
Lambourn Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group Minutes Monday September 6th, 2021 

 

Apologies: Sara Moule; Helen Noll. 

017.Minutes of the Meeting on the 16th of August 2021-agreed and signed off. 

018. Matters Arising from the minutes. 

1. Landowners Survey: BJ and WR were complimented and thanked for their work on the 
Landowners’ Survey, which was felt to address the relevant issues. Suggestions were made to make 
some questions easier to present in the online format and clearer for the respondents. BJ to amend. 
Vicky Rieunier will be asked to set up the Survey on SurveyMonkey (now called Momentive Inc.). 
Hard copies of the Survey will also be available. 

BL raised the sharing of results of both the Business and Landowners’ Surveys with the respondents. 

11. Feedback from the meeting with West Berkshire Council re Housing Allocation, unfortunately 
Bryan Little was unable to attend the meeting. Sue has circulated the minutes of the meeting that 
she had transcribed, and these were agreed as a true record of the meeting by those members of 
the Steering Group that had attended. Sue will send a copy of these to Laila Bassett and copy them 
to Paula Amorelli and Bryan Little. (Copy below, as sent to LB. Highlighted questions for LB/PA to 
answer; italics information to clarify discussion.) 

Clarification was given as to the Housing Allocation, with an additional twenty-five houses. Which 
equates to a total of 90 Houses to be developed before 2036. 

Windfall is calculated before Housing Allocation. 

To be counted, these additional 25 have to be on Allocated site(s). LB and PA acknowledged sites 
could be allocated inside the settlement boundary. 

As a LNDP we need to decide if we are going to allocate sites for these houses or leave the decision 
making to West Berkshire Council. We acknowledged that we need to inform the Community of both 
the Housing Allocation and the decision that needs to be taken and get their views. 

If we were to allocate sites, we would  start by re-examining the HELAA sites first, before putting a 
call out for new sites. 

Sue to amend the Presentation information, considering the above discussions, so that we can 
highlight these issues at the Public Consultation Meetings. 

Already identified Sites: 

 Lynch Lane site-60 houses 

Newbury Road- 5 houses 

What we can influence currently are the design codes and quality standards. If we were to allocate 
sites, we would need to have a clear and transparent process for assessment and allocation. 

Sue will also ask Sharon at Bluestone for advice. 

 

 



019. Public Consultation- Who is doing what: 

Wednesday 8th September Jockey Club: Will, Bridget, Sue, and Howard. 

Saturday 11th September Eastbury: Pete and Sue. 

Thursday 16th September Memorial Hall: Bridget, Sue, and Pete. 

Wednesday 22nd September Woodlands St Marys Village Hall: Bridget, Sue, Will and Helen. 

Saturday 25TH September St. Michael’s and All Angels: Bruce and Sue. 

We agreed that we need to capture the numbers of those attending and the key issues/concerns. 

SC was thanked for putting together the displays. 

 

020. Invoice £90 TVERC Bruce proposed, Pete seconded. 

 

Date of the next Meeting Tuesday 12th October at 10.00am. 

 

Lambourn Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Notes from Zoom meeting with Laila Basset, Paula Amorelli and Umrah Mahadik 26.08.2021 

Present: Paula Amorelli; Laila Bassett; Umrah Mahadik; Howard Woollaston; Sue Cocker; Bruce 
Laurie; Peter Penfold. 

SC updated the meeting on the progress of the LNDP. 

LB welcomed the importance the LNDP has given to Design Codes, and drew attention to Locality’s 
support packages. 

There followed a discussion of the Housing Allocation. The LNDP sought clarification that there is no 
need to call for new sites, given the current allocation for Lambourn and the sites that have already 
been identified. Could the LNDP include recognition of the work already done in the HELAA and add 
our reaction to each? 

[Approximately 65 houses were allocated in the 2017 Housing Site Allocations DPD (2006 – 2026) 
Policies HSA 19 and 20, and carried forward into the Local Plan Review (2020 – 2037) as RSA22 and 
23. Provision needs to be made for another 25 houses in order to meet the total number of 90 
assigned to Lambourn.] 

LB and PA stated that windfall housing could not be used to offset the 25 houses, as windfall is 
already included in the calculation made prior to the setting of the number of houses needed per 
Parish. West Berkshire has calculated that 140 house will be built by windfall across the authority in 
the Plan period (Is that to 2026 or 2037?). That number is not broken down by individual Parishes, 
and they were not prepared to estimate Lambourn’s share. 

Windfall sites are usually within a settlement boundary. Sites formally Allocated for housing are 
usually outside the settlement boundary. This raised the question of the Lambourn settlement 
boundary, which PA said had been left to the LNDP as the SG had declined to allocate sites – 
settlement boundaries are generally determined by WBC. If the settlement boundary is amended 



along Baydon Road, any houses built within that extension would count as windfall, not part of the 
25 to be allocated. If the land is allocated first, the boundary would then be extended to include it 
and the houses allocated would count. 

The possibility of allocating sites within the current Lambourn settlement boundary was discussed. 
LB and PA agreed it would be possible to do this and the houses built would then count towards the 
25, even if the site was for a small number (eg 5). The formal process for allocation would have to be 
undertaken by the LNDP. 

Even if the LNDP called for sites, HW asked where sites could be found? 

 [Of the sites offered in WBC’S last call for sites, only LAM1 and LAM5 were considered by WB to be 
potentially developable (in part). LAM 2, 3, 4 and 7 were “not developable” in the next 15 years. 
There is some doubt as to whether all of LAM5 could be developed, due to groundwater levels]  

The LNDP’s Landscape Appraisal recommends development should not take place on the (very 
visible) valley sides. This affects the top part of LAM1 (Folly Road side), LAM2 (and additionally this 
site borders the sensitive Lynch Woods), LAM3 (behind Old Station Yard) and LAM7 (Greenways). LB 
added that a recent study of the lower part of LAM1 (Rockfell side) modelled high levels of 
groundwater. PP and SC thought this seemed unlikely and LB said she would send us the link to the 
study. 

The question of what type of development was eligible for inclusion in offsetting the 25 houses was 
raised. LB said C2 class housing, which has shared facilities and includes hostel accommodation, does 
NOT count.  C3 class is eligible. (See below for explanation of housing classes). The extension to the 
Almshouses is likely to be considered as windfall (so not counted).  

Housing in the Woodlands was discussed and LB and PA did not seem opposed to this, but unless 
potential sites were allocated any development would count as windfall. 

PA agreed that the transition from developed land to the open countryside, at the edge of 
settlement, is important. BL commented that the Old Cricket Field was an important green open 
space, separating Lambourn and Upper Lambourn. A permanent solution to its status would be 
desirable. 

All this information will need to be considered by the LNDP SG. 

PA has looked at the proposed changes to the settlement boundary for Eastbury and, whilst 
generally happy, would like to discuss some amendments. (Given that we only asked for an opinion 
from Paula about possible changes, can we assure residents they will have a say?) 

The boundary for Upper Lambourn is under review. SC asked PA for a clear explanation for whatever 
decision she makes. 

The members of the SG present agreed in principle to contribute to, but not to supersede, the 
planning departments district-wide work on settlement boundaries, subject to the full Steering 
Group’s approval. 

The Conservation Area Appraisal is being carried out separately, overseen by Deborah Inston 

 



 
Class C Housing definitions. Updated September 2020 

• C1 Hotels - Hotels, boarding and guest houses where no significant element of care is 
provided (excludes hostels) 

• C2 Residential institutions - Residential care homes, hospitals, nursing homes, 
boarding schools, residential colleges and training centres 

• C2A Secure Residential Institution - Use for a provision of secure residential 
accommodation, including use as a prison, young offenders institution, detention 
centre, secure training centre, custody centre, short term holding centre, secure 
hospital, secure local authority accommodation or use as a military barracks 

• C3 Dwellinghouses - This class is formed of three parts 
o C3(a) covers use by a single person or a family (a couple whether married or 

not, a person related to one another with members of the family of one of the 
couple to be treated as members of the family of the other), an employer and 
certain domestic employees (such as an au pair, nanny, nurse, governess, 
servant, chauffeur, gardener, secretary and personal assistant), a carer and 
the person receiving the care and a foster parent and foster child 

o C3(b) covers up to six people living together as a single household and 
receiving care e.g. supported housing schemes such as those for people with 
learning disabilities or mental health problems 

o C3(c) allows for groups of people (up to six) living together as a single 
household. This allows for those groupings that do not fall within the C4 HMO 
definition, but which fell within the previous C3 use class, to be provided for 
i.e. a small religious community may fall into this section as could a 
homeowner who is living with a lodger 

• C4 Houses in multiple occupation - Small shared houses occupied by between three 
and six unrelated individuals, as their only or main residence, who share basic 
amenities such as a kitchen or bathroom. 

 

 

 

 


