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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Jonathan Baum

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I suggest the Fisheries estate (Fishery Rd, Avenue Rd, Church Rd) should be switched from Oldfield to Bray. This would align with overwhelming support
from residents to align into the Parish boundaries of Bray.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10520
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Rob Bennett

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Ascot boundary should include all of Ascot. North Ascot is currently divided by an ancient stream, not according to the location of population. It makes
strategic planning of resources non-sensical. E.g. Primary school education organised by Bracknell Forest. Secondary school education organised by
Windsor & Maidenhead. There's a disconnect. It carries over when revenues could be released by building on school land do not go to where the local
population could benefit.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10543
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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Leonard Carlton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Looking at the numbers of electorate, if entirely pro-rata: Wraysbury/Horton would have
would have 1.63 councillors (currently 2) of which Wraysbury is 1.26 and Horton 0.37.
Datchet would have 1.44. Old Windsor 1.5. Eton/Eton Wick 1.26. The the proposition to
combine The Etons with Datchet and WraysburyHorton would give a figure of 4.33.......so
not clear why there is a proposal for 3? Regardless of the arithmetic, whilst it might be
convenient to lump together disparate villages it makes little sense as each has its own
issues. - Wraysbury uses facilities in Staines more than RBWM. - The only thing that
Wraysbury has in common with Old Windsor is a river, but it is a 10-15 minute drive
between the two. - So far as Wraysbury/Horton is concerned there is a good case for it
not be combined with any other village and continue standalone with 2 councillors
(rounding up 1.63). Wraysbury has different issues from other parts of the Borough,
being stuck out on the edge with none of the facilities avavliable to the main towns. - A
very much second best plan would be linking Horton and Wraysbury with Datchet which
alone would entail arithmetically 3 councillors ( 3.07) without Eton being involved. There is no sense lumping either Old Windsor or the Etons together with Wraysbury as
we have nothing in common and effectively no contact with either

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Ashby, Jonathan

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Harry Clasper
26 November 2017 16:08
reviews
Marjorie Clasper
Review of RBWM Council Ward Boundaries

Dear Sir,
I am a resident of Datchet and currently a Parish Councillor.
I understand that it has been agreed that the number of Ward Councillors in the Borough will be
reduced from 57 to 43. Currently Datchet has 2; our neighbours in Horton and Wraysbury have 2 as
do Old Windsor.
Two possible suggestions in our area have been made which would contribute to the reduction. One
involves the merger of Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury with a reduction of Borough Councillors from
4 to 3. The other is a merger of Datchet, Eton and Eton Wick with the same reduction of 1 Councillor.
In my view a better alternative for Datchet is a simple reduction from 2 to 1 Councillor. There is a very
distinct advantage in having a Councillor dedicated to the interests of our village without the
distraction of being involved in the affairs of any other communities, close neighbours though they
are. A dedicated Councillor would retain the close relationships which he or she has forged with the
members of our community, and this would be endangered by any merger with neighbouring Wards.
I urge you, therefore, to give this alternative your serious consideration.
Regards,

1

Ashby, Jonathan

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Importance:

Marjorie Clasper
03 December 2017 22:24
reviews
Consulation on Ward Boundary changes in RBWM
High

Dear Sir
I am a resident of Datchet, a member of the Neighbourhood Plan Group and secretary of the Datchet Village Society. I
have studied the Consultation Document on the proposed ward boundary changes and my views are as follows:
Datchet is a large village with considerable local character. It would not fare well with a merger with Eton and Eton Wick
as it would be dominated by the more famous town, Eton, which lies on the other side of the River Thames. Apart from
the Conservation Areas the two settlements have little in common. Datchet has more in common with Wraysbury and
even Old Windsor than this town.
However if the number of councillors has to be reduced, I would advise the following:
1. Keep Datchet as a single ward but reduce the borough councillors to one – this is by far the most logical, and
popular choice.
2. Merge with Horton and Wraysbury and retain two councillors.
Please consider this local opinion in your consultation.
Regards,
Marjorie Clasper
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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Janet Crame

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: N/a

Comment text:
I am writing regarding the proposed changes to the ward boundaries for the Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. I attended the meeting held in Maidenhead this
year for Parish Councils, where you explained the process to us. I left with some clarity
on the plans and a genuine hope that we could influence our own future as a Parish. It
has therefore been deeply disappointing to receive notification from the Managing Director
of the Borough that their proposals, presumably already submitted to you, are
diametrically opposed to ours. They have not consulted our opinion in any way; we
simply received a visit from them 4 days ago stating their intention to see 4 parishes
seemingly randomly combined into one Borough Ward. There are historical, cultural, and
geographical reasons to merge Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury and not combine any of
our three parishes with others. In combining our 3 parishes into one ward, you would still
achieve the reduction in Borough Councillor numbers and retain much of the existing
focus. The three villages were originally one ward anyway. We believe we have the
highest proportion of settled GRT (gypsy Roma traveller) residents, and are working with
them to respond to the current consultation on this. We have a two school system here,
have one secondary school and only two primary schools between the two parishes. We
share one doctors’ surgery between the 3 villages, a main bus service and the same
railway service covering 3 local stations. The three villages also share police resources
and have a combined Neighbourhood Action Group. We also share a number of activity
clubs for residents of all ages, particularly Age Concern, Meals on Wheels and children’s
clubs. Several years ago we did try to work with Old Windsor for the Meals on Wheels
service but this proved very difficult because of distance. The Church of England Parishes
of Horton and Wraysbury are served by the same clerical team and the Catholic Church
in Datchet serves all three parishes. Horton and Wraysbury have been working on their
Neighbourhood Plan for 4 years, as have Datchet. These were written on the basis that
the wards remain the same and the NPs cannot now be changed . Similarly, the Borough
have stated that the Local Plan is also unable to be changed. I am a long term (born and
bred) resident of Wraysbury. The proposal to combine Wraysbury with Old Windsor makes
no sense for any and all of the above reasons and would likely be a very costly and
disruptive move. I am also a Parish Councillor for Horton Parish Council as my family
have long-term connections with Horton too. In light of the surprising and disturbing
proposal by the Borough officers themselves, Horton Parish Council have written
separately to you asking that the consultation period be extended. All the Parish Councils
now need time to explain the proposals in more detail to our residents, particularly since
the Borough are again forging ahead with their own plans and proposals without
consulting residents. I would urge you please to take note of this request both as a
resident of one Village and as a councillor for the other

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

4th December 2017
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Boundary changes in the RBWM
I am a resident of more than twenty years living at
. I am also a
community midwife in the Windsor area, and have first hand experience of this
community. I have concerns around the proposed boundary changes in the Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, particularly the Dedworth community being slit in
two. This is the perfect opportunity to bring Dedworth into its own ward reflecting its
own unique community and identity.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Manor Youth centre
My three children grow up in Dedworth and attended Dedworth Middle school then the
upper schools in Windsor. All three of them accessed and used the community service
at Dedworth Manor youth centre I also served as a committee member for a number of
years. My eldest son went on to be employed as a youth worker at the Manor youth
centre. My daughter was a member of the dance troop run there and entered
completions representing Dedworth's Manor youth centre. My youngest son enjoyed
helping with the silver surfers group at the Manor. This group took a small number of
young people in the local community and and group of older residents who wanted to
learn how to use the Internet and smart phones. The young people taught the older
folks new skills, the enjoyed learning from each other they continued to keep in touch
by text afterwards. This is just one families interaction with the Manor youth centre and
the impact on the community it serves.
Dedworth Medical Centre
As a midwife assigned to Dedworth Medical Centre (DMC) the majority of my patients
come from the whole of the Dedworth area, and very few from Clewer village, Clewer
New Town and Clewer Gree . Many of the residents in the heart of Dedworth are less
affluent then other parts of Windsor and have to rely on public transport or walking and
therefore accessing DMC is their only choice as it is the only GP surgery in the west of
Windsor.
Dedworth is is demographically the less affluent and most diverse part of Windsor. This
is a surprisingly tight knit community with its own identity and since becoming a regular
attended of All Saints church the community network has become even more apparent
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to me.
Having examined the proposed boundary change, my main concern is that the
Dedworth area is divided with the boundary line going right through the middle of the
centre of Dedworth. It concerns me that community services will be place in Clewer and
Dedworth East and especially the Manor youth centre, as this ward already has the
Clewer youth centre on parsonage lane in its boundary, while Clewer and Dedworth
West will have none. Dedworth medical centre will also be placed in Clewer and
Dedworth East. I propose the boundary be moved to the path and track running along
the east side race course, crossing over Maidenhead road along the west side of the
allotments behind the northern end of vale road, along the allotments and behind and
to the east side of the Memorial Recreation park. Running along Dedworth road to st.
Andrews Ave and up Bell view. This is where the identity of Dedworth becomes a little
more blurred although historic maps do identify my suggest boundary as being
Dedworth, and are in the most in keeping with the Parish of All Saints boundary. So I
suggest taking the boundary down Park Corner around the top of Keepers Close, cutting
below Washington Drive the top of Wolf Lane and then across the top of the Broom
Farm estate. Up until recently the residence of the Broom Farm were transit, but new
government policies for the armed service now mean these families will no longer be
moving, but remain in situ they need to be integrated with the local community.
To enable good governance it would make sense for the recreational facilities, church
and medical services to be in a ward that reflects the community that uses them. This is
a great opportunity for the RBWM to acknowledge the uniqueness of Dedworth and
give it, its own ward in wholeness, so residence can be involved in the decisions and
governance of the services they access. It could be best represented by its ward
councillors without dividing the community and its representation within the borough.
This is especially important as the LGA peer group review states that the RBWM officers
are struggling under take their role in the most efficient manner, and that the council is
member led; with the BLP proposal to expand and develop housing to the west of
Dedworth in the area known as HA11, it is even more important that we the residents
living here have the opportunity to have an input in the future development of our
community. We deserve to have representation in council that can understand and
uphold the interest of the Dedworth community without being distracted by issues
effecting other communities over and above our AMAZING Dedworth.
Mrs Carole Da Costa
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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Mr Datchet Datchet

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Feel the borough currently doesn't feel very unified. There are a number of wards in the
borough which do not seem to relate to others in terms of piorities and objectives. Any
proposal to change wards should be done to better reflect and represent (assume lower
number of councillors equals greater say) the constituents. The borough already feels far
to segregated, not least with the fact the east of the borough postal address have Slough
in the postal address as opposed to Windsor. Similarly the west of the borough blurs into
wider Berkshire as opposed to Windsor. The leve of services seems to vary as wildly
across the borough. Feel more could be done to unify the smaller outskirt villages with
the centres of Windsor or Maidenhead, not least making it easier to travel across the
borough ( with public transport) along with sharing of services. Feel the borough is lost
in the background of the neighbouring Berkshire authorities, not least in terms of
infrastructure improvements ( of cross rail) regeneration ( Slough and Reading) and
educational attainment. So would want to ensure lower level of councillors does not result
in a a even lower level of representation of the distinct villages and their needs

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Catherine del Campo

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in Furze Platt ward, and I understand that wards in the Maidenhead area will
remain largely unchanged. However, I am concerned about changes proposed in Windsor,
as I believe they may be politically motivated. Independent councillors in Windsor a long
history of representing local residents. Attempts to create wards that don't reflect the
local community (and in one case is divided by the Thames without even a connecting
bridge) could work against those independent councillors who are well-known in their
current communities and who understand the needs of those communities. Suddenly,
they'll be unknown to many of the residents who they seek to represent, while the
national parties have the advantage of being instantly recognisable. How does this affect
me in Furze Platt? The important thing to recognise is that our independent councillors
don't just represent their own constituents, but they also do a fantastic job of scrutinising
decisions made across the borough, despite the fact that there are only a few of them.
The council is currently dominated by one party and we must ensure that the boundary
review is not leveraged to silence those all-important voices of opposition. The way to do
this is to ensure the boundary-setting exercise properly reflects local communities and
isn’t just a number-crunching exercise. Please ensure the new boundaries are determined
in a fair, logical and impartial manner.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

3rd November 2017

To the Local Government Boundary Commission on New Ward Boundaries

Dear Sir or Madam
I am concerned that the proposed electoral arrangements will compromise “effective and convenient local
government” in our area.
It can be deduced from the proposals that what is today the Sunningdale ward will become larger and what
today are Sunninghill & South Ascot and Ascot & Cheapside wards will together become smaller. To balance
each of two potential new wards, this would mean three ward councillors in each geographic area.
Today, Sunningdale ward is aligned with Sunningdale Parish Council, and Sunninghill & South Ascot and
Ascot & Cheapside wards are aligned with Sunninghill & Ascot Parish Council.
As parish boundaries cannot be changed as part of these new arrangements, this will mean that
Sunningdale & Ascot Parish Council will now be dealing with SIX councillors, thus compromising effective and
convenient local government in our area.
I would make two further points. First, two wards currently straddle important sites in our area. I would
urge that if approved, Sunningdale Park, Larch Avenue, Lynwood Village, Rise Road, and Blacknest Park,
Whitmore Lane, Sunningdale should in their entirety be included in whatever the new Sunningdale ward is
named, rather than today straddling two wards.
Second, I would ask that where new boundaries follow a public highway, property on both sides are included
in one or other of the wards to “reflect community interests and identities”.

Yours faithfully
Patrick Griffin

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Sally Halfacre

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
For the wards of Bray and Hurley and the Walthams, I would suggest that due to their
semi rural character with less dense housing, it would not be sensible to increase their
size as it would make it challenging for their councillors to cover the areas at election
times to meet their residents and to keep up to speed with what is happening in the
wards. This is unllke the town wards where houses are located either on estates or easily
navigated roads that can be covered more quickly.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

(1) Why are we not expressly being asked to comment on the reduction to 43 Councillors?
The Boundary Commission is “minded” to reduce the number of Councillors in RBWM from 57 to 43.
The public are being consulted on where the 43 boundaries should be:
“The Commission now needs information from people and groups across Windsor and
Maidenhead to help it to produce a new pattern of wards to accommodate 43 councillors.”

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/berkshire/windsor-and-maidenhead
At no stage has RBWM asked residents the more important (and logically a priori question) –
“Should RBWM reduce the number of Councillors?”. If the answer to this question is “no” then the
premise of the consultation is redundant. The Local Government Association (LGA) have effectively
addressed this precise issue, and their findings are that no such change should take place at this
time. I set out the full detail below.
This Boundary Commission “council size” document states that you will consider submissions on the
appropriate number of Councillors.
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ data/assets/pdf file/0013/10390/council-size-guide.pdf

The Boundary Commission key issues are stated to be (i) electoral equality (ii) reflection of interests
and identities of local communities (iii) effective and convenient local government. I will therefore
submit evidence here to indicate that specifically in RBWM the third key criteria effective and
convenient local government must entail that at least 57 Councillors are maintained.
The status quo is well understood by residents, notwithstanding some minor imperfections in
electoral equality. I am not aware of a single complaint being made to the Maidenhead Advertiser’s
letters page, or to the Council itself, that electoral equality is a hot topic of public concern. This is a
non-issue. Rather, the primary issue in RBWM governance has been identified by the LGA as
regarding the quality of decision making and poor scrutiny.
The Boundary Commission state that you will consider the impact on scrutiny:

I submit evidence, then, that the Boundary Commission should NOT be ‘minded’ to make any change
to the status quo at this time – I submit it makes more sense to wait till after 2019. Any reduction
now will fundamentally make a bad situation even worse, and runs counter to evidence from the
LGA, RBWM Councillors, and residents alike.
EVIDENCE
(i)

The Findings of the Local Government Association Corporate Peer Review 2017 (link)

The Boundary Commission should read in depth the findings of the Local Government Association
“Corporate Peer Challenge” of September/October 2017 (attached) before being “minded” to
change a single thing.
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/file/3445/corporate peer review - oct 2017
(a) The LGA raise no concerns about electoral equality , because this is not a problem in RBWM.
On the contrary their key finding is that RBWM has been saturated with over-rapid change and
MUST be left to stabilise in the interests of democracy. Their main recommendations is to “Pause,
Embed, and Explain”. Page 2:

The radical changes to numbers and ward boundaries which you are minded to undertake are
exactly contrary to the LGA recommendations to “PAUSE”. The LGA recognises that there has been
so much change in RBWM that local democracy has been undermined.
They identify highly unusual levels of public concern about the poor quality of decisions:

It is not electoral equality that is causing residents concern, it is more fundamental than that - it is
lack of respect for democratic checks and balances. The LGA expressly refer to your “impending”
Boundary commission review in this very context (section 4.7):

There is no suggestion here that reduction from 57 to 43 Councillors will help improve scrutiny. On
the contrary, the implication is that the gene pool is so limited that many Councillors have to
perform multiple conflicting roles and have become highly stretched. More Councillors are needed
not less according to this evidence.
The LGA appear to believe that the Boundary Commission will be undertaking a detailed
examination of the optimum number of scrutiny committees. Is that the case?
The LGA conclusion that “The processes are in place for scrutiny but the organisational culture does
not support or value it” should horrify any government body like yours with responsibilities to
protect and enhance democracy? The LGA have very, very politely, said that the most primary check
and balance of local democracy – scrutiny - is dead in RBWM.
Based upon this overwhelming evidence I conclude that the Boundary Commission, to be seen to
act responsibly, MUST therefore require absolutely compelling evidence that reducing the numbers
to 43 WILL actually improve scrutiny (i.e. enhance “effective and convenient local government”).
Tinkering with wards does not do a single thing to address the core problems in RBWM, but actually
there is plenty of evidence that the reduction you are minded to accept will certainly do harm by
reducing the “effectiveness” of local government. I will now demonstrate that.
EVIDENCE 2: Councillors already do not have enough time to cope with mountain of documents
RBWM has submitted evidence to you taken from Councillors themselves. I submit that these MUST
be taken very seriously indeed.
Many Councillors reported in the RBWM questionnaire to being under enormous time pressure.

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ data/assets/pdf file/0008/35288/The-Royal-Borough-of-Windsor-andMaindenhead-council-size-submission.pdf
Many comments are troubling, for example comment 10 (page 56)

This states that the RBWM survey did not expressly ask for the time spent on a core activity such as
“speaking with residents on the phone”. This, to my mind, is one of the fundamental benefits of
having local Councillors – and Councillors often receive dozens of such calls a week. I am shocked
that this was not assessed statistically and methodically.
In fact, Councillors expressed concern that huge numbers of activities were not assessed for their
time impact – including “face to face meetings with residents” and “site visits”. Page 50 comments:

In short, this chart casts doubt on the statistical validity underpinning a reduction in Councillors. The
full time impact has simply not been scientifically measured or assessed. No safe conclusions can be
drawn about the right number of Councillor if the evidence base is this weak.
Moreover the LGA note that the revolution in making RBWM a “commissioning council” has gone
too rapidly. Section 5.5:

Who is going to spend time with partners clarifying roles? Who is going to drive stronger links with
Housing bodies? Who is going to scrutinise this “more complex” operating model? If Councillors are
failing now, then how will 43 cope with this huge increase in complexity across all areas of
“commissioned” (outsourced) functions. The Boundary Commission is ‘minded’ to unintentionally
increase the chaos in my opinion, and reduce effective scrutiny at the very time it is needed most –
during a period of fundamental revolutionary reform.
Another troubling comment from Councillors is number 18 on page 56.

This states that working people are likely to be deterred from standing as Councillors because of the
increasing workload. The RBWM proposal of 43 can be foreseen to lead to a statistical drop in the
number of working people who are prepared to work as a Councillor. I am well aware how much
paperwork Councillors ALREADY have to read – so to effectively increase that by 25% with 43
Councillors will reduce the types of people who are likely to find it practical to represent us.
Nor is the evidence just anecdotal. The LGA report section 4.9 reached a similar conclusion – time
pressures are real in RBWM. They noted that Councillors needed to spend even more time to go on
“scrutiny training and key skills” for example. Councillors have not even had time to amass basic skill
training! Most worrying of all is the very, very, polite way in which the LGA state that Councillors DO
NOT get the paperwork for scrutiny until very close to meeting times (often on the day). The LGA
states that Officers are not acting in a “timely” way, and Councillors do not have “adequate
timeframes” in which to scrutinise papers.

If there is currently not an “adequate timeframe” for scrutiny, according to no less an authority than
the Local Government Association, then the Boundary Commission would require absolutely
compelling evidence to the contrary. On this evidence, RBWM is failing to provide “effective and
convenient local government “ even with 57 Councillors. The evidence shows that these Councillors
need more time, not less to perform efficiently. They have warned you that that they are struggling
“to reflect the interests and identities of local communities”.

More importantly, if the Boundary Commission wishes to aid in reflecting a variety of “interests and
identities of local communities” then it is absolutely vital that no further barriers are put in the way
of enabling working people to take part as Councillors. Many workers have to commute for example
– and having 57 Councillors to share the workload maximises the chances for working people, or
caring responsibilities to participate. Workers also tend to be younger and they are
disproportionately under represented as Councillors, as are women. (see list here).

It is a simple fact that the retired and independently wealthy have an easier time participating – so
their voices are comparatively better represented. How could increasing the workload with just 43

Councillors possibly be said to encourage participation from younger working people? Cutting to 43
will inevitably fail to reflect the interests and identities of local communities, by statistically
tending to inhibit the likelihood of younger people’s involvement.
The LGA notes the very poor relationship currently between Councillors and residents. Should a
council really need to be told to “engage positively” with residents and community groups?? And
yet that is their conclusion:

In summary, two of your key issues, (ii) reflection of interests and identities of local communities (iii)
effective and convenient local government, are therefore at significant risk under the proposed cuts
you are minded to make to achieve electoral equality. In this case I submit that electoral equality
must be the secondary consideration following the startling LGA review.
3. Are the figures submitted to you up to date?
A large part of the evidence concerns detailed tables estimating population. These are already
significantly out of date. In the last few weeks two of the largest developers have radically changed
the town centre developments. For example on Nov 9th 2017:
https://www.maidenhead-advertiser.co.uk/gallery/maidenhead/123733/revised-planningapplication-for-the-landing-set-to-be-submitted.html

The “Landing” site has doubled the residential floor space from 27,770 to 51000 sqm. This means far
more voters of course.
Similarly the waterside Chapel Arches development has increased its residential component on
November 20th 2017.
https://www.windsorexpress.co.uk/gallery/regeneration/124750/next-phase-of-chapel-archesdevelopment-set-to-go-ahead-after-colonnade-demolition-is-approved.html

The evidence shows that the trend is for developers to make “viability” arguments for substantially
increasing residential dwellings (and thus voters) on all sites that are coming forward for planning.
The landing respresents a change of almost 50% - so the Boundary Commission cannot in my opinion
be confident in the numbers being submitted to them for each ward.
More broadly there are strong reasons to doubt that the overall Borough Local Plan concerning
14000 new houses will pass on examination. One residents group
(http://www.rbwmresidentsactiongroup.co.uk/) submitted a 650 page document arguing that the
plan was flawed in almost every aspect both legally and technically. This included the statement by
John Hobson QC that the regulation 19/20 public consultation was “wholly erroneous and unlawful”
(paragraph 11):

http://rbwmresidentsactiongroup.co.uk/onewebmedia/RBWLMRAG%20Opn.pdf .
The LGA noted the risk inherent in this.

The caveat is significant. RBWM finances are only sound provided RBWM can deliver the
regeneration plans. If the BLP does not pass, then it is far less likely that the assumptions provided
by RBWM on voter numbers will actually be delivered because 86% of the BLP developments are on
Green belt, and would thus require “exceptional circumstances” to be delivered. Housing need is not
classed as an “exceptional circumstance”.
In short – the numbers of deliverable houses, and thus the likely increase in voters is far more
unpredictable than the RBWM data suggests to you.
Once again the conservative LGA approach to “pause, embed and explain” would seem sensible.
Changes made by the Boundary Commission could be out of date far too quickly, and it would
undermine confidence in the electoral system to change again soon after 2019. The status quo

should be maintained until the “Borough Local Plan” has passed (or failed) inspection, and much
greater certainty on the areas where large scale building will happen is achieved.
4) Comparison with neighbours
One of the key RBWM arguments for cuts appears to ultimately derive from this analysis:

I note that the Boundary Commission say “ We don’t compare councils with each other”:
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ data/assets/pdf file/0013/10390/council-size-guide.pdf

Far from seeing a councillor-to-average-number-of-electors at 1,952 as a problem to be eradicated,
it appears to me to be not low enough based on the above evidence. Why are other councils not
aspiring to this ratio in the interests of getting more people active in local politics? Point 1.20 makes

it clear that citizens everywhere are being told the ratio number as a “done deal”, rather than being
consulted on the optimum ratio. RBWM are relying on comparison data with other Councils, which
you have said you will ignore.
More to the point, we are not talking about an excessive cost to be saved. Why does it matter if we
have 57 Councillors when they are not paid much anyway for the vast amount of time they selflessly
devote? One Councillor submitted to you the following statement – “our marginal cost is extremely
low and residents get our expertise at a bargain price”. I agree.

4) Weaknesses in the Boundary Commission consultation.
I am aware of other submissions to you that have used the word “defeated”. I too felt defeated
almost immediately that I looked at the website.

We are being asked to “draw your own boundaries and annotate the map” to determine“equal”
wards, but the software itself does not recalculate the number of electors in a proposed ward based
on the lines chosen. Forgive me if I am incorrect, but isn’t it impossible therefore to methodically
test one’s own ideas about boundaries versus electoral equality? Only a Council computer model
that knows which streets have precisely how many voters would be capable of providing a scientific
calculation of the ward size – and thus an answer to your question. I believe we were only provided
with crude ward numbers by RBWM in an excel spreadsheet:

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ data/assets/excel doc/0008/35369/RBWM-electorate-proforma-20172023 13 09 17.xlsx
You state that, even if you attempt this, comparisons may be impossible because the supplied data
“may contain boundary errors”. Why should there be any errors at all? You record that these
arrangements have been in place in RBWM since 2002, after all. (link)

The best I can do is suggest this minor change, but I do not have any data on voter numbers as none
was provided:
It does not make sense for "Boyne Hill" cricket club, Punt Hill and Boyn Grove library to lie in
Pinkney's Green ward, rather than their namesake "Boyn Hill" ward. For residents of Boyn Hill, these
areas are one of the most important council services used, including the playground on the hill. I
certainly think of them as being part of my immediate community. The Boyn Hill line should move to
the north of the park, probably along the lane behind Wavell road and a small part of Courthouse
road in order to encompass this parkland. I imagine this wouldn’t change voter numbers much.
http://boynehillcc.hitscricket.com/location/default.aspx
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/directory record/857/boyn grove library

You make it clear that you are looking for quality submissions backed up by evidence. I cannot
provide any quality submission in respect of electoral equality, nor do I think any citizen can without
a tool containing voter detail at a street level in order to allow for recalculation of voter numbers by
proposed ward.
Secondly, key documents were not available throughout the entire consultation period. I wrote to
the Commission asking why the “technical guidance” link was dead. The response was to say that
the document would be put on the site, and a “few days” should be “enough time” to consider it. I
personally did not find “a few days” long enough to digest this 52 page document.
Dear Andrew,
Hope you are well?
Thank you for pointing out the broken link on our website, I have now corrected this error and link
should work for you. I have also attached a copy of the technical guidance to this email for easy
reference. Unfortunately, the deadline for submissions cannot be extended due to the strict timetable
the commission adheres to with regard to upcoming reviews. The deadline for this review is on the
4th December which still allows a few days for submissions to be completed. I believe this allows
enough time for residents to read the technical guidance and submit any comments on the review.
Kind Regards,
Lucy Porter

Lucy Porter
Review Assistant
LGBCE
The missing technical detail would have mattered a little less if RBWM had taken steps to organise
meetings to explain the consultation process. No dedicated meeting took place. Neither the
Maidenhead nor Windsor Town Forums held a presentation about boundary changes. RBWM relied
exclusively on your website, and the occasional tweet. Surely major electoral changes warrant
major public information campaigns by RBWM?
I would be pleasantly surprised if you get vast numbers of responses from the public. I urge you to
leave the 57 Councillors in broadly the current configuration in line with the LGA guidance that a
period of stability is required democratically.

Andrew Hill

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Stuart Inger

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Horton and Wraysbury have very close links by road and rail transport and a lot of the
events locally are shared by the two parishes. In particular the two Anglican Churches
share a priest and work well together although history dictates they should be separate
eclesiastical parishes. In order to cut down the size of the wards it would be much more
sensible to link Horton, Wraysbury and Datchet together; all are in close proximity to
each other and link well with road and rail transport. A sense of identity could be
developed in the three villages. To link any of the three with Old Windsor is ridiculous
given that the river cuts through and isolates Old Windsor totally, giving little or no
opportunity for the creation of an identity for that ward.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

10/27/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

.Akil Joseph-Daniel

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
My name is Akil, I'm 16 and I live in Maidenhead. As a practitioner of Parkour, I'd like to suggest having a Parkour Park in Maidenhead. Cons dering the
amount of people across Windsor and Maidenhead interested in the extreme sports Parkour and Freerunning, me and my friends thought it would be a
great dea to have a Parkour Park in Maidenhead. Having a Parkour Park in Maidenhead not only encourages the youth to get active and motivated, but
also offers great opportunities for many Parkour and Freerunning athletes to train and teach. As there isn't one in Ma denhead, I have to go to Slough to
train wh ch in my opinion wastes to much time and just isn't practical. In terms of health and safety, having a soft and bouncy foundat on would allow
people to learn new tr cks w thout getting severely injured.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10775

1/1

FER 2017
Royal County of Berkshire

Windsor & Maidenhead
a ceremonial shire’s district

Jonathan Ashby
reviews@lgbcE.org.uk
Dear Jonathan Ashby - 2017
FER: Windsor & Maidenhead Council’s (WM) size forecast …!
Ref A: appendix-A substantiation of the statutory criteria
ref B: appendix-B 12-ward schedule in pt of Windsor Co. Co.
Ref C: appendix-C rural North – 6+2 cllr - 4-wards details
Electoral Reviews need a robust SHLAA’s substantiation.
The “strategic housing local allocation assessment” should
itemise approved Housing Allocation (HA) sites in our W & M
unitary district. Only the HAs’ are a robust source for an
AD-2023 forecast of electorate in the future. 3411-elector
forecast is robustly substantiated by W&M’s HAs, only.
My compliance with the Commission’s ‘statutory criteria’ is
detailed in Appendix-A’s 43-members – 23 + 20 - allocation.
Methodology that relies upon 66% ‘windfall’ is more like a
‘tsunami’ forecast: >6k electors without HA sites isn’t a
‘windfall’ but a ‘tsunami’ forecast. A gross forecast, oh
pity please it beggars belief, void of intelligent rigour.
Dual member wards are outlined for New Windsor so to retain
Clewer’s community identity characteristics in Appendix-B’s
proposed 12-wards. Polling District ‘musical chairs’ build
upon the Labour Party scheme-design accepted in 2001 PER.
Single wards are viable for distinct communities e.g. Eton:
in rural areas they are preferable. Appendix-C’s proposed
details of 4-wards in Maidenhead’s rural North respect the
distinct communities e.g. Holyport, & unite Paley Street.
W&M must be invited to re-visit their forecast for AD-2023.
3411-elector forecast is robustly substantiated by the HAs.
The Commission’s ‘draft recommendation’ should use forecast
that is robustly substantiated by Housing Allocation sites.
Yours sincerely
< via e-Mail >
Peter Kingswood

______________________________________________________________________
Peter Kingswood RIBA

FER 2017
Royal County of Berkshire

Windsor & Maidenhead
a ceremonial shire’s district

Jonathan Ashby
reviews@lgbcE.org.uk
Appendix A - Windsor & Maidenhead – statutory criteria
Communities own identity & character
•
•
•

•

WM has both rural and urban identity: 15 CPs & 2 (two)
un-parished towns - Maidenhead (M’head) & New Windsor;
14 rural CPs are in the Green Belt;
Two constituencies are based in W&M unitary-district:
each are ‘a salad of Communities’ both rural & urban.
The boundary between Bray ward & the Clewer wards is a
clear separation divide of rural & urban: & inherited
from pre-1974, with addition of sub-urban overspill in
Bray-CP i.e. (Bray) Alexander parish ward.
Single wards for distinct communities e.g. Eton: and
in rural areas they are preferable, go to Appendix-C.

Electoral equality
•
•
•

•

43-members, 3-of-4 areas are 0% or -1% variance i.e.
urban M’head, rural-East-&-South, and New windsor;
Rural-North, generally Green Belt, has 4% variance;
Two (2) constituencies are based in W&M district:
Maidenhead-CC & Windsor-CC - 0.54% & -01% variances
respectively – member allocation to be 23 & 20 each.
2001 PER - 103,742 electors: in 16y >=5k growth only.

Local Government (LG) to be convenient & efficient
•

•
•

Polling districts are the basic building blocks: they
should be re-used where ever possible for convenience
of electorate and efficient LG administration: Apx-B;
Names of wards reflect historic identity. In Windsor:
Castle, Park, & Clewer all have municipal continuity.
Polling District ‘musical chairs’ is feasibly proposed
in New Windsor so to build upon, community identities,
the Labour Party scheme-design accepted in 2001 PER.
===

______________________________________________________________________
Peter Kingswood RIBA

FER 2017
Royal County of Berkshire

Windsor & Maidenhead
a ceremonial shire’s district

Jonathan Ashby
reviews@lgbcE.org.uk
Appendix B - Windsor & Maidenhead – 12-ward schedule
WARD, 12 No proposed
>>> environ’s area
====================
•

rural-North
urban M’head
New Windsor
rural-East-&-South

•

Windsor_CC, pt of

Castle
Park
Clewer
Clewer
Clewer

… + MB = Castle
<- VA, VC>
East
<+ HD>
North
<- HD>
South
<+ VA, VC>

2017

AD-2023

C.C.
=======
=======
15,883
42,336

17 246
46 662
24,646
30,284

av/ vari
cllr cllr %
==== ========
6
17
9
11

2874 4%
2745 -07%
2738 -1%
2753 -01%

7.54%
4607%
-76%
-35%
-39%

5503
2727
4821
4954
5012

5944
2891
5110
5388
5313

2
1
2
2
2

2972
2891
2555
2694
2657

Z (Eton-CP
(~)
3025
(Datchet-&- Horton (~) 4571
Old Windsor-&-W’bury
7119

3206
4995
7632

1
2
3

3206 16%
2497 -10%
2544 -8%

Ascot Heath
Ascot-with-Sunninghill
South Ascot
Sunningdale_&_Cheapside

2859
2958
2752
5882

1
1
1
2

2859 345%
2958 7032%
2752-004%
2941 6416%

2697
2596
2448
5201

M’head 23

58,219

63,908

2312

2778 0.54%

Windsor 20

50,674

54,930

1987

2747 -01%

___________________________________________________________
total
43
108 893 --118 838
43
--- 0%
.395
/ average ==
--- 2532
==
2763672 …
WBC’s FER forecast AD-2022 increase, was 5%, AMD 7% …!
***

(~) alternative arrangements, “X-or-Y”, in rural-East

Y (Eton ward
(Datchet-&- Horton

2881
4715

3053
5148

X (Eton Wick-with-Eton
(Datchet-&-Horton

2738
4858

2899
5302

1
2
1
2

3053 10%
2574 -69%
2899 5%
2651 -41%

______________________________________________________________________
Peter Kingswood RIBA

FER 2017
Royal County of Berkshire

Windsor & Maidenhead
a ceremonial shire’s district

Jonathan Ashby
reviews@lgbcE.org.uk
Appendix C - M’head rural North – 4-wards’ details
WARD, as proposed
===================

2017
=======

2023
=======

Bis’m & Cook’m <NO

5353

5912

CHANGE>

cllr variance
==== ========
2

7%

Hurley
2832
3002
1
9% (86%)
the extant Hurley & Walthams ward is
-6%
OMIT: RC, RG & RF into new ward.
*
Hurley and Littlewick Green are north of GWR mainline;
*
Waltham St Lawrence is an hamlets conglomerate.
Suggest revised name Hurley ward.
The Walthams
2630
2860
1
3% (349%)
… create a new ward south of GWR mainline;
INSERT: RC, RG, RF, & EC from extant wards; and
116/123-electors, from EB, S of B3024: Waltham’s corridor.
OMIT: 300/318-electors from EC, transfer into Bray … ward.
*
a new ward east & south of White Waltham Airfield:
Shottesbrooke, (White Waltham) Woodlands Pk, … & Paley Street;
*
Paley Street to be united in this proposed ward.
Suggest new name The-Walthams ward.

Holyport
2710
2915
1
5% (547%)
… create a new ward, EB, N of B3024: Waltham’s corridor.
OMIT: 116/123-electors from EB, S of B3024 (Forest Grn Rd).
*
Holyport, S of M4, is Windsor-centric clear identity;
*
new ward, all N of B3024, to have clearer boundary.
Suggest new name Holyport ward.
Bray St Micheal
2358
2557
1 -7% (748%)
the extant Bray ward is
11%
OMIT: EB, & EC into new wards;
ADD: 300/318-electors from EC.
*
Bray Village’s Anglican Church is St Micheal.
Suggest revised name Bray St Micheal ward.
Cox Green < NO CHANGE >

5695

6038

2

9%

…
______________________________________________________________________
Peter Kingswood RIBA

Ward boundary review – RBWM – Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury – E Larcombe – 29/11/2017

To: Local Government Boundary Commission for England 14th Floor, Millbank
Tower, Millbank London SW1P 4QP
From: Ewan Larcombe,

Consultation - Ward boundary review –
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead.
Sir
I wish to recommend and consequently justify the possible rearrangement (i.e.
amalgamation) of the Datchet Ward and the Horton & Wraysbury Ward of the
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead.
Currently Datchet Ward with an electorate of 3,734 is represented by two
Councillors while Horton & Wraysbury Ward with an electorate of 4,078 is also
represented by two Councillors.
I recommend combining the two Wards with a total electorate of 7,812 while
simultaneously reducing the number of Councillors from 4 to 3. By my
calculation this would result in one Ward Councillor representing about 2,600
electors. In practice the entire area of the new Ward would be represented by
three Councillors.
The new Ward could be named Datchet, Horton & Wraysbury Ward thus
encompassing the three parishes in alphabetical order whilst maintaining a
crystal clear appreciation of the precise area covered.
The justification for my recommendation is as follows:
The villages of Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury are situated in the area of land
between the towns of Slough, Windsor and Staines-upon-Thames.
The three parishes of Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury already share parish
boundaries with each other and are situated on the peninsula of land at the
eastern end of both the RBWM and Berkshire County. Access from Horton or
Wraysbury by road to (for example) Windsor or Eton can only be achieved by
using one of the river bridges at Datchet. Any other route has to cross either a
borough boundary or a combined borough and county boundary.
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To be crystal clear - the only route by road within the RBWM boundary and
accessing Horton and/or Wraysbury is via Datchet using the B376.
Public footpaths link the parishes across the railway line (the parish boundary)
between Wraysbury and Datchet and similarly between Wraysbury and
Horton.
Access from Horton and Wraysbury by train to Windsor is possible from both
Wraysbury and Sunnymeads Stations but again the route is via Datchet Station.
In the opposite direction the train travels to Waterloo via Staines upon
Thames. The railway line from Wraysbury Station towards Staines upon
Thames forms both the Borough and County Boundaries from the station to
the M25
These three parishes are in practice constrained not only by geographical
features (the River Thames and the Jubilee River) but also by adjacent Borough
and County boundaries. The rivers, borough and county boundaries surround
almost the entire area.
I have marked a copy (App 1 map) of your map in order to describe the
individual outer perimeter boundaries.
Taking a clockwise route - Point ‘A’ to point ‘B’ is the boundary with Slough
Borough Council (a Unitary Authority).
Point ‘B’ to point ‘C’ is the boundary with Spelthorne Borough Council – which
is actually in Surrey – a different County.
Point ‘C’ to point ‘A’ is almost entirely the old natural River Thames boundary,
the first part of which (approximately 1/3rd of the total length) comes under
Runnymede Borough Council (also under Surrey CC) before changing to
Berkshire at Old Windsor (RBWM).
The entire area is very flat and currently subject to fluvial flooding and at risk
of reservoir flooding. Datchet has four designated main rivers, Wraysbury four
and Horton one. Glacial gravel quarrying has finished in Wraysbury but is still
being excavated in both Datchet and Horton while all three villages have water
filled pits that are now used for recreational purposes including sailing, fishing
and diving. The parishes of Datchet and Horton share the largest raised
embankment reservoir in England (the Queen Mother Reservoir) which is also
used for sailing. Although accessed from Wraysbury the Wraysbury Reservoir
now lies within the Spelthorne BC area under Surrey CC.
Page 2 of 5
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The River Thames Scheme – a £500m flood alleviation project – is currently
being developed by the Environment Agency. The primary purpose is to
reduce the probability of fluvial flooding in the lower Thames from Datchet to
Teddington. The proposed new channel (approximately 50m wide and marked
by a red line on App 2 map) will convey water taken out of the Thames at
Datchet then through Horton and Wraysbury prior to re-entering the Thames
just upstream of the M25 motorway. The new channel is routed adjacent to
the Horton/Wraysbury parish boundary with little impact on Horton village.
The proposed channel will cause a large area of Datchet and about 2/3rds of
Wraysbury to become an island accessed via five new road bridges and two
new railway bridges.
The M25 motorway passes through the south eastern corner of Wraysbury
Parish while the M4 motorway sweeps through Datchet Parish very close to
the village centre. With the M25/M4 intersection nearby this configuration
ensures that any motorway disruption results in additional traffic using the
local road network to avoid the motorway.
The local Medical Centre is based in Datchet and used by the people from both
Horton and Wraysbury who do not have doctor’s surgery.
Datchet has three schools, Wraysbury has one Primary School and Horton no
longer has a school. Children from Horton and Wraysbury attend Churchmead
Secondary School in Datchet.
All three villages suffer the common problems of traffic congestion, aircraft
noise, anti-social behaviour and fly tipping issues.

Please see below:
App 1 – Map – existing with A/B/C markers
App 2 – Map – existing with RTS route marked in red.

END OF SUBMISSION
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App 1 – Map – existing with A/B/C markers
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App 2 – Map – existing with RTS route marked in red.

Red line = proposed route of RTS channel.
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9/29/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Howard Leigh

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The reduction in Councillors from 3 to 2 in Hurley seems neither fair nor proportionate

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10535
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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

NICK Pellew

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Resident and Parish Councillor in Bray Parish

Comment text:
I am a Parish councillor for the Bray Parish. The Bray Parish eastern boundary with
Clewer North and Clewer South is not consistent with the district boundaries. You can see
this if you toggle between the two maps above. The Parish boundaries extend down to
the roundabout with Clewer North and extend further into Clewer south as the Alexander
Estate is all in Bray. This makes it more complicated for residents in the dual areas in
terms of who they need to contact and lining up the district boundaries with the parish
ones would simplify matters

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Valerie Pike

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
In summary, I am proposing that as a bare minimum, Sunninghill & Ascot Ward be
merged with Sunningdale Ward. I would go even further to suggest that in the genuine
interests of all residents in this part of the Borough, that Ascot & Cheapside Ward be
included in the merger. We seriously need to consider a wider, more comprehensive
approach if we are to tackle the issues emerging with regard to school places,
infrastructure, associated facilities (medical, recreational, leisure centres), affordable
housing and business.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

CONSULTATION RBWM LGBC

The RBWM has chosen not to offer any support to residents who wish to respond to this
consultation. Having heard rumours that a different number of Councillors is being considered I
asked for clarification to be told that everything I need is on the LGBC website. I live in Windsor,
which is an unparished town and has no Town Council. Thus there is nowhere to turn to discuss
this issue. I have therefore spent many hours looking at Windsor and what I think would be best.
I am very conscious that history reveals that whenever there are boundary changes that the new
model ends up favouring the Political Party currently in power, and I am unaware of what
processes you have in place to ensure this does not happen. To my surprise I have recently
learned that the Council has formed a group of Councillors who are proposing a model for the
RBWM. There has been no publicity on this and thus there is no resident input to whatever
model they propose. Unlike me they have a rich seam of resources available to them.
I am concerned that the structure proposed by the RBWM will prove unworkable. It is my
experience that some Councillors do not reply to concerns expressed by residents. Again in my
experience some Officers do not reply to concerns, it is very difficult to get replies from some
others, more often than not after the 10 working days period has past I have to chase them up. I
understand that the workload of officers is already high, with a high staff turnover and poor
morale and anticipate that with fewer Councillors it will become intolerable. I am concerned that
with fewer Councillors the Overview and Scrutiny process will not be robust. The RBWM Council
Size Submission Document reveals that Councillors on average spend 20 hours per week on their
roles. This will undoubtedly increase with fewer Councillors. The impact could be that those
residents who hold down full time jobs and have family commitments will not stand as Councillors
as the time commitment is just too much. This would reduce the potential pool of Councillors to
those who do not need to work full time or do not have family commitments – ie Councillors
would not be reflective of the Community they serve. The RBWM is not starting with a clean bill
of health as evidenced by the recent LGA Peer Group Review, and I fear that this proposed reorganisation and reduction of Councillors will make things worse.
I started off this process looking in great detail at Windsor and the various permutations and
combinations, but was left defeated due to the complexity and the lack of data available to me.
For example I cannot propose new Ward boundaries, dividing up existing Wards in a robust and
logical manner I have no knowledge of how many people live in subsections of existing Wards. I
have thus concluded the best I can do is to make my views known as a higher level.
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Windsor is a community and parts of Windsor should not be “hived” off into other Wards
to even out the numbers. Windsor is surrounded by rural Wards and the needs of such
residents are different to the needs of residents in the urban Wards of Windsor. Windsor
residents use the town facilities of leisure centre, surgeries, shops, etc. Windsor residents
suffer from the poor infrastructure in the town. Thus the needs of Windsor residents are
similar and such residents should be kept together – I have called this the Windsor
“cluster” and in section 8 indicate how the boundary should be drawn around this
“cluster”. I have attempted without success to use the mapping tool.
2. LEGOLAND forms an important part of Windsor. This business attracts many tourists and
many Windsor residents benefit through job opportunities. However Windsor residents

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
•
•
•
•
•

also suffer from the increased traffic on our inadequate roads. Planning applications from
LEGOLAND are usually highly emotive. Currently the LEGOLAND Estate lies over two
Wards, Bray and Park. This anomaly needs to be corrected. As it is Windsor residents
who suffer from traffic it should be within the Windsor “cluster”. I do not have available
the exact boundary of the LEGOLAND Estate, but the RBWM could no doubt supply and
the new Windsor boundary should include the LEGOLAND Estate.
Towards the North West tip of Park it can be seen that there are a few isolated dwellings
which fall into Bray Ward. This anomaly needs to be addressed. As these residents
cannot access Bray Ward facilities directly from their homes but use the road structure
within Park Ward they need to be incorporated into the Windsor “cluster”.
Currently Windsor Castle and its Estate workers are allocated to the Eton & Castle Ward.
Such workers used the Windsor facilities and should be incorporated into the Windsor
“cluster”. The River Thames is a natural boundary for Wards.
I do not have the detailed information to break out the Windsor “cluster” into the
required number of Wards, which I believe needs to be four – currently there are five. At
first glance it appears sensible to create the new four Wards along the major roads, but
this does not give the optimum ratios of councillor to electorate. The boundaries of the
Wards will have to be decided in other ways. I have considered new Ward boundaries by
age of homes, value of homes, character. None provides an ideal solution. I therefore
recommend that whatever boundaries are chosen attempts to provide “compact” Wards,
where residents are near neighbours. The current Park Ward is the opposite of what I
recommend. In Park residents on the west and east are at opposite ends of the town and
thus have different needs and priorities.
When the Windsor “cluster” is divided into separate Wards I strongly recommend that
boundaries do not divide an entity. For example the Royal Windsor Racecourse should fall
into just one Ward, just as I have recommended that LEGOLAND be placed in one Ward.
Until the separate Windsor Ward boundaries are decided it cannot be possible to
recommend definitive names. However if the principle of “compact” Wards is followed
then ideally the names should reflect the character of that area. It may well be best to
abandon the idea of using the names of existing Wards. There are often advantages to
having a “fresh start”. The map you have supplied shows the areas of Dedworth, Clewer
Village, Clewer Green. These may be appropriate names depending on the borders. The
names of Windsor Town, Windsor Central, Windsor North/West etc could also be used.
The boundary of the Windsor “cluster” of Wards should be as follows
Following the Thames from the North West corner of the current Clewer North round to
just south of the Albert Bridge
Follow the existing Eton & Castle/Old Windsor boundary to join the existing Park
boundary.
Where the Park boundary goes North to join the Bray boundary then to go West to
incorporate all of the LEGOLAND Estate.
To return east to the existing Park boundary, continue north but now include the few
homes lying just to the West of the Park boundary.
Continue North joining the Clewer South and then the Clewer North boundary back to the
beginning.

10/2/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

John and Rosemary Slater

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Resident

Comment text:
We are very concerned that you are considering reducing the Borough councilors from 3 to 2 for the Hurley and Walthams Parishes. Serving a population
of 4922 over a very large area this proposed change would signif cantly reduce the excellent service currently provided by our already overworked
Councillors. Our parish councils are amongst the smallest in RBWM with minimal staffing, and so require continual attent on from our Borough Councilors
compared to the more wealthy parishes nearby. Local serv ces are already under some criticism for lack of attention to rural issues and this proposed
change will further support these views. We hope you will be able to permit a continuation of three Borough Councillors for this area. Thank you for
inviting our opinions Sincerely John and Rosemary Slater,

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10545
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10/18/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Noor S

E-mail:
Postcode:

Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Parkour park

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10727
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9/28/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

John Walsby

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Due to t's high population Cox Green Ward needs to be represented by 3 Councillors w th the existing ward boundaries retained

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10482
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Windsor and Maidenhead
Personal Details:
Name:

Michael Williams

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury should be combined into a '3 RBWM Councillor' Ward.
There are cultural, geographical and historical reasons to merge Datchet, Horton and
Wraysbury. They share probably the highest proportion of settled GRT (gypsey roma
traveller) residents, share a two school system (most of the rest of the borough is a
three school system) and I believe were previously one ward (the three villages). They
are in walking distance of each other and share the doctors' surgery and the designated
secondary school, and share the same issues (the (publicised) cessation of the number 10
bus route will have a serious impact on all three) To merge Horton and Datchet with the
Etons makes no sense as the areas have no shared resources, no history and nothing in
common - and are separated by most of the length of Pococks Lane, so not within
walking distance of each other. Similarly Wraysbury and Old Windsor have no physical
connection other than by boat or by road through other villages- combining these as one
ward is totally illogical. If Datchet, Horton and Wraysbury parishes were combined into
one ward surely this would arithmetically justify 3 councillors (3.07) without the need for
the Etons, Old Windsor or any other parishes/wards being involved. Looking at the
numbers of the electorate, if viewed entirely on a pro-rata basis: Wraysbury & Horton
would have 1.63 councillors (currently 2) of which Wraysbury is 1.26 and Horton 0.37.
Datchet would have 1.44 (currently 2). Old Windsor 1.5 (currently 2). Eton/Eton Wick
1.26 (currently 2). An alternative proposition to combine The Etons with Datchet and
Wraysbury & Horton would give a figure of 4.33 which would justify 4 Councillors.
Regardless of the arithmetic, whilst it might be convenient to lump together disparate
villages it makes little sense as each has its own issues. Wraysbury uses facilities in
Staines more than RBWM. The only thing that Wraysbury has in common with Old
Windsor is the river Thames, which geographically divides them, but there is a 10-15
minute drive between the two. Surely as far as Wraysbury & Horton are concerned there
is also a good case for them not be combined with any other village/parish/ward and to
continue with 2 councillors (rounding up from 1.63).
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