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Our Vision
A great place to live, an even better place to do business

Our Priorities
Improve educational attainment and focus on every child
achieving their potential
Invest in regenerating towns and villages, support social and
economic prosperity, whilst encouraging business growth
Ensure strong sustainable communities that are vibrant and
supported by well designed development
Tackle traffic congestion in specific areas of the Borough
Improve the customer experience when accessing Council
services

The Underpinning Principles
Offer excellent value for your Council Tax
Provide affordable homes
Look after the vulnerable
Improve health, wellbeing and quality of life
Maintain and improve the waste collection, recycling and fuel
efficiency
Deliver quality in all that we do
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Agenda Item 1
Decision made in the presence of:
Julian McGhee-Summer, Deputy Leader and Health and Wellbeing
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer
Sarah Hollamby, Head of Development Policy and Planning
Heather Read, Senior Planning Officer
Clare Thurston, Senior Planning Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/ 26
Title of the report

Response of Wokingham Borough Council to the Consultation
on the Wycombe District Council Draft Local Plan (Regulation
18)

DECISION MADE BY

Mark Ashwell, 2 Deputy Leader and Executive Member for Health
and Wellbeing
Executive - Individual Member Decisions
7 Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration

ACTION BY
DECISION MADE ON 09 August 2016

Recommendation contained in the report
The Executive Member for Planning & Regeneration

1) Approves the comments outlined in this report; and
2) That they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from Wycombe
District Council on their Draft Local Plan

Decision
That the Executive Member for Planning & Regeneration

1) approves the comments outlined in this report; and
2) that they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from Wycombe District
Council on their Draft Local Plan

Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A

Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A

Summary of consultations undertaken5

TITLE

Response of Wokingham Borough Council to the
Consultation on the Wycombe District Council
Draft Local Plan (Regulation 18)

DECISION TO BE MADE BY

Mark Ashwell, Executive Member for Planning &
Regeneration

DATE AND TIME

Tuesday 9 August 2016, 11:15

WARD

None Specific

DIRECTOR

Heather Thwaites, Director of Environment

REPORT TO BE PUBLISHED ON

1 August 2016

VENUE

SF4

Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)

Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers

PUBLISHED ON: 9 August 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 17 August 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 16 August 2016
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Agenda Item 2
Decision made in the presence of:
Julian McGhee-Summer, Deputy Leader and Health and Wellbeing
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer
Sarah Hollamby, Head of Development Policy and Planning
Heather Read, Senior Planning Officer
Clare Thurston, Senior Planning Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/ 25
Title of the report

Response of Wokingham Borough Council to the Consultation
on the Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches for
Runnymede Borough Council's Local Plan (Regulation 18)

DECISION MADE BY

Mark Ashwell, 2 Deputy Leader and Executive Member for Health
and Wellbeing

7 Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration
ACTION BY
Director of Environment
DECISION MADE ON 09 August 2016

Recommendation contained in the report
The Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration
a) approves the comments outlined in this report
b) approves that they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from Runnymede
Borough Council on their Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches consultation on their
Local Plan

Decision
That the Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration:
1) Approves the comments outlined in this report;
2) Approves that they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from
Runnymede Borough Council on their issues, Options and Preferred Approaches
consultation on their Local Plan.

Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A

Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A

Summary of consultations undertaken

7

DECISION TO BE MADE BY

Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration,
Cllr Mark Ashwell

DATE AND TIME

9 August 2016, 11am

WARD

None specific

DIRECTOR

Director of Environment, Heather Thwaites

REPORT TO BE PUBLISHED ON

1 August 2016

VENUE

SF4

Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)
N/A
Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers
Runnymede Borough Council Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?d=15314&p=o

PUBLISHED ON: 9 August 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 17 August 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 16 August 2016
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Agenda Item 3
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE
HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD
HELD ON 11 AUGUST 2016 FROM 5.00 PM TO 6.00 PM
Present
Julian McGhee-Sumner
Dr Johan Zylstra
Prue Bray
Nick Campbell-White
Superintendent Rob France
Lois Lere

WBC
NHS Wokingham CCG
WBC
Healthwatch
Community Safety Partnership
Interim Director of Operations,
Wokingham CCG
Director of Public Health
Voluntary Sector representative
Director of Health and Wellbeing
NHS Wokingham CCG

Dr Lise Llewellyn
Clare Rebbeck
Stuart Rowbotham
Dr Cathy Winfield
Also Present:
Madeleine Shopland
Brian Grady
Sally Murray

Principal Democratic Services Officer
Head of Strategic Commissioning
Head of Children’s Commissioning NHS
Berkshire West CCGs
Consultant in Public Health
Healthwatch Wokingham
Public Health Programme Officer

Darrell Gale
Nicola Strudley
Sonia Khoury

15.
APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were submitted from Councillors Keith Baker and Charlotte
Haitham Taylor and Beverley Graves, Nikki Luffingham and Judith Ramsden.
16.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of the meeting of the Board held on 16 June 2016 were confirmed as a
correct record and signed by the Chairman.
Councillor Bray requested an update on the appointment of the Health and Wellbeing
Board Manager and was informed that it was hoped that an appointment would be made
within the next few weeks.
17.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest received.
18.
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
There were no public questions.
19.
MEMBER QUESTION TIME
There were no Member questions.
20.

ORGANISATION AND GOVERNANCE
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21.
UPDATE FROM BOARD MEMBERS
The Board received an update on the work of a number of Board members.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:
Business, Skills and Enterprise Partnership:


Board members noted the report submitted and were asked to send any questions
to the Principal Democratic Services Officer.

Community Safety Partnership:


Superintendent France stated that there had been a change of emphasis at
neighbourhood policing level and that he would report back in more detail in future.

Place and Community Partnership:



Clare Rebbeck commented that the membership and purpose of the partnership
would be looked at.
Stuart Rowbotham indicated that it was for the Board to determine the purpose of
its sub partnerships. Consideration might need to be given to how the Board and its
sub partnerships were organised to best deliver outcomes.

Voluntary Sector:






Clare Rebbeck commented that grow clubs had been running for a year.
Involve was working with voluntary groups on their funding streams as core funding
was becoming more difficult to find. A successful workshop had been had run on
the tendering process.
A couple of charities were struggling to find affordable premises as Wokingham was
an expensive area.
Board members were informed that Involve had recruited a new Development
Officer for Bracknell.
The development of volunteer passports in Wokingham was discussed.

Healthwatch:







Nick Campbell-White informed the Board that Healthwatch Wokingham Borough
had produced its third annual report.
They had attended the Healthwatch England conference and presented on the
project undertaken with St Crispin’s School regarding young people’s emotional
wellbeing. This had been well received.
A workshop had been run on the ‘Appyness’ app. Nicola Strudley commented that
it had been designed with Reading Borough Council and the University of Reading.
Clare Rebbeck commented that there was also a new app for carers. Councillor
Bray asked that the Board be sent a list of relevant available apps for information.
Enter and Views had been carried out at Westmead, Wokingham Community
Hospital and Belamie Gables.
A deaf Healthwatch volunteer had undertaken a mystery shop at ten dentists in the
Borough. The report would be published once responses had been received from
all the practices.
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Healthwatch had held a number of meetings with local pharmacies regarding the
national consultation on pharmacies.
Board members were informed that a cash fund of up £500 for local wellbeing
projects was being made available.
Healthwatch was also working with Optalis on an extra care project, the report of
which was likely to be published in January. This would inform the development of
two new extra care settings.

RESOLVED: That the update from the Board members be noted.
22.

EMOTIONAL HEALTH AND WELLBEING STRATEGY PERFORMANCE
SCORECARD UPDATE- JULY 2016
Board members received the Emotional Health and Wellbeing Strategy performance
scorecard update – July 2016.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:
















Sally Murray indicated that with regards to Tier 3 services, referrals were still
increasing in line with the national picture.
There was early evidence that the referral rate in Wokingham was beginning to
slow, probably due to the impact of the multiagency approach taken to Tier 2
referrals via the health hub in Wokingham.
There were fewer waiting for specialist CAHMS services and the number of young
people receiving treatment was increasing as a result of additional capacity.
The number waiting for specialist care pathways in Wokingham had decreased over
the last 6 months.
Board members were reminded that there was an element of patient choice and
that some families chose to wait longer for personal reasons, such as holidays.
The CCG as commissioner of Tier 3 services had set the Berkshire Healthcare NHS
Foundation Trust local stretch targets.
The report detailed progress made to date against initiatives since October 2015
and further work required from 2016-17.
Brian Grady indicated that the Early Help Hub had helped to reduce the number of
those waiting for Tier 2 services.
Data regarding young people in care who were supported had not been made
available. Brian Grady would request that this was circulated to the Board.
However, he was not aware of issues in this area.
Sally Murray indicated that the other Berkshire West authorities wished to work with
young people who were presenting as the most at risk across the system. There
was an opportunity for a whole systems piece of work in 2016-17.
The current waiting times for Tier 3 for Berkshire West data as of 30 June 2016
were noted. Nick Campbell-White asked about waiting times for Wokingham and
was informed that the data was only received at a Berkshire West level.
Nick Campbell-White asked about waiting times for Tier 2 and was informed that
there were 13 waiting for primary CAMHS who were not in the Early Help Hub.
Councillor McGhee-Sumner asked why this was and was informed that it was the
result of capacity, although improvements had been made.
Nick Campbell- White expressed concern that children were picked up at an early
enough stage and stressed the importance of the involvement of schools.
Sally Murray suggested that the Board may wish to look at counselling referral
rates. For Q1 the ARC referral rates were on track. ARC had been asked to see
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250 0-25 year olds and had seen 271 in Q1. Workshops would be run on peer
mentoring.
Councillor Bray asked about referrals to Tier 4. Sally Murray indicated that Tier 4
services were commissioned by NHS England and that she did not have this data
available. However, she would ensure that the data was circulated to Board
members.
In response to a question from Clare Rebbeck, Sally Murray clarified that training
would also be available to the voluntary sector.
Councillor McGhee Sumner asked whether the trajectory for waiting times was
similar nationally. Sally Murray commented that Wokingham was ahead of many
areas. A national benchmarking exercise had been undertaken in January and the
results were awaited.

RESOLVED: That the Emotional Health and Wellbeing Strategy performance scorecard
update – July 2016 be noted.
23.
REVISED SUBMISSION TEMPLATE FOR THE BETTER CARE FUND 2016/17
The Board considered a revised submission template for the Better Care Fund (BCF)
2016-17.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:








Wokingham had been advised on 1 July 2016 that the Better Care Fund 2016/17
submission had not been approved by the Treasury and subsequently by NHS
England, due to failing to meet one of the conditions set. The condition was an
increase in year on year spend on Social Care from the CCG minimum contribution
by 1.5%, this was based on analysis of classification of spend presented in the
Better Care Fund submission template.
Analysis of BCF schemes within the submission template highlighted that all spend
relating to the investment in the Wokingham Integrated Social Care & Health
(WISH) team, was classified against Community Health. The scheme not only
invested in community health through recruitment of Rapid Response Nurses aimed
at avoiding non-elective admissions, but also invested in additional reablement
hours to targeted reductions in social care packages and extended Social Care
activity over the weekend.
A new line had been added to the submission template reflecting the investment in
Social Care within the WISH team. This resulted in an increase in spend year on
year in Social Care in excess of 1.5%, and therefore met the national condition.
The revised template had been approved by the Chairman of the Health and
Wellbeing Board.
Board members were assured that the change had had no bearing on the plan
itself.

RESOLVED: That the report be noted.
24.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD
PEER REVIEW - FINAL REPORT
Stuart Rowbotham, Director of Health and Wellbeing presented the Local Government
Association Health and Wellbeing Peer review final report.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:
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Stuart Rowbotham took the Board through the key recommendations of the report.
An action plan would be developed to take these recommendations forward. This
would be taken to the October Board meeting.
Dr Winfield commented that the Board had performed well in some areas due to the
quality of reporting.

RESOLVED: That
1) That the contents of the report (attached as Appendix A to the report) be noted and the
Local Government Association’s recommendations be adopted.
2) That an action plan be developed in response to the recommendations, to be tabled for
consideration by the Health and Wellbeing Board at its October 2016 meeting.
25.

PERFORMANCE

26.

HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD PERFORMANCE MONITORING - AUGUST
2016 REPORT
The Board received the Health and Wellbeing Board Performance Monitoring August 2016
report.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:





Stuart Rowbotham stated that the ‘Total non-elective admissions’ performance
indicator should be red as opposed to green.
The ‘Delayed transfers of care’ performance indicator should be green as opposed
to red. Recent data showed that performance in this area was very good, perhaps
in part as a result of the work of the WISH team. With regards to the WISH team Dr
Winfield suggested showcasing good practice.
The ‘Dementia Diagnosis Rate: Diagnosis rate for people with dementia, expressed
as a percentage of the estimated prevalence (as per the NHS England Dementia
Prevalence Calculator v3, 2013)’ and the ‘Increase the number of referrals to the
BHFT memory clinic’ performance indicators were also red. Lois Lere commented
that the CCG was aware of the under diagnosing. This was balanced against when
the patient evidentially had dementia and was living in a care home but was too frail
to travel to the memory clinic for a formal dementia diagnosis. A proforma had
been developed but had not been adopted as widely as had been hoped.

RESOVLED: That the Health and Wellbeing Board Performance Monitoring – August
2016 report.
27.
FORWARD PROGRAMME
The Board considered the Forward Programme for the remainder of the municipal year.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:



Clare Rebbeck requested that a paper on the role of the sub partnerships be added
to the Forward Programme.
The Local Government Association Health and Wellbeing Board Peer review action
plan would be taken to the October Board meeting.

RESOLVED: That the Forward Programme be noted.
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Agenda Item 4
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMMITTEE
HELD ON 17 AUGUST 2016 FROM 7.00 PM TO 8.40 PM
Committee Members Present
Councillors: Tim Holton (Chairman), Chris Singleton (Vice-Chairman), Chris Bowring,
Philip Houldsworth, John Kaiser, Malcolm Richards, Rachelle Shepherd-DuBey and
Bill Soane
Officers Present
Chris Easton, Service Manager, Highways Development Management
Mary Severin, Borough Solicitor
Madeleine Shopland, Principal Democratic Services Officer
Ian Bailey, Service Manager, Development Management
Case Officers Present
Mark Croucher
Stefan Fludger
Katie Herrington
Daniel Ray
Graham Vaughan
33.
APOLOGIES
An apology for absence was submitted from Councillor Wayne Smith.
34.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 20 July 2016 were confirmed as a
correct record and signed by the Chairman.
MEMBERS' UPDATE
There are a number of references to the Members’ Update within these minutes. The
Members’ Update was circulated to all present prior to the meeting. A copy is attached.
35.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest.
36.
APPLICATIONS TO BE DEFERRED AND WITHDRAWN ITEMS
There were no deferred or withdrawn items.
37.

APPLICATION NO 161092 - BOTTEL PADDOCKS LIMMERHILL ROAD
BARKHAM RG41 4BU
Proposal: Full application for the change of use of agricultural land to mixed-use of
agricultural and the keeping and grazing of horses, plus the provision of a vehicular turning
circle. Part retrospective.
Applicant: Monopro Ltd, C/O Dan Weaver, Pegasus Planning Group Ltd.
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 15 to 40.
The Committee was advised that the Members’ Update included:
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Proposed amendment to condition 4;
Correction to consultation responses received.

Members had visited the site on Friday 12 August 2016.
Imogen Shepherd-DuBey, Wokingham Town Council, spoke in objection to the application.
She commented that Wokingham Town Council had concerns about the possibility of the
land being used for commercial use and the potential erosion of the settlement gap
between Wokingham and Barkham. Concerns had also been raised about the suitability
of the unadopted road, Limmerhill Road, for regular traffic, and highway safety at the
Barkham Road access point. She asked that if the application were allowed, that no
commercial activities be permitted.
Andrew Bowles, resident, spoke in objection to the application. He raised concerns
regarding highway safety, stating that the junction of Limmerhill Road and Barkham Road
was difficult to negotiate due to poor sight lines and fast moving traffic. This issue was
exacerbated by large, slow moving vehicles such as horse boxes and delivery lorries.
There had been 4 serious accidents in the area since 2010. The issue of the suitability of
the unadopted road for the anticipated number of vehicle movements was raised. In
addition Mr Bowles stated that the application would have an impact on the visual amenity
of the area, an impact on residential amenity through the loss of hedgerows and the smell
of horse manure and urine at times and would erode the settlement gap between
Wokingham and Barkham.
Ben Cook, agent, spoke in support of the application. He commented that the field was
occupied by a main tenant with 5 to 6 horses. There were also two single tenants with a
horse each and the main tenant was also looking for another single tenant. It would be a
small social arrangement rather than commercial arrangement. The applicant was willing
to limit the number of horses on the site at one time to 10. The horses would live at and
be ridden on the site which would reduce the number of vehicle movements to
approximately 5 to 6 per day, possibly more at weekends. There would be little need for
extra feed deliveries in addition to the hay deliveries. In addition there would be a no
grazing zone to the north of the site, nearest to residential properties, between April and
September. Mr Cook commented that currently the site was agricultural use and that
vehicle movements and the size of vehicles used would potentially be less if the use was
changed to mixed-use of agricultural and the keeping and grazing of horses. He
requested that Condition 4 be further amended to include permission for private
recreational riding.
Members asked about commercial activities, loss of amenity and the settlement gap
between Wokingham and Barkham. The Planning Officer commented that commercial
activity did not form part of the application. With regards to loss of amenity, Members
were reminded of the proposed no grazing zone to the north of the site during the summer
months. A manure management plan had been considered unnecessary due to the small
number of horses. The Planning Officer also commented that the settlement gap would
not be eroded as the application did not propose structural additions and the countryside
use would be retained. CPE 2 encouraged rural activities.
A number of Members expressed concern about highway safety and the width and quality
of the road. The Service Manager, Highways Development Management stated that the 4
accidents referred to within Mr Bowles’ presentation, had not occurred at the junction and
were unrelated in each case. He was satisfied that access and visibility was sufficient.
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Limmerhill Road was a private road managed by residents. The Service Manager,
Highways Development Management emphasised that under the current agricultural use
unlimited trips could be made to the site and that vehicles used for agriculture uses were
often larger and slower moving than a vehicle towing a horsebox.
Councillor Bowring proposed that the application be refused on the grounds of highway
safety at the junction of Limmerhill Road with Barkham Road. This proposal was
seconded by Councillor Kaiser. Upon being put to the vote, with the Chairman exercising
his casting vote, the proposal was lost.
A Member questioned whether the application could be deferred until the Village Green
application had been determined. The Borough Solicitor advised that this did not
constitute a planning reason to defer the application.
The Committee voted on the proposal to approve the application, subject to the conditions
set out on Agenda pages 16 to 17, with condition 4 amended as set out in the Members’
Update, the Chairman exercising his casting vote.
Upon being put to the vote it was:
RESOLVED: That application No. 161092 be approved, subject to the conditions set out
on Agenda pages 16 to 17, with condition 4 amended as set out in the Members’ Update.
38.

APPLICATION NO 161258 - EVENDONS SCHOOL, FINCHAMPSTEAD ROAD,
RG40 3HD
Proposal: Full application for the proposed erection of a two storey classroom block
linked with part of Block A (Small Hall), refurbishment of part of the existing buildings to
improve the 'Main Hall', increase the height of part of Block A to provide a new kitchen
area with associated plant and screening, along with the creation of a new servicing area
via Evendons Road, following the demolition of buildings C, D, E and part of Block A.
Erection of single storey kitchen unit for a temporary period.
Applicant: Evendons Primary School Trust
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 41 to 80.
The Committee was advised that the Members’ Update included:







Additional information regarding consultation response;
Proposed additional condition regarding existing vehicular access to the site from
Finchampstead Road being used only by emergency vehicles;
Proposed additional condition regarding pupil numbers;
Proposed additional condition regarding the submission and approval of a
community use Access and Management Plan relating to the dual use of the school
facilities by the local community prior to the first occupation of the proposed two
storey block;
Amendment to condition 9.

Members had visited the site on Friday 12 August 2016.

17

Members requested that an informative be added regarding the school being fitted with
sprinklers.
A Member also expressed concern about the removal of asbestos from the refurbished
buildings. It was suggested that Officers contact the developers on this matter.
A Member commented that the proposed condition regarding the resubmission of the
Travel Plan within 6 months of the occupation of the proposed two storey block was helpful
in light of the proposed condition that the school could take up 350 pupils at one time.
RESOLVED: That application No. 161258 be approved, subject to the conditions set out
on Agenda pages 42 to 46, with three additional conditions and condition 9 amended as
set out in the Members’ Update.
39.

APPLICATION NO 161475 - SORBUS HOUSE, MULBERRY BUSINESS PARK,
FISHPONDS ROAD, RG41 2GY
Proposal: Outline Application for the proposed erection of a three storey office building
with associated parking and landscaping. Approval being sought on Access. Layout and
Scale.
Applicant: Mr Bolt
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 81 to 100.
The Committee was advised that the Members’ Update included:




Amendment to report to show that the previous office on the site had a footprint of
843m2 and therefore the proposal represented a 0.8% increase in footprint;
Clarification regarding parking requirements;
Additional information indicating the highway access.

A Member commented that a 30% increase in employee numbers to that of the previous
site was anticipated and questioned whether officers were satisfied with the increase in
traffic that this may bring about. The Service Manager Highways Development
Management confirmed that he was satisfied that there would not be a significant increase
and that based on the Council’s standards the scheme was acceptable.
RESOLVED: That application No. 161475 be approved, subject to the conditions set out
on Agenda pages 82 to 85.
40.

APPLICATION NO 161797 - GARAGE BLOCK ADJACENT TO 13 BARRETT
CRESCENT, WOKINGHAM, RG40 1UR
Proposal: Full planning application for the demolition of an existing single storey garage
and the erection of 2x2 maisonette dwelling.
Applicant: Wokingham Housing Limited
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 101 to 114.
The Committee was advised that the Members’ Update included:
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Additional information on ridge heights of the surrounding properties;
Provision of previously approved application plans for clarification purposes.

RESOLVED: That application No. 161797 be approved, subject to
1) Prior completion of a legal agreement to secure a financial contribution for mitigation
against the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area;
2) the conditions set out on Agenda pages 102 to 104.
41.

APPLICATION NO 161764 - 2 HOLME GREEN, EASTHAMPSTEAD ROAD,
WOKINGHAM, RG40 3AG
Proposal: Proposed erection of a single storey front extension to form front entrance
porch and installation of roof light into front roof slope.
Applicant: Mr and Mrs S and J Rowbotham
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 115 to 128.
RESOLVED: That application No. 161764 be approved, subject to the conditions set out
on Agenda page 116.
42.

APPLICATION NO 160251 - THE OLD PUMP HOUSE, BATH ROAD, KILN
GREEN, RG10 9UT
Proposal: Full application for the erection of 1 no dwelling and the preservation and
restoration of existing structures on site.
Applicant: Mr & Mrs Niaz & Olivia Faruki
The Committee received and reviewed a report about this application, set out in Agenda
pages 129 to 158.
Members had visited the site on Friday 12 August 2016.
Ian Cooper, resident, spoke in objection to the application. He commented that there were
no special circumstances and that the proposed site was not a locally or nationally
designated Heritage Asset. He felt that the Green Belt should be protected and that the
development would be isolated, setting a precedent for the area and increasing traffic. He
also stated that the development would have a harmful impact on the neighbouring Grade
2 Castleman’s estate and local wildlife; there was an active badger sett located close to
the proposed site.
Olivia Faruki, applicant, spoke in favour of the application. She commented that there
were special circumstances in terms of the history and heritage of the site and outlined
some of the site’s history. She also commented that the building would not be isolated,
would be largely hidden from view from Castleman’s and that a mitigation plan for the
badger sett had been developed.
A Member questioned whether it was intended that the site be open to the public. Officers
stated that this was not something which could be insisted upon for future occupiers.
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In response to Members’ questions, the Planning Officer indicated that the Conservation
Officer had commented that imposing a domestic change of use would inevitably obscure
any historic function and identity of the site. Several Members commented that they did
not feel that the proposed site had historical significance.
A Member commented that the proposed development would potentially be seen over a
wide area.
RESOLVED: That application No. 160251 be refused for the reasons set out on Agenda
pages 130 to 131.
43.
PRE COMMITTEE SITE VISITS
The Head of Development Management and Regulatory Services had recommended that
pre-Committee site visits be undertaken in respect of the following applications:


161596 - Land To The West Of Thames Valley Park Drive - Full application for the
proposed development of a Park and Ride facility providing approximately 277
vehicular spaces, motorcycle parking and associated vehicular access and
landscaping – To view the site in context.



161292 – Land West of Finchampstead Road & Adjacent to Sand Martins Golf
Course, Finchampstead - Full application for the change of use of land from
agricultural use to equestrian use for the keeping of horses and for the erection of a
stable block with associated hardstanding, fencing and access track - To view site
in context and relationship to neighbouring properties.



161839 - Bell Farm, Bell Foundry Lane, Wokingham - HYBRID APPLICATION for:
OUTLINE APPLICATION: A section of the Northern Distributor Road (NDR) and
associated infrastructure, including a cycle and footway. (All Matters Reserved)
FULL APPLICATION: The erection of 128 dwellings and associated areas of
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG), open spaces and
drainage/attenuation. Two accesses from Bell Foundry Lane and a temporary cycle
and footway. Demolition of existing farm buildings and one dwelling – to view the
site in context.

RESOLVED: That pre-Committee, site visits be undertaken on Friday 9 September 2016
in respect of the following applications:


161596 - Land To The West Of Thames Valley Park Drive - Full application for the
proposed development of a Park and Ride facility providing approximately 277
vehicular spaces, motorcycle parking and associated vehicular access and
landscaping – to view the site in context.



161292 – Land West of Finchampstead Road & Adjacent to Sand Martins Golf
Course, Finchampstead - Full application for the change of use of land from
agricultural use to equestrian use for the keeping of horses and for the erection of a
stable block with associated hardstanding, fencing and access track - to view site in
context and relationship to neighbouring properties.



161839 - Bell Farm, Bell Foundry Lane, Wokingham - HYBRID APPLICATION for:
OUTLINE APPLICATION: A section of the Northern Distributor Road (NDR) and
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associated infrastructure, including a cycle and footway. (All Matters Reserved)
FULL APPLICATION: The erection of 128 dwellings and associated areas of
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG), open spaces and
drainage/attenuation. Two accesses from Bell Foundry Lane and a temporary cycle
and footway. Demolition of existing farm buildings and one dwelling – to view the
site in context.
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Agenda Item 5
Decision made in the presence of:
James McCabe, Planning Officer
Ian Bellinger, Planning Officer
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer
Arabella Yandle, Democratic Services Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/29
Title of the report

Consultation response to the West Berkshire Minerals and
Waste Local Plan - Sites Consultation

DECISION MADE BY

Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration - Mark Ashwell,
Executive Member for Environment – Angus Ross

ACTION BY
Heather Thwaites
DECISION MADE ON 24 August 2016

Recommendation contained in the report
Purpose: To give comments on the West Berkshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan - Sites
Consultation

Decision
That the Executive Member for Planning and the Executive Member for Environment:
1) Approve the comments outlined in this report; and
2) That they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from West Berkshire
on their Minerals and Waste Plan Sites consultation.

Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A

Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A
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Summary of consultations undertaken
Director – Finance and Resources
Monitoring Officer
Leader of the Council

No comments
No comments
I fully support the recommendations. I am
particularly concerned about the highways
impact on those sites, if chosen, that are
close to Wokingham Borough Councils
boundaries.

Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)
N/A
Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers
The Minerals and Waste Sites consultation published by West Berkshire Council – see
http://consult.westberks.gov.uk/file/3927756
PUBLISHED ON: 24 August 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 2 September 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 1 September 2016
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Agenda Item 6
Decision made in the presence of:
James McCabe, Planning Officer
Ian Bellinger, Planning Officer
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer
Arabella Yandle, Democratic Services Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/30
Title of the report

Joint Response of Wokingham Borough Council and Reading
Borough Council to the Consultation on the Draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan

DECISION MADE BY

Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration - Mark Ashwell,
Executive - Individual Member Decisions

ACTION BY
Heather Thwaites
DECISION MADE ON 24 August 2016

Recommendation contained in the report
To give comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Draft Local Plan

Decision
The Executive Member for Planning
1) Approves the comments outlined in this report; and
2) That they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from Aylesbury Vale
District Council on their Draft Local Plan.

Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A

Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A

Summary of consultations undertaken
Director – Finance and Resources
Monitoring Officer
Leader of the Council

No comments
No comments
I fully support the recommendations

Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)
N/A
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Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers
Vale of Aylesbury Draft Local Plan and background papers http://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-draft-plan
Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=382819
PUBLISHED ON: 24 August 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 2 September 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 1 September 2016
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Agenda Item 7
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF
THE EXECUTIVE
HELD ON 1 SEPTEMBER 2016 FROM 7.30 PM TO 7.55 PM
Committee Members Present
Councillors: Keith Baker (Chairman), Julian McGhee-Sumner, Mark Ashwell,
Pauline Jorgensen, Anthony Pollock, Malcolm Richards and Angus Ross
Other Councillors Present
Gary Cowan
Richard Dolinski
John Kaiser
Oliver Whittle
40.
APOLOGIES
An apology for absence was submitted from Councillor Charlotte Haitham Taylor.
Councillor Richard Dolinski, Deputy Executive Member for Children’s Services, attended
the meeting on behalf of Councillor Haitham Taylor. In accordance with legislation
Councillor Dolinski could take part in any discussions but was not entitled to vote.
41.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest received.
42.
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
In accordance with the agreed procedure the Chairman invited members of the public to
submit questions to the appropriate Members.
42.1 Pam Stubbs asked the Executive Member for Highways and Transport the
following question:
Question
A consultation on speed limit changes was initiated by a householder letter on 25 thJuly and
the last date for comments was 18th August. Barkham Parish Council, who were not
consulted, feel that this TRO is not satisfactory and that since the changes are due to the
new school complex, Bearwood Road (within Barkham), Barkham Street and Langley
Common Road should be considered as part of this TRO.
The School is due to open in a matter of days and we are bewildered by the fact that no
thought was given to this until July and also why the Traffic Management Team will not
meet with the Parish Council to discuss their proposals until the end of September, when,
presumably their changes will already be in place.
Answer
Barkham Street and Bearwood Road (the section within Barkham and north of The Lilacs)
are considered to be outside of the defined walked routes associated with access
improvements to the new Bohunt School. Reducing the speed limit to 30mph on Langley
Common Road was considered and formed part of the proposed speed limit reductions
review in accordance with the Department for Transport Circular 01/2013 “Setting Local
Speed Limits”. Unfortunately the outcome of the review was that the speed limit reduction
to 30pmh could not be introduced as it did not meet the required criteria and therefore is
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not currently supported by Thames Valley Police; who are responsible for enforcement of
speed limits.
I confirm the formal consultation on the proposed TRO, to reduce speed limits on three
sections of roads, commenced on 25th July 2016. This consultation included a letter drop
to all residents on each of the roads, notices on streets, adverts in the local newspaper
and on the Council website. E-mails were also sent to affected parish councils including
Barkham Parish Council via an address which has since unfortunately transpired to be out
of date and for this we apologise. However Barkham Parish did become aware of the
consultation and the Council received and considered their response as part of the overall
43 received. I confirm also that Barkham Parish Council’s response has been fully
considered and is included in the Executive report scheduled for tonight.
The statement that the Council had not given this any thought until July 2016 is incorrect.
Discussions with the Project Team, Parents Reference Group and the Council’s Education
Team have been ongoing since December 2015 and in addition a number of these
highway issues and concerns were discussed directly with Barkham Parish Council during
a meeting with Highways Officers in May 2016. The reason the Traffic Management Team
have declined to meet with Barkham Parish Council again before the end of September is
because the Team have been prioritising the three speed limit reductions proposed in the
Executive report, that met the “Setting Local Speeds” Department for Transport review
criteria, and which were supported by Thames Valley Police plus other measures
associated with access improvements to the new Bohunt School prior to this School
opening in early September.
Supplementary Question
I am particularly worried about the Bearwood Road section. I used to live on Bearwood
Road and lived there for some 25 years. I drove from Sindlesham, as is my want, at
38mph as soon as I received this. I came down Bearwood Hill and attempted to suddenly,
or fairly suddenly, reduce my speed to 30mph at the point at which you have decided it is
no longer necessary. It is exceptionally dangerous and I wouldn’t recommend it. The
people who live on that side of the road have no footpath for them to walk on. They have
to cross a road, and in fact are told they need to cross the road, and you are asking them
to cross the road in a 40mph limit area when you have denied them a footpath to travel on.
Most of those residents are elderly and we have been fighting for years to get the speed
limit on that road down to 30mph. I just find it astounding that you can chop off half a road
half way down a hill.
Supplementary Answer
I note your comments and what I can say is we will consider your proposal in the coming
months.
42.2 Bernie Waters asked the Executive Member for Highways and Transport the
following question:
Question
The response from Barkham Parish Council stated they would like to see the extent of the
proposed 30mph speed limit on Bearwood Road extended further north to Highlands
Avenue. This will be picked up as a wider issue by the Project Manager outside of this
TRO process.
What commitment will the Council give to actioning this feedback given that:
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a)

The Parish Council is the most informed party to this speed restriction need and that
Highlands Avenue is the “Gateway” to the residential area of Bearwood Road
Barkham;

b)

The cost addition is negligible – a few more signs between the proposed 30 mph
limit and the Parish Council’s requested limit.

Answer
Wider issues will be picked up by the Traffic Management Team, including comments
made previously about various locations. It is premature for the Council to commit to
anything specific without first undertaking the necessary investigative work. Reducing an
existing speed limit would require a speed limit reductions review in accordance with the
Department for Transport Circular 01/2013 called “Setting Local Speed Limits” and any
proposed speed limit reduction would require the support of Thames Valley Police who are
responsible; but as we have said issues are being discussed about other areas other than
the ones for which we are speaking tonight so all comments will be noted and considered.
Supplementary Question
How many Members involved in the decision actually live in Bearwood Road and therefore
have first-hand experience of the challenges eg the earlier sensible request to move the
speed limit across?
Supplementary Answer
It was confirmed that none of the Executive Members lived in Bearwood Road but that the
Executive Member for Highways and Transport had actually driven along the road.
43.
MEMBER QUESTION TIME
In accordance with the agreed procedure the Chairman invited Members to submit
questions to the appropriate Members.
43.1 Gary Cowan asked the Executive Member for Highways and Transport the
following question:
Question
WSP had a scheme which the Traffic Management Team and the Highways Inspector
asked the Council to look at because the plastic bollards on the extremely narrow footway
were being regularly hit by vehicles, which meant they were had to be mounting the
footway.
The scheme was on a list to be done just over a year ago that extended the 30 mph speed
limit and gave the illusion that the road was narrowing so that this should slow vehicles
entering and leaving the village at this point where currently pupils/parents (many with
pushchairs with young children also) walk to The Coombes and when Bohunt opens there
will be two-way traffic with many more pupils/parents walking in the opposite direction at
the same times.
The footway is so narrow in this area and it cannot be widened because that is the extent
of the footway width of the Council owned land.
Can you explain why this scheme has been totally ignored when the very clear risks to
pedestrians, mainly children and their parents is there for all to see and for which you
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appeared to baulk at taking responsibility for as I asked you to do in my recent question at
Council?
Answer
The section of footway in question is an established walked route for The Coombes School
and will become part of a walked route for the new Bohunt School once open in
September.
The plastic reflective bollards were installed to better define the edge of roads for
motorists, particularly in the hours of darkness. They offer no physical protection to
pedestrians using the footway. But I can confirm there is no evidence of vehicles actually
mounting the footway at this location as this would have resulted in several bollards being
taken out in a single section and incident.
However, the presence of the bollards on the footway does take some space, therefore
they can reduce the readily accessible walking width on the footway.
All walked routes associated with access to the new Bohunt School, including this section,
have very recently been subject to an independent assessment of walked routes. This
assessment commented that the width of the existing footway is reduced by the presence
of the bollards, as was mentioned above, and recommends that either the bollards are fully
removed or the number of bollards reduced to maximise the footway width available.
Either of these recommendations, in the opinion of the independent assessment team
would provide a “non-hazardous walked route” to serve both schools. The Council’s
project team for access improvements to the new Bohunt School, having considered the
recommendation, are accepting the second option to reduce the number of bollards. This
will then provide both an increase in the footway width available, while still highlighting the
edge of the road for motorists, particularly in the hours of darkness.
The WSP scheme referred to looked in isolation at this bollarded section of footway on
Eversley Road. With the reduction of bollards now proposed Officers are satisfied the
Council are complying with the independent assessment and therefore providing a nonhazardous walked route at this location. Therefore the earlier WSP scheme has recently
been withdrawn. This will now allow the Traffic Management Team to work with Thames
Valley Police for a more holistic engineering scheme that will allow the speed limit to be
reduced on both Eversley Road and Langley Common Road, which remains an aspiration
of local parishes, the local Members and the Traffic Management Team which, of course,
requires the support of Thames Valley Police.
Supplementary Question
16 years ago at the appeal for Penrose Park the Inspector walked that route with the
Parish Council and myself and he decided there and then that it wasn’t safe and he
actually allocated £200,000 for footpaths and cycleways in that area. None of this was
ever used and that was pre-bollard. So there was a clear recognition that this was a
problem.
Since June I have probably sent about 50-70 e-mails to Officers and to Malcolm Richards
to try and get to some sort of solution for this issue and sadly Malcolm never replied to any
of them; which I found strange. So I would ask you: would you consider putting this section
of road into the TRO and if not would you do, once you have done the work you are going
to do, carry out a risk assessment and a safety audit and let me know the results please?
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Supplementary Answer
I have already indicated that there are other things going on and we will be looking at all
these things, including tonight’s comments, and as information emerges and gets
processed I will let you know.
44.

PROPOSED REDUCTION TO SPEED LIMITS ON SECTIONS OF B3349
BARKHAM ROAD, BEARWOOD ROAD AND SHEERLANDS ROAD TO
SUPPORT ACCESS AND WALKED ROUTES TO THE NEW BOHUNT SCHOOL,
ARBORFIELD
The Executive considered a report relating to a proposed reduction in speed limits on all or
sections of the following roads: B3349 Barkham Road, Bearwood Road and Sheerlands
Road in order to support access improvements and walked routes to the new Bohunt
School, Arborfield.
The Executive Member for Highways and Transport advised the meeting that following an
existing access assessment and speed survey review it was recommended that the new
Bohunt School, which was due to open on 5 September 2016, would benefit from the
reduction of speed limits on three sections of the road network in proximity of the new
school where children may choose to walk beside.
Councillor Richards advised that the proposed speed reduction Traffic Regulation Orders
(TROs) had been published and consulted upon in accordance with regulations, including
consultation with statutory consultees i.e. police, local parish councils and ward Members
and local residents. 43 consultation responses were received and analysed and found to
show clear support for the speed reduction, including support and approval for the
reductions from the police; who were the enforcement agency for speeding matters. It was
noted that Arborfield and Newland Parish Council’s response had been received shortly
after the consultation period and that too showed a clear support for the speed reductions.
Councillor Richards also clarified that the usual decision making process for TROs was
through an Individual Executive Member Decision but because of objections to the
proposals by Ward Members the Constitution states that the decision must be made by the
Executive.
Members were also advised that in addition to the proposed speed reductions the Council
had investigated reducing the speed limits on sections of the A327 Eversley Road and
Langley Common Road. Unfortunately these two sections did not meet the national review
criteria that would allow the speed limits to be reduced and the Police had advised that
they would not be supportive of such reductions. It was noted that discussions were
ongoing about these two sections of road,
Following a query about how many of the 150 children starting the new school were likely
to walk. Councillor Richards stated that it was anticipated that around 30 children would
walk although this would not be known until the school opened.
Councillor Jorgensen commented that regardless of how many children were likely to walk
they would be more likely to do so if parents viewed the traffic as reasonably slow and the
route as reasonably safe. Councillor Jorgensen was therefore keen that the width of the
footpath be reviewed as she felt it was very narrow. Councillor Richards assured
Members that in order to widen the footpath vegetation, including bushes and trees, had
been cut back along its length and some of the bollards were planned to be removed.
Members wanted to ensure that the vegetation would be cut back on a regular basis.
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Councillor Ross asked for consideration to be given to placing a white line near to the
verge of the relevant roads as had been seen in other areas it gave the impression of
making the road narrower, slowed the traffic down, and kept drivers from driving right up to
the kerb.
RESOLVED: That the making of the Wokingham Borough Council (Various Roads,
Wokingham Borough) (30, 40, 50 mph speed limits) Order 2016 be approved and the
Director for Environment be instructed to inform those persons who objected accordingly.
The three routes where the speed limits are proposed to be reduced to 30mph are as
follows:
 B3349 Barkham Road reducing the existing 40mph speed limit to 30mph for its
entirety
 Bearwood Road reducing the existing 40mph speed limit to 30mph from the
junction of Barkham Road to a point 100 metres north of The Lilacs
 Sheerlands Road reducing the existing 60mph speed limit to 30mph from the
existing 30mph limit to a point 10 metres south of Bridleway 18.

32

Agenda Item 8
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE
LICENSING AND APPEALS COMMITTEE
HELD ON 7 SEPTEMBER 2016 FROM 7.00 PM TO 8.00 PM
Committee Members Present
Councillors: Barrie Patman (Chairman), Malcolm Richards, Chris Bowring,
Richard Dolinski, Michael Firmager, Emma Hobbs, John Jarvis, Abdul Loyes, Ken Miall,
Beth Rowland, Chris Smith, Wayne Smith and Bill Soane
Officers Present
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer
Paul Anstey, Joint Service Manager, West Berkshire and Wokingham Environmental
Health and Licensing
Julia O'Brien, Acting Team Manager, Licensing
7.
APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIRMAN
Councillor Michael Firmager was appointed Vice-chairman of the Licensing and Appeals
Committee for the remainder of the 2016/17 municipal year.
8.
APOLOGIES
An apology for absence was submitted from Councillor Chris Singleton.
9.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 8 June 2016 were confirmed as a
correct record and signed by the Chairman.
10.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
A declaration of interest was submitted by Councillor Bill Soane on the basis that he hired
out refrigerator equipment for events in the Henley area.
11.
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
There were no public questions.
12.
MEMBER QUESTION TIME
There were no Member questions.
13.
LICENSING ACT 2003 - POLICY REVIEW
The Committee considered a report which was set out on agenda pages 7-33. The report
was seeking Members’ views in relation to a possible review of the Council’s Licensing
Policy in respect to the addition of a Cumulative Impact Policy for the specific area of
Remenham.
Paul Anstey, Joint Service Delivery Manager, West Berkshire and Wokingham, explained
that the cumulative impact of the high number of events held in the Henley area had been
a reoccurring issue over the years. The residents had requested the consideration of a
Cumulative Impact Policy (CIP) relating to future premises licence applications on the river
land in the Parish of Remenham from Henley Bridge to Temple Island.
Officers were seeking the Committees’ approval to commission an external review of
evidence, to be carried out by legal experts, to support or not the adoption of the CIP.
Paul felt it was necessary to address this issue through the correct mechanism and this
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report was the first step towards a formal review of the possible adoption of a CIP. The
results of this independent review would be brought back to the Committee for discussion.
Paul informed Members that this was not the first time that this issue had been considered
by the Licensing and Appeals Committee; however it remained a concern to local
residents. Paul stated that the geography of the area meant this would be an unusual CIP
if compared to other areas in the country. The circumstances were very specific to the
Remenham area, it related to a number of licences issued alongside each other
throughout the year, and not to specific permanent premises.
During the discussion of the item the following points were made:














Councillor Smith asked if this policy would encompass the whole Borough or if it would
be applied just to Remenham. Paul’s view was that the policy would be attached to
the whole borough but it would be applied to Remenham specifically. Should another
area request its implementation, this would be reviewed individually;
The Chairman stated that from his research, he was uncertain that the policy would
encompass the whole Borough. Paul stated that this was something the experts
involved in the review would be able to clarify;
The Chairman asked for clarity from a legal perspective on the scope of the policy;
Some Members suggested that the policy could include appendixes for different areas
in the Borough;
Paul explained that the way in which licences were issued at the moment meant that
Officers could not take into account the number of existing licences in the area. The
CIP would provide a mechanism to take that into account when issuing new licences;
In response to a question, Julia O’Brien, Acting Team Manager Licensing stated that
there were altogether around 13-14 days in the year when events were held in the
Henley area;
Some Members were of the view that the Council should not spend money carrying
out this review as it only affected one area of the Borough and for a short period of
time per year;
Some Members were concerned that if the Council introduced this policy, there was
the potential for costly legal challenges as the events generated a considerable
amount of money;
In response to a question, Paul confirmed that this report was the result of many
discussions around this issue with local residents. Paul emphasised that this was a
substantial, technical piece of work that should be carried out by legal experts;
Paul clarified that licences were issued without a time limit, a review of any licences
would only occur as a result of a complaint. Complaints would trigger a Licensing and
Appeals Hearing Sub-Committee where the licence would be reviewed;
Paul stated that the CIP would only apply to new licences, it did not have the power to
look at licences retrospectively;
The Chairman reminded the Committee that only issues contravening the four
licensing objectives could be reviewed, these were:
1)
2)
3)
4)

The prevention of crime and disorder
Public safety
The prevention of public nuisance
The protection of children from harm
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In response to a question Paul informed members that there were other local
authorities in the country which had adopted the CIP, however they were normally
located in city areas, it would be unusual for Wokingham to adopt a CIP;
Paul stated that should the Committee decide not to adopt a CIP after the review,
nothing would change and licences would carry on being issued as they were at the
moment;
Councillor Dolinski asked if there were any financial benefits to adopting this policy.
Paul stated that there was no financial gain, the motive for potentially adopting a CIP
was not economical;
The Chairman pointed out that limiting the licences would potentially have an impact
on the local economy;
Members asked what would happen if a festival wanted to expand its licence. Paul
explained that the normal procedures would be put in place. A consultation period
would follow and if no representations were received and the Officers deemed it
appropriate, the licence would be extended;
In response to a query, Paul explained that the Licensing regimen had been
deliberately de-regulated as the Government wanted to make it more flexible for
people to be entertained. The power was delegated to communities to trigger reviews
when necessary.

In relation to the cost of the review, Paul stated that the £5,000 figure detailed in the report
covered only the legal costs of carrying out the review; it did not cover the consultation
aspect. This figure was based on an enquiry which was made previously with a barrister,
but the cost could vary and was subject to the relevant Executive Member’s approval.
Paul pointed out that differently from many other departments in the Council, Licensing
was a cost recovering unit.
After a robust discussion the Chairman asked the Committee to vote to approve or not the
recommendation contained in the report. Upon being put to the vote it was:
RESOLVED That: the recommendation contained in the report to commission an external
review of evidence to support the adoption of a Cumulative Impact Policy for the parish of
Remenham, subject to the agreement from the Executive Member for Resident Services
due to the financial implications, be approved.
14.
MEETINGS OF APPEALS HEARINGS
This item was not discussed.
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Agenda Item 9
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE
HEALTH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
HELD ON 8 SEPTEMBER 2016 FROM 7.00 PM TO 8.35 PM
Committee Members Present
Councillors: Ken Miall (Chairman), Laura Blumenthal, Richard Dolinski,
Philip Houldsworth, Clive Jones, Abdul Loyes, Chris Smith and Bill Soane
Others Present
Madeleine Shopland, Principal Democratic Services Officer
James Burgess, Better Care Fund Programme Manager
20.
APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were submitted from Councillor Parry Batth, Martin Sloan, Head of
Service Wokingham Integrated Social Care & Health Team and Jim Stockley, Healthwatch
Wokingham Borough.
21.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 11 July 2016 were confirmed as a
correct record and signed by the Chairman.
22.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest.
23.
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
There were no public questions.
24.
MEMBER QUESTION TIME
There were no Member questions.
25.
STEP UP, STEP DOWN
James Burgess, Better Care Fund Programme Manager, provided an update on the Step
Up, Step Down (SUSD) scheme.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:







Members were reminded that the Better Care Fund had created a local single
pooled budget to incentivise local government and the NHS to work more closely
together around people, placing their wellbeing as the focus of health and care
services. The Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) had to jointly
agree how the money would be spent.
The SUSD scheme was one of the eight Better Care Fund projects.
James Burgess explained what was meant by SUSD. Step Down was for those
who were medically well in hospital but were not ready to return to their former
home or level of independence. Step Up was for people experiencing a sudden
and severe change in need, and who required a period of intensive support and
rehabilitation to avoid the need for a hospital admission or permanent placement in
a residential or nursing home.
SUSD was based at the Alexandra Place Extra Care scheme with 24 hour 7 day a
week staffing and one dedicated additional day staff. There were one two bedroom
and two one bedroom fully equipped and furnished flats with walk in showers and
adapted bathrooms.
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It was noted that the flats were intended for a maximum stay of 21 days in order to
complete reablement required and to avoid bed blocking. However, the 21 day
period could be exceeded if the individual circumstances necessitated this.
Although the flats were rent free residents had to provide their own food, with the
support of staff if needed.
Councillor Soane asked whether anyone who had gone into Step Up had then been
admitted to hospital. James Burgess commented that they had not and that there
had not been that many admitted as a Step Up. Some admitted to Step Down had
been admitted to hospital for a short period before being discharged back to Step
Down.
Councillor Blumenthal questioned whether 3 units were enough and if it were likely
that more would be required as the Borough’s population aged. James Burgess
stated that when the scheme was initially piloted it had been thought that 8 units
would be needed. However, performance was kept under review.
Members enquired whether the units were as busy as they could be. James
Burgess stated that there were peaks and troughs in their usage. Nevertheless,
there was an increased focus on getting people back into their own home where
possible.
A ‘deep dive’ review would be undertaken 2016-17 to ascertain whether there were
more cost effective ways of delivering SUSD units and the optimum staffing levels
for SUSD.
Members were updated on performance of SUSD from July 2015. It was noted that
37 people had used the service for a total of 698 days. The total cost of the service
had been £109,706; rent, staffing and utilities. 339 days in hospital had been saved
and 25 admissions to residential care homes avoided. The estimated health benefit
was £155,350 and the estimated net Council savings were £91,568.
Councillor Jones asked how the Wokingham scheme compared with other areas.
The Committee was informed that Reading had a discharge to access scheme
whilst Bracknell had a similar scheme with 6 units. Councillor Miall questioned
whether Wokingham residents would ever use facilities based in another local
authority. James Burgess commented that the Better Care Fund funding was
based around locality.
In response to a question from Councillor Soane regarding satisfaction levels,
James Burgess stated that people were asked to complete a questionnaire on
leaving SUSD and results had been largely positive. Councillor Blumenthal asked
whether any constructive criticism had been received. She was informed that some
people had commented that the flats were not very homely. Whilst improvements
had been made infection control was important which did give the flats more of a
clinical feel with the furnishings.
Councillor Dolinski questioned if there was ever pressure from families to keep a
person within the SUSD and was informed that this had not been an issue.
Councillor Loyes asked how many people had been turned away from the units.
James Burgess indicated that this data had only been collected since January and
that he would provide the information to the Principal Democratic Services Officer to
circulate to the Committee. People could be turned away for a number of reasons
such as the units were full or because SUSD was not suitable for the individual.
James Burgess outlined some of the barriers that the SUSD service had faced.
These included the slower integration of the WISH service (the integrated short
term team) which had meant that the service had been mainly used by the out of
hospital social work team.
Wokingham as an area performed very well in preventing delayed discharges from
hospital, meaning less demand for the service than expected.
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Members were notified that the lack of dedicated medical support had meant there
had been lower acceptance of the service from health staff as an alternative to a
hospital admission. In addition access to the service was not currently 7 days a
week.
The Better Care Fund was undertaking a review of all its current schemes in
September and the following options for SUSD would be considered:
 Maintaining the current 3 units which would be primarily used for Step Down to
facilitate complicated discharges from hospital;
 As the WISH team became more integrated increase the medical support
available for SUSD to increase the numbers of Step Up admissions;
 Trailing the siting of 7 Step Up beds at Wokingham Hospital.

RESOLVED: That James Burgess be thanked for his presentation.
26.
HEALTHWATCH UPDATE
Members were updated on the work of Healthwatch Wokingham Borough.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:












Healthwatch Wokingham Borough had attended a number of events over the
summer, including Fun Days. They had received some comments regarding the
lack of seating which would be fed back to organisers. Councillor Blumenthal
suggested that Healthwatch Wokingham Borough attend the Earley Green Fun Day
in future.
Members were informed that a report about Healthwatch’s Deaf Champion visits to
a number of dental surgeries within the Borough would be published shortly.
The Healthwatch Wokingham Borough health and social care directories were
being distributed. In response to a question from Councillor Dolinski, Nicola
Strudley commented that these could be made available in different formats if
requested.
Healthwatch Wokingham Borough would be producing a piece for BBC South
Today regarding its work with St Crispin’s School and the ‘Appyness’ App.
Members noted a summary of queries received. Councillor Blumenthal asked
whether the number of enquiries regarding difficulty in contacting a GP had
increased. Nicola Strudley indicated that it had. However, the NHS 111 service
had been recommissioned recently and as part of the new service NHS 111 phone
operators would be able to book GP appointments online when recommended.
Councillor Soane commented that Loddon Vale Practice had installed a blood
pressure monitor within the waiting room. Nicola Strudley stated that there was an
increased focus on encouraging and enabling patients to self-care, and telecare.
Councillor Miall asked for further information regarding the query relating to an
elderly lady with cancer seeking assistance with adaptive aids. Nicola Strudley
agreed to feed back to the Committee.
Councillor Dolinski asked whether the Healthwatch Intelligence Report was
compared with those of other Healthwatches and if there were common themes in
the enquiries received. Nicola Strudley commented that there were 152
Healthwatches nationally and all produced their intelligence reports slightly
differently which made benchmarking more difficult. However, work was fed back to
Healthwatch England which identified common themes, including issues with
CAMHS and accessing GP appointments.

RESOLVED: That Nicola Strudley be thanked for her presentation.
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27.
CARE HOMES AND GP REGISTRATION
Councillor Houldsworth commented that he had visited Abbeyfield Homes, a new
dementia care home in Winnersh and had been informed that there had been some
difficulties registering residents with local GPs. He had raised the matter at a meeting of
the NHS Wokingham Clinical Commissioning Group.
Nicola Strudley indicated that NICE Guidelines recommended that all residents in care
homes be registered with one GP. However, Healthwatch had heard that residents in a
number of homes were registered to different GPs, which could be confusing.
Members agreed to invite officers from the NHS Wokingham Clinical Commissioning
Group to the Committee’s November meeting to provide an update on how the health and
care economy was meeting the needs of the growing care home population in the context
of the challenges faced by General Practice.
RESOLVED: That officers from the NHS Wokingham Clinical Commissioning Group be
invited to the Committee’s November meeting to provide an update on how the health and
care economy was meeting the needs of the growing care home population in the context
of the challenges faced by General Practice.
28.

HEALTH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE - IDEAS FOR
IMPROVEMENT
The Committee considered the proposed ideas for improving the Health Overview and
Scrutiny process as set out in the report.
During the discussion of this item the following points were made:








Members were informed that when preparing their work programmes for the new
municipal year some councils made use of ‘scrutiny cafes.’ Under this approach
Committee members would meet with partner organisations and service providers
such as Healthwatch and local NHS Trusts in mixed groups. The partner
organisations would highlight their upcoming work, challenges, priorities and any
anticipated risks. Members could then explore the contribution that the Committee
could make. The Committee agreed that this approach should be explored and that
consideration should be given to widening it to the other scrutiny committees. The
Chairman agreed to raise the matter at the next meeting of the Overview and
Scrutiny Management Committee.
When producing its work programme in the new municipal year the Committee
would liaise with the relevant Executive Members and Chairmen of the other
overview and scrutiny committees to ascertain their likely priorities for the
forthcoming year and consider where the Committee may be able to add value.
The Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee was the committee with responsibility
for health scrutiny and as such was the primary scrutiniser of the Health and
Wellbeing Board. Members agreed that it would be useful for the Committee to
receive the agenda, minutes and forward programme of the Board to ensure that
the committee’s work programmes were complementary.
With regards to presentations from the NHS and other health and social care
partners, Members agreed to, so far as possible, send Members’ questions prior to
the meeting to best target the presentation.
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RESOLVED: That the proposed actions for the improvement of the Health Overview and
Scrutiny Committee detailed in the report be approved.
29.
HEALTH CONSULTATION
It was noted that there was currently a live health consultation regarding expanding CQC
ratings to include independent healthcare providers.
RESOLVED: That the live health consultation be noted.
30.
FORWARD PROGRAMME 2016-17
The Committee considered the Forward Programme for the remainder of the municipal
year.
During the discussion of the item the following points were made:





It was agreed to defer the item regarding Community mental health services and
accessing mental health services from November’s meeting to March’s meeting.
Members agreed to invite the CCG to the November Committee meeting to discuss
how the health and care economy meets the needs of the growing care home
population, in the context of the challenges faced by general practice.
Several Members questioned whether the item relating to Primary Care facilities at
the Arborfield Strategic Development Location (SDL) should be expanded to include
all SDLs.
Councillor Dolinski suggested that the Committee invite the Chief Executive Officer
of the Royal Berkshire Hospital to discuss their vision for the future of the Trust.
Members suggested that other Councils including Reading and West Berkshire also
be invited to this discussion.

RESOLVED: That the Forward Programme 2016/17 be noted.
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Agenda Item 10
Decision made in the presence of:
Anthony Pollock, Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance
Sharon Pearce, Service Manager – Income and Payments
Arabella Yandle, Democratic Services Officer
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/IMD28
Title of the report

Write Off of Uncollectable Business Rates

DECISION MADE BY

Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance Anthony Pollock, Executive - Individual Member Decisions

ACTION BY
Graham Ebers
DECISION MADE ON 09 September 2016
Recommendation contained in the report
Agree to write-off the business rates liabilities of £33,858.88 relating to 2012/2013 as
unrecoverable.
Decision
The Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance
1) agrees to write-off the business rates liabilities of £33,858.88 relating to 2012/2013 as
unrecoverable.

Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A
Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A
Summary of consultations undertaken
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES
Director – Finance and Resources
None received
Monitoring Officer
None received
Leader of the Council
The council has no chance of recovering
these debts and therefore I reluctantly
support the writing off of these business
rates debts
Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)
N/A
Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
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Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers
None
PUBLISHED ON: 9 September 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 20 September 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 19 September 2016
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Agenda Item 11
Decision made in the presence of:
Anthony Pollock, Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance
Sharon Pearce, Service Manager – Income & Payments
Arabella Yandle, Democratic Services
Luciane Bowker, Senior Democratic Services Officer

INDIVIDUAL EXECUTIVE MEMBER
DECISION RECORD SHEET
IMD 2016/IMD31
Title of the report

Write Off of Uncollectable Business Rates

DECISION MADE BY

Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance Anthony Pollock

ACTION BY
Director of Finance and Resources, Graham Ebers
DECISION MADE ON 09 September 2016
Recommendation contained in the report
Agree to write-off the business rates liabilities of £29,911.75 relating to 2014/2015 and
£17,348.53 relating to 2015/2016, totalling £47,260.28 as unrecoverable.
Decision
The Executive Member for Economic Development and Finance

1) agrees to write-off the business rates liabilities of £29,911.75 relating to
2014/2015 and £17,348.53 relating to 2015/2016, totalling £47,260.28 as
unrecoverable.
Reasons for Decision if different to recommendation
N/A
Alternative options considered and rejected at time of the decision
N/A
Summary of consultations undertaken
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES
Director – Finance and Resources
None received
Monitoring Officer
None received
Leader of the Council
The council has no chance of recovering
these debts and therefore I reluctantly
support the writing off of these business
rates debts
Reasons why the report was deemed to have contained confidential or Exempt
information (if applicable)
N/A
Any Conflict of interest declared by any Executive Member who is consulted by a
Member which relates to the decision
None
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Any dispensation granted by the Head of Paid Service in respect of any declared
conflict of interest
None
Background papers
None
PUBLISHED ON: 9 September 2016
EFFECTIVE ON: 20 September 2016
CALL-IN PERIOD EXPIRES: 19 September 2016
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