Local Government
Boundary Commission
For England
Report No. 3 66

LOCAL CJOVERuKJOT BOUflDABY COMMISSION FOP. ENGLAND

CHAIRMAN

Sir Nicholas Morrison KGB
DEPUTY CHAIRMAN

Mr J M Rankin QC
MEMBERS

Lady Bowden
Mr J T Brockbank

Mr R R Thornton CB DL
Mr D P Harrison
Professor G E Cherry

To the Rt Hon William Whitelaw, CH, JC, MP.
Secretary of State for the Home Department
PROPOSALS FOR REVISED ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FDR THE DISTRICT
OF BEACONSFIELD IN THE COUNTY OF BUCKINGHAMSHIRE

1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the District of
Beacons field in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to,
th6 Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the future electoral
arrangements for that district.
2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60 (l) and (2) of the

1972 Act, notice was given on 1 April 1977 that we were to undertake this review.
This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the Beaconsfleld
District Council, copies of which were circulated to the Buckinghamshire County
Council, the Member of Parliament for the constituency concerned, Parish Councils
in the district and the headquarters of the main political parties.

Copies were

also sent to the editors of local newspapers circulating in the area and of the
local government press* Notices inserted in the local press announced the start
of the review and invited comments from members of the public and from interested
bodies.
3»

Be aeon s fie Id District Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration. In doing so, they were asked to observe
the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were asked
to take into account views expressed to them following their consultation with
local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of their

provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme to
us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.
4.

The Council have exercised an option for whole council elections in

accordance with section 7(4)(a) of the Local Government Act 1972*

5.

On 19 August 1977, the District Council presented their draft scheme of

representation.

The Council proposed to divide the area of the district into

21 wards, each returning

from

1 to 3 councillors to form a council of 45

members*
6.

We considered the draft scheme submitted by the Council, together with

copies of correspondence received by the Council during the preparation of the
V

scheme; we also considered an alternative scheme submitted direct to us by a
local political party. Generally the comments were in agreement with the
Council's draft scheme.
7.

We noted that the draft scheme produced some inequalities in the representa-

tion of certain areas. In order to achieve a more equitable standard of
representation, we reduced the representation of 2 wards, combined the Taplow
and Dorney wards to form a 2 member Taplow ward, and joined the Fulmer and
Hedgerley wards to form a single member ward, named Hedgerley.

This produced a

19 ward scheme, returning 41 councillors, 3 less than proposed by the Council.
In addition we shortened the names of several wards.
8.

Subject to the changes referred to in paragraph 7 above we decided that

the District Council's draft scheme provided a reasonable basis for the future
electoral arrangements for the district in compliance with the rules in
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act and our guidelines, and we formulated our draft
proposals accordingly*
9.

On 18 November 1977, we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to

all who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the District
Council's draft scheme. The Council were asked to make these draft proposals
and the accompanying map, which illustrated the proposed ward boundaries,
available for inspection at their main offices. Representations on our draft
proposals were invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public
notices, from other members of the public and interested bodies* We asked for

comments to reach us by 28 January 1978.
10. All the comments we received centred on the proposed wards of Taplow,
Hedgerley, Iver, Hichings Park and Wexhaa,
11. The District Council, five parish councils, an association of local councils,
a local political association, a local councillor and the Member of Parliament
for the constituency objected to the proposed Taplow ward. The objectors
considered that two councillors could not satisfactorily represent these two parishes,
which had few common interests or identifiable links. Fears were expressed that
the more urban parish of Taplow could dominate the smaller parish of Dorney.
The objectors all favoured the retention of the existing arrangements or a
minor variation thereof.

.

12* Similar representations were received in relation to our proposed Hodgerley
The District Council, six parish councils, an asscciatlonofIxxsal councils, the local
political association and a local political constituency party requested the
retention of the existing arrangements for two single member wards. They stated
that there were no social or geographical 11nfrn between the two communities and
felt that one councillor could not adequately cover the area or serve the
interests of two such disparate parishes.
13. Two parish councils requested an additional councillor for the proposed
Iver Richings Park ward.
H.

The District Council and three parish councils considered that one

councillor would not be able to serve the growing population of Wexham and
suggested that an additional councillor should be allocated to that ward.
15* In view of these comments we decided that we needed further information
to enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2)

of the 1972 Act and at our request Mr T Foord was appointed an Assistant Commissioner.

Be was asked to hold a local meeting and to report to us* The Assistant
Commissioner held a meeting at Slough on 16 February 1979* A copy of his report
to us of the meeting is attached at Schedule 1 to this report*
16, In the light of the discussions at the meeting and his inspection of the
areas concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recomnended that our draft proposals
should be confirmed subject to the following two modifications:a* that the proposed ward of Taplow should be divided into two single
member wards, named Taplow and Dorney;
b. that the proposed ward of Hedgerley should be divided into two single
member wards, named Hedgerley,and Palmer.

^

17* We have reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments we

had received and of the report of the Assistant Commissioner. Whilst we entirely
understood the desire of the parishes of Dorney, Fulmar and Hedgerley for separate
representation, we were unable to reconcile ..such an.
arrangement with the responsibilities laid upon us by Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972, which requires us to ensure that the ratio of the number of
local government electors to the number of councillors to be elected nhalT be,
as nearly as may be, the same in every ward of the district* We did not consider that
we would be observing,this requirement of the Act by proposing one councillor for

each of three wards - Dorney, Palmer and Hedgerley - against electoral entitlements
of 0.53* 0*37 and 0*59 respectively, all of which are In our view outside reasonable

tolerances in the variation of the electorate/councillor ratio. We concluded
that

we could not accept, .the modifications recommended by the'Assistant

Commissioner but that It would be appropriate to re-name
the two wards that we proposed aTaplow and Dorney1* and "Hedgerley and Fulmer".
Subject to -tills alteration we decided to adhere to our draft proposals

and confirm them as our final proposals*

18. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this
report*

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of councillors

:

to be returned by each* Schedule 3 is a description of the area of the new wards,
The boundaries of the new wards are shown on the attached map ;.
PUBLICATION

19* In accordance with section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972,a
copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to the Beacons field
District Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offices* Copies of this report (without the nap) are being sent to those
who received the consultation letter and those who made comments*
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Your ref: LGBC/D/4/5

L.B. Grimshaw Esq.,
Secretary,
Local Government Boundary Commission
for England,
20 Albert Embankment,
London. " SE1 7TJ

Dear Mr. Grimshaw,
Review of the Electoral Arrangements for
the Beaconsfield District
1.
Having been appointed an Assistant Commissioner by the
Home Secretary, in accordance with section 65(2) of the
Local Government Act 1972, I was asked by the Commission to
hold a public meeting to hear representations and local
views on their draft proposals for the electoral arrangements
for the Beaconsfield District.
I was advised that the
meeting was part of the process of local consultation, and
should be run on lines as informal as;.;possible, so as to
encourage a full exchange of views, but consistent with the
need to ensure a fair hearing.
2.
At present the electoral arrangements for the District
provide for 18 wards returning between one to five members
each, with a total council of 42.
The draft scheme submitted
by the District Council for the future electoral arrangements
provided for 21 wards each returning between one to three
members, with a total council of 45 members, i.e. three more
wards and three more members than at present.
The Council's
draft scheme is as follows:
Proposed- Ward Name
*Beaconsfield (North)
i
*Beaconsfield (South)
*Beaconsfield (West)
Burnham (Beeches)
Burnham (Church)
*Burnham (Lent Rise)
Denham (North)

Proposed No, of Councillors
3
2
2
2
2
3
3

- 2-

Proposed Ward Name

Proposed No. of Councillors
2
1
3
1
2
3
1
1
2
2
3
3
2
2

Denham (South)
*Dorney
Farnham Royal
*Fulmer
Gerrards Cross (North)
Gerrards Cross (South)
*Hedgerley
*Iver (Colnbrook)
Iver (Richings Park)
*Iver (Iver Village)
*Iver (Iver Heath)
*Stoke Poges
*Taplow
Wexham
Total

45

The twelve wards marked * are coterminous with
existing wards.
3.
The Beaconsfield Constitutency Labour Party submitted
alternative proposals for the parishes of Denham, Stoke
Poges and the proposed Iver Heath Ward.
Their scheme
provided for 26 wards (5 more than in the District Council's
draft scheme) each returning between 1-3 councillors to form
a council of 42 members (3 less than the number proposed by
the District Council).
4.
The Local Government Boundary Commission's draft
proposals provide for a council of 41 members, as against
the 45 members proposed by the District Council in their
scheme, with the district divided into 19 wards, as follows:
Ward
Beaconsfield North
Beaconsfield South
Beaconsfield West
Burnham Beeches
Burnham Church
Burnham Lent Rise

Number of Councillors

3
2
2
2
2
3
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Ward
Denham North
Denham South
Farnham Royal
Gerrards Cross North
Gerrards Cross South
Hedgerley
Colnbrook
Iver Heath
Richings Park
Iver Village
Stoke Poges
Taplov
Wexham

Number of Councillors

3
2
3
2
3
1
1
3
1
2
3
2
1
Total 41

5.
The draft proposals are based on the District Council
scheme, but the number of councillors proposed by the District
Council for their Iver (Richings Park) and the Wexham Ward
are reduced from two to one in each case, the two wards of
Taplow and Dorney are combined into one two-member ward, and . .
the two wards of Fulmer and Hedgerley are combined into a
one-member ward.
6.
I now report on the meeting which was held on Friday
the 16th February 1979 at the Beaconsfield District Council
Offices, Windsor Road, Slough.
A list of persons attending
the meeting with their addresses and the interests they
represented is attached to this report,
7.
Mr. Levings, for the District Council, said that the
issues to be discussed were the linking of parishes of Fulmer
and Hedgerley to form one ward, the linking of parishes of
Dorney and Taplow to form one ward, the reduction in membership for Iver Richings Park from 2 to 1, and the reduction
in membership for Wexham from 2 to 1.
The District Council
accepted the other proposals.
8.
Mr. Levings said that the total electorate for the
district was 45,924 and the average electorate per councillor
varied from 1,020, assuming a council of 45 members, to 1,148
for a council of 40.
After drawing attention to the statutory
rules laid down in Schedule 11(3) of the Local Government Act
1972 Mr. Levings dealt with the District Council's specific
abjections to the Commission*s draft proposals.

- 49.
The District Council's proposals were that Hedgerley
and Fulmer should remain as separate wards returning one
councillor each.
The Commission hadn't really put forward
any grounds as to why these parishes should be linked.
With regard to Dorney and Taplow the District Council's
proposals were that Dorney should remain as a separate ward
returning one councillor, and Taplow should remain as a
separate ward returning two councillors,
10. As to Wexham, the District Council proposed that the
representation for Wexham should be increased from one to
two councillors because of the projected increase in population due to expected development.
The present electorate
was 1,088 and the 1982 electorate was expected to be 1,525.
On the present electorate a second councillor could not be
justified as 544 electors per councillor is well below the
average for the district.
However, on the projected
electorate, 1,525 electors for one councillor was 457 above
the average for the district if there were 43 councillors.
If there were two councillors for the ward there would be 762
electors per councillor for the ward.
This vas only 282
below the average for the district if there were 44 councillors.
The Council's proposal, was, therefore, nearer to the rules in
Schedule 11 than the Commission's proposal.
Schedule 11
specifically provided that regard must be had "to any change
in the number or distribution of the local government electors
of the district likely to take place within 5 years".
11. Turning to the linking of parishes proposed by the
Commission, Mr. Levings said that linking Hedgerley and Fulmer .
and Dorney with Taplow looked good from the purely arithmetical
point of view in that the electorate per councillor compared
with the average for the district.
The recent case of the
London Borough of Enfield v the Commission turned on the words
"as nearly as may be" in Schedule 11.
The Court of Appeal
overruled the decision of the Queens Bench Division that these
arithmetical requirements were overriding.
But the ratio of
electors to councillors was not the only factor to be taken
into account, under Schedule 11.
Regard must also be had to
(a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will
remain easily identifiable, and (b) any local ties which
would be broken.
Having regard to these two matters the
existing boundaries between Hedgerley and Fulmer and between
Dorney and Taplow had been established for many years and were
well known.
12. There were no local ties between Hedgerley and Fulmer to
justify linking them together.
Communications ran north-south
with the consequence that the two communities, as well as being
separate, had no identifiable links with each other.
Hedgerley
looked to Farnham Common, while on the other hand Fulmer nestled
below the M40 between Gerrards Cross and Wexham and was more
closely identified with those parishes geographically or Stoke
Poges or Denham than Hedgerley.

- 5Fulmer and Hedgerley were in reality a considerable
distance from each other.
For these reasons the District
Council felt that it would be wrong to expect one councillor
to adequately 'represent the electorate of both parishes.
13. There were no local ties between Dorney and Taplow to
justify linking them together,
Dorney was an entirely
separate community with its own identity.
It was separated
from Taplow Parish by a wide tract of open country and also
the M4 and A4 roads.
Because of its geographical position
Dorney could not be properly represented by a member who had
also to represent Taplow,
The outlook of the communities
was very different.
The linking of Dorney with Taplow'would
lead to a cumbersome unit stretching from the extreme south
of the district almost to the northern extremity, making it
very difficult for the councillor to represent both parishes.
14. Mr. Levings said that this was not the first time they
had looked at the possibility of linking these parishes.
On
the 6th December 1972 the Home Office had submitted their
draft proposals (LXN/72 875/5/1) for the arrangements for the
first election of councillors for the new District.
The
proposals included:(1) The linking of Fulmer and Hedgerley.
(2) The linking of Dorney not with Taplow but
with the south ward of Burnham.
(3) One member for the Iver Richings Park Ward.
(4) One member for Wexham.
The linking of the parishes was contrary to the scheme
prepared by the District Council in August 1972.
15. The Committee appointed by the Home Secretary reported
that representations were made regarding the linking of
Fulmer and Hedgerley to form a single member ward that "on
the grounds of geography and a lack of community of interest
each parish should be allocated its own councillor".
The Committee considered, however, that "on the basis of the
electorate, a councillor for each parish was not warranted".
The Committee recognised that "there were difficulties of
communication between Fulmer and Hedgerley" and considered
that "they might be better linked with other neighbouring
parishes".
Accordingly they recommended that Hedgerley
should be linked with Farnham Royal and Fulmer with Wexham.
16. The Committee also reported that representations were
made "that there was no community of interest between Dorney
Parish and the south ward of Burnham, and that instead of this
grouping Dorney should form a separate single member ward".
The Committee recognised "that the grouping of Dorney Parish
with the south ward of Burnham Parish was not satisfactory"
but took the view that the electorate of Dorney did not

- 6warrant a councillor of its own".
Accordingly they
recommended "that the most satisfactory arrangement was for
the parishes of Dorney and Taplow to form a ward returning
two councillors".
17. On the 10th April 1973 the Council were informed that
"the Home Secretary has concluded that the arrangements
recommended by the committee, although equitable, entail
groupings of parishes which are best avoided; and he takes the
view that, with some modifications to provide a greater equality
of representation, the alternative scheme will provide a more
satisfactory basis of representation for the first elections
than the arrangements recommended by the committee".
Accordingly an order was made based on the alternative scheme
submitted by the District Council with minor modifications.
This order provided for Fulmer and Hedgerley each to have
one councillor and for Dorney to remain a separate single
member ward.
18. Mr. Levings asked what had changed since 1973?
The
District Council felt that circumstances were the same.
In Circular 121/77 the Secretary of State had set out guidelines for District Councils for the conduct of Reviews of
Parish Boundaries.
Similar consideration must surely apply
to reviews of electoral arrangements.
In the Circular the
Secretary of State, in paragraph 6, stressed that "the guidelines are intended for normal observance and not for rigid
imposition" "as befits the nature of an organisation which
is essentially local and which must reflect particular and
perhaps individual local circumstances".
The Circular also
referred to the importance of community.
In paragraphs 7
and 8, "parish Councils have two roles arguably of equal
importance.
They are units of community feeling and
community representation
a parish should reflect a
small, distinctive and recognisable community with its own
sense of identity".
The Circular went on to say "a prime
consideration should, be the feeling of local community and
the wishes of local inhabitants".
"Administrative convenience
is not the only and sometimes not the most important consideration.
Parish arrangements should be built up from the
individual community and regarded only incidentally as
divisions of the district".
19. Mr. Levings said that guidance was also given by the
Secretary of State in Circular 33/78.
Although the
Circular dealt with the Commission's programme for review of
the areas of principal Councils similar criteria must be taken
into account in reviewing electoral arrangements which also
directly affected local residents.
The Circular also drew
attention to regard being had "to whether or not an area or
boundary accords with the wishes of the local inhabitants,
reflects the pattern of community life and is conducive to
the effective operation of local government and associated
services" and set out the criteria to be applied:-
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"(a)

(b)

Pattern of community life
Factors include:(i)
community of interest within an area and
sometimes a sense of separation from other
areas stemming from social, geographical,
economic and cultural influences.
(ii) size and shape of the areas of local government.
(iii) development and expected development.
(iv) means of communication and transport facilities.
(v)
accessibility of administrative, shopping,
business and employment centres, educational,
social, recreational, cultural and religious
facilities and professional and medical services.
Effective operation of local government and associated
services
Factors include:(i)
size and distribution of population.
(ii) financial resources.
(iii) pattern of administration of local services e.g. housing, social services, health,
education, highways and sewerage."

20. In order to reflect the particular and individual local
circumstances of Hedgerley and Fulmer, they should each return
one District councillor.
Would, for example, the electorate,
of Fulmer feel that they could be properly represented by a
councillor based in Hedgerley or vice versa.
The District
Council thought not, and the representatives of Fulmer and
Hedgerley would voice their own opinion later in the meeting.
Hedgerley and Fulmer were each a recognisable community, each
with its own sense of identity.
They were each distinct
units of community feeling and therefore each community should
be represented separately in the District Council.
21. There were particular and individual circumstances
affecting Dorney.
The parish was isolated by the river and
main roads and had no physical connection with Taplow.
There
was a broad stretch of open land between the communities of
Dorney and Taplow.
The residents of Dorney felt that they
would not be adequately represented as it was quite probable
the two councillors for the joint ward would come from Taplov.
This was evidenced by the representations made to the District
Council by Dorney Parish Council and the Dorney Branch of the
Beaconsfield Constituency Conservative Association.
Dorney
was a recognisable community with its own sense of identity
and with very strong community feeling.
It should be
represented separately on the District Council.
Mr. Levings
referred to the representations to this effect made to the
Commission by Mr. P.P.D. Palmer and Mr. Ronald Bell Q.C., M.P.

- 822. Mr. Levings said there was no doubt as to the wishes of
the inhabitants.
In their representations to the District
Council on the draft proposals both Hedgerley and Fulmer
wished to remain as separate wards, returning one councillor
each.
Taplow Parish Council, Beaconsfield Town Council,
Dorney Parish Council, Iver Parish Council and Beaconsfield
Constituency Conservative Association all supported the view
that the small parishes should retain their representative
and each return one councillor.
Only one voice, that of
Beaconsfield Constituency Labour Party, advocated the
amalgamation of Hedgerley and Fulmer, but on later making
representations to the Commission they objected, to the joining
of the two parishes.
The remaining bodies consulted all
either agreed with the draft proposals or made no comment
about Hedgerley or Fulmer,
These representations, taken
into account by the District Council pursuant to Section
60(2)(d) of the Act/ indicated that there was a feeling of
local community in each parish and that the wishes of the
local inhabitants were that Hedgerley and Fulmer should remain
separately represented.
They should not be linked just in
order to make representation arithmetically neat.
23. He felt that just as the District Council had to take
into account representation from interested bodies in
preparing the draft schemes, so the Commission must, under
Section 60(4)(c) take into account representation received
on their proposals.
Of the fourteen persons or bodies who
made representations nine specifically objected to the linking
of Hedgerley and Fulmer, while the remaining five made no
comment either way.
There was no support whatever for the
proposed link.
No objection had been raised to their
remaining separate wards.
24. In their representations to the District Council on
the draft scheme Dorney wished to remain as a separate ward,
returning one councillor.
Taplow Parish Council, Beaconsfield
Conservative Association and their Dorney Branch, Beaconsfield
Town Council, Fulmer Parish Council and Iver Parish Council all
supported the view that the small parishes should retain their
representation and each return one councillor.
Only one voice,
that of Beaconsfield Constituency Labour Party, advocated the
amalgamation of Dorney with Taplow, but on later making
representations to the Commission they did not press their
view.
The remaining bodies consulted all either agreed with
the draft proposals or made no comment about linking Dorney
and Taplow.
These representations, taken into account by
the District Council pursuant to Section 60(2)(d) of the Act,
indicated that there was a strong local wish for Dorney to be
separately represented, and that there was no opposition from
the rest of the District including Taplow.
The link should
not be made just to make representation arithmetically neat.
In their representations to the Commission Taplow Parish
Council as well as Dorney Parish Council were strongly against

- 9the proposal.
Of the other twelve persons or bodies
consulted eight specifically objected to the proposed link
while the remaining four made no comment either way.
There
was no support whatever for the proposed link.
No objection
had been raised to Dorney remaining a separate single member
ward.
25. Mr. Levings said that in the representations received on
the District Council's scheme no objection had been raised
to there being two councillors for Wexham ward, and in their
representations on.the.Commission1s proposals Wexham Parish
Council strongly pressed for two councillors on the grounds
of the size of the electorate and the size of the ward.
Burnham Parish Council specifically supported the proposal
for two councillors for Wexham.
No support was received
for the Commission's proposal.
If the object of the review
of electoral arrangements was to ensure fair representation
for the electorate local feeling was clearly that it would be
unfair to join Hedgerley with Fulmer and Dorney with Taplow.
Furthermore, no-one outside the parishes had come forward to
claim that they would feel unfairly treated if the parishes
continued to be separately represented on the District Council.
Similarly, no opposition had been aroused to Wexham having two
councillors.
26. In considering the pattern of community life, the
proposed linking of Fulmer and Hedgerley for electoral purposes
did not reflect the wishes of the inhabitants.
There was no
sense of community interest between the two parishes.
In fact
there was a sense of separation from each other, both on social,
and geographical grounds.
Each had its own distinct centre,
with church, public house and shops.
The road communication
in the area was generally north-south, and there vas no direct
link between the two parishes.
There was no public transport
link between the two parishes.
Similarly, the proposed linking of Dorney with Taplow for
electoral purposes did? not reflect the wishes of the inhabitants
There was no sense of community interest between the two parishes,
in fact there is a sense of separation of Dorney from Taplow on
both geographical and social grounds.
Dorney had its own
distinct centre with church, public houses and shops.
The
inhabitants of Dorney did not look to Taplow for shopping or
other facilities.
There was no public transport between the
two parishes.
The size of Wexham was sufficient to justify two councillors,
taking into account the growing population and the expected
development.
27. Mr. Levings then went on to consider the proposals from
the standpoint of effective Local Government.
He asked in
what way would the linking of the parishes of Hedgerley and
Fulmer be conducive to the effective operation of local govern-
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ment and associated services?
Would the inhabitants be
better represented by linking the two parishes?
The District
Council's view was that separate representation was more
conducive to the effective operation of local government
services and that the inhabitants were better represented by
having one councillor to each of these wards.
Similarly, separate representation for Dorney was more
conducive to the effective operation of local government
services and the inhabitants were better represented by
having their own councillor.
There was no resulting
detriment to. any other parish.
The linKing of two parishes
was not desirable.
Representation of two parishes by one
councillor would be inconvenient for both the councillor, who
would be called upon to reflect the views, possibly differing
views, of two parish councils, and the inhabitants.
Local
government would be less effective as far as Fulmer and
Hedgerley were concerned.
In addition as regards the linking
of Dorney with Taplow the two councillors would have a very
inconvenient elongated area to cover.
Local government would
be less effective not only for Dorney but for Taplow.
28. Mr. Levings said that the additional councillor for
Wexham must be "conducive to the effective operation of local
government".
One councillor was likely to make a less
effective and efficient contribution to the carrying out of the
council*s functions, where a large area with a scattered and
growing population had to be covered.
It was, therefore,
"desirable in the interest of effective and convenient local
government" for there to be two councillors for Wexham.
..
29. As far as the District Council was concerned the question
was whether their functions were likely to be carried out more
effectively or efficiently by a reduction in the number of
councillors?
In a district such as Beaconsfield a councillor
was likely to make a less effective and efficient contribution
to the carrying out of the council's functions where he had to
represent an electorate scattered over a large area.
In any
event, with a council of 41 to 45 councillors, depending on
the Commission's final decision, the council would be well
within the 30-60 range.
30. Finally, Mr. Levings said that the council had passed a
resolution requesting a full local inquiry under Section 61 of
the Act if the Commission intended to maKe an order contrary
to the District Council's proposals.
31. Mr. Robert L.J. Baile, representing the Beaconsfield
Constituency Conservative Association, said that the Association
was formed out of the former South Bucks, Conservative
Association on the re-organisation of Local Government. It had
a register of 68,157 electors of which two thirds comprised
Beaconsfield District.
He referred to a letter from Sir
Duncan Lock which was handed in to me, concerning the repres-

- 11 entation of the parishes of Dorney, Fulmer and Hedgerley.
In his letter Sir Duncan said that the Beaconsfield
District was predominantly rural in character.
The communities of the District consisted of one small town and some
12 villages.
The villages were independent and separate
communities.
They all had their own Parish Councils and there
was a fierce loyalty amongst their inhabitants to their own
communities.
This applied just as much to the three small
parishes as any other.
Laying aside the physical difficulties
of amalgamating them, they did not wish to be joined either
together or to their larger neighbours.
He fully recognised that the Boundary Commission was
bound by the requirements of the Local Government Act 1972,
and particularly that the ratio of electors to councillors
should be "as nearly as maybe" the same in each ward.
The
Beaconsfield District Council had taken this requirement into
consideration in its proposals.
The whole issue, however,
hung on the interpretation of the phrase "as nearly as maybe". .
He asked that a liberal view should be taken of this rather
than play the numbers game.
If the Boundary Commission played
the numbers game what they would really be doing in the
circumstances that obtained in the Beaconsfield District was
to over-ride the local democracy - the right of local
communities, however small, to be represented on the District
Council and have their say in local matters.
Sir Duncan wrote that he had served on the Beaconsfield
District Council and its predecessor (Eton R.D.C.) for almost,
12 years.
He believed that they were an efficient Council,
and he was certain that they were ,a happy Council.
The
reason for this was quite clear.
All the members of the
Council were concerned with the welfare of the District as a
whole, and the representatives from Dorney, Fulmer and Hedgerley
had played their full part in achieving this.
Why, therefore,
was there a need to change a successful organisation?
Surely
the commonsense thing to do was to leave it alone and let it
continue its successful course.
He was not asking the
Commission to go outside the parameters laid down in the
Local Government Act 1972, but that they were interpreted so
that local democracy could flourish in the Beaconsfield District
as it had done for many many years, and that the parishes of
Dorney, Fulmer and Hedgerley should continue to have the
democratic right to representatives on the Beaconsfield District
Council.
32. Mr. Baile said that he fully supported all Sir Duncan
Lock had written.
Dorney was a closely knit community and
the village was a quite separate entity from its neighbours,
and required one representative.
Taplow by its very geography
identified its needs with two representatives.
The community
of interest differed considerably.
The concept of combining
two village communities which had very little or no common
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benefit themselves as the existing warding arrangements
permitted, or provide the understanding which existed for
a happy working relationship in Local Authority business.
33. Dealing with Hedgerley and Fulmer, he said that both
were separate village communities with little in common.
In weighing mathematical convenience against community
denominators and geographical division there was an expressed
determination by the electorate to maintain their separate
representatives.
They did not want a change from the happy
representation where co-operation and collaboration recognised
a need for the traditional particular representation.
Any
change would create a deal of unnecessary upset to small
communities which had come to terms with the 1972 changes
of Local Government/
34. Councillor Peter Belcher, representing Dorney Parish
Council, said that Dorney was a rural parish and as such had
an identity and interest which contrasted it with the
neighbouring parishes of Taplow and Burnham to the north,
with their large urban areas.
His Council felt that it was
in the interests of the District as a whole that the various
units of which:' it was comprised should retain their separate
identities.
Only in that way could the District Council be
made to appreciate these real differences, and, therefore,
their individual requirements.
This identity required that
the units be individually represented by their own elected
councillors.
They did not believe that a representative living in
one parish could have the necessary intimate knowledge to
put forward their case, nor could they believe that their
case would not be in conflict with the parish in which the
representative might live.
He would have a conflict of
interest to represent.
Dorney1s population was smaller than
that of Taplow, and therefore they might never have an elected
representative living in the Parish, as they could and probably
would be out voted by the larger Parish.
Although the parishes
of Taplow and Dorney had stood together as good neighbours in
the past, especially during the years of Local Government
re-organisation, where they had had to resist the claims of
Berkshire County Council and others and in the preservation
of the Green Belt, the unity did not extend to any amalgamation
for electoral purposes.
They asked that Dorney should remain
a separate single member ward and should not be combined with
any other parish or ward of a parish.
35. Lt. Col. F.D.S. Palmer, Chairman of Dorney Parish Coulcil,
said that on his retirement from the Army just after the War
he was co-opted onto Dorney Parish Council and soon became
an elected member and Chairman.
He had been a nominated
member of the County Association since its foundation, and
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He had, therefore,
some 30 years.experience.
The proposal that Dorney and
Taplow Parishes should share a District councillor was not
agreed by those Parishes, nor by the District Council.
Good
local government could best be achieved by accepting the
unanimous view of the local authorities concerned.
It was
true that Dorney and Taplow Parishes had much in common, and
that they helped each other and Burnham Parish as opportunity
offered.
However, this accord did not extend to sharing a
District councillor.
The fact was that the population figures
were such that a Dorney resident could always be outvoted in a
contested election for a shared councillor* unless a political
party's branches in both Parishes got together to .ensure
election of a particular individual.
It would be difficult
to find a Dorney resident willing to stand as a shared
councillor, and for .long periods of time Dorney would be
without an effective voice on the District Council speaking
from personal experience of their conditions.
36. Col. Palmer said that he had had experience of that sort
of situation.
When he first became Chairman their District
Councillor was one of their Parish Councillors, and they
found that they could not rely on him to state their case.
He did not pull his weight on the District Council and its
committees, and they found someone else.
Since then the
Parish Council had always used its influence to try to get
a person of talent elected*
Their present District councillor
was the Vice Chairman.
So it was no:, new thing that the
District Council wanted Dorney to have their own councillor
and a good one at that.
37, Col. Palmer said that Dorney Parish was made up of 4
communities - Dorney Village, Boveney, LaKe End and the modern
Dorney Reach,
When he became Chairman the Parish Council,
while cherishing the idiosyncracies of the four communities,
set out to create a united Parish community spirit with pride
in itself.
This he claimed they had done, and he believed
that the County, District and other Parishes agreed.
They
started by creating their War Memorial out of a hole in the
ground, using Parish volunteers, and it was hard work.
They
obtained a new school, which after a major battle had been
kept as a County Combined School.
They Ixmght and created
a children^ playground.
They built a new Village Hall,
They persuaded Parliament that Dorney Parish should remain
in Buckinghamshire.
They won the cup as the Best Kept Village
in the whole of Buckinghamshire.
And so on.
All this had
been brought about by the Parish community as a whole, under
the leadership of the Council.
Col. Palmer said that he
could not stress too strongly that a Parish with such a
strong community spirit ought to have its own District
councillor, and this was recognised by the District as
desirable for good local government.
Moreover, they had a special claim for attention by the
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District as they were now in the nature of a bastion of both
the County and District against encroachment by Berkshire.
Further, they were the last rural area in the Thames flood
plain, between the built up areas of Slough, Eton, Eton Wick
and Maidenhead, and in their own way were an area of attractive
landscape.
The District Council had been and would be helped
by Dorney having its own councillor, and he asked that unanimous
local opinion should be accepted and that they should be
permitted to retain their own District Councillor.
38. Councillor Anne Milne, representing Taplow Parish
Council, said she was a Buckinghamshire County Councillor,
a life resident of Taplow and a member for 20 years of Taplow
Parish Council.
She had formerly been a councillor on Eton
R.D.C. and Beaconsfield R.D.C.
She supported entirely what
Colonel Palmer had said.
Dorney must have their own representative - they had their own school which was growing, their
own village centre and were a thriving community.
Speaking
for Taplow Councillor Milne said that it was divided by the
A4 into two rather different communities.
There was a
councillor for the village and for the river area.
The
populations were similar.
She believed that to have only
one councillor would be impossible - it would only pile on
extra work and lead to dissatisfied residents.
She pleaded
that three councillors be retained for Dorney and Taplow.
39. Mr. W.E. Reay said that he was Secretary of the Burnham
Branch of the Labour Party, which covered Burnham, Taplow
and Dorney.
He said that the whole purpose of the meeting
was to ensure that they had a fair system of representation. . .
He asked how the figures could be justified on the electorate
and compared the ratio of electorate to councillors of Taplow,
Dorney and Burnham.
He said that Taplow and Dorney were only
half the size of Burnham.
The system of representation had to
be seen to be fair.
Elsewhere one could have almost 600
people turn out and vote and yet be unrepresented, whereas in
Dorney this number could elect a separate councillor.
Mr. Levings, for the .District Council, had spoken of
wide tracts of open country between Taplow and Dorney.
Mr. Reay pointed out that there were similar wide tracts in
Dorney.
He said that he didn't think much of the "shoppping
facilities in Taplow" spoken of by the District Council.
It
was a long scattered area, and should be represented by two
councillors and not three.
He was satisfied with the
Commission's draft proposals.
40. Mrs. Pamela Jones said she represented Taplow Parish
Council and Beaconsfield District Council.
She quite understood that the Commission would like a tidy electorate
numerically, but she quoted Department of Environment Circular
No. 121/77.
She supported what had been said by Colonel
Palmer.
Local problems could be separately represented at
the moment, but this would not be so under the Boundary
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Taplow had two and a half times
the electorate of Dorney, and would outweigh Dorney.
Both
representatives would come from Taplow.
With regard to
the number of councillors. Councillor Mrs. Jones said that
the combined acreage of Taplow and Dorney was equal to that
of Denham with five councillors.
In attempting to serve
the electors reasonably time was essential.
It was a large
widespread area, with long garden paths etc.
Mrs. Jones
asked that two councillors should be retained for Taplow,
and one councillor for Dorney.
41. Councillor Peregrine Palmer said he represented Dorney
on Beaconsfield District Council.
He had always lived in
Dorney, he worked there and he knew the area as well as
anyone.
He felt that boundaries if moved could cause a
loss of community spirit.
There was no complaint about
County Council representation, but District Council representation was more' intimate.
There was no sense in joining Dorney
with Taplow.
To him, having lived 40 years in the area,
Taplow was as remote as Beaconsfield Town or anywhere else in
the district.
Dorney was a complete entity and community
in itself.
He did not think the changes proposed by the
Boundary Commission would provide better represenfetion.
Mr. Palmer said that he certainly did not agree with what
Mr, Reay of the Labour Party had said.
42. Mr. R, Coulson said that he was a former member of
Beaconsfield District Council.
He did not agree that all
votes were equal but some were more equal than others.
He
agreed with the Boundary Commission on the numbers namely
that Dorney should share two members with Taplow.
The area
was referred to as Taplow and Dorney.
With regard to the
size of the area he pointed out that people who lived there
had their own cars.
He felt that there was a community of
interest in the area in. the type of people who lived there
and their politics.
He did not feel that the objections put
forward by Dorney were sufficient to outweigh the fact of a
vote in Dorney being worth double that of a vote elsewhere.
There was still only the same number of electors to canvass,
even if they lived in houses with long garden paths.
He
suggested that for the next County Review Dorney might be
better joined with Taplow, or they might find themselves slung
out into Berkshire.
The Boundary Commission's proposals need
not have any effect on the community spirit.
The Conservative
Association could choose the right two representatives living
in the right areas.
The objections in his view were invalid.
43. The Vicar of Dorney, Mr. P.H.W. Hawkins said he had lived
for eighteen months in Dorney.
He had never lived in a .
village before.
It was obviously a community in its own
right.
He did not agree with what Mr. Reay, the Secretary
of the Burnham Branch of the Labour Party, had said.
In his
view small numbers of people did need representation.
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said that his Council were concerned about the proposal by
the Local Government Boundary Commission that the Parishes
of Fulmer and Hedgerley should be linked as one ward, to be
called the Hedgerley Ward, and Fulmer would cease to be
directly represented on the Beaconsfield District Council.
They appreciated the statutory requirement regarding the
ratio of the number of local government electors to the
number of councillors and accepted that if it were to be
rigidly applied the Fulmer case was weak.
His Council felt,
however, that the prime objective must be the quality of
representation and communication and felt that Fulmer had a
strong case for the retention of it's District councillor.
The villages of Fulmer and Hedgerley were geographically well
separated, no form of public transport linked them, and, in
consequence, their orientation was not historically towards,
but, away from each other.
The two villages had no point
of contact, and this would make it extremely difficult for
one individual to be intimately aware of the differing needs
or problems of each.
Mr, Westwood said that his Council and Hedgerley Parish
Council did not believe that the rigid application of the
statutory requirements could operate in the best interests of
the people or either village, and they were opposed to the
proposal.
They supported the District Council's scheme.
45. Mr. J. Edmands, the Chairman of Hedgerley Parish Council,
read a letter from Councillor Harry Kirby, the District
Councillor for Hedgerley, in which he said that as the serving
District Councillor for Hedgerley for the past three years,
and having served on the Parish Council for 16 years, including
three years as Chairman, he had carefully considered the
proposed changes, and could not find one advantage to either
the District Council or the local communities.
The existing
system had been effective since 1894, and it was questionable
whether the juggling of numbers of electors per councillor
would benefit anyone at elector, Parish Council or District
Council level.
Hedgerley had over 600 electors andFulmer over 400.
Unless there was complete apathy by residents of Hedgerley
at an election, Fulmer would never have a representative on
the District Council.
That would be a complete nullification
of the British way of life.
Hedgerley had 17 local organisations and he could not find one person in Hedgerley who was
a member of a Fulmer organisation, and the same applied to
those in Fulmer to a Hedgerley organisation.
46. Mr. Kirby said there was no connection in schooling,
and there was no interconnecting 'bus service.
The villages
had nothing in common except natural beauty and being targets
for gravel extraction.
It would be extremely difficult for
a councillor to do justice to a parish or ward in which he
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His personal experience, based on
providing a two way service between the Parish and District
Councils, in addition to attending events staged by the
various local organisations, was that it would be impossible
to maintain, if the same level of contact had to be duplicated.
It would be physically impossible to carry the role of a dual
councillor and earn a livelihood in business.
47. Mr. Kirby felt that there were no economical' grounds for
change, as the elected councillor would have increased telephone
and travelling expenses.
The District Council would lose the
personal business experience, an essential contribution to the
conduct of the Council's general affairs, and, more important,
would lose the local experience so essential in an effective
and balanced council, if the changes were introduced.
The
electors would also be unnecessarily deprived of the
councillor's local Knowledge and the usual prompt attention
to their problems.
On a wider scale, the observations applied
equally to Dorney/Taplow, at Iver and at Wexham, there being
no benefit to the District Council and the electorate.
He
appealed for the retention of the existing electoral arrangements in the District,
48. Mr. Edmands supported Mr. Kirby's views.
The existing
system had proved satisfactory for many years, and Hedgerley
Parish Council saw no advantage in the changes proposed.
They felt that they would never have a representative on the
District Council, and that it would be physically impossible
for a single councillor to service both communities adequately.
49. Mr, L. Rigby, representing Stoke Poges Parish Council,
said that his Council fully supported the District Council's
proposals that Fulmer and Hedgerley should have separate
representation.
Taplow and Dorney should also be separately
represented.
The matters which had been mentioned were
important to communities, and the Local Government Boundary
Commission should not undervalue community loyalties, traditions,
etc.
He pointed out that on the Commission's draft proposals
21 out of the 41 councillors would come from 3 large blocks,
namely, Burnham, Beaconsfield and Iver, and would dominate the
rest.
Under the District Council's scheme it would be 21 out
of 44 (with the reduction of one member agreed for Iver Richings
Park).
50. Mrs. M. Tindall, the Chairman of the Beaconsfield District
Association of Local Councils, said that her Association
comprised every parish council, and there was no disagreement
between them that the parishes should remain separate and not
be joined with others with whom they had no community interest.
A lot had been said, and rightly, about the difficulty which
a single councillor serving two communities would experience
under such arrangements.
But what was far worse was that the
proposals, which might appear to be fair from the numerical
point of view, w9uld result in the inability of many electors
to go to see their councillor, due to distance and lack of .
public transport routes.
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said that Mr. Levings, on behalf of the District Council,
had pointed out the difficulties which would arise if
Hedgerley was joined with Fulmer.
He supported what both
Mrs. Tindall and Mr, Edmands had said.
There was no public
transport between Hedgerley and Fulmer.
It was not possible
to go by road from Hedgerley to Fulmer without going through
Stoke, which lay between the two parishes.
Hedgerley was
a happy community and village.
When there was the threat
of the extraction of gravel in the area about 95% of the
residents wrote to the County Council.
That showed the
community spirit.
They had nothing against Fulmer,,- but
equally they had nothing in common.
If they had to be
linked with another parish it should be Fulmer rather than
Farnham Royal, but they felt that they should be represented
as a separate community.
52. After the meeting Mr. Ennals wrote to me clarifying
the attitude of the Beaconsfield Constituency Labour Party
towards the proposed merger of Hedgerley and Fulmer, since
he felt that there might be some uncertainty as to the Party's
attitude.
Mr, Ennals pointed out that he was the Chairman of
Beaconsfield Constituency Labour Party, and was, in fact,
asked to represent the Party at the hearing, but he had
already agreed to attend as a Parish Councillor.
He wished
to say, quite categorically, that the Constituency Labour
Party supported separate representation for Hedgerley .and
Fulmer.
His colleagues from Burnham when they spoke were
speaking for their local party, and their objection was only
to the retention of separate representation for Dorney.
53. Mr. A.W. Lay, Chairman of Wexham Parish Council and
Wexham Residents Association, said that Wexham was a large
spread out parish, and the acreage to be covered required
two councillors.
This was their second battle with the
Boundary Commission who wanted to move part of the Parish
into Berkshire.
Apart from the Boundary Review they had
also had to fight a motorway proposal, threats for reclamation of gravel and an application to dump household refuse
in the Parish,
One councillor was not enough to cover all
these problems.
A large area of land had been purchased by
the Local Authority for housing development in the Parish,
and the development was about to start.
The 1982 projected
electorate was 1,525, and would be the highest in the whole
District.
One couldn't expect one councillor to increase
his output to cover so many people.
There was a good case
for the extra seat on the District Council, and he hoped
the Local Government Boundary Commission would think again.
54. Councillor Mrs. Patricia Burry said that she was a
Beaconsfield District Councillor as the representative for
Wexham and was sponsored by the Wexham Parish Residents
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Association, of which she was Vice-Chairman.
As the District
Councillor for Wexham she spoke in support of the Draft Scheme
of Representation prepared by the Beaconsfield District
Council for the Local Government Boundary Commission.
The
Beaconsfield District Council had given considerable thought
to the review as it had been anxious to make the right
decisions for an efficient and truly representative body,
able to serve the whole area to the very best of its ability.
It would be tragic if each of the smaller parishes did not
have a personal voice on the Council.
The District had
recommended two councillors for Taplow and Wexham, and it was
felt that it would be unfair if the representation were not the
same.
Both were sprawling parishes of very similar acreage
and of estimated population,
Mrs. Burry said that it had
always seemed to her., that problems arose more on areas than
on density of population.
In fact it was problems and people
that concerned her more than figures on paper.
She had
represented Wexham since 1972, and it seemed to her that one
surfaced from one fight, took a breath of fresh air, and went
into battle again: Boundaries, M25, gravel extraction was
a continual threat, so was the encroachment into the Green
Belt, and so it went on.
On a personal note she said that
as District councillor she lived in the centre of the Parish,
and worked part-time only half a mile from home.
It might
be difficult for one representative with a full time occupation
to fully cover the Parish with the estimated electorate for
1982.
The Parish Council supported the District's recommendations for Wexham, so did the Residents Association - in fact
no-one opposed it.
There was another point to be borne in
mind.
When a large Parish had only one voice, that voice
of necessity tended to be over parochial. That was not a
good thing for the District as a whole.
55. Mrs, E, Moreau, on behalf of Wexham Parish Council and
Wexham Parish Residents Association, spoke in support of
what had been said by the two previous speakers.
56. Mr. S.G. Smith, Vice-Chairman of Wexham Parish Council,
also supported what had been said by the previous speakers.
There were three wards in the one parish, and they were quite
separate.
They really did need two representatives on the
District Council.
57. Summing up for the Beaconsfield District Council, Mr.
Levings said that on the proposals to link Hedgerley with
Fulmer, and Dorney with Taplow, the inhabitants did not wish
for linking and no-one else objected to separate parishes.
The existing boundaries were well established and well known.
There were no local ties between the parishes to be linked,
either socially or geographically, and, indeed, there was
a sense of separation in both cases.
Hedgerley, Fulmer and
Dorney were each a recognisable community with its own sense
of identity.
Each had its own distinct centre and communic-
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Linking would lead to less effective local government.
Arithmetical neatness was not the only, or even the most
important, factor to be taken into account, and there had
been no change in circumstances since the Home Secretary's
decision hot to link parishes in 1973.
58. With regard to Wexham Mr. Levings said that Wexham wished to have two councillors and no-one else objected.
Two councillors would be conducive to more effective local
government.
Two councillors complied with the arithmetical
criteria, and arithmetically the Council's proposal was better
than the Commission's,
59. Mr. R. Sharphouse, speaking as a private individual,
said that it struck him as unfortunate that a proposal agreed
by everybody should be overturned by the Boundary Commission.
The objections he had heard were based on mathematics and
politics.
There were other far more important considerations,
such as community spirit.
If one hadn't got the right spirit
things tended to break up.
They were still suffering from
local government re-organisation.
It was wrong for a generally
agreed local authority proposal to be altered by central
authority.
If an area was doing valuable work its precise
size did not matter and it should be preserved rather than
destroyed.
60. There being no further representations I closed the
meeting at 12.45.
I had made a general inspection of the
area, particularly the wards under dispute, prior to the
meeting, and nothing arose during the meeting requiring me
to make any further inspection.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
61. I would like first of all to express my thanks to all
those who, in the interest of Beaconsfield District gave so
much of their time and effort to present their views on the
future electoral arrangements for the District.
I am
particularly grateful to the council members and others who
attended the local meeting and assisted me in my deliberations,
and to the Council's staff for their courtesy and assistance
throughout the proceedings.
62. The Commission's draft proposals are based on the District
Council's draft scheme, with modifications designed to improve
the equality of representation between the wards, the shortening of the ward names in Iver Parish, and the removal of
brackets used in several of the ward names.
63. No representations were made at the meeting to the
proposed changes in nomenclature of the wards, and there was
no objection to the Commission's proposal to reduce
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to one,
64. The objections, therefore, narrowed down to the
Commission's proposal to combine Taplow and Dorney into
a two member ward, the equality of representation in the
area, the proposal to combine Fulmer and Hedgerley into
a one member ward, and the proposal that Wexham ward be
represented by only one councillor.
65. Dealing first with Fulmer and Hedgerley, there was
complete unanimity that these parishes should continue
to have separate representation on the District Council.
It is unnecessary for me to repeat all the arguments which
were so clearly made at the local meeting and are set out
above.
I agree with them and accept that the proposed
combined area would not form an effective and convenient
unit of local government.
I am sure that the Commission
were right to propose the amalgamation of the parishes to
produce better equality of representation in the area, but
I am satisfied that in practice the combined ward would not
work satisfactorily on the ground.
I recommend, therefore,
that Fulmer and Hedgerley be two separate one-member wards.
66. The proposal to combine Taplow and Dorney into one
two-member ward was again a consideration of numerical
equivalence.
The arguments in detail against the proposal
are set out above.
Suffice to say that it is clear that
Dorney is an ancient tightly knit village, separated by
agricultural land from the other communities from which it
has a separate' physical and social life.
Taplow is much
larger in population and area and is quite different.
The
proposed amalgamation would not in my view be in the interests
of effective and convenient local government in the area.
It is not without significance that Taplow Parish Council
were surprised that they should be identified with Dorney
and were sympathetic to Dorney*s claim to separate representation.
I recommend, therefore, that Dorney should form
a separate one-member ward.
67. This gives rise to the question of the size of the
representation of Taplow (without Dorney) on the District
Council.
Taplow itself has an estimated electorate in 1982
of 1,450, out of a total estimated electorate of 48,600.
With a 42 member council, which I am proposing, Taplow1s
entitlement would be 1.25, and would not justify two members.
Mr. Reay in his statement said that the system of representation had to be seen to be fair, and it is clear that except
when there are over-riding circumstances equality of representation is of prime importance.
I do not accept that such
circumstances arise in Taplow ward, justifying two councillors,
Most of the arguments which were advanced were, in fact, for
"rural weighting" for which provision was made in the Local
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Act by the rule requiring representational equality.
I recommend, therefore, that Taplow be a one-member ward.
68. The same considerations apply in the case of Wexham
Ward, with an estimated electorate in 1982 of 1,525 and an
entitlement of 1.32.
I am sure the Commission were right
in proposing that Wexham should be a single member ward.
It is interesting to note that Councillor Mrs. Burry, the
District Councillor for Wexham, in her statement (paragraph
54 above) said that the District Council had recommended
two councillors for Taplow and Wexham and it would be unfair
if the representation were not the same.
I am satisfied
that fairness and compliance with the statutory rules is best
achieved if the two wards return one councillor each to the
District Council.
69. I recommend, therefore, that the Commission's draft
proposals be amended to provide for separate representation
for Taplow, Dorney, Fulmer and Hedgerley wards, each ward
returning one councillor, giving a total council of 42.
Yours faithfully,
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SHARPHOUSE

SOUTH BUCKS OBSERVER
J. EDMANDS

to

G.S.C. PEPLER'

CHAIRMAN BEACONSFIELD DISTRICT
COUNCIL

F.I. KNO'rfLES

COUNCIL OFFICES, WINDSOR
ROAD, SLOUGH

CHIEF EXECUTIVE

A.R. BAINBRIDGE

YEW TREE COTTAGE, KILN
LANE, HEDGERLEY

SELF AND HEDGERLEY HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

LT. COL. P.D.S. PALMER

DORNEY COURT

CHAIRMAN DORNEY PARISH COUNCIL

E.W. BUBB

^2 HIGH STREET, SLOUGH

SLOUGH EXPRESS

D.G. HALL

DISTRICT SECRETARY

BEACCNSFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL

A.P. LEVINGS

SOLICITOR

PAMELA JONES

OLD COTTAGE, HIGH STREET,
TAPLOW

BFACCNSFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL
TAFLOV PARISH AND BEACONSFIELD
DISTRICT COUNCILS

CGMSTAXE ALLEN

LONGCROFT, -?r/MEADOW WAY,
DO^'EY HEACrf

COSNEY PARISH

BEACQNSFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL
REVIEW OF DISTRICT COUNCIL EL5CTOFAL ASRAKGSM5KTS
INFORMAL F'JSLIC MEETING HELD AT 1C.30 a.m. ON
Friday, l.6th February 1979

NAT-IE

ADDRESS

.

HELEN HARPUR

NORBURY COTTAGE, OAK
STUBBS ROAD, DORNEY REACH

DORNEY PARISH

PETER BELCHER

6 HARCOURT ROAD, DORNEY
REACH
i

DORNEY PARISH COUNCIL

ANNE MILNE

EROOKCROFT, TAPLOW

TAPLOW rARLSH COUNCIL '

MSH*T;E COUNTY COUNCIL
LIONEL RIGBX

18 EUNBY ROAD, STCKE POGES| STOKE POGES PARISH COUNCIL

ROBERT BAILK

2'f WATTLETON ROAD,
SSACONSFIELD

MARGARET TI

SLACK-SMITHS COTTAGE,

PARTRICIA

HOUSE IN THE WOOD, WEXHAM

o
o

J.L. DENNY

ROWARDENNAN, HEDGfcRLEY
HILL, HEDGERLEY

^
.ffl

JOHN ENNALS

VILLAGE LANE, HEDGERLEY

PARISH COUNCILLOR

A.G. WESTWOOD

12 SEFTON PADDOCK, STOKE
POGES

FULMEK CCLi^aO

A.W. LAY

OLD HOUSE LODGE, CHURCH
LANE, WEXHAM, BUCKS

WEXHAM PARISH COUNCIL
WEXHAM PARISH RESIDENTS ASSOC

S.G. SMITH

VALLEY END, WEXHAM PARK
LANE, WEXHAM, BUCKS

WEXT1AM PARISH COUNCIL

w

CONSERVATIVE CONSTITUENCY
Cf&lRMAJ1. BST.CCriSFIELJ) DISTRICT
' A.-iSOCljiTIOM OF LOCAL COUNCILS
WEXHAM , BEACONSFIELD DISTRICT
COUNCIL COUNCILLOR

SCHEDULE 2

BEACONSFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL;

NAMES QP PROPOSES WARDS AN3 NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

Name of Ward

No. of Councillors

Beaconsfield North
Beaconsfield South

_

3
2

Beaconsfield West

2

Burnham Beeches
Burnham Church
Burnhaffl Lent Rise
Denham North
Denham South

2
2
3
•3
2

Parnham Royal

•
' -

3

Gerrarda Cross North

2

Gerrards Cross South
Hedgerley and Falser
Iver Colnbrook
Iver Heath
Iver Richings Park
Iver Village
Stoke Poges
Taplow and Dorney
Wexham

3
1
1
3
1
2
3
2

SCHEDULE 3

BEACONSFIELD DISTRICT - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

BEACONSFIELD NORTH WARD

The North Ward of the parish of Beaconsfield

BEACONSFIELD SOUTH WARD

The South Ward of the parish of Beaconsfield

BEACONSFIELD WEST WARD
The West Ward of the parish of Beaconsfield

BURNHAH BEECHES WARD

The Beeches

Ward of the parish of Bumham .

BURNHAM CHURCH WARD
The

Church

Ward of the parish of Burnham

BURNHAM LENT RISE WARD

The Lent Rise

Ward of the parish of Burnham

DENHAM NORTH WARD

The

North

Ward of the parish of Denham

DENHAM SOUTH WARD

The

South

Ward of the parish of Denham

FARNHAM ROYAL WARD

The parish of Farnham Royal

GERRARES CROSS NORTH WARD

The

North

Ward of the parish of Gerrards Cross

GERRARDS CROSS SOUTH WARD

South

Ward of the parish of Gerrards Cross

HEDGERIEY, AHD FULMER WARD
The parishes of Fulmer
Hedgerley

IVER COLNBROOK WARD

The Colnbrook Ward of the parish of Tver

TVER HEATH WARD

The Iver Heath Ward of the parish of Iver

IVER RICHINGS PARK WARD

The Richings Park Ward of the parish of Iver

IVER VILLAGE WARD
The Iver Ward of the parish of Iver

STOKE POGES WARD

The parish of Stoke Poges

TAPLOW AMD DORlfSY WARD
The parishes of Dorxray
Taplow

WEXHAM WARD
The parish of Wexham

