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EASTERN AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 

WEDNESDAY 8 OCTOBER 2025 
 
Councillors Present: Richard Somner (Vice-Chairman), Jeremy Cottam, Paul Kander, 
Geoff Mayes, Justin Pemberton, Vicky Poole and Clive Taylor 
 

Also Present: Simon Till (Development Control Team Leader), Gareth Dowding (Principal 
Engineer (Traffic and Road Safety)), Sam Chiverton (Democratic Services Officer) and Sian 
Cutts (Senior Planning Officer) 
 

Apologies for inability to attend the meeting: Councillor Alan Macro and Councillor Ross 
Mackinnon 
 

PART I 
 

1. Minutes 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 6 August 2025 were approved as a true and correct 
record and signed by the Chairman. 

2. Declarations of Interest 

Councillor Clive Taylor declared an interest in Agenda Item 4 (1) by virtue of the fact that 
he was the Ward Member for the area concerned in the application and Chairman of 
Tilehurst Parish Council, but reported that, as his interest was a personal or an other 
registrable interest, but not a disclosable pecuniary interest, he determined to remain to 
take part in the debate and vote on the matter. 

3. Schedule of Planning Applications 

(1) 25/00140/FUL - Land Adjacent To Linnet Close, Tilehurst, Reading 

1. The Committee considered a report (Agenda Item 4(1)) concerning Planning Application 
25/00140/FUL in respect of the erection of 4no. residential dwellings comprising 4 x 2-
bedroom semi detached houses including 2no. parking spaces per dwelling and private 
gardens. Creation of new vehicular access from City Road. Provision of accessible 
greenspace to rear of site at land adjacent to Linnet Close, Tilehurst. 

2. Sian Cutts introduced the report to Members, which took account of all the relevant policy 
considerations and other material planning considerations. In conclusion the report 
detailed that the proposal was acceptable in planning terms and officers recommended 
that the Development Manager be authorised to grant planning permission provided that 
a Section 106 Agreement had been completed by 10 December 2025 (or such longer 
period that may be authorised by the Development Manager, in consultation with the 
Chairman or Vice-Chairman of the Eastern Area Planning Committee) and subject to the 
conditions outlined in the main and update reports.  

3. The Chairman asked Gareth Dowding if he had any observations relating to the 
application. He had no comment. 
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4. In accordance with the Council’s Constitution, Councillor Joanne Stewart, Parish Council 
representative, Carly Baldwin, objector, and Rebecca Hoad, agent, addressed the 
Committee on this application. 

Parish Council Representation 

5. Councillor Joanne Stewart addressed the Committee. This representation can be viewed 
on the recording:  

Eastern Area Planning Committee - Wednesday 8 October 2025 (24:05) 

Member Questions to the Parish/Town Council 

6. Members asked questions of clarification and were given the following responses: 

 Councillor Joanne Stewart did not believe the site had been enjoyed for years, she noted 
sites had disappeared over recent years advising that it looked like the site had been 
cleared in preparation. 

 She noted that Springfield Primary School had a safer streets scheme noting that City 
Road had seen a lot of the resultant traffic flow onto it. She had seen cars park almost as 
far as the proposed site. She was concerned about where visitors were going to park on 
the site. 

 Residents regularly parked their cars on the street at all times of the day. 

 She was not party to any conversation between the Parish Council and the developer 
over management of the site, but the Parish Council was going to consider their next 
actions should the application be approved. She had seen indicative costings for the 
other park operated by Tilehurst Parish Council, but this was a larger site with no 
biodiversity net gain requirements. 

 She believed that the flooding in the area was from rain water and this was raised as 
there was concern that it was going to flood a resident’s house. Thames Water had 
previously taken far too much time to get a resolution to the issues in the area. 

 There was a working bus stop across the other side of the road, the one adjacent to the 
site was not used. 

Objector Representation 

7. Carly Baldwin addressed the Committee. This representation can be viewed on the 
recording:  

Eastern Area Planning Committee - Wednesday 8 October 2025 (38:47) 

Member Questions to the Objector 

8. Members asked questions of clarification and were given the following responses: 

 She could not confirm with certainty that the pipes on the site were made from bitumen, 
this was based on feedback from residents.  

 At the time of Committee, the site was a quiet close and the site was not used for anti-
social behaviour. The felling of the trees on the site had meant that many of the animals 
that were present were no longer on the site. She was concerned about young people 
using the site for anti-social purposes highlighting that a number went through the estate 
on illegal electric bikes. 

 Residents had no issue with the site persisting as was and it was nice to have some 
green space in the area. 

 Parts of the site were fenced as it backed onto residents’ properties. 

https://www.youtube.com/live/9L5TGQ-C_yU?t=1442s
https://www.youtube.com/live/9L5TGQ-C_yU?t=2327s
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Applicant/Agent Representation 

9. Rebecca Hoad addressed the Committee. This representation can be viewed on the 
recording:  

Eastern Area Planning Committee - Wednesday 8 October 2025 (48:17)  

Member Questions to the Applicant/Agent 

10. Members asked questions of clarification and were given the following responses: 

 The narrow side windows were obscured and would be serving either bathrooms or 
stairwells and she believed this was conditioned within the approved plans. 

 They had not discussed the four houses taking ownership of the open space but were 
open minded on this and presented three different scenarios for the open space. They 
were happy to include a fourth scenario pertaining to the home owners being granted 
control within the conditions. 

 The space between the two sets of semi-detached houses was 1.5m. 

 It was her belief that the roofing was made from zinc sheeting but the materials were to 
be secured by condition so if the Committee had a preference that could be enforced. 

 The trees were removed before the application was submitted and were not subject to a 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO), as a result they did not require permission to be felled as 
they were on private land. 

 The driveways were set back from the road as it was considered safer from a highway 
impact perspective to have an area where residents could turn on the site to enter and 
exit the site in forward gear, the swept path analysis found they needed to be set back to 
do this.  

Ward Member Representation 

11. Councillor Clive Taylor addressed the Committee. This representation can be viewed on 
the recording:  

Eastern Area Planning Committee - Wednesday 8 October 2025 ( (1:04:13) 

Member Questions to the Ward Member 

12. Members asked questions of clarification and were given the following responses: 

 The school streets scheme was in place for Springfield School which was situated on 
Barton Road which looped round City Road. Barton Road was closed to traffic at school 
opening and closing times, and was in a consultation period, at the end of which it was to 
be decided if the scheme would remain in place. He was not sure what time the road was 
closed but thought it was around 8:30 – 9:15 and 15:00 – 15:45, but they may have been 
longer than this. 

 The scheme began in June 2025 and the trial was to run for six months before a final 
decision was made on its future. 

Member Questions to Officers 

13. Members asked questions of clarification and were given the following responses: 

 Simon Till advised that consultation arrangements for Thames Valley Police were limited 
to what they could resource responses for and this was restricted to large scale 
developments. 

https://www.youtube.com/live/9L5TGQ-C_yU?t=2897s
https://www.youtube.com/live/9L5TGQ-C_yU?si=WUpp0_fsFv3h0R-N&t=3853
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 Gareth Dowding advised that there were no Highways concerns about navigating the 
access roads in the area. 

 Sian Cutts advised that Thames Water had been consulted on the application but they 
had not responded. However, the developers were going to need consent to connect to 
their system and Planning had to proceed on the basis that they had no objections as 
none had been presented. She highlighted that they had no details of surface water 
flooding on the site. 

 Gareth Dowding advised that Highways were monitoring the parking in the area as a 
result of the School Streets scheme, highlighting it was an experimental scheme at the 
time of the application. He noted that the parking restrictions along the road made it 
illegal to park on the road adjacent to the development, as a result it was unlikely School 
Streets was going to have an impact on this development.  

 Sian Cutts informed Members that the materials proposed for the roof of the application 
were zinc and a condition was proposed asking for a more detailed specification of the 
materials. No solar panels had been proposed. There were conditions for further details 
to ensure the proposal met sustainability standards which had the potential to include 
solar panels. 

 Gareth Dowding advised that every development they reviewed was assessed through 
the Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) to assess the normal number of 
vehicle movements that would occur at peak times from a development. This found that 
under three vehicles were going to be moving to and from this site at any peak hour with 
the rest of the movements spread across the day. As a result, the percentage of 
congestion or additional traffic the site contributed was quite small. 

 Gareth Dowding informed Members that Highways having considered all aspects found 
the access to be safe. 

 Gareth Dowding advised that the cost of removing the bus stop and its necessary works 
were to be picked up by the applicant.  

 Simon Till advised that the purpose of the Section 106 Agreement was to agree the finer 
details including who was responsible for the Habitat Management and Maintenance 
Plan, which would be separate from maintenance of the open space. 

 Simon Till noted that the site had to be maintained in two ways, the biodiversity land 
maintenance and the amenity land maintenance. These could have been managed by 
the same company but were a separate undertaking.  

 Simon Till informed Members that consuming the land into the residential curtilage of the 
site would not meet the biodiversity net gain requirements as it would come under threat 
of development into garden space therefore not meeting the requirements of sufficient 
biodiversity net gain.  

 Simon Till highlighted that abandonment was a concept in Planning. He advised that in 
2006 the land ceased to be maintained by the Parish Council meaning that use had been 
abandoned. It was the view of officers that the offer to take the land as public amenity 
space be taken with caution, the Council’s open space officers had not confirmed 
whether they wished to take the land on as open space but it was his experience it was 
likely to be too small for them to take an interest in. The Parish Council had reserved 
their position pending the outcome of the Planning Committee. It was unclear whether it 
was viable on the part of the developer for a private management company to take the 
land on without posing an undue financial burden on the residents. The final option was 
to gate the land off. He advised that Members may have wished to review the Heads of 
Terms. 

 Simon Till advised that Thames Water was the statutory undertaker to ensure that there 
was capacity for the network to absorb additional foul water. They were consulted on the 
application and had a statutory duty to respond in 21 days. He highlighted that the 
National Planning Policy Framework stated that determination of applications was not to 
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be delayed with a recent written ministerial statement highlighting that statutory 
consultees not responding often delayed development. Therefore, directing the local 
planning authorities to make a reasonable judgement in place of absent consultation 
responses. He highlighted that Thames Water would have to agree additional foul water 
flowing into the system. It was officers’ strong recommendation that a decision was 
reached in the absence of a consultation response from Thames Water. 

 Sian Cutts informed Members that there was no TPOon the removed trees.  

 Simon Till sympathised with Members’ concerns over the longevity of management 
companies given his previous experience as an enforcement officer and this was a risk 
he would ask Members to consider. With regard to biodiversity net gain value, he advised 
that this open space was proposed as a biodiversity net gain site and it was not the 
business of the local planning authority to rewrite the planning application. There were 
provisions that could have been taken for offsetting biodiversity net gain elsewhere, but 
on this occasion, they had chosen not to do so. The management plan for the biodiversity 
space was to be detailed in the plan and take place to the degree required for biodiversity 
net gain for a period of 30 years.   

 Simon Till suggested the Committee maintain the discretion to allocate the management 
of the site to a private management company with the slight alteration detailing the 
concern of imposing a management responsibility on the residents of the proposed 
dwellings for a space that provided little public benefit as a better proposition. 

 Simon Till informed Members that they had asked the open space team if they had 
interest in taking control of the open space proposed in the application, but it was his 
view that it was unlikely they would have been inclined to accept it.  

Debate 

14. Councillor Jane Langford opened the debate by expressing her feeling that this was a 
neat solution to an unsightly and unpleasant piece of land. With regard to congestion and 
parking, she felt that declining this application was not going to make what was a bad 
situation on City Road worse. She accepted that Thames Water needed to do more on 
flooding. She felt that anti-social behaviour was a potential problem and would like to see 
the ownership of the land go to the owners of the properties either in a biodiversity net 
gain capacity or as part of their gardens. She was sure that neither the Council, nor the 
parish, were going to be interested in the open space. She highlighted the need for small 
properties and expressed support for the application. 

15. Councillor Christopher Read agreed with Councillor Langford on the issue of the open 
space feeling that it was far too small to be of benefit to the community as a community 
space noting that there was already community space in the area. He was concerned 
that gating it off was likely to just lead to increased anti-social behaviour. He was 
concerned about the cost being picked up by the residents as the homes looked suitable 
as starter family homes and felt that putting additional costs on them was unreasonable. 
He believed another solution was needed for biodiversity net gain and that the open 
space allocated was best consumed in the gardens. 

16. Councillor Justin Pemberton supported the contributions of both Councillors. He fully 
understood why West Berkshire Council would not want responsibility for the open space 
provided and that there was a cost implication from a local parish perspective. He did not 
want the Committee tied in a knot over the open space but recognised that it was a 
concern. He was not prepared to say to future residents that there were going to be 
management costs, and they did not know what they were going to be. He supported the 
principle of development but had concerns and wanted to hear from other Members.  
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17. Councillor Vicky Poole advised that she was struggling to find favour for the application 
but was not able to see any reason to propose a refusal. She understood Councillor 
Pemberton’s concern over management costs and recognised the need for more housing 
for small families. She had a concern should the small area at the bottom of the gardens 
be left for the residents to manage was going to become too much for them. She was not 
in a position to propose as she was not supportive of it. 

18. Councillor Jeremy Cottam felt that the outcome of the application hinged on the open 
space proposed. He expressed his view that it was not viable and would cost too much 
for the level of amenity provided. He felt that it was appropriate for the developer to make 
a biodiversity net gain contribution and the land proposed be subsumed into the garden 
space.  

19. Councillor Geoff Mayes advised that he could not support the design as it stood. He 
believed the houses could be moved southward and better incorporate the land into their 
gardens. He felt that this was likely to lead to less overlooking of neighbouring properties. 
He wanted to see aluminium roofs on the properties with solar panels. 

20. Councillor Paul Kander advised that they could only consider the application in front of 
them and felt that previous comments did not reflect a contravention of planning 
restrictions. He sympathised with the concerns of local residents and noted that he had 
previously had planning applications reduced in size due to light and overlooking. He 
highlighted that there was more the Council could do long term to ease the issues raised 
by residents, such as new road markings. He supported the proposal but had issue with 
the land. He felt none of the options in the report were palatable. He supported Councillor 
Cottam’s suggestion that the land be subsumed into the gardens and a biodiversity net 
gain contribution was paid by the developer. He sought clarity as to whether a condition 
could be sought stating this could not be approved until there was a resolution on the 
land. 

21. Councillor Clive Taylor understood that approval of this application was subject to a s106 
agreement concerning the open space and the application was to be refused if they failed 
to agree this. 

22. Councillor Kander highlighted that none of the options listed in the s106 agreement were 
palatable or commercially viable. 

23. Councillor Taylor agreed with Councillor Kander on that. He was inclined to oppose this 
application for a number of reasons. He felt that residents’ concerns regarding 
overlooking and light amenity being affected were significant. He noted that though the 
houses were not affordable they did provide valuable stock at the lower end of the 
market. He highlighted that there were a number of more significant applications in the 
ward. He also noted that there were a number of approved proposals on which 
construction had not commenced. He was concerned about the impact of the School 
Streets scheme on traffic and the potential flooding, particularly since there had been no 
response from Thames Water.  

24. Councillor Christopher Read shared Councillor Taylor’s concern around light and the 
affect that this was going to have on neighbouring amenity.  

25. Councillor Justin Pemberton shared the concerns of Councillor Read and Councillor 
Taylor though he felt that overlooking could not be avoided in such a densely populated 
urban area. He reiterated his concern around the highways but felt the officer had 
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presented a strong opinion that he was inclined to support. He urged Members to bare in 
mind that this application was likely to be the subject of an appeal if rejected and thought 
it necessary to have strong reasons if they were to reject.  

26. Councillor Justin Pemberton proposed to defer the application so that West Berkshire 
Council and the Parish Council had enough time to decide who was going to look after 
the green open space. This was seconded by Councillor Christopher Read 

27. The Chairman invited Members of the Committee to vote on the proposal by Councillor 
Pemberton, seconded by Councillor Read, to defer the planning application. At the vote 
the motion was rejected. 

28. Councillor Paul Kander proposed to delegate to officers to approve the application 
subject to a revised layout and alternative proposals for delivering biodiversity net gain. 
Alternatively, to refuse the application for poor layout that resulted in concerns it would 
lead to an unacceptable impact on anti-social behaviour and neighbouring amenity which 
would be highly likely if alternative proposals for biodiversity net gain methodology and 
layout could not be bought forward and secured by officers. This was seconded by 
Councillor Jane Langford. 

29. The Chairman invited Members of the Committee to vote on the proposal by Councillor 
Kander, seconded by Councillor Langford, to delegate to officers to approve the 
application subject to a revised layout and alternative proposals for delivering biodiversity 
net gain. At the vote the motion was carried. 

RESOLVED that provided a Section 106 Agreement had been completed by 10 
December 2025 (or such longer period that may be authorised by the Development 
Manager, in consultation with the Chairman or Vice-Chairman of the Eastern Area 
Planning Committee), the Committee would delegate to the Development Manager to 
grant planning permission subject to the conditions outlined in the main and update 
reports, and subject to a revised layout and alternative proposals for delivering 
biodiversity net gain.  

Or, to refuse the application for poor layout that resulted in concerns it would lead to an 
unacceptable impact on anti-social behaviour and neighbouring amenity which would be 
highly likely if alternative proposals for biodiversity net gain methodology and layout could 
not be bought forward and secured by officers.Or, if a Section 106 Agreement was not 
completed, to delegate to the Development Manager to refuse planning permission for 
the reasons listed in the report.  

 

 

(The meeting commenced at 18:30 and closed at 20:44) 

 

CHAIRMAN ……………………………………………. 

 

Date of Signature ……………………………………………. 



This page is intentionally left blank


	Minutes

