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Thurrock Strategic Infrastructure Board (TSIB) 

 
Meeting Minutes 
Date: December 16, 2025 
Time: 04:00 pm 
Location: Microsoft Teams, 3rd Floor Room 4 

 

Attendees 

Board Members Present: 

• Priscilla Omede – Planning (Deputised for chair) 
• Victoria Baldwin – Finance  
• George McCullough – Regeneration  
• Sarah Williams – Education  
• Natalie Smith – Community Development  
• Peter Wright – Highways and Transport Delivery 
• Clive Collins – Environment Performance and Support  
• Keith Andrews —Housing Development 
• Helen Horrocks – Public Health  
• Rocchina Raymond – Recreation and Leisure  
• Isratu Marah – Planning  
• Patryk Jaskiewicz– Planning  

Apologies: 

• Ashley Baldwin – Planning, Transportation and Public Protection (Chair) 
• Eze Ekeledo – Planning, Development Management  
• Navtej Tung – Transport Development 
• Laura Last – Finance  
• Christpoher Smith – Health and Social Care Transformation  
• Michele Lucas – Education, Children Services  
• Louise Neilan – Communications and Engagement  
• Helen Nicol – Legal and Governance  
• Kate Kozlova-Boran – Employability and Skills  

 

Agenda Points  

(PO) presented on the below agenda points. (PO) noted the absence of the Chair, 
highlighting that any decisions the Board were unable to make would be deferred to 
the next meeting.   
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Overall S106 Position 
 
(PO) provided a general overview of the S106 Programme’s current position. 

• Amount Available - £14,885,713.16 

• Amount Received this Financial Year - £1,291,595.24 

• Amount Spent this Financial Year - £626,462.06   
 
(PO) noted that the amount spent this financial year has already surpassed total 
spending from the last two years (23/24 - £528,996.09; 24/25 - £463,673.21). (PO) 
posed to the group and set the target of achieving £1 million in S106 spending by 
March 2026 (end of the financial year), this requires less than £400,000 to be spent.  
 
Action: All – continue progressing with S106 spending and feeding back to PO once 
S106 funds have been spent.  
 
Land East of Chadwell St Mary  
 
(PO) explained that there are two large-scale planning applications that the board 
should be aware of.  
 
(PO) detailed the first application is at Land East of Chadwell St Mary. The application 
has a focus on walkability and a ‘3 centre strategy’. (PO) noted that the application is 
only at an early stage (application should be received early next year).  
 
(PO) explained that the application is comprised of two phases, which are respectively 
quite large, and could be distinct applications. Phase 1 is for 1,500 homes, and 
establishes a new local centre (with retail, health, business, nursery etc. facilities), a 
primary school, a secondary school site with early sports pitch delivery, roadworks and 
capacity improvements (Cross Keys junction). (PO) added that developers have 
included active transport and environmental enhancements in their proposal. 
 
(PO) detailed that Phase 2 split into two phases (a – expand southeast; b – expand 
northwest). The completion of Phase 2a will coincide with the completion of the Lower 
Thames Crossing (c.2030s - so still some time away and reduces construction impact 
on the following phase). It will include the provision of a secondary school with access 
to East Tilbury Station, and extensive landscaping. It will further make use of Phase 1 
transport and infrastructure networks. Phase 2b will include the provision of a second 
primary school and/or the relocation of Chadwell St Mary Primary School, as well as 
the delivery of new access to previous land locked area. (PO) asked service leads to 
begin thinking about the possible inclusions in the S106 agreement. 
 
(NS) recounted extensive engagement with the Chadwell St Mary community which 
has gained a good impression of what is needed in the area. (NS) further detailed a 
lack of a community centre, noting that pre-covid, it was the current library, which sits 
adjacent to the application site. (NS) further explained that the current library is an 
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inefficient building and questioned whether there is an opportunity here to redevelop 
the site. (NS) suggested a multi-purpose building and considered whether thought 
could be given to maximise benefits for the whole area. (PO) noted that given the 
scale, this could potentially be facilitated by the developers. (PW) suggested that the 
library could be demolished and replaced to accommodate junction improvements at 
Cross Keys, which is a particularly difficult junction to address. (PO) noted that these 
junction improvements are included as part of the Phase 1 works. (PW) added that 
solely council land surrounds the library, and it would have to be demolished to 
accommodate junction improvements.  
 
(KA) asked if any of the land is existing green belt. (PO) stated she was not sure but 
noted the developers are proposing 20% BNG. (KA) stated he would require a 40% 
Affordable Housing contribution in the S106 agreement. (CC) added that he would 
guess that a lot of the proposed site is Green Belt land. (HH) noted the close proximity 
to the Lower Thames Crossing route, and developers would need to think about noise 
and mitigation/buffers. (NS) further highlighted that, whilst not completely accessible, 
there are green spaces (such as marshes) within this site that are valued by the 
community. (CC) noted that the site would butt onto the Bata Estate decision.  
 
(RR) picked up on the suggested sports pitch for a secondary school and noted it was 
important to obtain a Community Use Agreement. (HH) added that she was more 
tempted to locate potential sports facilities with others, as they do not currently meet 
the community needs, and are not accessible to all and/or only available at 
inconvenient times of day. (HH) emphasises that current local sports provisions are 
not working for the community how they should. (PO) identified that there is a piece of 
land within the red line boundary of the site that could be used for a sports pitch. (RR) 
added that her team have a Sports Pitch Strategy that will be published soon; this 
document highlights that there is a lack of sports pitches across Thurrock. (RR) stated 
that this can be utilised and framed to developers as an opportunity to invest in and 
support children and young people sports facilities and playcentres. (NS) further added 
that she has a Community Plan for Chadwell St Mary, which will be helpful and will 
share with (PO). (PW) enquired about youth clubs/zones. (HH) mentioned the youth 
zone in Tilbury and highlighted sustainable active transport connections between 
Chadwell St Mary and Tilbury. (HH) noted the wider strategic aims of the Tilbury zone, 
and challenges of access, further adding that there could be the possibility of linking 
two youth zones together, with one being in Chadwell.  
 
(NS) further added items to be included in the agreement should be: an ATM, a larger 
shop, travel provisions and links etc. (RR) agreed with the need for a bigger 
supermarket/store, and accessibility and travel issues, as well as the need for bus 
service provision.  
 
(PO) stated that the CVS had questioned how developers can provide them with 
money to give to communities. (NS) agreed with this ask and emphasised it was 
important to create a fund for Thurrock.  
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(HH) noted she has a Health Policies document to share with (PO) that covers 
neighbourhood design, transport etc.  
 
Land Adjacent to Kemps Farm [25/01362/OUT]  
 
(PO) noted that the second application (Land Adjacent to Kemps Farm - 
25/01362/OUT) has been received by the Council. It is an outline planning application 
for a phased development comprising of up to 800 dwellings, land provision for a 
primary school, the provision of open space, landscaping and associated 
infrastructure. (PO) explained that the developers have shared a draft Heads of Terms 
for the S106 agreement and asked the Board if they felt it covered everything they 
were looking for in the agreement.  
 
The Board discussed the location of the site, which sits northwest of South Ockendon.  
 
(SW) detailed that she has been in contact with the developer concerning school 
provision. (SW) added that it would be useful to see all potential 
developments/planning applications coming forward to be plotted on a map, which 
would aid visualisation and comparison against each of the planning areas.  
 
(RR) noted she liked the proposed contribution towards off-site open space such as 
allotments, encompassed in the ‘open space’ obligation, as there is currently a long 
waiting list for allotment space. (HH) agreed, noting that there is a growing community 
in this area. (PW) highlighted that the proposed development may impact the site of 
current allotments and so is the reason why it may have been included.  
 
(NS) enquired about what the library contribution included: ‘appropriate financial 
contributions in accordance with the ECC DGC’. Specifically, questions were raised 
on what the Essex County Council DCG was, the financing, and what the implications 
were. (NS) further added that there is a nature park situated nearby, and questioned 
its accessibility, suggesting a provision could be made here.  
 
Action - PO will clarify with the case officer what DGC means 
 
Board Approval Process 
 
(PO) presented the board approval form for the following projects.  
 
Community Development and Equalities – presented by (PO) – 1 item  

• Board agreed to an allocation of £1,200 for a bench for the Hidden Gem project.  
[16/01726/REM] 

 
(PO) explained that the wider aim is to establish an education centre, for use by local 
schools, nurseries and community groups. The site is a small woodland area in Aveley 
Recreation Ground, sat on previous disused wasteland, that had been cleared by 
volunteers, who established a wild meadow. The bench proposed from this allocation 
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would provide space for visitors to sit. (PW) questioned the cost of the bench. (PO) 
discussed the type, size, style and nature of the bench and it was agreed that the cost 
was justified. (KA) stated that so long the local schools, nurseries and community 
groups were aware of the wider aim and were engaged, then he had no objections. 
(PO) and (NS) confirmed that these groups were aware of the aims. (NS) added that 
it is a very community-based project. (NS) further questioned whether there is any land 
permissions needed to place the bench, due to its location within Aveley Recreation 
Ground. (RR) stated that implementing the bench would have to go through the 
environment team. (RR) further raised concerns around anti-social behaviour (e.g. 
graffiti) but noted that the location is relatively hidden which would minimise the risk. 
(NS) stated she would be in touch with the Aveley Community Ground Manager and 
copy (PO) into any correspondence.  
 
Action: RR to confirm what process is required for this to pass through the 
environment team. 
 
Community Development and Equalities & Sports and Leisure – presented by (PO) – 
1 item  

• Board did not agree to an allocation of £15,878 to 1st Ockendon Scouts Group 
for building maintenance.  
[18/00308/REM] & [09/50035/TTGOUT]  
 

(PO) explained that this proposed spend pooled funds together from two separate 
contributions. (PO) further added that the proposed spend is to install a disabled ramp, 
replace rusty doors and install a fire door following a recommendation from a recent 
risk assessment. (KA) questioned whether it is a Council building, if so, there may be 
implications for using S106 funds to meet maintenance obligations that are the 
Council’s responsibility to upkeep. (NS) stated that she believes the building is not 
Council-owned but belongs to the Scout Group. (RR) noted that it would depend on 
the lease and the wording – they may be responsible for the maintenance and running 
of the building, but the building itself may be Council-owned. (RR) emphasised that 
this would need to be confirmed first. (KA) added he does not necessarily refuse the 
allocation if it is a Council-owned building but agreed this was something to be 
checked. (PW) noted that the Council needs to be careful not to set a precedent here, 
and it would not be in the best interests of the Council or residents for occupiers of 
buildings to benefit off S106 money. (PO) stated that this decision will be deferred to 
the Chair. (NS) mentioned it may be worth forming a policy if communities and the 
voluntary sector are being increasingly involved in S106 spending.  
 
Action: PO to discuss with chair 
 
Healthcare– presented by (PO) – 2 items 

• Board agreed to an allocation of £5,000 to Stanford Le Hope forum to be used 
for the defibrillator project.  
[14/01321/OUT] 
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• Board agreed to an allocation of £5,000 to Grays to be used for the defibrillator 
project.  
[19/01373/OUT] 
 

(NS) enquired who would the money be received by to spend on the defibrillators. 
(PO) responded that it will go to the head of the Stanford Le Hope Community Forum. 
(NS) further questioned whether this was considered a grant, and therefore if there 
was a need to consult with Legal.   
 
Action: PO to confirm who will be receiving the money if it is not a forum and bring 
back to the board for approval.  
 
Education – presented by (PO) – 1 item 

• Allocation of funds (£570,033.44) to Thameside Primary to replace their 
temporary alternative provision with a new build. This provision caters for 
children across the borough.  
[18/00507/FUL] & [15/00176/FUL] 

 
(PO) explained that this spend was approved by the Chair outside of the Board, given 
the need for it to be presented to Cabinet in December.  
 
 

END OF MEETING  
 


