grant permission) and a proposed location for a sports hub (at Grayôs Farm, which is now 

owned by WBC).  A preferable location for SDL extension is discussed below. 

Arborfield Cross 

Ruled out following the appraisal in Appendix IV.  The option of growth here has a degree of 

merit, particularly the proposal to deliver a significant new area of green-space in a 

strategically important location.  However, this option is judged sequentially less preferable to 

the option of growth at Barkham Square, and the option of growth both here and at Barkham 

Square is judged to be unreasonable, as this would amount to over-allocation in this part of 

the Borough, recognising that the Arborfield SDL will be under construction for several years 

to come, and also recognising that accessibility and transport connectivity in this part of the 

Borough is relatively low.  Furthermore, there is no current evidence of landowner intention to 

bring this cluster forward together, which clearly leads to implications for deliverability. 

S. Wokingham 

SDL extension 

Progressed for further detailed consideration (Section 5.4). 

Barkham Square  Progressed for further detailed consideration (Section 5.4). 

Blagrove Lane  Progressed for further detailed consideration (Section 5.4). 
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Non-strategic site options 

5.3.14 Appendix V presents the findings of a quantitative GIS-based exercise, involving examining the spatial 

relationship (proximity and intersect) between all site options and a range of constraint/push (e.g. flood 

zones, heritage assets) and opportunity/pull (e.g. schools) features for which data is available in digitally 

mapped form for the Borough as a whole.  The limited nature of the analysis is such that it does not enable 

overall conclusions to be reached on the merits of individual site options (i.e. no sites were identified as 

poorly performing, such that they should be sifted out); however, issues and opportunities highlighted 

through the analysis fed into the consideration of site options by sub-area, as discussed below. 

5.3.15 All 359 site options were run through the analysis, i.e. both strategic and non-strategic sites.  However, 

there is more to be learned regarding non-strategic site options from GIS analysis of this nature.  This 

is because strategic sites can be masterplanned to deliver new community infrastructure and also address 

environmental sensitivities within or nearby to the site boundary.   

5.3.16 Having run site options through GIS analysis it becomes possible to compare and contrast the 

performance of sub-sets of site options, highlighting trends that can provide insights.  The following is a 

brief selection of some of the more notable trends discussed in Appendix V: 

¶ Agricultural land - 41 sites intersect land that is shown to be of grade 1 or grade 2 quality by the nationally 

available óprovisionalô agricultural land dataset, albeit it is recognised that this dataset is very low 

resolution.  The analysis does not show a significant difference in percentage intersect  between sites 

supported by the HELAA (suitable or potentially suitable) versus not supported (unsuitable or excluded).  

¶ Air quality - 27 sites are within or adjacent to an AQMA, and in 22 of these cases the AQMA in question 

is that associated with the M4 motorway.  A further 85 sites are then within 1km of an AQMA.  Sites 

supported by the HELAA tend to be closer to an AQMA than sites not supported by the HELAA. 

¶ Biodiversity - six sites intersect or are adjacent to a SSSI, of which two are supported by the HELAA, 

namely: 5WW009 (Ravenswood Village), which is adjacent and judged potentially suitable for housing; 

and 5BA033 (Land at Rooks Nest Farm), which is near adjacent and also judged potentially suitable.   

¶ Communities ï  

 81 sites are more than 2km from a secondary school (within Wokingham Borough), and are judged to 

stand-out as performing poorly.  The top 34 worst performing sites (bar one) are located in one of four 

parishes (Hurst, Finchampstead, Shinfield and Swallowfield).  N.B. in Shinfield has a secondary 

school, but land within the Parish to the west of the A33 is distant. 

 48 sites are more than 1.5km from a primary school, and are judged to stand-out as performing poorly.  

Risely is notable as a village ï associated with numerous site options - without a primary school. 105 

sites are less than 1km from a primary school, and so stand-out as performing well.   

 55 sites are more than 2km from a GP surgery (within Wokingham Borough).  The top 26 worst 

performing sites are all located in one of three parishes (Hurst, Finchampstead and Shinfield).  N.B.  

Shinfield has a GP surgery, but land within the Parish to the west of the A33 is distant. 

¶ Flood risk - 41 sites intersect flood zone 2 by more than 20%.  14 of these sites are supported by the 

HELAA (i.e. judged suitable or potentially suitable), including four where the percentage intersect is 

c.50% or more.  The average size of sites judged to perform poorly is 29.4 ha (in contrast to 9.4 ha 

across all site options), a scale at which there will typically be good potential to avoid flood risk. 

¶ Historic environment - 56 site options are within 500m of a grade 2* listed building.  Lockôs House, within 

Wokingham Without Parish, stands out as a grade 2* listed building where there is a large number of 

sites supported by the HELAA (or consented) in relative proximity (seven sites within 800m). 

¶ Core employment areas ï 115 sites are less than 1km from a core employment area, and so stand-out 

as performing well.  However, in practice it is recognised that there is little reason to assume that a 

significant proportion of residents within any given community will work within the nearest core 

employment area.  Also, there is a need to be mindful that where a site option intersects an employment 

area it could be an indication of a proposal to redevelop the employment area for housing (five sites 

significantly intersect an employment area: one HELAA suitable; one HELAA potentially suitable; one 

HELAA potentially suitable for retail; one HELAA suitability unknown; and one HELAA unsuitable. 
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5.4 Sub-area scenarios 

Introduction 

5.4.1 Discussion has so far focused on A) ótop downô considerations of housing quantum and broad distribution 

issues and options; and B) óbottom-upô consideration of site options.  The next step is to consider each of 

the Boroughôs sub-areas in turn, exploring how sites might be allocated in combination. 

What sub-areas? 

5.4.2 The Homes for the Future consultation document (2018) divided the Borough into five sub-areas based 

on the overall geography (see Figure 5.5, above); however, as part of SA work completed in 2019 (as 

reported in Section 5 of the 2020 ISA Report) it was determined appropriate to use sub-areas defined to 

reflect the clustering of site options.  14 sub-areas were defined on this basis. 

5.4.3 Just one adjustment has been made to the sub-areas since the 2020 ISA Report.  Specifically, land directly 

to the south of the M4 and east of the Shinfield Eastern Relief Road is now included within the óSouth of 

the M4, west of Wokinghamô sub-area, as opposed to the óSouth of the M4, east of the A33ô sub-area, to 

reflect the extent of the Hall Farm / Loddon Valley site option (discussed in Section 5.3). 

5.4.4 There are arguments for making further adjusts to the sub-areas, and the sub-areas can be revisited 

subsequent to the current consultation, to feed-into SA work ahead of Regulation 19 publication. 

5.4.5 The 14 sub-areas are shown in Figure 5.16, below. 

Structure of this section 

5.4.6 This section considers each of the sub-areas in turn, discussing the site options that are feasibly in 

contention for allocation, taking the HELAA findings as a starting-point, before then considering scenarios 

involving allocating sites in combination.  The sub-areas are discussed in order of geographical location. 

A note on methodology 

5.4.7 The discussions are systematic to an extent, particularly in that:  

¶ the Councilôs HELAA is a key starting point;  

¶ there is broad consistency with the approach taken to defining growth scenarios in 2019/20;  

¶ there is a focus on ónewô sites over-and-above proposed allocations from the Draft Plan stage (2020);  

¶ there is reliance on the Strategic and Non-strategic Sites Reports prepared by DLA in 2021; and  

¶ there is a focus on larger sites over-and-above smaller sites (because larger sites will tend to have 

greater potential to give rise to significant effects), including discussion of all 41 site options above 20ha.   

5.4.8 However, in order to make the process of selecting and appraising growth scenarios manageable and 

effective, there is an inevitable need to apply professional judgment when identifying sites and site 

combinations: for detailed discussion versus less detailed discussion; to progress or not progress to the 

borough-wide growth scenarios (Section 5.5); to progress to the borough-wide growth scenarios as a 

constant versus as a variable.  The aim is not to systematically consider each and every site option to the 

same level of detail.  A consistent GIS-based methodology is applied to the analysis of all site options in 

Appendix V of this report, which feeds into the discussion of site options presented below. 

5.4.9 It is important to emphasise that the aim of this section is not to present a formal appraisal of reasonable 

alternatives.  Rather, the aim is to discuss site and sub-area options in order to inform the definition of 

reasonable alternatives (i.e. borough-wide growth scenarios).  Certain consultation responses received in 

2020 (notably from Bracknell Forest Council) called for a more detailed and systematic consideration of 

options under the sub-area headings; however, there is a need to ensure proportionality, as part of the 

task of arriving at reasonable alternatives (growth scenarios).  The analysis presented below goes into 

detail over-and-above the equivalent analysis presented in the 2020 ISA Report, and there will be the 

potential to go into further detail still at the next stage of SA work.  In particular, there is the potential to 

define and formally appraise sub-area specific growth scenarios for select sub-areas, and stakeholder 

views on which sub-areas might be selected for this additional work would be welcomed. 



Wokingham LPU SA  Interim SA Report 

 

 
Part 1 40 

 

Figure 5.16: Site options grouped into clusters / sub-areas 
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A4 corridor 

 

5.4.10 The HELAA identifies three sites as suitable for housing, all three of which were proposed allocations in 

the Draft Plan 2020.  The largest of these sites (SO001) is an existing allocation from the MDD Local Plan, 

but no planning application has been forthcoming.   

5.4.11 The latest proposal is to maintain the capacity of 5SO001 (25 homes), but to increase the capacity of 

5RU007 (to 12 homes) and 5RU008 (to 20 homes), on the basis of the Pattern Book work presented in 

the Non-strategic Sites Report.  There is no need to revisit the findings of this work through the SA process. 

5.4.12 The HELAA identifies 12 sites as potentially suitable, of which six together comprise the East of 

Twyford/Ruscombe large strategic site option, which is discussed above (Section 5.3), where it is 

established that that the site warrants detailed consideration.  One question-mark is in respect of how to 

treat land to the south of the railway line, with there being an argument for containing growth to the north. 

5.4.13 With regards to the remaining six sites, through discussion with WBC Officers all six were identified as 

emerging preferred allocations.  Taking these sites in turn: 

¶ 5CV001 (Land east of Park View Drive North, Charvil) ï was a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan, 

and led to a high number of objections from local residents (see Figure 5.10).  The proposal is now to 

decrease the capacity to 78 homes on the basis of the Pattern Book work. 

¶ 5CV002 (Land west of Park Lane, Charvil) ï was a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan, and also led 

to a high number of objections from local residents.  The proposal is now to decrease the capacity to 61 

homes on the basis of the Pattern Book work. 

¶ 5TW005/009/010 (Land at Bridge Farm, Twyford) ï was an allocation in the Draft Plan, and also led to 

a high number of objections from local residents.  The proposal is now to increase the capacity to 180 

homes on the basis of the Pattern Book work presented in the Non-strategic Sites Report.  The ISA 

Report (2020) raised certain concerns regarding the site (search for óLand at Bridge Farmô), noting that 

the scheme would extend Twyford to the west of the railway, into a landscape strongly associated with 

the River Loddon (with extensive floodplain grazing marsh priority habitat), and also noting the likelihood 

of grade 2 (i.e. better quality) agricultural land; however, there is no other potentially suitable site able 
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to deliver homes at Twyford ï a Tier 1 settlement ï whilst avoiding the Green Belt (which constrains land 

to the north and east), and there are strategic arguments for housing growth at Twyford. 

¶ 5SO008 (Land east of Pound Lane, Sonning (Sonning Golf Club)) ï was judged unsuitable by the 

previous HELAA and not a proposed allocation in Draft Plan.  It is a modest sized site (24 homes), which 

would extend a site with planning permission, and is well related to existing built form to the north.  It 

does not appear not to be associated with any headline environmental constraints, although the concern 

raised by the HELAA regarding possible long term ñdevelopment creep through the golf courseò remains. 

5.4.14 In summary, therefore, the emerging preferred approach was established as one involving 400 homes 

at the HELAA suitable and potentially suitable sites that fall outside the Green Belt (and the East of 

Twyford/Ruscombe strategic site).  Of these 400 homes, 180 would be at Twyford, 32 would be at 

Ruscombe, 139 would be at Charvil and 49 at Sonning (where there is also a consented site for 13 homes).   

5.4.15 There is also a reasonable need to explore higher growth, mindful of arguments for rebalancing housing 

growth in the Borough more towards the north, and recognising that the A4 corridor sub-area benefits from 

relatively good accessibility (to community infrastructure, employment etc) and connectivity (both by car 

and non-car modes).   

5.4.16 The first port of call is a scenario involving additional allocation of strategic growth at East of 

Twyford/Ruscombe (circa 2,000 homes in total, with circa 1,500 homes in the plan period).  Under a 

scenario that sees allocation of East of Twyford/Ruscombe there would be an argument for not allocating 

5TW005/009/010; however, on balance, the assumption here is that this site would also be allocated. 

5.4.17 Following discussion with WBC Officers, it was determined appropriate and reasonable to also explore a 

further higher growth scenario, specifically one without allocation of a strategic site.   

5.4.18 As such, there was a need to explore HELAA unsuitable sites, with considerations as follows: 

¶ There are numerous larger sites at Sonning; however, all are judged to have limited merit on the basis 

of Sonningôs position in the settlement hierarchy, and relative sensitivity in environmental terms, 

particularly noting the extensive village conservation area and the villageôs association with the River 

Thames corridor, including the Thames Path.  There are strong arguments for protecting the landscape 

gaps between Sonning and Charvil to the east and the Reading urban area to the west.  Two stand-out 

large sites are 5SO011 and 5SO012; however, the former is associated with the sensitive Sonning Hill 

area (landscape, settlement separation, biodiversity and potentially heritage constraint), whilst the latter 

is associated with sports facilities, and is judged potentially suitable for enhanced leisure uses. 

¶ The option of expansion to the west of Charvil is also not supported.  There are limited arguments for 

growth at a Tier 3 settlement in excess of 139 homes, and the site in question (5SO004) would erode 

the landscape gap to Sonning and is in close proximity to a major cluster of scheduled monuments.  The 

current edge of Charvil is considered to represent a robust edge to the village, with open fields beyond. 

¶ This leaves options for growth at Twyford/Ruscombe, where an immediate consideration is the Green 

Belt, which strongly weighs against sites located to the east and north east (east of the railway).  In this 

light, attention focuses on two larger sites - 5TW007/011 and 5HU043 - however, the latter is ruled out 

of contention on the basis of flood risk, given extensive areas are subject to Flood Zone 3 

5.4.19 In light of these bullet points, attention focuses on the option of additional growth through allocation of 

HELAA unsuitable site 5TW007/11 (Land north of the A4).  This site was examined through the Non-

strategic Sites Report (DLA, 2021) and identified as having a capacity of 150 homes plus 4ha employment. 

5.4.20 In conclusion, there are three reasonable growth scenarios to consider further in Section 5.5:19 

1) 400 homes at the seven HELAA sites judged suitable or potentially suitable by the HELAA;  

2) Option 1 plus 150 homes at HELAA unsuitable site 5TW007/11; and 

3) Option 1 plus strategic expansion east of Twyford/Ruscombe. 

 
19 Further supply is from consented site SO005 (which does not require an allocation). 
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Woodley 

 

5.4.21 As an initial point, it is apparent that a very low number of sites have been promoted for future development 

in Woodley, largely because the area is already built up (N.B. windfall sites still can and likely will come 

forward through the planning application process). 

5.4.22 The HELAA does not identify any sites as suitable, and identifies just one site as potentially suitable for 

housing - 5WO004 (Land at Sandford Mill Pumping Station).  Two other sites are judged to be either 

suitable for employment but not requiring an allocation, or suitability unknown.    

5.4.23 Focusing on site 5WO004, through discussion with WBC Officers allocation of this site for 15 homes was 

identified as the emerging preferred approach for the sub-area.  This site is constrained in terms of flood 

risk, with the majority of the site falling within flood risk zone 2; however, it benefits from relatively good 

accessibility and connectivity, recognising that Woodley is a Tier 1 settlement.   

5.4.24 There is an argument for further exploring a lower growth scenario (i.e. a scenario whereby 5WO004 is 

not allocated); however, on balance, the decision was made not to progress a lower growth scenario to 

Section 5.5 (see appraisal of 5WO004 in Part 2 of this report).  It is not possible to foresee any reasonable 

higher growth scenario, due to a lack of available sites. 

5.4.25 In conclusion, there is only one reasonable growth scenario to consider further in Section 5.5.  This 

involves allocation of 5WO004 for 15 homes. 
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Hurst 

 

5.4.26 The HELAA does not identify any sites as suitable, but identifies four sites as potentially suitable. 

5.4.27 Through discussion with WBC Officers the emerging preferred approach was established as involving 

allocation of two of these sites (which are adjacent), namely: 

¶ 5HU002 (Land adjacent to Whistley Green Cottage, Whistley Green) ï was a proposed allocation in the 

Draft Plan for 3 homes, and this remains the proposed capacity at the current time, in light of the Pattern 

Book work presented in the Non-strategic Sites Report ( 2021). 

¶ 5HU030 (Land North-West of Hogmoor Lane) ï was a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan for 12 

homes, and this remains the proposed capacity at the current time, in light of the Pattern Book work. 

5.4.28 There is also a reasonable need to test a higher growth scenario, mindful of arguments for rebalancing 

housing growth in the Borough more towards the north, and recognising that 15 homes amounts to a 

relatively low growth strategy in comparison to other similar villages, such as Sonning (allocations for 49 

homes, plus an existing permission for 13 homes) and Charvil (allocations for 139 homes).  Furthermore, 

Hurst does benefit from reasonable transport connectivity and accessibility in comparison to certain other 

Tier 3 settlements, notably Swallowfield and Riseley in the south of the Borough.  

5.4.29 The first port of call is the two remaining potentially suitable sites ï 5HU006 (Land on the North Side of 

Orchard Road) and 5HU052 (Land at the rear of Vine cottage).  However, these are small sites, and do 

not stand-out as having particular merit.  The sites are in very close proximity to the village hall and primary 

school; however, 5HU006 is potentially valuable open space (used annually for the Hurst Show), whilst 

5HU052 contains a grade II listed building and is a proposed Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 

5.4.30 In turn, there is a need to explore the possibility of allocating one or more HELAA unsuitable sites.  Two 

such sites stand-out on the basis of being larger sites in proximity to the village core, namely 5HU003 

(Whistley Meadow St Nicholas, Whistley Green) and 5HU016 (Land on the east side of Lodge Road).  

However, 5HU003 forms the separation between Hurst and Twyford to the north and is considered to 

perform poorly on this basis.   
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5.4.31 This leaves 5HU016, which is being promoted for 250 homes, having previously been promoted for 300 

homes (see www.landeastoflodgeroad.co.uk).  However, the DLA Pattern Book methodology (50% 

developable area; 30 dwellings per hectare) suggests a capacity more in the region of 150 homes. 

5.4.32 Allocations for a total of 165 homes (3 + 12 + 150) would amount to a high growth strategy for a Tier 3 

settlement, but is judged to be a reasonable scenario to progress to Section 5.5. 

5.4.33 In conclusion, there are two reasonable growth scenarios to consider further in Section 5.5: 

1) 15 homes at two HELAA potentially suitable sites; and 

2) Option 1 plus 150 homes at unsuitable site 5HU016 

North of Wokingham 

 
 

N.B. there is an argument for including sites west of Emmbrook / east of the M4 within this sub-area, recognising 

that the North Wokingham Distributor Road, which is currently under construction, passes through this area. 

5.4.34 Firstly, there is a need to note the extent of the committed SDL, much of which is now either built-out or 

under construction.  Also, within the SDL site 5WK002 (Ashridge Farm, Warren House Road) was recently 

granted permission for a scheme involving 153 homes in the southern part of the site and an area of 

strategic greenspace to the north (ref. 201515).  This site is discussed above (paragraph 5.2.32) as being 

associated with historic environment sensitivity.  

5.4.35 The HELAA identifies 16 further sites as potentially suitable, of which 14 together comprise the Ashridge 

large strategic site option, which is discussed above (Section 5.4), where it is established that that the site 

warrants detailed consideration.  One question-mark is in respect of how to treat land within 5HU022 to 

the west of the M4, which is does not feature in the concept plan materials submitted by the site promoter. 

5.4.36 With regards to the remaining two sites, through discussion with WBC Officers the emerging preferred 

approach was established as one involving allocation of both.  Taking these sites in turn: 

  

http://www.landeastoflodgeroad.co.uk/
https://wokingham.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=725f61a65b224c3e98f1a78da9befcbd
https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=201515&ApplicationNumber=201515&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
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¶ 5WK051 (Land east of Toutley Depot) ï was a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan for 100 homes, and 

the proposal is now to increase the capacity to 130 homes plus a care home, in line with a submitted 

planning application (ref. 211777), although this warrants scrutiny in light of the work presented in the 

Non-strategic Sites Report.  It is also noted that the site is an existing employment allocation following 

the Managing Development Delivery (MDD) Local Plan; however, employment has not come forward. 

¶ 5HU051 (Land North of London Road and East of A329) ï is located adjacent to the A239M/A329/B3408 

junction, such that it is bounded by roads on two sides, and on a third side is bounded by a recent 

housing development within Bracknell Forest.  It was examined through the Non-strategic Sites Report 

(2021), which identified capacity for 45 homes. 

5.4.37 There is an argument for further exploring a lower growth scenario involving omission of 5HU051; 

however, on balance, the decision was made not to progress a lower growth scenario to Section 5.5 (see 

appraisal of 5HU051 in Part 2 of this report).  

5.4.38 With regards to higher growth scenarios, the first port of call is a scenario involving additional allocation 

of strategic growth at Ashridge (circa 3,000 homes in total, with circa 2,000 homes in the plan period).  

Under a scenario that sees allocation of Ashridge there would be an argument for not allocating 5HU051; 

however, on balance, the assumption here is that 5HU051 would also be allocated. 

5.4.39 The second port of call, when exploring higher growth scenarios, is the two sites for which the current 

HELAA conclusion is suitability unknown.  However, both sites are clearly associated with detailed site 

specific achievability/deliverability issues.  Taking the two sites in turn: 

¶ 5WK009 (Wokingham STW, Bell Foundary Lane) ï is an operational sewage treatment works, with no 

evidence available to show it is surplus to requirements.  The fluvial flood risk zone of the Emm Brook 

also intersects the northern part of the site. 

¶ 5WK052 (Toutley Depot) ï is within an existing designated Core Employment Area, and the existing SDL 

policy calls for its retention.  Relocation of the existing business use would be required, were the site to 

be redeveloped for housing, and the achievability of this is currently unknown. 

5.4.40 All other site options available for housing are excluded by the HELAA, primarily on the basis of being 

poorly related to an existing settlement.  This includes stand-out larger sites 5HU033 (Land at Stokes 

Farm, Binfield Road), which is discussed above (Section 5.3) as a smaller strategic site option; and 

5HU024 which is proposed for SANG, for which it gained consent in 2017, albeit this was not implemented. 

5.4.41 In conclusion, there are two reasonable growth scenarios to consider further in Section 5.5:20 

1) 175 homes at two HELAA potentially suitable sites; and 

2) Option 1 plus strategic growth at Ashridge. 

  

 
20 Further supply is from consented site 5WK002 (which does require an allocation).  

https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=211777&ApplicationNumber=211777&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
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Wokingham urban area 

 

5.4.42 The HELAA identifies ten sites as suitable; however, only seven of these are suitable for allocation, with 

the other three (5WK017, 5WK018 and 5WK015) associated with uncertain deliverability.   

5.4.43 The HELAA also identifies three sites as potentially suitable and, in discussion with WBC officers, it was 

established that the emerging preferred approach is to allocate two of these, with the third (5BA018) 

judged not to be suitable for allocation on balance.  This site is an operational car breakers yard, such that 

development could amount to a good use of previously developed land; however, the site is associated 

with Barkham (Tier 3 in the settlement hierarchy), rather than the Wokingham urban area, does not relate 

well to the village and is associated with transport and biodiversity constraints. 

5.4.44 In summary, therefore, the emerging preferred approach was identified as one involving allocation of 

nine sites for a total of 291 homes, plus an allowance for around 200 homes to come forward within the 

town centre, including across the sites that are judged to be suitable but with uncertain deliverability. 

5.4.45 Allocation of eight sites amounts to a proactive approach to making best use of previously developed sites 

within the Boroughôs main urban area, and is a higher growth strategy relative to the Draft Plan.  There 

has also been careful consideration given to development density / massing / heights since the Draft Plan, 

through the work reported in the Non-strategic Sites Report (DLA, 2021), which notably led to a significant 

decrease in capacity at one of the previously proposed allocations (5WK029; Station Industrial Estate, 

Oxford Road) and a significantly increased capacity at the other (5WK012; 54-58 Reading Road). 

5.4.46 There are few strategic arguments for exploring lower growth scenarios, recognising the importance of 

making best use of previously development land within an area with very good accessibility.  Emerging 

preferred allocations 5WK030 (Millars Business Park, Molly Millars Lane) and 5WK045 (Land at Bridge 

Retail Park) stand out as warranting scrutiny because they are: new proposed allocations since the Draft 

Plan stage; in existing industrial and retail use respectively; and located outside the town centre.  However, 

there is no reasonable need to explore a lower growth scenario involving omission of one or both of these 

sites, also mindful of the new class E to residential permitted development rights.  
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5.4.47 With regards to higher growth scenarios, a first port of call is potentially suitable site 5BA018 (Land at 

Highland Avenue), which is associated with Barkham, much more so than the Wokingham urban area. 

The site comprises PDL, but the HELAA finds that the site relates poorly to the existing settlement pattern 

and performs poorly in accessibility terms.  Whilst there is a footpath into Barkham, to the south, the village 

does not benefit from a local centre or a primary school.  

5.4.48 The next port of call is then HELAA unknown suitability site 5WK049 (Wokingham Youth & Community 

Centre, Wokingham Bowling Club and Foxwood); however, relocation of the existing community facilities 

would be required and the achievability of this is currently unknown.   

5.4.49 With regards to the two unsuitable sites, these are located to the south west of Wokingham where there 

is an extensive area woodland priority habitat that represents an important asset (albeit there is limited 

accessibility).  5WK044 (Land at Limmerhill Road) stands out as having no priority habitat onsite (although 

woodland, including priority habitat woodland, is adjacent, and there is a mature hedgerow or tree belt 

through the site that is shown on the 1888-1913 map), and the HELAA does record that the site performs 

ñcomparatively well in respect of highways and accessibility issuesò; however, the site is currently public 

open space (see the Wokingham Borough Planning Constraints map here). 

5.4.50 A further feasibly higher growth scenario could see increased densities on some or all of the allocations; 

however, this is not considered to be a reasonable scenario to explore further, noting that densities are 

investigated in the Non-Strategic Site Report, with site specific design considerations helping to inform 

indicative site masterplans for some sites. 

5.4.51 In conclusion, there is only one reasonable growth scenario to consider further in Section 5.5.  This 

involves allocation of seven HELAA suitable sites and two HELAA potentially suitable sites for a total of 

291 homes, plus a further 200 home allowance.21 

South of Wokingham 

 
 

N.B. this is an extensive sub-area, and could warrant being sub-divided.  

 
21 Further supply is from consented sites 5WK019 and 5WK035 (which do not require an allocation). 

https://wokingham.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b3256c174df642999bb4d55c5993ef2e
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5.4.52 Firstly, there is a need to note the extent of the committed SDL, with a distinction between: 

¶ North of the railway - has now largely been completed, including the planned primary school.  Also, 

5WK026 now has permission for Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG; ref. 190900).  One 

further site is now under consideration for additional housing (5WK043), discussed further below. 

¶ South of the railway - there is now a resolution to grant planning permission for a 1,434 home scheme 

(ref. 191068), including a primary school, local centre, strategic greenspace and a distributor road.  

Additionally, there is resolution to grant permission for a 215 home scheme on HELAA site 5WW016 (re. 

190914); several further sites for housing within the SDL are discussed further below; and Grayôs Farm, 

adjacent to the SDL (5WW006), is proposed for outdoor and indoor sports and community uses. 

5.4.53 The remainder of this section considers sectors within the sub-area in turn. 

Western sector (B3349 to A321) 

5.4.54 There are five HELAA potentially suitable sites in this area, of which four together comprise the Blagrove 

Lane smaller strategic site option, which is discussed above (Section 5.3), where it is established that the 

site warrants detailed consideration.   

5.4.55 Through discussion with WBC Officers, the emerging preferred approach was established as involving 

nil allocations within this sector.   

5.4.56 With regards to higher growth, the first port of call is a scenario involving allocation of Blagrove Lane for 

circa 400 homes.  The second port of call is then the final HELAA potentially suitable site, namely 5WK023 

(Rosery Cottage and 171 Evendons Lane).  However, this is a small site and does not stand-out as having 

particular merit, to the extent that there is a reasonable need to explore further the option of allocation.  

Whilst development could utilise PDL, development would run contrary to existing settlement form and 

pattern, risking problematic ósprawlô along Evendons Lane.   

5.4.57 Finally, within this broad sector of land, it is appropriate to consider the cluster of sites at Barkham Hill, 

all of which are either excluded relatively early in the HELAA process, or judged to be unsuitable.  In short, 

there is not considered to be any strategic argument for exploring the option of allocating any of these 

sites.  Barkham is a Tier 3 settlement, but there is limited argument for allocation here, recognising that: 

¶ two small sites (5BA006 and 5BA024) have recently come forward (the latter is under construction, and 

so warrants an allocation); 

¶ Barkham is not well linked in transport terms (distant from a rail station; between A-road corridors), and 

this factor is considered strongly to weigh against significant growth, e.g. allocation of 5BA031, which is 

a large site to the west of the village, which has been proposed for 300-350 homes; and  

¶ there is a need to give long term consideration to the value of the Barkham ï Bearwood ridge of raised 

land (also the valley of the Barkham Brook to the south) as a strategic separation between growth / 

potential growth locations to the north (Wokingham) and south (Arborfield and land south of the M4). 

5.4.58 In conclusion there are two reasonable scenarios: A) nil allocations; or B) allocation of Blagrove Lane.   

Central section (A321 to the railway) 

5.4.59 There are no sites in this area judged potentially suitable for housing; however, 5FI001 (Tintagel Farm, 

Sandhurst Road) is judged potentially suitable for Gypsy and Traveller pitches, having been a proposed 

allocation for this use in the Draft Plan (2020).   

5.4.60 Through discussion with WBC Officers, the emerging preferred approach was established as involving 

nil allocations within this sector, other than Tintagel Farm for five pitches.  

5.4.61 With regards to higher growth, attention focuses on adjacent HELAA unsuitable sites 5WK037 and 

5WK038, which are discussed above (Section 5.3) as a potential strategic site (óEast of Finchampstead 

Roadô).  However, the conclusion in Section 5.3 is that this option need not be progressed. 

5.4.62 In conclusion there is only one reasonable scenario: allocation of 5FI001 for Gypsy and Traveller pitches. 

  

https://wokingham.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=15950f936a6f4bbcb65ac33dc7d14cbf
https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=190900&ApplicationNumber=190900&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=191068&ApplicationNumber=191068&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=190914&ApplicationNumber=190914&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
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Eastern section (railway to Bracknell Forest boundary) 

5.4.63 Firstly, one site is HELAA suitable for housing, namely 5WK006 (Land South of Gipsy Lane), which is 

located within the South Wokingham SDL.  This was a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan for 17 homes, 

and the latest proposal is to maintain this capacity.  The Non-strategic Sites Report suggests a higher 

capacity; however, there is a need to account for constraints, including vehicular access and flood risk. 

5.4.64 Secondly, 5WW006 (Grayôs Farm) is proposed for outdoor and indoor sports and community uses. 

5.4.65 Thirdly, 5WK043 (Land at St Anneôs Drive), which is located within the SDL to the north of the railway, is 

HELAA potentially suitable for housing and, through discussion with WBC officers, it was established 

that the emerging preferred option is to allocate this site for 54 homes, in line with a current planning 

application (ref. 203544) and mindful of onsite and adjacent constraints (the Non-strategic Sites Report 

suggests the potential for a higher capacity).  This site warrants scrutiny as a new and larger proposed 

allocation, and recognising that the South of Wokingham SDL SPD (2014) identified land here as a 

ñpotential green open space locationò; however, on balance, the decision was made not to progress any 

scenario involving non-allocation to Section 5.5 (see appraisal of 5WK043 in Part 2 of this report). 

5.4.66 Fourthly, there is a need to consider the cluster of HELAA potentially suitable sites 5WW017, 5WW026 

5WW037.  These three sites, along with intervening and additional land to the south, were combined and 

explored through the Strategic Sites Report (2021), and are discussed above (Section 5.3) as the South 

of Wokingham SDL extension smaller strategic site option.22  Through discussion with WBC officers 

allocation of a scheme involving 835 homes was identified as an emerging preferred option.  This site 

clearly warrants scrutiny as a new and large proposed allocation, and recognising that the South of 

Wokingham SDL SPD (2014) identified land here as a ñpotential green open space locationò; however, on 

balance, the decision was made not to progress any scenario involving non-allocation to Section 5.5 (see 

appraisal of this site in Part 2 of this report).  This approach reflects a view that the scheme has merit 

relative to the other smaller strategic site options discussed in Section 5.3, and in the knowledge that there 

is a strategic argument for supporting strategic sites through the LPU (as discussed in Section 5.2).     

5.4.67 In summary, therefore, the emerging preferred approach was identified as one involving allocation of 

5WK006 and 5WK043 within the SDL, Wokingham SDL extension and 5WW006 for outdoor and indoor 

sports and community uses, and there is no reasonable need to explore lower growth. 

5.4.68 With regards to higher growth, attention focuses on land between the South of Wokingham SDL / Grayôs 

Farm (5WW006) and the Nine Mile Ride sub-area.  The option of a smaller strategic site option centred 

on Heathlands Road is discussed above (Section 5.3), and there is also a cluster of large sites (including 

stand-out large site 5WW025) to east, centred on Easthampstead Road.  However, the general view of 

Officers is that there is little or no strategic argument for allocation in this area.  This is because there is 

no Tier 3 settlement in this area (i.e. Gardeners Green and Holme Green are no more than hamlets) and, 

whilst Crowthorne to the south is a Tier 2 settlement, accessibility and transport connectivity in this area 

is generally poor.  Also, there is a need to consider the proximity of the South of Wokingham SDL, which 

will be building-out for much of the plan period.  Sites in this area could not form a logical extension to the 

SDL, given flood zones and planned / proposed areas of strategic leisure and greenspace, also 

recognising the value of Holme Green/Grange as a historic settlement.   

5.4.69 In conclusion there is only one reasonable scenario, namely allocation of: 5WK006 and 5WK043 within 

the SDL; Wokingham SDL extension; and 5WW006 for outdoor and indoor sports and community uses. 

Overall conclusion for this sub-area 

5.4.70 In conclusion, there are two reasonable growth scenarios to consider further in Section 5.5:23 

1) 906 homes and 5 pitches at: two HELAA suitable sites; one HELAA potentially site within the SDL; the 

South of Wokingham SDL extension; and a new sports hub; and  

2) Option 1 plus 400 homes at Blagrove Lane. 

 
22 It is important to note that the area under consideration extends to the south beyond the SDL boundary; however, this 

southern land parcel (specifically, south of the Emm Brook) is proposed for strategic open space and/or SANG (N.B. the 
Strategic Sites Report did also explore the option of housing in this southern parcel). 
23 Further supply comes from consented sites within the SDL, plus 5BA006. 

https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=203544&ApplicationNumber=203544&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
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Winnersh 

 

5.4.71 The HELAA identifies one site as suitable for housing, namely 5WI008 (Winnersh Plant Hire).  This site 

was allocated for 20 homes in the Draft Plan (2020); however, the latest proposal is to increase the 

capacity to 85 homes, in light of the analysis presented within the Non-strategic Sites Report (2021).  This 

site was identified by Officers as an emerging preferred option, and this approach has merit in the sense 

that the site is highly accessible, with Winnersh Triangle Station nearby; however, the site is located within 

flood risk zone 2.   

5.4.72 The HELAA also identifies three further sites as potentially suitable for housing, namely 5WI004, 5WI006 

and 5WI010.  These three adjacent sites were proposed for allocation in combination for a total of 250 

homes within the Draft Local Plan, with the combined scheme known as Winnersh Farms.  The latest 

proposal is now to increase the capacity to 287 homes, mindful of a current planning application (ref. 

212404) for 87 homes and a SEN school on the southern part of the site.  This was identified by Officers 

as an emerging preferred option, and this approach has merit in the sense that Winnersh is a Tier 1 

settlement; however, it also gives rise to a degree of concern given: areas of flood risk constraining the 

northern part of the site; the adjacent M4 AQMA; and potentially access / connectivity challenges. 

5.4.73 In summary, therefore, the emerging preferred approach was identified as one involving allocation of 

the sites discussed above for a total of 372 homes.   

5.4.74 There are arguments for exploring lower growth; however, on balance the decision was made not to 

progress a lower growth scenario to Section 5.5 (see appraisal of 5WI008 and 5WI004/006/010 in Part 2).   

5.4.75 With regards to higher growth, the only other available site is 5WI005; however, this site is only proposed 

for employment uses, and is judged unsuitable due to intersecting flood risk zone 3b. 

5.4.76 In conclusion, there is one reasonable growth scenario to consider further in Section 5.5, involving 

allocation of one HELAA suitable site and the three linked potentially suitably sites for 372 homes in total.24 

 
24 Further supply is from consented site 5WI003 (which does not require an allocation). 

https://planning.wokingham.gov.uk/FastWebPL/detail.asp?AltRef=212404&ApplicationNumber=212404&AddressPrefix=&Postcode=&KeywordSearch=&Submit=Search
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South of the M4, west of Wokingham 

 

5.4.77 The HELAA identifies one site as suitable, namely 5WI011 (Wheatsheaf Close).  This was an allocation 

for 24 homes in the MDD Local Plan and included in the Draft Plan (2020).  It is noted that the possibility 

of a lower capacity could warrant consideration, in light of the Non-strategic Sites Report, and noting the 

adjacent historic lane (bridleway) and nearby listed building. 

5.4.78 The HELAA identifies 15 sites as potentially suitable, of which 10 together comprise the Hall Farm / 

Loddon Valley large strategic site option, which is discussed above (Section 5.3), where it is established 

that that the site warrants detailed consideration, and which was identified as an emerging preferred option 

following discussion with WBC Officers.  As an initial point, it is important to note that the proposal is for 

land to the north of the river / east of Shinfield to come forward for employment, with all housing delivered 

to the south of the river, between Sindlesham in the north and Arborfield in the south.  Also, by way of 

orientation, it is important to note the proposal for a bridge over the M4 to the south east of Earley, linking 

to the Lower Early way roundabout with Rushey Way / Mill Lane. 

5.4.79 With regards to the remaining four sites, through discussion with WBC Officers it was established that the 

emerging preferred option is to allocate all four.  Taking these sites in turn: 

¶ 5WI009 (Land on the North West Side of Old Forest Road) - was partly allocated (specifically, that part 

to the south of the Wokingham Northern Distributor Road, which is currently under construction) in the 

Draft Plan for 35 homes, and is now proposed for 36 homes.  The site appears to comprise an element 

of previously developed land (base for the road works). 

¶ 5WI019 (Land to the rear of Toutley Hall, north west of Old Forest Road) is a new greenfield site, not 

considered through the previous HELAA.  It is well contained, and there appears to be potential to 

achieve access; however, this will presumably necessitate some loss of mature hedgerow (shown on 

the 1888-1913 OS map).  Biodiversity impacts here are a consideration, noting areas with high densities 

of woodlands to the north and south, and the impacts to hedgerows and the millennium arboretum 

following construction of the distributor road.  It is noted that the part of the millennium arboretum to the 

south of the distributor road (5WI013) is identified by the HELAA as potentially suitable for leisure uses 

ñsubject to there being no unacceptable harm to the arboretumò.  


