APPENDIX 3

Three Mile Cross Appeal Decision Letter relating to DEPZ issues
under APP/X0360/W/22/3304042, dated 31 January 2023




The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 15-18, 22 and 24 November 2022
Site visit made on 17 November 2022

by G Rollings BA(Hons) MAUD MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 31**January 2023

Appeal Ref: APP/X0360/W/22/3304042

Land west of Kingfisher Grove, Three Mile Cross, Reading, Berkshire,

RG7 1Lz

* The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an
application for outline planning permission

* The appeal is made by JPP Land Ltd against Wokingham Borough Council.

e The application, Ref: 201002, is dated 23 April 2020.

e The development proposed is an outline planning application for the proposed erection
of 49 affordable dwellings, with new publicly accessible open space and access (access
to be considered).

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for outline planning
application for the proposed erection of 49 affordable dwellings with new
publicly accessible open space and access, at land west of Kingfisher Grove,

Reading, RG7 1LZ in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 201002,

dated 23 April 2020, subject to the schedule of conditions in Annex A of this
decision.

Preliminary Matters
Change of development description

2. Prior to the Council’s decision, the appellant requested a change to the

description of development, altering the number of proposed affordable homes.

The original description of development was: “Outline application for the
proposed erection of 49 dwellings, including 22 units of affordable housing,

with new publicly accessible open space and access from Grazeley Road.” Prior

to the Inquiry, the appellant consulted interested parties on the intended
description, with three submissions received, which I have taken into account
together with all other correspondence. The Council agreed to the change.

description of development does not raise any new issues, that it would not
prejudice any party, and that sufficient consultation on the change has been
undertaken. As such, it is reflected in the description of development in this
decision.
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Other matters and appeal background

4. The appeal is submitted in outline form will all matters except access reserved
for more detailed consideration at a later time. Parameter plans were
submitted which are incorporated in the conditions at Annex A.

5. The development plan for the area includes the Council’s Adopted Core
Strategy Development Plan Document (2010)? (the Core Strategy) and the
Adopted Managing Development Delivery Local Plan (2014)2 (MDD), together
with the Shinfield Parish Neighbourhood Plan (2017)3 (the Neighbourhood
Plan). The Council’s Local Plan review is at an early stage and is subject to
further consultation and revision. I therefore accord it only minimal weight in
my decision.

6. In its statement of case, the Council stated that had it decided the application,
it would have been refused for several reasons. Several of these inform the
main issues set out below. Others are addressed by the completed and signed
Planning Agreement (s106 Agreement)*, which was submitted during the
Inquiry. A highways-based reason for refusal was latterly the subject of
discussions between the appellant and the Council, during which the parties
achieved common ground, and was not subject to examination at the Inquiry.

Main Issues
7. The main issues are:

* Whether the proposed development can be safely accommodated with
regard to the proximity of the Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE) site at
Burghfield;

¢ The effect of the proposal on the landscape character and appearance of the
area; and

* Whether the proposed development would provide appropriate accessibility
for future occupiers.

Reasons
AWE Burghfield site

8. The appeal site is around 2.8 kilometres to the east/northeast of the AWE
Burghfield site, which is subject to the Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and
Public Information) Regulations 2019 (REPPIR)®. An urgent protective area
(UPA) with a radius of around 3.16km has been established around the AWE
site, and the appeal site is within this. The UPA is wholly within a detailed
eémergency planning zone (DEPZ), The AWE Off-site Emergency Plan (2022)¢
(the REPPIR plan) has been established for the DEPZ by West Berkshire District
Council (WBDC). Shouid an incident occur, Wokingham Borough Council would
have a role in managing and executing any emergency response.

' CD 5.1,
*CD 5.3.
3CD s.5.
41D 07.
®CD 11.20.
S CD 11.5.
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9. MDD Policy TB04 states that development will only be permitted when the
applicant demonstrates that the increase in the number of people living,
working, shopping and/or visiting the proposal can be safely accommodated
having regard to the needs of "blue light” services and the emergency off-site
plan for the AWE site. It was agreed at the Inquiry that blue light services
includes €mergency services, such as ambulances, that would be required for
the operation of the REPPIR plan in the event of an AWE site incident. National
Planning Policy Framework (2021) (the Framework) paragraph 95 suggests,
amongst other considerations, that operational sites for defence and security
purposes should not be affected adversely by the impact of other development.

10. The AWE Burghfield site has a role in maintaining national security that
includes manufacture and disposal services. Despite the small risk of any
accident occurring, emergency planning must be in place. One of the risks is a
serious event in which radioactive material could be released into the
atmosphere and which would most likely take the form of a plume that would
be carried along the atmosphere according to wind direction, eventually
dispersing. The type of activity taking place at AWE Burghfield means that any
release of material would not be sustained, and thus any event would likely
happen over hours or a small number of days.

11. Were an incident to occur, the most likely composition of a plume would be
plutonium particulates. The type of activity carried out at the AWE Burghfield
site together with the distance of the appeal site from the former means that
although there are additional risks of different material release or various
possible types of exposure, the greatest risk would be from inhalation. For
example, larger particulates would be likely to drop from the atmosphere after

12. The Council and the appellant agree that such a risk, or the risk of an incident
occurring, is very small. The appellant carried out an exercise that considered
potential risk factors of previously calculated event frequencies and the AWE

years.

13. The REPPIR plan recommends sheltering within buildings during an event as
the primary method of protection to human health. The barrier of a building
(with closed doors and windows) would afford the greatest and most immediate
and accessible type of protection in the event of the type described above. The
REPPIR plan also sets out measures for potential evacuation either during or
after the event, but it is unlikely that this would be required for the appeal site
should the sheiter-in-place recommendation be followed. The same low risk
factors mean that the requirement to shelter would be over a short period of no
more than two days.

14. The consideration of risk was relevant to the Secretary of State’s agreement to
allow 115 dwellings at Boundary Hall” close to the AWE Aldermaston site, which
performs similar work to that of AWE Burghfield and is also covered by the

7 CD 6.8.
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REPPIR plan. The minimum distance between Boundary Hall and AWE
Aldermaston was agreed to be 740 metres. He concluded in that case that the
“extremely remote possibility” of an incident did not outweigh the other factors
that led to him allowing the application.

15. The Council’s duties under the REPPIR plan include the protection of the public
and the organisation of €mergency services. Its concerns are predominantly
based on the ability of the plan to be carried out should the appeal
development occur. Although only 49 properties and around 117 people, this

been developed, and these include Burghfield Common, a larger residential
settlement than Three Mile Cross, and Green Park, a mixed-use business area.
These are to the west/southwest and north/northeast, respectively, of the AWE
site. Although low in risk, I acknowledge that an incident would have a high
impact as set out in the Crest Nicholson judgements.

16. The unidirectional nature of wind means that if a plume was to occur then it
would disperse in a singular direction. This would be dependent on specific
weather conditions and wind speeds, which are factors that inform the low risk

event occur, these are planned to address all areas within the DEPZ. The
settlements elsewhere within the area that are larger than those in the appeal
site sector (or a sector area comprising the sector and its neighbouring sectors)
are in different directions. Given that the plan has the capacity to cover an
incident in those sector areas, and that service resources would be
predominantly focused on only one sector area, I consider that the addition of
the proposed dwellings on the appeal site would not compromise the delivery
of the plan.

17. Other implications for the safety of appeal site residents were presented to the
Inquiry, including responses from WBDC and other agencies. In particular, the
safety of home care workers entering the DEPZ during an incident was in issue,

not be at risk.

18. Based on the appellant’s modelling, were an incident to occur, a person at the
appeal site who was not sheltering might be exposed to a radiation dose of
1.5 milliSieverts (mSv). Advice from the Health and Safety Executive
categorises the risk impact of such a dose to “minor"®, By comparison, WBDC's
public advice!® provides example levels of 0.02 mSv from a single chest X-ray,
1 mSv as the average annual dose in the UK from naturally occurring radon in
homes and 2 mSv as the average total annual dose in the UK from natural
radiation sources, 8 mSv as the dverage annual dose from all sources of
radiation in Cornwall, and 500 mSv as the threshold for nausea and reduction
in white blood cells. 20 mSvy is listed as the annual legal worker dose limit.

8CD 7.4,
® CD 11.12 (appendix 2).
0 CD 11.21.
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19. The effective dose received by anyone within the zone within the conditions set
out previously would therefore be low, and lessened if REPPIR advice is
followed. Although fear of contamination may prevent workers from entering
the DEPZ, this could be disproportionate to the actual risk. Even in the event of
plume particles settling on the ground in the appeal site, the risk from a dose
following an incident would be lower than those occurring from the alternative
sources set out above.

20. Should the REPPIR shelter-in-place advice be followed by those in the DEPZ,
road traffic levels are unlikely to be greater than normal and the ability of
services to access the zone would not be adversely affected. The possibility of
self-evacuation by those within the zone was also raised as a potential safety
issue, but this is addressed within the REPPIR plan and discouraged through
the dissemination of public information. Other safety barriers such as being
elsewhere on the appeal site away from shelter, travelling into the DEPZ, or not
having access to a telephone landline (in the event of a safety announcement)
are partly covered within the REPPIR plan. Alternatively, they are situations in
which sufficient time would be available between the incident occurring and the
plume passing over the site for people to become aware of the Situation and
gain access to shelter or other safety.

21. I have been made aware of other appeal decisions in which siting within the
DEPZ have been factors in their dismissall’. In each of these cases the
evidence was considered by way of written representations. The Inspector in
the Diana Close appeal adopted a precautionary approach in the absence of
detailed evidence. In comparison, the evidence presented to me in this appeal
has been examined and tested. Given its bespoke circumstances, I do not
consider that it would result in the creation of a precedent for allowing other
development in the DEPZ that in any case must be assessed on its own merit.

22. I therefore conclude that the proposal would not present a barrier to the ability
of blue light services to safely carry out their duties, and nor would it affect the
Council’s ability to execute and manage its obligations under the REPPIR plan.
Furthermore, people living in or using the appeal site could be safely
accommodated. Together, these considerations form the thrust of MDD Policy
TBO4 and, as such, I find no conflict with this policy. Additionally, the
development would not adversely affect the continued operation of the AWE
site, and there would be no conflict with the NPPF.

Landscape character and appearance

23. The site is to the west of the existing built-up area of Three Mile Cross, and to
the east of the A33. Its sole road access is at its northernmost point, from the
junction of Grazeley Road and Kingfisher Grove. The land slopes downward
generally from a ridge close to the eastern boundary, and apart from a shed
and some vebhicles close to the entrance, is vacant, having been used for
agriculture. It currently has a grassland appearance dotted with trees,
particularly along ditches close to the western edge and on the southern
portion of the site.

24. At least the southern part of the site is historically associated with a former
stately home and this also adjoins an area of open grassland (known as a
suitable alternative natural greenspace, or SANG, area). A footpath (known as

"' CD 6.7, CD 6.20, CD 6.21.
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