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 3 Swinbrook Close 
 Tilehurst, Reading
 Berkshire  RG31 6QD 
 Phone 0118 978 8947 
 e-mail: clerk@beechhillvillage.co.uk 
 Website: www.beechhillvillage.co.uk 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF BEECH HILL PARISH COUNCIL HELD 

AT 7.30 p.m. ON TUESDAY 19 AUGUST 2014 
IN BEECH HILL MEMORIAL HALL 

 
PRESENT: Cllrs Martin Plank (Chairman), Chris Bridges (Vice-Chairman), and 

David Simpson 
 
In attendance: Janet Haines (Locum Clerk), xx members of the public.  WBC Cllrs 

M Lock and G Mayes.  Mr G Lugg, Head of Countryside and 
Planning and Mr b Little,  Planning Policy, WBC.  Representatives 
of Stratfield Mortimer, Swallowfield and Wokefield Parish Councils.  

 
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
1.1 Cllr Mike Methven 
 
2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND DISPENSATIONS 
 
2.1 None 

 
2.2 No written requests for dispensations for disclosable pecuniary interests had 

been received. 
 

2.3 None 
 
3 MINUTES OF THE LAST PARISH COUNCIL MEETING 
 
3.1 The Parish Council RESOLVED to sign the minutes of the meetings of 15 

July 2014, as a true record.  The Chairman signed all pages of the loose leaf 
minutes. 

 
4 PRESENTATION ON THE WEST BERKSHIRE COUNCIL (WBC) 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT (DPD) 
 
4.1 Mr Gary Lugg, Head of Countryside and Planning, WBC, gave a presentation 

on the DPD and how it related to Beech Hill, especially in relation to the 
proposed gypsy and traveller site within the parish, explaining the government 
requirement to make assessment of need for accommodation for all sections of 
the community, including gypsies and travellers as well as the housing needs 
of settled people, the need for consultation, call for sites, assessment of 
suggested sites, recommendations to WBC members for decisions to be made, 
submission to Government and eventual inclusion of sites in the Planning 
Policy Document.  Only when all stages had been undertaken would a 
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planning application for a particular site be submitted with full details of how 
the site would be used. 

 
 The correct procedures had to be gone through and WBC tried to be proactive 

rather than reactive so that all sites had been thoroughly assessed.  If this was 
not the case and correct procedures not followed, or if insufficient sites were 
not forthcoming, other sites could be granted via the Planning Inspectorate 
process, resulting in “planning by appeal”. 

 
4.2 Written questions from residents had been pre-submitted to Mr Lugg.  Mr 

Little answered these as follows: 
 
  

1. Location. 
 
Why has the site been identified as being suitable, bearing in mind the 
following:-  

 This information is available in the SA/SEA Appendix 10 GTTS6B 
 

There is clear reference under the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (GTAA) commissioned by WBC that National Policy (Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) seeks to restrict Gypsy and Traveller sites 
within open countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside areas 
allocated in the development plan  
 
1.1.1, The proposed site is in open countryside and is approximately 3.5 km 

from the nearest settlement which provide a full range of services. The 
proposed site is in an area outside of WBC designated development 
area. Please explain why this policy does not affect the proposed site. 

 It is a fine balance between being in a rural area but close to services 
and facilities.   The Gypsy and traveller Community do not actually 
want to be too close to large settled areas due to tensions. 

 
PPTS (March 2012)  
Policy C – Sites in rural areas and the countryside  
When assessing the suitability of sites in rural or semi-rural settings, 
local planning authorities should ensure that the scale of such sites 
does not dominate the nearest settled community.  
 
Policy D – Rural exception sites 
If there is a lack of affordable land to meet local traveller needs, local 
planning authorities in rural areas, where viable and practical, should 
consider allocating and releasing sites solely for affordable traveller 
sites, including using a rural exception site policy for traveller sites 
that should also be used to manage applications. A rural exception site 
policy enables small sites to be used, specifically for affordable 
traveller sites, in small rural communities9, that would not normally be 
used for traveller sites.  
 
Rural exception sites should only be used for affordable traveller sites 
in perpetuity. A rural exception site policy should seek to address the 
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needs of the local community by accommodating households who are 
either current residents or have an existing family or employment 
connection, whilst also ensuring that rural areas continue to develop 
as sustainable, mixed, inclusive communities.  
 

1.1 WBC’s policy CS7 states that in allocating 
sites and for the purpose of considering planning applications relating 
to sites not identified in the relevant DPD, the following criteria will 
need to be satisfied for sites outside settlement boundaries:  

 
Safe and easy access to major roads and public transport services; 

 
Easy access to local services including a bus route, shops, schools and 
health services; and  

 
The possibility of the integrated co-existence between the site and the 
settled community, including adequate levels of privacy and residential 
amenity both within the site and with neighbouring occupiers.  

 
1.2.1. The proposed site is situated on a dangerous junction with very 

restricted access to and from the major road (Bloomfieldhatch Lane) 
and has just two bus services per week which does not serve either of 
the two nearest settlements.  

 Public transport options are limited but in our experience the 
travelling community do not tend to use public transport – however 
consultation with the community is ongoing. 

 
 Comments/discussions with Highways officers are ongoing regarding 

the potential to make improvements to the junction. 
 
1.2.2. The proposed site would not have easy access to local services including 

a bus route, shops, schools and health services and 
 Services and facilities are available in Mortimer and the surrounding 

villages.  Whilst it is not adjacent to services and facilities it needs to 
be recognised that this community is different 

 
1.2.3. The proposed site would in terms of size and number of “dwellings” 

dominate the neighbouring properties and would have a negative 
impact on the level of their privacy and residential amenities. Please 
provide reasons why the policy CS7 does not apply to this site. 

 The GTAA has identified a need and therefore the local planning 
authorities should positively plan for that need.   

 
The planning policy for traveller sites sets out that Local Plans must be 
prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of 
sustainable development. In doing so local planning authorities should 
set pitch targets for gypsies and travellers which address the likely 
permanent and transit site accommodation needs of such travellers in 
their area.   
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 In producing their Local Plan, local planning authorities, among 
others, have to       relate the number of pitches to the circumstances of 
the specific size and location of the site.  

 
1.3.1. The proposed site being adjacent and close to the small number of local   

houses would dominate the area. Please explain why the number of 
proposed pitches and location of the site would not be contrary to 
planning policy. 

 The GTAA has identified a need and therefore the local planning 
authorities should positively plan for that need.   

 
The proposed site is believed to part of the CC smallholder/farming 
scheme set up by      Government to allow new entrants into farming. 

 
1.4.1. Please advise if this is correct and what impact it has on the proposed 

application. 
 No idea what this scheme is. However the land is owned by West 

Berkshire Council and has been farmed by the same family for a 
number of years under agreement. 

 
2. Infrastructure. 
 
2.1.  The proposed site is lacking in all main services. The access to water is 

already restricted to the existing nearby properties and there is neither 
main drainage nor gas supply.  

 
2.1.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to upgrade the existing water services and for mains 
drainage, gas and electricity to be fully provided. 

 The consultation involves statutory consultees including Thames 
Water, Gas and electric suppliers and these are the issues we are 
trying to establish.  Further discussions with regards infrastructure 
providers need to take place 

 
2.1.2. Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to build permanent toilet blocks and washing facilities. 
 A utility building will be provided as part of a planning application.  It 

is included in guidance as part of a pitch. 
 
2.2.  The proposed site has no paved access to either Beech Hill or the two 

closest settlements offering a full range of services. 
 
2.2.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to construct pavements to any or all of the settled 
communities. 

 This is not a necessary requirement 
 
2.2.2.  Should 2.2.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill.  
 not a necessary requirement 
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    2.3. The proposed site has no paved access to the nearest School in 
Grazeley. 

 
2.3.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to construct a pavement to the nearest school. 
 not a necessary requirement 
 
2.3.2. Should 2.3.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill.  
 Developer via S106 / CIL should it be required. 
 
   2.4.  The proposed site is only served by a bus twice a week which does not 

go to either Mortimer or Spencers Wood. 
 
2.4.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to provide a more regular bus service to both Mortimer & 
Spencers Wood. 

 As 2.3.1 
 
2.4.2.  Should 2.4.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill. 
 As 2.3.2 
 
   2.5.  The proposed site is nearby to the Foundry Brook in Cross Lane which 

is prone to flooding in the winter and causes traffic problems with 
vehicles other than 4 x 4’s not being able to pass. 

 
2.5.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to include flood prevention in the nearby area. 
 The site itself does not flood and therefore no flood mitigation 

measures would be required beyond those of the site.  The development 
must not make the situation any worse but it is not to provide a solution 
to an existing problem.  

 
2.5.2.  Should 2.5.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill. 
 See previous answer 
 
     2.6. The proposed site is bounded by deciduous hedgerows (mostly 

hawthorns and brambles), which lose their leaves during the winter 
which will expose the site to residents, neighbouring properties and 
passing traffic. 

 
2.6.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

proposals to fence and landscape the site to prevent any arising 
eyesore. 

 Landscaping is a key component to any planning application.   
 
2.6.2.  Should 2.6.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill. 
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3. Environment 
 
     3.1. The proposed site consists of a number of existing farm buildings, 

some of which maybe of architectural importance. 
 
3.1.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

full environmental and architectural surveys of both the buildings and 
surrounding area to ensure that no damage is caused by the proposals. 

 That is to be determined in line with the guidance at the time of the 
application. 

 
3.1.2.  Should 3.1.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill. 
 See previous answer 
 
     3.2. The proposed site is believed to be the habitat of owls and bats which 

may be protected species. 
 
3.2.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

full wild life surveys of both the buildings and surrounding area to 
ensure that no damage is caused by the proposals. 

 Yes – the Councils ecologist has already indicated potential for bats 
and barn owls therefore should the site go forward surveys will be 
required.  

 
3.1.2.  Should 3.1.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved and whether any of these will be relevant to Beech Hill. 
 See previous answer 

 
     3.3. It is assumed that the pitches and access road to be provided within the 

proposals will be of concrete construction. 
 
3.3.1.  Please advise whether any planning application will have to include 

full construction proposals including provision for drainage and 
potential pollution proposals. 

 Yes  
 
3.3.2.  Should 3.3.1. be relevant please advise who will have to pay the costs 

involved of the construction and whether any of these will be relevant 
to Beech Hill. 

 See previous answer 
 
4. Management & Maintenance 
 
    4.1. The proposed site is intended for a maximum of eight pitches. 
 
            4.1.1. Please advise how and by whom is the site to be managed so as 

to ensure that no more than the permitted number of caravans are at 
any time using the site. 

 Not yet determined but it is likely to be private.  
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    4.2. The use of the proposed site will inevitably create rubbish and pollution 
issues. 

 
            4.2.1. Please advise how and by whom will the site be managed and 

maintained so as to ensure all rubbish is cleared on a regular basis and 
no pollution, including increased rat infestations, occurs. 

 As with any residential dwelling rubbish collection will take place.  
 
    4.3. There will inevitably be costs involved with the provision, management 

and maintenance of the proposed site.   
 
            4.3.1. Please advise who is going to fund these costs and whether any 

charges will be made to the occupiers of the site. 
 If public site it will be Council run therefore residents pay licence fee.  

If it is a private site it is either a single landlord or individual plots and 
they pay for themselves in the same way as a private residential 
dwelling.  

 
    4.4. There is, whether fairly or not, a lot of local concern regarding the 

security of neighbouring properties, farms etc  
 
           4.4.1. Please advise what steps WBC intend to take to ensure that no 

potential increase in crime could be associated with the site occupants. 
 Thames Valley Police have been consulted and we are working with 

them in consulting with the community. 
 

5. General. 
 
      5.1. Will any planning application in respect of the site be subject to a 

S106 condition and if so how will this be evaluated. 
 It will be determined in the same way as any other planning 

application.  Either S106 or CIL is applicable.  
 
      5.2. Why have letters concerning the proposed site only gone to those 

living with 100 metres of the site. 
 wide consultation -  emails and letters have been sent to over 2,500 

individuals on the policy database,  Parish Councils, neighbouring 
parishes, newspapers that cover the whole area and not just Newbury, 
local newsletters, radio and then residents and business within 100mtrs 
just like we would with any major planning application.   

 
      5.3. Would neighbouring properties be entitled to any compensation id the 

proposed site was to proceed. 
 No  
 
      5.4. Why is the consultation period so short especially bearing in mind the 

holiday period. 
 It isn’t.  The consultation has been extended by a week to 7, we 

normally do 6 weeks in line with government guidance and this is not a 
statutory period. 
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      5.5. Who owns the land and does the landowner have any unfair advantage 
over normal planning procedures. 

 West Berkshire Council owns the land 
 No the normal planning processes.   
 It will be an independent planning inspector who will decide if the site 

is suitable should West Berkshire council put it forward for 
consideration after this consultation process. 

 
      5.6. It is noted that against the proposed site it is stated that “the site is 

likely to come forward later in the plan period” what does this mean. 
 If the site does come forward it may not be developed until 2021 ie in 

the last 11 – 15 years  
 
     5.7. Does one pitch = one caravan  
 A pitch is the space required to accommodate one household and will 

vary according to the size of the household in a similar way to housing 
for the settled community.  Typically a family pitch will provide space 
for a mobile home and touring caravan, space for parking, and an 
amenity block 

 
     5.8. Will there be a limitation on the number of people able to live on the 

site at any one time.  
 One pitch = one family 
 
    5.9. Will there be any restriction relating to animals on the site. 
  
    5.10. Is the proposed site only to be used for the travelling community and if 

so will there be a maximum length of stay. 
 No it is proposed to be a permanent site not a transit site therefore the 

family / pitches are not subject to time constraints 
 
    5.11. What reassurance can WBC provide concerning no further expansion 

of the site. 
 It can’t 
 
    5.12. Has or will Network Rail be consulted concerning any danger 

potentially arising from the nearby track (to children via the access 
gate) or their works area.  

 Network rail is one of our Consultees and yes they have been 
consulted. 

 
Questions not answered in the presentation were taken at this point and the 
comments made are summarised. 

 
 The envisaged timescales involved in the process was that consultation 

responses were to be with WBC by 12 Sept, the outcome would be given to 
WBC Members in Dec 14, followed by further consultation, submission to the 
Planning Inspectorate in spring and examination in summer 2015. 

 
The proposed site, in very close proximity to existing dwellings would have a 
detrimental effect on the values of the properties opposite the site but it was 
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explained that this was not material planning grounds when any application 
was considered, in government terms.  There were every few places in West 
Berkshire where any site would not be near existing housing stock and there 
was no perfect site.  It was felt by the residents that 8 pitches would dominate 
the existing dwellings, against government guidance. 
 
Three sites were currently under consideration.  There were 4 existing sites 
and two of these were long-standing.  Government guidance had to be 
followed and it was not possible just to extend these existing sites as they 
would not meet future needs.  It was felt that the north-eastern edge of West 
Berkshire was being asked to bear the brunt of gypsy and traveller site 
provision.  The need for such sites had to be balanced against any financial 
gains if WBC sold the land.  The Assets Team would investigate this as well 
as any balancing need for Affordable Housing stock.    
 
Access to the proposed site was deemed by residents to be extremely 
dangerous and high-voltage cables would be a health and safety hazard to 
anyone using the site. 
 
WBC would be consulting Wokingham Borough Council (WokBC) regarding 
such as schools and roads as both councils would be affected. 
 
The land in question was originally given to BCC in 1936 by Lord Palmer  
with a covenant attached that banned any caravans from the site.  The WBC 
Legal Team was checking this and the findings would be communicated to 
BHPC as soon as known. 
 
Residents were informed that the process being followed to identify sites etc. 
could be viewed on the WBC website. 
 
It was landowners who put sites forward for consideration and in the case of 
Clappers Farm, WBC was the landowner.  The owner of the site at Padworth 
that had had planning consent had let that consent lapse but the site was under 
consideration. 
 
It was explained that the management of any future site could be by private 
individuals or by organisations or the Council.  Details were not known at this 
point.  It was envisaged that occupiers of the site would pay Council Tax in the 
same way as local residents. 
 
Residents asked if the present site at Khybes Lane, Grazeley Green, although 
in WokBC could be considered.  This site has temporary planning consent 
from 2013 for two years and was for named individuals only with special 
needs.  They would be off site by 2015. 
 
The water supply to the proposed site was very poor and not provided by 
Thames Water but by the Wokefield Park Hotel.  The hotel management had 
not been aware of the proposed site until informed by local residents. 
 
An exact definition of the “local community” could not be given, in terms of 
who belonged to it and what size it was.  Judgement about the site would take 
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into account facilities, schools, shops, doctors etc.  It was felt that a new 
traveller community of 40 or so individuals would dominate the settled 
community. 
 
Those attending the meeting were advised to submit responses to the 
consultation but it should be noted that it was quality rather than quantity of 
responses that was important.  The WBC officers were invited to visit the 
homes of those who would be directly affected by the proposed site but this 
would not happen as it was not material in planning terms. 
 
The selection of the families to occupy any site would be the responsibility of 
the WBC Housing Team. 
 
If the site was rejected it could be resubmitted dependant on the reason for 
refusal.  It was felt that if the covenant re caravans was found to be valid, then 
this would be a reason for refusal that would not lead to resubmission. 
 
Mr Lugg and Mr Little were thanked for their contributions and left the 
meeting. 
 

4.3 After discussion of the presentation and questions, BHPC RESOLVED that a 
draft response would be formulated, put onto the website for residents to read 
and the Clerk would submit the response to WBC. 

ACTION: Clerk 
 

 Residents were advised to submit their individual responses to WBC. 
 
5 ANY OTHER ITEMS THAT THE CHAIRMAN DECIDES ARE 

URGENT, FOR THE CLERK TO ACTION, OR ITEMS OF 
INFORMATION 
 

5.1 None  
 
6        NEXT PARISH COUNCIL MEETING 
 
6.1 The next meeting of the Parish Council would be held on Tuesday 16 

September 2014 at 7.30 p.m. in the Memorial Hall. 
   

There being no further business, the meeting closed at 9.00 p.m. 


