
COUNCIL - 24.09.19

AT A MEETING OF THE BOROUGH COUNCIL held in the Council Chamber - 
Town Hall on Tuesday, 24th September, 2019

PRESENT: The Mayor (Councillor Sayonara Luxton), The Deputy Mayor (Councillor 
Gary Muir) and Councillors Baldwin, Baskerville, Bateson, Bhangra, Bond, Bowden, 
Brar, Cannon, Carroll, Clark, C. Da Costa, W. Da Costa, Davey, Davies, Del Campo, 
Dudley, Haseler, Hill, Hilton, Hunt, Johnson, Knowles, Larcombe, McWilliams, Price, 
Rayner, Reynolds, Sharpe, Singh, Stimson, Story, Targowski, Taylor, Tisi, Walters and 
Werner

Officers: Duncan Sharkey, Andy Jeffs, Russell O'Keefe, Mary Severin, Karen 
Shepherd, Suzanne Martin and Maddie Pinkham

35. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Coppinger, Jones and Shelim.

36. COUNCIL MINUTES 

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That the minutes of the meeting held on 23 July 
2019 be approved.

37. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Singh declared a personal interest in item 15h) as he owned a property in 
St Marks Road. He had been advised by the Monitoring Officer that as the item was a 
Member question rather than a formal decision, he was able to continue to take part.

Councillor Hill declared a personal interest in item 11 as he owned a property in the 
borough which would require the erection of scaffolding during 2020. He would not 
vote on the item.

38. MAYOR'S COMMUNICATIONS 

The Mayor had submitted in writing details of engagements that the Mayor and Deputy 
Mayor had undertaken since the last meeting, which were noted by Council. 

39. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No questions had been received by the deadline.

40. PETITIONS 

Councillor Tisi submitted a petition relating to the introduction of business rate relief for 
maintained nurseries in the borough. She explained that as there was a motion on the 
subject later in the agenda, she would speak on the issue then. However, she wanted 
to present the petition to show the strength of feeling from residents in her ward on the 
issue. 

41. ELECTION OF LEADER 
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Members considered the election of Leader. 

It was proposed by Councillor Clark, seconded by Councillor Carroll, and:

RESOLVED: That Full Council notes the report and elects Councillor Andrew 
Johnson as Leader of the Council. 

(A named vote was taken as at least five councillors made such a request, as 
per Part 2 C17.3.3 of the constitution. 20 Councillors voted for the motion; 15 
Councillors voted against the motion; 2 abstained)

Election of Leader (Motion)
Councillor John Baldwin Against
Councillor Clive Baskerville Against
Councillor Christine Bateson For
Councillor Gurpreet Bhangra For
Councillor Simon Bond Against
Councillor John Bowden For
Councillor Mandy Brar Against
Councillor Catherine del Campo Against
Councillor David Cannon For
Councillor Stuart Carroll For
Councillor Gerry Clark For
Councillor Carole Da Costa Against
Councillor Wisdom Da Costa Abstain
Councillor Jon Davey Against
Councillor Karen Davies Against
Councillor Phil Haseler For
Councillor Geoffrey Hill Against
Councillor David Hilton For
Councillor Maureen Hunt For
Councillor Andrew Johnson For
Councillor Neil Knowles Against
Councillor Ewan Larcombe Abstain
Councillor Sayonara Luxton For
Councillor Ross McWilliams For
Councillor Gary Muir For
Councillor Helen Price Against
Councillor Samantha Rayner For
Councillor Joshua Reynolds Against
Councillor Julian Sharpe For
Councillor Gurch Singh For
Councillor Donna Stimson For
Councillor John Story For
Councillor Chris Targowski For
Councillor Helen Taylor Against
Councillor Amy Tisi Against
Councillor Leo Walters For
Councillor Simon Werner Against
Carried
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Councillor Johnson stated that it was an honour and a privilege to be elected as 
Leader. Despite the fact that the Conservative administration had only recently been 
elected on a mandate, from the outset there would be some changes. He had a 
different style to his predecessor and changes would be seen in terms of the decision 
making process, a revised vision for taking the borough forward and how the council 
engaged with residents. He would lead an administration that was decisive and acted 
with clarity of purpose but would also listen, respond and employ creative ways to 
engage with residents. This was a united Conservative administration based on 
financial prudence, low taxes, tackling crime and anti-social behaviour and delivering 
opportunity. Full details of his administration would follow but he looked forward to 
delivering a Conservative manifesto in a collegiate and cohesive spirit.

Councillor Walters left the meeting. 

42. COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW PROCESS 

Members received a presentation on the process for undertaking a Community 
Governance Review from Suzanne Martin, Electoral & Information Governance 
Services Manager.

Members noted that the figures provided in the background report detailing the 
number of signatories required for a valid petition to start a Community Governance 
Review had been updated due to a change in legislation. Members noted the required 
numbers as below:

Petition area Required number of 
signatories

< 500 electors 37.5% of the electors

500 – 2,499 electors At least 187 of the electors

> 2,500 electors At least 7.5% of the electors

Members also noted that if a Community Governance Review was undertaken, either 
following receipt of a valid petition or following a decision by the council, a working 
group could be set up to undertake the review or alternatively an officer could be given 
delegated authority. The last review undertaken by the council relating to Bray Parish 
Council had been undertaken by the Returning Officer under delegated authority. 

The Mayor thanked Suzanne Martin for the presentation and requested Members to 
direct any questions to Suzanne outside of the meeting.

43. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS - TOWN FORUMS 

Members considered amendments to the terms of reference for the two Town Forums.

Councillor Rayner explained that there were a number of major projects in both towns 
and increasing the number of town forum meetings would provide residents with the 
opportunity to come to meetings, listen, and ask questions of both Members and 

https://rbwm.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=134&MId=7395
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officers. Recent agenda had been very lengthy therefore the proposals would help to 
address this issue. 

Councillor Price explained that she had attended Windsor Town Forum meetings for 
over five years. She had regularly requested an increase in meetings so welcomed the 
proposals but regretted that the opportunity had not been taken earlier. She was 
however unable to agree to the increase in membership which she felt was a way of 
making the meetings political as there were only three Conservative ward councillors 
in the wards covering the Windsor Town Forum. She highlighted that the terms of 
reference required ‘political balance wherever possible’ and Members ‘should’ 
represent the ward areas. Councillor Price felt ward representation should take 
precedence as Members from outside Windsor would be unfamiliar with the issues.

Councillor Knowles commented that he echoed the sentiments of Councillor Price, 
although he had not attended as many town forum meetings as she had. The ward 
covering the area of the Boltons had been added to the Windsor Town Forum ward list 
in May and he therefore felt this area should be represented on the forum. He 
therefore welcomed the change in this respect. He felt that the meetings could end up 
being just as lengthy despite the increase in frequency; he hoped it would be an 
opportunity for more interaction and lively debate. He had planned to table an 
amendment in relation to political balance but had been advised it would not have 
legally been possible; this was the only reason he had not challenged the issue. 

Councillor Hill asked whether a ward councillor could propose a motion to keep the 
membership the same. The Monitoring Officer advised that the point of increasing the 
membership to 11 was to allow the Boltons to be represented. Members could vote 
against the proposal but this would mean the Boltons would not be represented. 

Councillor W. Da Costa commented that the problem was that the political balance 
was based on the whole of the borough; he felt it should be based on the political 
representation in Windsor. The Monitoring Officer explained that the law required 
political balance. An exemption was only possible if every Member voted to remove 
the requirement. Another option would be for the meetings to be designated as Area 
Committees. Alternative options would need to be properly assessed and were 
therefore best discussed outside of the Council meetings. 

Councillor Hilton commented that in the past there had only been 15 Conservative 
councillors on the council and the political balance rule had been applied. The Leader 
had spoken of a new approach and the collective intent to take the council forward. 
Beyond the legal requirements, it would be important for the administration to add 
some colour to the town forums.

Councillor Davey asked whether the Conservative Group could give seats to other 
Members who were ward councillors in the relevant area. The Monitoring Officer 
confirmed this was not possible. Councillor Davey commented that if the council 
wanted to push residents towards requesting a town council in Windsor, the way to do 
it was to ignore the ward councillors. 

Councillor Bowden explained that he had been the Chairman of the Windsor Town 
Forum for a number of years. The meetings had often been lengthy and had received 
criticism. He had then tried compacting the agenda but had again been criticised for 
doing so; he therefore welcomed the increase in meetings.
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Councillor Tisi welcomed the increased opportunity for the public voice to be heard but 
she was uneasy that, particularly in Windsor, Members from outside the area would be 
on the Forum representing Windsorians. She welcomed the inclusion of the Boltons.

Councillor Singh, as Chairman of the Maidenhead Town Forum, commented that he 
welcomed the increase in meetings and membership. This would enable better 
engagement and discussion and would therefore empower residents.

Councillor Rayner commented that all Windsor Members were welcome to attend the 
meetings and sit at the table to join in discussions.

It was proposed by Councillor Rayner, seconded by Councillor Bowden, and:

RESOLVED: That full Council notes the report and:

i)Agrees to increase the membership of both Maidenhead Town Forum and 
Windsor Town Forum to 11 Members. 

ii) Agrees to increase the frequency of Windsor Town Forum and 
Maidenhead Town Forum meetings to six times per annum.

iii) Delegates authority to the Monitoring Officer to amend the 
constitution as detailed in Appendix A.

iv) Agrees the following meeting dates for the remainder of the 2019/20 
municipal year:

 Maidenhead Town Forum: 4 November 2019, 20 January 2020, 25 
March 2020, 12 May 2020.

 Windsor Town Forum: 27 November 2019, 13 January 2020, 19 
March 2020, 18 May 2020

(A named vote was taken as at least five councillors made such a request, as 
per Part 2 C17.3.3 of the constitution. 31 Councillors voted for the motion; 3 
Councillors voted against the motion; 2 abstained)

Constitutional Amendments - Town Forums (Motion)
Councillor John Baldwin For
Councillor Clive Baskerville For
Councillor Christine Bateson For
Councillor Gurpreet Bhangra For
Councillor Simon Bond For
Councillor John Bowden For
Councillor Mandy Brar For
Councillor Catherine del Campo For
Councillor David Cannon For
Councillor Stuart Carroll For
Councillor Gerry Clark For
Councillor Carole Da Costa For
Councillor Wisdom Da Costa For
Councillor Jon Davey Abstain
Councillor Karen Davies For
Councillor Phil Haseler For
Councillor Geoffrey Hill Against
Councillor David Hilton For
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Councillor Maureen Hunt For
Councillor Andrew Johnson For
Councillor Neil Knowles For
Councillor Ewan Larcombe Abstain
Councillor Sayonara Luxton For
Councillor Ross McWilliams For
Councillor Gary Muir For
Councillor Helen Price Against
Councillor Samantha Rayner For
Councillor Joshua Reynolds For
Councillor Julian Sharpe For
Councillor Gurch Singh For
Councillor Donna Stimson For
Councillor John Story For
Councillor Chris Targowski For
Councillor Helen Taylor For
Councillor Amy Tisi Against
Councillor Leo Walters No vote recorded
Councillor Simon Werner For
Carried

44. APPOINTMENT OF SCRUTINY OFFICER 

Members considered appointment of the statutory Scrutiny Officer. 

Councillor Rayner informed Members that David Cook, the proposed nominee, had 
been employed by the council since 2013. He was an excellent officer, highly 
regarded by all. 

Members noted that the Scrutiny Officer performed a key role, including:

 Promoting the role of the council’s Overview and Scrutiny Committees
 Providing support to the council’s Overview and Scrutiny Committees and the 

members of those bodies
 Providing support and guidance to Members and Officers of the Council and 

the Executive on the functions of its Overview and Scrutiny Committees

The Overview and Scrutiny process was critical to openness and transparency and 
ensured the best decision making occurred for residents. 

Councillor Hilton stated he was totally supportive of the proposed appointment. 
Councillor McWilliams echoed this comment. He highlighted that the way to do 
scrutiny was to listen and consult. This was the approach taken by the Task and 
Finish Groups that had been established. The support of the Scrutiny Officer was 
critical for both the Panel Chairmen and Members.

Councillor Werner commented that David Cook was an outstanding officer. He asked 
how long he would be covering the role and hoped that he would be able to work full 
time on scrutiny.

Councillor Hill stated that he supported the proposal. Given the finance report to 
Cabinet later in the week he wished there had been more rigorous scrutiny 
undertaken. Councillor W. Da Costa applauded the appointment of David Cook as he 
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was highly regarded by all. Councillor W. Da Costa believed that given the correct 
support he would do an excellent job. He asked what support and financial budget 
would be provided for training and what freedom would he be given to make decisions 
and recommendations free from the fear of political repercussions?

The Service Lead – Governance confirmed that the appointment of the statutory 
officer was required as a result of the departure of the Democratic Services Officer 
who had previously been designated in the role. The newly appointed Democratic 
Services Officer did not have sufficient experience to take the role on immediately, 
therefore would be undertaking a full training programme in the coming months. David 
Cook would continue in his role as Democratic Services Team Manager, whilst also 
co-ordinating the Scrutiny Officer role with support from the newly appointed 
Democratic Services Officer. 

It was proposed by Councillor Rayner, seconded by Councillor Hilton and:

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That Full Council notes the report and appoints 
David Cook – Democratic Services Team Manager, as the council’s Statutory 
Scrutiny Officer.

45. HOARDING & SCAFFOLDING FEES & CHARGES - BUDGET 

Members considered the amendment of approved fees and charges.

Councillor Johnson explained that the report proposed a reduction in the fees and 
charges for the erection of scaffolding and hoardings on the public highway.  The 
proposals represented a clear commitment to sustainability as where a living or green 
wall (or similar) was created as an alternative to traditional hoarding, fees would be 
waived. There was significant regeneration in the borough and where the council was 
taking an active lead, it would look to deliver green or sustainable walls wherever 
possible. 

Councillor W. Da Costa asked what effect the proposals would have on income levels. 
He suggested guidelines should be provided to facilitate the creation of green walls 
that actually enhanced biodiversity and reduced greenhouse gasses rather than just 
creating a ‘weedy wall’. He also asked what were the positive social and economic 
outcomes that would push contractors towards complying.

Councillor Davies welcomed the waving of fees but echoed the calls for the creation of 
standards to guide developers. 

Councillor Stimson explained that it appeared the borough’s charges were higher than 
neighbouring authorities therefore the reduction was proposed. As Lead Member she 
would be looking at best practice for building green walls; it was likely that this would 
depend entirely on the situation of the wall. Green walls could have a variety of 
benefits including absorbing sound and cleaning air and therefore each wall may 
require something different.

Councillor Johnson concluded that the council was committed to the biodiversity 
agenda; this was just one small part.

It was proposed by Councillor Johnson, seconded by Councillor Stimson, and:
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RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That Council notes the report and:

i) Recommends that the approved fees and charges are amended to
 

Duration
Minor road 
less than 

50m2

Minor road 
more than 

50m2

Major road 
less than 

50m2

Major road 
more than 

50m2

0 to 2 months £495 £2,430 £990 £4,865

3 to 4 months £825 £2,655 £1,655 £5,310

5 to 6 months £1,195 £3,020 £2,390 £6,040

Note: if a living / green wall (or similar) is created as an alternative to 
traditional hoarding fees will be waived.

46. TRANSPORT FOR THE SOUTH EAST - DRAFT PROPOSAL TO GOVERNMENT 

Members considered support for a draft proposal to Government agreed by the 
Transport for the South East (TfSE) Shadow Partnership Board in March 2019, setting 
out the powers that TfSE wished to secure should it be offered statutory status.

Councillor Johnson explained that TfSE was a sub-national transport body that would 
take forward strategic, integrated and sustainable transport schemes for the south 
east.

Councillor Werner commented that it was good to see the council embracing regional 
government. He asked whether there were any powers the council would lose in 
moving to the proposed new body. He welcomed a more integrated approach for all 
forms of transport. He asked if the key measures would be whether it would save 
people time and money and what were the environmental impacts.

Councillor Johnson confirmed that the criteria were correct. The south east was one of 
the key economic powerhouses for the UK but also one of the most congested and 
with a generally unsustainable transport structure. No powers would be lost but it was 
an opportunity to work with LEP partners and other bodies in the region.

Councillor Hill welcomed the proposals but highlighted that the borough would not 
have a vote in the new body. Councillor Johnson explained that the borough 
technically did not get a vote on its own but did so through the Berkshire Strategic 
Transport Forum which worked on a cross-party, collegiate basis. 

Councillor Knowles commented that it was common sense to get involved in the 
project however he was nervous of the delegation of authority to proceed at a later 
stage.

Councillor Cannon commented that strategic joined up thinking was the way forward. 
The proposals were modelled on structures in London and the north to benefit 
residents.

Councillor W. Da Costa highlighted that residents and businesses wanted simple, 
affordable transport that would get them to anywhere they wanted to in the region, 
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when they wanted to quickly and efficiently, boosting mobility and footfall, whilst also 
improving the environment, health and wellbeing. He could not see the inclusion of 
those objectives in the report. There was a need for the creation of a wide and 
extensive network of integrated, ecofriendly transport solutions including road, rail, 
cycle, walking and emerging solutions. It would be important to consider the role of a 
transport authority versus private ownership and the need to invest in technology to 
achieve the objectives. If Councillor Johnson agreed, he asked how could the council 
lead the way and push the authority to create the holistic solutions that businesses 
and residents needed.

Councillor Johnson explained that the principle role of the organisation was to support 
a regional framework for ‘big ticket’ transport infrastructure items.  The role of 
transport authorities remained the same, to devise a localised transport solution. It 
would be important to be ambitious at the Berkshire level to secure funding for 
projects. He welcomed Member suggestions to be fed in via the Lead Member for 
Transport. 

It was proposed by Councillor Johnson, seconded by Councillor Cannon, and:

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That Full Council notes the report and:

ii) Agrees to support the consultation draft of the Proposal to 
Government (Appendix 1) including the powers and responsibilities 
requested by TfSE and the proposed governance arrangements; and

iii) Agrees to delegate any final changes to the TfSE proposal submitted 
to Government to the Interim Director of Adult Services and Deputy 
Director Strategy & Commissioning in conjunction with the Lead 
Member for Infrastructure, Transport Policy, Housing and Property

47. MODERN WORKPLACE PROJECT 

Members considered approval of capital funding for the Modern Workplace project.

Councillor Hilton commented that he was aware of the frustrations of officers when 
they had difficulties logging into the council network. The report proposed a 
replacement of the desktop environment to reduce those frustrations and improve 
efficiency. The original total estimated project cost to fully replace the current 
hardware and software had been £530,000 (pilot 2018/19 - £69,000, year 1 2019/20 - 
£321,000, year 2 2020/21 - £140,000). 

Councillor Hilton explained that the pilot, approved by CLT earlier in the year, had led 
to a revised specification. The estimated cost of the project had increased by 
£405,000. This was due to a higher specification of device being required, a smaller 
number of suitable devices than estimated being re-useable, Optalis now being in 
scope, and an increase in device cost over recent months. In addition there was a 
requirement to bring forward £140,000 of the 2020/21 capital funding approved at 
Council in February to 2019/20.  This would allow for the roll-out of all devices before 
1 April 2020, when the Microsoft enterprise licence agreement was renewed; the 
mobile devices required a more cost effective license than the current thin clients. As 
well as improving system availability, replacing the current desktop infrastructure 
would realise significant benefits by enabling the council’s workforce to carry out 
duties flexibly, use new functionality such as conference/video calling and instant 
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messaging, and provide efficiencies in terms of minimising pressure on support 
resources by implementing more robust and fully supported IT solutions.

Members noted that the costs included training, project management, application 
packages and conversion of packages. The change to the revenue budget in 2019/20 
was one third of the £9000 figure in the report because by the time the project was 
underway there would only be four months of the financial year remaining. The 
depreciation period for hardware was 10 years; for software 7 years. Councillor Hilton 
would ask for a review period of hardware; if necessary this would require full Council 
approval. A rolling device replacement programme would be built into future capital 
budgets to ensure that the technology used by the council remained fit for purpose.

Councillor Bowden seconded the motion.

Councillor Reynolds commented that it was fair to say that the Council had fairly 
frequently overspent on projects, and the £405,000 was no exception to that. He had 
three issues with the Modern Workplace Project as it stood:

The council was proposing to borrow over ten years, which meant the equipment was 
expected to last for ten years. Anyone who owned a computer knew a computer did 
not last for ten years. The report also mentioned that current equipment had lasted for 
seven years and was already out of date.

The maximum warranty the council could take out on the computers was five years, 
which meant five years when the council would not be able to service its computers for 
the future so they would probably just be binned. He asked how would the council pay 
for it over the next five years when the equipment had been binned.

Councillor Reynolds believed that the issue came back to the philosophy of the IT 
department. Did the council want people to work from home? Did it want to outsource 
everything in the IT department, or did it want to fix things itself? The philosophy would 
impact on everything the council did and in speaking to the responsible officer he had 
not been able to get any idea of what the philosophy was. Docking stations would cost 
£85,000. They were lovely to have if you had the money if you had it, but the council 
did not have it. The council was looking at borrowing an extra £405,000 just to get the 
project over the line. 

The report detailed that the computers would have 16GB of RAM which to a general 
user who was using Microsoft Word was totally excessive. Microsoft Word needed 
1GB of RAM to run, not 16. It could be argued that the council was trying to future-
proof its technology but this was not the case as Councillor Hilton had already said the 
proposal was to buy the software for seven years. New software would be needed 
with greater RAM or greater hard drives because the council was buying them over 
ten years. A better strategy for the council would be to spend less on the computers 
and buy them over a shorter period of time. The council would then have capital in the 
future to be able to reinvest in new computers and have greater flexibility when, in four 
or five years’ time, the computers were finished with.

Councillor Reynolds concluded that overall he did not think the Modern Workplace 
Project was properly thought out; it did not provide an answer to what the council 
needed. It did not make sense and Members should not be voting to allow it to 
continue in the state that it was presented. 
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Councillor Hill commented that he had been Lead Member when the system had been 
put in in some years previously. Regrettably he equally endorsed what Councillor 
Reynolds had said; ten years was too long to ride off an IT system. The current 
system was a three year write off and obviously it had been stretched well to seven 
years. The software would need to be upgraded throughout the ten year period as 
software got bigger, it got slower and needed faster processors. The security 
requirement would only get more rigorous. The council needed to rethink the write off 
period to probably a maximum of four years. It would be possible to write a software 
licence or a software agreement for the long term but inevitably there would be 
upgrades that would be required. He would love to vote the report through because 
having spoken to some of the officers it took them a perilously long time to log in, 
particularly to the email system. The officers needed an upgrade desperately but he 
felt the ten year write off was wrong. 

Councillor Davey commented that the doubling of the budget had come out of 
nowhere; it seemed crazy when the council was looking at its finances. He requested 
more information on the procurement process. People used software in different ways; 
He had been given an iPad but he had to send files to his personal PC to open them 
up. Microsoft offered different levels, for example in his own business he could pay £2 
if he only wanted email; if he wanted the full licence with the Teams aspect this cost 
£40 a month. He suggested packages should be bespoke per officer for what would 
actually be used on a day to day basis. 

Councillor Bowden commented that he needed a new home computer after seven 
years, which he thought was good value for money for the work he had done on it. 
Technology was moving so fast. He loved the suggestions but the council had to live 
in the world that was presented to it and give the staff the correct equipment to work 
with. Councillor Bowden highlighted the saving over the future as Microsoft licences 
were going to come out in the next year. He was quite happy to use an iPad as he 
could load documents on Word, Excel and PDF. 

Councillor Hilton highlighted that the current system did not do the job. He explained 
that the council borrowed over ten years and was then obligated to pay interest on the 
loan. There was a charge to the revenue budget called minimum revenue provision, 
which he believed was 7% over ten years. The debt was not necessarily linked to the 
equipment being purchased. The device replacement programme would be built into 
future capital budgets to ensure the technology was up to date. 

Councillor Johnson stated that having heard the debate and the issues raised by 
Members, he was very happy to look at both the write off period and the depreciation. 
He pointed out that the proposals should be considered as part of a broader digital 
strategy for which work was already underway in Adult Social Care and Children’s 
services. To reinforce the commitment that he had given at the very start of the 
meeting that this was an administration that would seek to scrutinise every single 
penny of its spending going forward to ensure value for money and the most 
innovative and effective outputs, he proposed to defer the item to the next council 
meeting.

Councillor Hilton seconded the motion.

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That the item be deferred to the next meeting.
48. TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY OUTTURN 2018/19 
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Members considered the Annual Treasury Management Outturn for 2018/19, in 
accordance with the council’s treasury management practices.

Councillor Hilton explained that this was the first time the report had been presented in 
September, which is when it should be presented. Members noted that treasury 
management comprised managing the council’s borrowing to ensure funding of the 
council’s future capital programme was at optimal cost and investing surplus cash 
balances arising from the day-to-day operations of the council to obtain an optimal 
return while ensuring security of capital and liquidity. Councillor Hilton referred 
Members to the table in paragraph 2.1.2 of the report. He highlighted that the council 
had loaned £1.76m to the Property Company; so far £100,000 had been paid back. 
The council had also loaned Achieving for Children £4.81m on a rolling arrangement.

Councillor Werner commented that the report highlighted an increase in borrowing in 
2018/19. This would continue in the current and following year, which felt a bit out of 
control. The CIPFA code required councils to have a plan to manage debt and pay it 
off over time. He asked if CIPFA was happy with the plans for dealing with the council 
debt going forward and when the CIPFA review of council finances would be 
published.

Councillor Hilton explained that some commitments may need borrowing. Any future 
projects would be robustly scrutinised. No project would go forward which could not be 
justified. He was putting controls back into the process. The CIPFA report had been 
requested by the Managing Director, who had received representations for it to be 
published. He was taking advice on what could be published and when. There was a 
Member question later in the agenda on the issue which he would answer as fully as 
he could.

Councillor W. Da Costa commented that as a Corporate Treasurer, he had concerns 
about the report and the lack of detail, back up and explanation.  Treasury 
management of a large organization was a rolling programme which needed to show 
the medium term cash flow to be able to effectively decide where to place deposits 
and on what durations to place deposits and borrow money. The council needed to 
understand its treasury management policy with regard to counter-party risk, 
refinancing risks and exposure to interest rate changes. Councillor W. Da Costa felt 
there were many issues that are not covered including;

 What was the expected medium cash flow?

 How would cash balances evolve?

 What was the strategy for placing deposits?

 What terms was borrowing made on?

 What were the refinancing risks?

 What margins could be received with other funders?

Councillor W. Da Costa also felt there was a lack of information with regard to the 
table. He presumed that the cash balances were renewed on a daily basis otherwise, 
how could the council have placed on deposit and then had repaid to it a third of a 
billion pounds. In future Members needed enough information to make a decision 
cognizant of the key factors.
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Councillor Hill stated that requests had been made to make the CIPFA report public as 
it was in the public interest. The council report detailed the borrowing but not how the 
council would pay off its debts. The Vicus Way project was not wanted and he was 
concerned that the Maidenhead golf course site was being disposed of cheaply to 
reduce debt.

Councillor Price commented that she had expected the report to explain the borrowing 
strategy in words and whether or not it was the right strategy.

Councillor Baldwin commented that Councillor Hilton had stated in the past controls 
had not existed. He therefore asked when this had started as Councillor Hilton had 
been in post since May.  Councillor Hilton responded that he had said the new 
administration would have a different approach to validating its future investments. He 
would need to ensure all information was correct before being published; he requested 
Members patience in this respect and they would then see all the information. He 
confirmed that the figure of a third of a billion was a rolling figure. 

Councillor Knowles referred to the treasury limits and prudential indicators in section 
2.4. He was aware that in other paperwork the forecast borrowing for the next year 
was £1.85m yet the authorised limit for external debt was £2m and it would go up 
slightly with RPI adjustment in the New Year. This was worrying because if the 
financing costs went up, the figure would potentially break the authorised limit next 
year.

Councillor Hilton responded that the table related to 2018/19; for 2019/20 the 
authorised limit was higher. He was confident the limits were in excess of £180m 
therefore authority would be in place if needed.

Councillor Reynolds commented that Councillor Hilton had asked for patience. 
Members may be more willing to be patient if there was a brand new Lead Member for 
Finance, given Councillor Hilton had been in post since May 2019. He felt that nothing 
had been done since May to afford patience. 

Councillor Hilton responded that he had been working diligently on the issues. In time 
further information would be imparted. The question relating to CIPFA would be 
answered as fully as possible later in the agenda.

Councillor Targowski commented that the report focused on the past, whereas the 
administration was focussed on the future.  

It was proposed by Councillor Hilton, seconded by Councillor Targowski, and:

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That Council notes the annual treasury 
management strategy report and final outturn for 2018/19.

49. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

a) Councillor Price asked the following question of Councillor Carroll, Lead 
Member for Adults, Children and Health:

At the June Council meeting Cllr Carroll responded to the Motion re parking the Brett 
Bus on Council land.  Will he clarify that his response was a list of issues needed to be 
considered SHOULD the bus be parked on Council Land, and in no way implied that 
the current operation of the bus was deficient in any regard. 
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Councillor Carroll responded that he was pleased to provide clarification that the list of 
issues he had itemised in his response at the June Council meeting were those that 
would need to be considered should the bus be parked on council land.  Councillor 
Johnson had also given information on the health and safety aspects. The Brett Fund 
was highly valued and he was pleased that cross party working was taking place.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Price asked if the Lead Member 
would confirm if the borough had been in discussion with the Brett Fund about the bus 
and its operation and how the borough could help find a permanent site for the bus, as 
the previous Leader has promised to do.

Councillor Carroll responded that Councillor Johnson had written to the Brett Fund. 
Officers in Adult Social Care had also made contact and had discussed how the 
council could assist on issues such as parking and safeguarding. He was very keen to 
meet with representatives along with the new Head of Housing who was due to start 
shortly. There was a need to challenge aspirations and ambitions.

b) Councillor Davey asked the following question of Councillor Shelim, Lead 
Member for HR, Legal and IT: 

What strategies and policies are in place to improve transparency across council 
departments by increasing the use of the very excellent Neighbourhood Maps that can 
be used by residents to see what RBWM is planning next and what work has been 
done?

Councillor Rayner, on behalf of Councillor Shelim, responded that over time the 
council had invested in developing a number of excellent on-line maps that were 
widely used by council departments, residents, businesses and visitors. Although 
there was no documented strategy or policy in place regarding the ongoing 
development of the maps, she assured Councillor Davey that the council were 
planning to continue to develop them to provide both additional functionality, and 
different layers of information.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Davey explained that local residents 
had shared concerns on social media about trees being removed for 5G signals. He 
asked for applications for new telephone masts to be shown on maps. He also asked 
for a list of proposed maps and a schedule for production.

Councillor Rayner responded that she would raise these issues with officers.

c) Councillor Davey asked the following question of Councillor Johnson, 
Lead Member for Infrastructure, Transport Policy, Housing and Property: 

Every week another concerned resident is asking questions about Maidenhead Road, 
in person and on social media. The LEP have made funding available for the A308 
Corridor Review. When will the review take place and when will the results be ready 
for public consultation?

Councillor Johnson responded that the council had secured money from the planning 
delivery fund to undertake a study of the A308 corridor.  This was being undertaken in 
partnership with the adjoining highway authorities Buckinghamshire and Surrey, 
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echoing the earlier discussion about a regional transport strategy. The scope had 
been agreed and a procurement process was underway to appoint a consultant to 
undertake the work.  The nature of the study meant that it could not be undertaken 
over the summer, due to unrepresentative traffic conditions. The study would seek to 
identify all of the existing issues and work to address them. Councillor Johnson was 
happy to write to Councillor Davey with a more detailed response. This was a major 
strategic transport issue for the borough and one that needed action sooner rather 
than later.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Davey asked for further information 
on the procurement process including details of the ITT.

Councillor Johnson responded that he would ask the relevant officer to send a 
summary of the position.

d) Councillor Haseler asked the following question of Councillor Coppinger, 
Lead Member for Planning:

Given the refusal by the Maidenhead Area Development Management Panel of the 5 
Claires Court & Berkeley Homes Planning applications for Cannon Lane, College 
Avenue and Ray Mill Road. Will the Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead 
undertake to robustly defend this decision at any appeal by the applicants to the 
Planning Inspectorate or Secretary of State?

Councillor Rayner, on behalf of Councillor Coppinger, responded that the borough 
would robustly defend the decision.

Councillor Haseler confirmed he did not have a supplementary question.

e) Councillor Haseler asked the following question of Councillor Rayner, 
Lead Member for Culture, Communities and Windsor:

Many residents work extremely hard in their gardens each year and look forward to us 
judging their efforts in the Garden In Bloom Awards. This year has seen cutbacks by 
not issuing medals and certificates to the winners, this has caused disappointment. 
Will you please reconsider at least the awarding of certificates to the winners of 
Garden In Bloom Awards?

Councillor Rayner responded that the Garden in Bloom scheme was a fantastic 
community scheme and she had very much enjoyed taking part in the judging. With 
the council’s biodiversity emphasis the contribution of residents’ flowers and gardens 
to the wildlife environment was very much valued. She would certainly allow for 
certificates and medals for the winners.

Councillor Haseler confirmed that he had no supplementary question.

f) Councillor Larcombe asked the following question of Councillor Cannon, 
Lead Member for Public Protection:

The answer to my question about lack of water in Wraysbury Drain at our Council 
Meeting on 25th June revealed that £125,000 had been invested in maintenance and 
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that further works were required. The weir near Wraysbury Station was repaired in 
July. What is the present situation please?

Councillor Cannon responded that as Councillor Larcombe was aware, works had 
been undertaken over a number of years including ditch clearance and regrading at a 
number of locations, silt clearance and clearance of vegetation and debris. Since the 
question in June, he had arranged for the weir to be repaired at the top entry of the 
drain and subsequent community clearance events had been undertaken. The next 
steps were to evaluate the impact of the work that had been done and prioritise 
activity when it would be most beneficial.  Input of the local community and 
landowners would progress in the next stage

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Larcombe commented that he had 
tried for over a year to get water into the channel. The Wraysbury drain was incapable 
of serving its purpose because it had not been looked after. He asked which authority 
was responsible for ensuring the conveyance capacity was maintained to an 
acceptable standard.

Councillor Cannon responded that the drain was a man-made covered by the 
Enclosures Awards Act 1799. It was the borough’s responsibility to maintain the drain 
however but because of changes in legislation, ownership and work done it was a very 
complex legal and historic problem. He had a series of further meetings with lawyers 
on the subject and when a conclusion had been reached it would be circulated to all 
parties.

g) Councillor Singh asked the following question of Councillor Coppinger, 
Acting Leader of the Council:

The Landing site is progressing well with the demolition and hoarding constructed 
along King Street. I am disappointed to see at least two large freshly planted planters 
now blocked in behind the hoarding along with several hanging baskets, could you let 
me know if there is a plan to rescue these and reposition elsewhere? 

Councillor Stimson, on behalf of Councillor Coppinger, responded that the planters 
had been left because there were live services underneath therefore they could not be 
moved when the hoardings were put up. Now the developer was aware, if Councillor 
Singh wanted to advise them where the planters should be moved to they would 
oblige.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Singh suggested they be moved to 
the new temporary car park on the corner of King Street.

Councillor Stimson responded by asking Councillor Singh ‘Why don’t you just ask 
them yourself?’.

h) Councillor Singh asked the following question of Councillor Johnson, 
Leader Member for Infrastructure, Transport Policy, Housing and 
Property:

Regarding the St Marks Road DYL and permit parking scheme; my understanding is 
that the original scheme was not supported by residents and businesses at 
consultation however after stripping back business owners’ comments from the 
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consultation it gained approval at 52%. Is this the case and if so why was the scheme 
implemented without taking business owners’ comments into consideration? 

Councillor Johnson responded that consultation responses relating to the introduction 
of parking restrictions in the area were broken down and analysed by individual roads 
and the votes for specific areas counted; a detailed copy of the analysis was available 
and he would be very happy to share the information.

The only responses which were identified and discounted were those from outside of 
the area, which included those made by business customers.  Therefore, he believed 
that the consultation was thoroughly and fairly analysed in order to agree a scheme 
which reflected the support of local residents. In addition, he was very supportive of 
local business and valued them as part of the community. Once a new Lead Member 
for parking was in place, the issue could be explored in more detail to identify any 
tweaks to the implementation.

Councillor Singh confirmed he had no supplementary question. 

i) Councillor Hill, on behalf of Councillor Jones, asked the following 
question of Councillor Hilton, Lead Member for Ascot and Finance:

Can the Lead Member confirm that Cipfa have been brought in to assess RBWM 
finances and also clarify to all members what their findings were.

Councillor Hilton responded that driven by a lack of clarity around issues prompted by 
a question to Council and after talking to me, with my total support the Managing 
Director commissioned a short piece of work by CIPFA. The brief was to establish the 
facts around one capital project and to comment upon financial governance. 
Councillor Jones had seen the report. The concerns that CIPFA raised fell into three 
categories: revenue budget, capital budget and strategies and policies that did not 
comply with the CIPFA code. The council was advised that the Treasury Management 
Strategy and Capital Strategy were non-compliant. The Treasury management report 
presented earlier in the meeting was compliant therefore immediate progress was 
being made.

CIPFA also advised that the Medium-Term Financial Planning (MTFP) process did not 
reflect the corporate plan as it should in order to reflect best practice. The 2019/20 
budget reports did not include a statement on the robustness of estimates and level of 
reserves.

Councillor Hilton had asked for and received a number of examples of best practice 
and these issues should be quickly resolved. However, on the level of reserves, he 
shared the concern in the CIPFA report that the council should look to increase 
reserves and it was planning to do so.

With regard to the revenue budget Councillor Hilton shared the frustration that the 
finance update reports carried little detail. For example, the draft September finance 
report that was reviewed at Cabinet Briefing disclosed £512,000 of pressures. 

RESOLVED: That Councillor Hilton be allowed to speak for more than 2 minutes 
in responding to the Member question as permitted under Part 2 C11.7 of the 
constitution, given the importance of the subject matter.
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Councillor Hilton kept a spreadsheet of known pressures and therefore had advised 
Cabinet that there were known pressures of £951,000 and other very significant 
pressures in Adult Care Services, Children’s Services and parking. It was essential 
that the administration had the financial information it needed to be able to make 
prudent in-year decisions and he assured Councillor Hill that the September 
monitoring report offered full disclosure. This was the second significant change in 
financial government that he had made in his term.

He found it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to track and monitor capital projects. 
CIPFA had highlighted that the capital programme monitoring needed to highlight 
scheme variances or slippages and offered no explanations; this needed to change. 
CIPFA also questioned the Capital Programme approval and monitoring process, 
advising that all schemes should go through a prioritisation process and have a robust 
business case, which Councillor Hilton wholeheartedly endorsed. To facilitate this, a 
lot of old projects with minimal outstanding funding were being closed down, which 
would make tracking easier. A revised reporting format was work in progress.  
Councillor Hilton concluded that he had told Members everything that was in the 
CIPFA report. 

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Hill commented that given the 
concerns consistently raised by Councillor Jones, could Councillor Hilton give his 
absolute assurance that in the last four years the Conservative administration had 
managed its finances, budgets and governance in a legal, transparent, professional, 
competent way with no circumvention of prudent policy.

Councillor Hilton responded, yes to the best of his knowledge.

j) Councillor Jones asked the following question of Councillor Coppinger, 
Acting Leader of the Council:

Will the change in Leader of the Council bring about a more collegiate attitude from 
the administration and result in having respect for the scrutiny role, due regard to 
transparency  and working together for the benefit of the council and residents.

Councillor Johnson responded that, yes, absolutely this would be the case.

Councillor Hill confirmed he had no supplementary question.

k) Councillor Larcombe asked the following question of Councillor 
Coppinger, Lead Member for Planning:

What is the procedure used to decide whether or not Members of an Area 
Development Management Panel need to conduct a site visit prior to determining a 
planning application?
Councillor Cannon, on behalf of Councillor Coppinger, responded that in the case of 
very large scale and complex schemes the Head of Planning would identify that the 
Panel would benefit from a site visit and it would be organised in advance of the 
meeting with the Members of the Panel accompanied by officers as required by the 
Council constitution.  The Members’ Planning Code of Conduct covered the matter of 
a Panel resolving to conduct site visits and stated that “A decision by a Panel to carry 
out a formal site visit normally only takes place where it is felt by the Panel that 
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decisions cannot be taken without viewing the site and adjoining properties”  and went 
on to say “The purpose of a site visit is for Members to use the visit for fact finding to 
gain further knowledge of the development proposal, the application site and its 
relationship to adjacent sites.” 

As Cllr Larcombe was aware the presentation to Panel by the officer usually involved 
the display of photographs of a site and plans submitted with the application, the 
Panel should be clear that it is deferring a decision for a site visit in order to see 
something which it cannot see from the material presented.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Larcombe suggested that the call-in 
form be amended to include an additional question as to whether there was a need for 
a site visit. 

Councillor Cannon responded that he would take this suggestion back to the Head of 
Planning.

l) Councillor W. Da Costa asked the following question of Councillor 
Johnson, Leader Member for Infrastructure, Transport Policy, Housing 
and Property:

Does the administration believe that the outsourcing of highways engineers has been 
a success and do the services provide good value for money?

Councillor Johnson responded. 

The borough had recently shifted towards a commissioning model. This approach led 
to highway services being outsourced through a competitive process. He was broadly 
happy that the change had resulted in good value for money. A report to Cabinet in 
October would demonstrate that Volker Highways were hitting the majority of their key 
performance indicators and delivering services within budget. For highway 
maintenance the council was third out of 16 in the south-east and seventh out of 113 
participating authorities nationally.  There was always room for continued 
improvement and the council would continue to review the contract.  He was 
convinced that it was the right decision to move to a commissioning model for 
highways.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor W. Da Costa commented that there 
had been a number of complaints about road dressing that had deteriorated and 
broken down in just a few months and had yet to be resurfaced. Given the pattern 
across the borough, how could Councillor Johnson describe this as a success?

Councillor Johnson responded that one type of surface dressing that had been used in 
the last year had proved unsatisfactory. A new revised formula had been trialled 
recently in Moneyrow Green. The results were being analysed before other affected 
areas were also assessed and resurfaced where necessary. The council would not 
accept substandard work form its contractors.

m) Councillor Knowles asked the following question of Councillor Johnson, 
Leader Member for Infrastructure, Transport Policy, Housing and 
Property:
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Can you confirm that the list of highway work has been arrived at by assigning priority 
of need, that is for the road surface balancing condition and time since last full repair; 
and that there has been no bias towards Conservative voting wards?

Councillor Johnson responded that the administration had been elected on a 
manifesto commitment of investing £50m in highways. The 24 hour pothole pledge 
had recently been introduced. The resurfacing programme underway for 2019/20 had 
been set by the previous Lead Member. There had been no bias to any ward. A robust 
technical assessment of all roads was undertaken; some were put on the reserve list 
based on deliverability. He would be happy to show Councillor Knowles the 
breakdown of spending by wards. He highlighted that his own ward had a relatively 
low level of investment.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Knowles said that he would be 
interested in seeing the breakdown; it would help allay the claims about bias. It would 
also be useful to publicise the decision making that determined priorities.

Councillor Johnson responded that that in terms of the capital programme 2020/21 
that was currently been working on by officers, a report would go to Cabinet in 
October and therefore all Members would have an opportunity to hold Lead Members 
to account. Going forward all works would of course be undertaken on the basis of 
technical assessment. There was of course a limited budget and a large highways 
network. There would always be the aspiration to do more but Councillor Johnson 
highlighted to Members that there had been areas of significant investment which had 
resulted in marked improvement. He encouraged councillors to speak to relevant Lead 
Members if they had a suggestion for a capital scheme within their ward. 

n) Councillor W. Da Costa asked the following question of Councillor Hilton, 
Lead Member for Ascot and Finance

Councillors recently granted planning permission for the £15m Oaks leisure centre 
against the recommendation of officers. Can the Lead Member advise us how this will 
be funded and what impact it will have on reserves?

Councillor Hilton responded that Councillor Da Costa would be aware that it was 
perfectly acceptable for Councillors to form a different view to planning officers when 
determining planning applications. There were still a number of technical issues that 
needed to be resolved before permission was granted including the fact that, as the 
proposed development was in the Green Belt, it would be referred to the Secretary of 
State for his consideration. 

If the council borrowed, it paid interest on the debt and the Minimum Revenue 
Provision.  The MRP was an amount which a Council must charge to 
its revenue budget each year, to set aside a provision for repaying external borrowing. 
If the council were to borrow £15 million this would mean a charge of around £540,000 
a year to the revenue budget which, without an equivalent level of receipts or savings, 
would be a charge on reserves.

The council needed to model and profile the finance required and match this to cash 
flows before proceeding. Ascot was described as a growth area and the Oaks was 
exactly the infrastructure that was needed to support that growth. For Councillor Hilton 
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it was a priority but the strength of the council’s finances was the highest priority so 
there was much work to do before the project could be approved.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor W. Da commented that the proposals 
could potentially have a multi-million pound impact on reserves, which can only be 
replenished by increasing council tax or cutting services. CIPFA had already said the 
council reserves were too low.

Councillor Hilton responded that the council would not proceed with any project until it 
was sure of the financial position to do so.

o) Councillor C. Da Costa asked the following question of Councillor Carroll, 
Lead Member for Adults, Children and Health:

Could the Lead Member update us as to whether the change in operations with 
Optalis will affect our residents in the RBWM?
Councillor Carroll responded that he had sent an email to all Members one month ago, 
however he was very pleased to have the opportunity to assure Members and 
residents that the changes in Optalis due to decisions made by Wokingham Borough 
Council in no way affected residents in the borough.

By way of background, Wokingham Borough Council made the decision to bring an 
element of statutory services that was currently delivered by Optalis back into the 
council.  It was important to state that Wokingham remained fully committed to Optalis, 
and to Optalis continuing to deliver the significant amount of Wokingham’s adult social 
care services that remained in the company.

This decision had no impact on residents.  The staff transferring back into Wokingham 
were not delivering any services to Royal Borough residents.  The council remain 
committed to delivering the range of adult social care services through Optalis.  The 
staff, from senior leaders to front line practitioners, were experienced, enthusiastic, 
dedicated and committed to delivering the best possible services for residents

Councillor C. Da Costa confirmed she had no supplementary question.

p) Councillor C. Da Costa asked the following question of Councillor Carroll, 
Lead Member for Adults, Children and Health:

Recent figures published on child poverty have shown a substantial rise in the 
Borough. Maidenhead’s child poverty is at 22.1% and Windsor’s at 20.7%. Can the 
Lead Member explain what measures have been put in place to support these 
families?

Councillor Carroll responded that the measures of poverty have risen across the 
country during the financial crisis and the borough was not immune.  There were more 
families who despite their own hard work found that they fell into the definition of 
poverty.  This often meant that they came to rely on the state for financial support 
which could include help with childcare, free school meals, help with home to school 
transport and pupil premium income for their schools.  Services were in place to make 
sure families knew how to access these benefits. He was working with Children’s 
Services to see how communications could be improved.
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The council had proudly continued to provide Children’s Centre services and youth 
services directly to residents and to support schools to make the most of pupil 
premium through the period of austerity.  The council would continue to do this and he 
had already, since adding Children’s Services to his portfolio, started two initiatives.

He had asked officers to sharpen the focus of the early years’ services to maximise 
the life chances for vulnerable children through a more targeted “first 1,000 days” and 
youth service.  He had also revised the role of the School Improvement Forum to have 
a critical focus on disadvantaged pupils. He would be looking to relaunch the vision at 
the next School Improvement Forum meeting. He invited colleagues to come along.

The council had a statutory duty to support children in need where their wellbeing was 
at risk.  In line with the rest of England that demand continued to grow, with some 
elements connected to the pressures caused by poverty. The council would continue 
to support and invest in services for children.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor C. Da Costa commented that she had 
talked to families accessing food banks and who received free school meals. Some 
families were not doing so because of the stigma attached to having their child 
separated as a result. She asked the Lead Member to look at ways that children could 
obtain free school meals in a way that was invisible to others, to improve take up.

Councillor Carroll responded that he would discuss the issue with the Director of 
Children’s Services as the issue had been raised with him as well; he was aware of 
the impact of stigma. He would redouble efforts to ask officers to address the issue.

50. CONTINUATION OF MEETING 

At this point in the meeting, and in accordance with Rule of Procedure Part 4A C25.1 
of the council’s constitution, the Chairman called for a vote in relation to whether or not 
the meeting should continue, as the time had exceeded 10.00pm.

Upon being put to the vote, those present voted in favour of the meeting continuing.

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: that the meeting continue after 10.00pm to 
conclude the outstanding business on the agenda. 

51. MOTIONS ON NOTICE 

Motion a

Councillor Davey introduced his motion. He explained that he wished to amend the 
motion he had proposed as detailed in the agenda. Members noted the amended 
motion:

This Council:
 
i) Should enhance its project management steps, ensuring a more efficient 
use of council time, officers and councillors alike.
ii) Ensure appropriate training for all parties.
ii) Agrees that the key decision makers should make their thoughts known 
within the first few weeks of a project’s planning so that answers can be 
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found to address their concerns before energy is wasted on bringing a plan 
together.

Councillor Davey explained that his experiences with the CC52 funding question and 
trial removal of the Sutherland Grange Re-cycling had made him question how 
projects were managed. As a new Independent Councillor he was allowed to express 
how he felt without the risk of being ostracised which he accepted was far more 
difficult for those representing national parties.
 
He wished to make it very clear he did not wish to offend anyone by bringing the 
motion to council. He was not interested in blaming other Members or officers. He 
came into the new environment with a passion for helping his fellow man, as a 
Rotarian with the mantra of “Service above Self”. He asked if he would be doing the 
best for his residents and his ward by not asking difficult, sometimes slightly 
embarrassing questions at council meetings.
 
His first question at council related to the CC52 Clewer & Dedworth Neighbourhood 
Improvements for £350,000 was treated with amusement. The minutes record that 
‘Councillor Hilton responded that this was the first time in his long experience that a 
Councillor has raised, as an issue, the spending of more money in their ward rather 
than less.’
 
A letter dated 16 August 2019, almost two months after his question stated that ‘There 
were irregularities in the approval of these projects, in that, the virement should not 
have taken place and the works on Spencer Denney and Parks, however valuable to 
the community, should not have been funded from CC52. I thank you again for your 
question which will lead to tighter control of the capital programme and in a few 
months, improved reporting.’
 
Councillor Davey commented that he had therefore been right in his observations and 
therefore right to flag them to council. A supplementary to that letter would be how 
long had this type of thing gone unnoticed or unreported? 
He was interested in better governance all round. Recent experience had shown that 
key decision makers needed to be involved sooner rather than later.
 
Officers needed the correct training both in project management but also in 
assertiveness and standing their own ground. Councillors needed to know the 
boundaries and respect that once a strategy had been formed, they should leave the 
‘how’ to officers who then were given the power to push back when necessary. This 
would take time to get used to for those who had been used to dictating but it needed 
to happen sooner rather than later.
 
Councillor Davey suggested that the first thing that should be handed over was 
tarmac, allowing highways to sort out the highways in the best way. Then councillors 
could be coming up with strategies for generating more money that could be spent on 
highways, for example how 5G might allow the council to charge each vehicle a penny 
toll for driving through the borough along the M4.
 
There had been a number of recent social media posts and tweets featuring highways 
with words from Councillor Johnson. Councillor Davey felt this smacked of 
electioneering and made him want to respond political. Councillor Davey felt that such 
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communications should be written by council officers with comments from other 
council officers. 
 
By the same token, contractors needed to earn their money, not be looking for 
shortcuts to maximise profits. Profits should be agreed from the outset on a topic such 
as tarmac as part of procurement. 

Councillor Davey reiterated that he was not looking to blame anyone, he was looking 
to improve the environment in which officers worked. He appreciated it was not in his 
job description but when he saw something that did not appear to be working properly, 
then surely he had to question it or he was not doing the best for his residents or his 
ward.
 
Council, in his opinion, was the place to raise questions about transparency, openness 
and accountability.

Councillor Knowles seconded the motion.

Councillor W. Da Costa explained that the last administration moved a civic amenity 
site from Tinkers Lane to Sutherland Grange, which was a nature reserve.  Poor 
siting, overuse and fly-tipping were all issues. As a consequence pollution entered the 
Thames ecosystem and dangerous items were deposited at the site. CCTV would cost 
too much and the community Wardens could not enforce. Members worked with 
officers in the waste management team. Based on experiences in Ascot where a civic 
amenity site was removed for a short time, it was agreed there would be a trial to see 
if this reduced fly tipping or would be ineffective. Members spent hours going through 
all the details and options however then the Lead Member suddenly said no in what 
seemed to be a politically motivated decision. 

Councillor Clark commented that Councillor W. Da Costa’s questions were useful 
however there were a number of errors in his statement. As Lead Member he had 
been made aware of Sutherland Grange on 24 July 2019 but he understood that other 
Members had been in discussion with officers since June. At no stage had he tried to 
suppress the democratic process or discussion. He spent a month in dialogue with 
officers about the certainty a trial closure would deliver some benefits. A number of 
residents had expressed concern about a potential withdrawal of the community 
facility.  He had made other Members and officers I was not minded to support the 
closure because of a lack of clarity on the benefits. A Freedom of Information request 
had been made so the information would be in the public domain. Local councillors 
were advised that he was not convinced that residents were in support of closure and 
officers were challenged to improve the site as a first option. He was aware of only 
three emails from people supporting closure. Councillor Clark believed that he had 
been totally transparent and fair. He commented that there was a lack of consultation 
by local councillors in Windsor. He did not see a lack of process or transparency in 
any of the communications he or officers had had with the local councillors. 

Councillor W. Da Costa requested to make a personal explanation. He stated that he 
refuted the contention that local councillors had not been open and transparent; they 
had engaged with residents on many occasions in open discussion. 

Councillor Clark stated that he was not aware of, or informed of how wide the 
consultation was. 
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Councillor C. Da Costa stated that she supported the motion. It was not clear at the 
site that everything that could be recycled at the site could now be done at the 
kerbside. Things that should not be left at the site were regularly left there. No 
enforcement was undertaken. 

Councillor Davey commented that he did not wish to blame anyone about Sutherland 
Grange; the point was in general things were wrong. The finances were wrong; the 
figures he had been given were wrong. Project management needed to be managed 
better. 

Councillor Hill referred Members to the issues that had arisen with the Stafferton Way 
link road project, which had gone over budget. The council had not been good at 
project management. The council needed to sharpen up skill so buy in support when 
this could save money. Officer training was needed, particularly in light of the 
regeneration projects in the town. 

Councillor Knowles commented that Sutherland Grange was an example of a lack of 
communication causing issues. He suggested scoping requirements should be laid 
down. It was only right to equip officers with the skills needed through training.

Councillor McWilliams commented that the motion was too vague to mean very much. 
He suggested it be withdrawn and discussions be held with the relevant Overview and 
Scrutiny Panel Chairman to see if a Task and Finish Group could look into the issue. 
The motion as written would not achieve what was desired. 

Councillor Price commented that as new councillors they were still feeling their way. If 
they felt something should change they could speak to officers of the relevant Lead 
Member as appropriate. In the end she asked, who was the decision maker, the officer 
or the Lead Member? She was unsure and it would be helpful to know so time was not 
wasted. 

Councillor Davey concluded that the purpose of the motion was to bring the issue into 
the public domain.

Members voted by a show of hands. The motion fell.

Motion b

Councillor McWilliams introduced his motion. He explained that at a recent 
Maidenhead Town Forum, it had been suggested that when residents should be able 
to contribute to meetings using social media. Periscope streaming was useful but 
limited and more could be done.  He suggested the council should invest in HD 
cameras and audio equipment.

Councillor Del Campo commented that all Members would get behind moves to 
improve accessibility for residents. However given the report on the financial situation 
she could not agree to recommendation ii because this effectively committed to 
spending without any scope or detail.
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Councillor McWilliams agreed to amend recommendation ii) to read:

ii) To invest in new cameras and more effective microphone equipment to 
better live stream important council meetings across social media and for 
subsequent use, subject to a detailed report to Cabinet.

Councillor Clark stated that he had knowledge of AV equipment and this would not be 
a big project. However information would be needed from professional, including the 
budget. The quality of the equipment would be important.

The Managing Director confirmed that the correct decision making process would be 
Cabinet for operational decisions and, dependent on the cost, either Cabinet or 
Council for approval of the capital budget.

Councillor Price commented that basic things did not happen in relation to the Town 
Forums, for example, representatives of resident groups were not invited to come to 
meetings. She felt that each Chairman should make a list of relevant organisations 
and invite people to meetings; she also felt that a record of those present should be 
taken.

Councillor Davey explained that being Social Media Week’s ‘Social Media Personality 
of the Year 2012’ he fully support Councillor McWilliams’ vision of making the council 
more accessible. Meetings were available via an online streaming service but the 
council should be helping residents access this technology via care homes, 
community groups, schools, at home and around the borough. It took a couple of 
minutes for someone who knew what to do to log on and start enjoying a ‘show’ if they 
had all the elements joined up. If they did not it could take an hour to work it all out, 
and the meeting was over.
 
A simple way like a web page on the council website that people could tune into, 
ensuring the site has adequate bandwidth to prevent buffering and irritations to ensure 
residents log on again, had to be the goal. Interactive would be a bonus so people 
could vote on a discussion or ask a question via their phone or television screen.
 
He had previously mentioned to officers that the minutes may not perfectly match the 
actual meeting. That was normal but as sound recordings were available, how could 
one track to the right point in the meeting to hear what someone had actually said and 
the way that they said it without having those all-important time stamps? One potential 
solution was YouTube which could auto translate, not perfectly, but it could be 
tweaked after to line things up properly.
 
Councillor W. Da Costa requested details of the capital threshold that had been 
mentioned. The Managing Director agreed to send an email detailing the relevant 
thresholds. 

Councillor Haseler commented that the streaming of council meetings demonstrated 
transparency and accountability and would provide real time information for residents. 
Many residents were unable to attend meetings and streaming allowed them to see 
the meeting wherever they were.   He had received a lot of feedback from Cox Green 
residents following a recent Maidenhead Area Development Management Panel; the 
main concerns were the quality of picture and sound.
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Councillor Singh supported the motion, particularly given the increase in town forum 
meetings. Live streaming that allowed residents to ask questions and get detailed 
answers form professional officers would be a real benefit.

Councillor Tisi commented that currently 8 people were watching the full Council 
meeting on Periscope; it would be good to increase the viewing figures. It would also 
be a good idea to have edited highlights.

Councillor Knowles suggested that the proposals needed to link in with the wider 
communications plan. He suggested an app could be developed for use during 
meetings. 

Councillor Reynolds highlighted that a recent Maidenhead Area Development 
Management Panel meeting had used a HD camera with the footage viewable in a 
number of other meeting rooms.

It was proposed by Councillor McWilliams, seconded by Councillor Haseler, and:

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That this Council asks the Lead Member for 
Communications:

i) To look at innovative ways to involve residents in council forums, 
such as Maidenhead/Windsor Town Forums, via social media.

ii) To invest in new cameras and more effective microphone equipment 
to better live stream important council meetings across social media 
and for subsequent use, subject to a detailed report to Cabinet.

Motion c

Councillor Tisi introduced her motion. She explained that following legal advice, she 
had made some amendments to the second and third point of my motion, which now 
read:

That this Council:

i) Recognises the higher costs faced by maintained nursery schools compared to 
other early years providers due to:

 Higher staff qualification levels than private nurseries and childminder settings - 
Maintained nursery schools are required to employ qualified early years teachers 
and NNEB trained assistants.

 Statutory requirements to employ a qualified Headteacher and Special 
Educational Needs and Disabilities Coordinator (SENDco)

 Being subject to business rates (unlike charity registered preschools) and higher 
utilities than home-based childminders;

 and that securing guaranteed funding beyond 2020 is necessary to avoid their 
closure.

ii) Supports the ‘Save Our Nursery Schools’ campaign and will write to the 
Secretary of State for Education, Gavin Williamson, urging him to guarantee 
funding beyond 2020 for state funded nursery schools and recognise that as they 
have at least the same statutory roles and staffing qualification requirements as 
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maintained Primary and Secondary schools they are equal to other schools and 
should be enabled to benefit from the Designated Schools Grant for rate relief.

iii) Request officers to undertake an urgent review into the options available at a 
local level to support funding for maintained nursery schools.

Councillor Tisi stated that the maintained nursery schools in the borough needed help. 
The borough was very lucky to have three council-run nursery schools, in her ward, 
Clewer East and in Furze Platt and Cookham. Their plight was one that as a ward 
councillor, educator and a parent she could not ignore. After changes to their funding 
formula in 2017 and the lack of guaranteed supplemental funding beyond 2020, their 
future hung in the balance.

Council run nursery schools usually served the most deprived parts of a community, 
giving priority to disadvantaged children and children with special educational needs 
and disabilities. They had a positive impact on social mobility and reduced inequality 
later in the education system while providing excellent free childcare to working 
parents. 

The charity Early Education had pointed out that in 2018, maintained nursery schools 
had the highest percentage of children who were 'at risk' of developing special needs. 
Yet many of the children identified as 'at risk' at age 3, had caught up with their peers by 
age 5. Ultimately there was a positive association between pre-school quality and 
children leaving the 'at risk' category. It was no coincidence that over 96% of nursery 
schools were graded good or outstanding by Ofsted, including the ones in the borough, 
an accolade that the Lawns in Windsor had maintained in all inspections for the past 
13 years.

Excellence in early years’ education came at a higher cost and maintained nursery 
schools had many of the same statutory requirements as any other maintained first, 
middle, primary or secondary schools. They employed head teachers and qualified early 
years’ teachers on local authority pay scales. Their teaching assistants were qualified 
nursery nurses and they must also employ a special educational needs coordinator 
.Furthermore, they were required to enter into certain service level agreements with the 
council, increasing their costs. Unlike other schools, nursery schools also paid full 
business rates but they were not businesses, they did not make a profit and were 
community assets. They were treated differently to other local schools, which had their 
business rates reimbursed from the designated schools grant, a strange and unfair 
anomaly. Unlike private voluntary and charity registered nurseries, they were not entitled 
to claim any rate relief. To be clear; in 2018-19 The Lawns nursery school in Windsor 
paid just over £31,000 in business rates. This was equivalent to a full-time qualified 
teacher.

The borough nursery schools were no strangers to struggling to make ends meet 
and the Co-head teachers have had to be creative with budgets for years. In 2018 
the nursery laid out to the council the self-help steps they had taken to increase 
their income: leading moderation of the early years’ profile for all settings, 
becoming a teaching school to train teachers and delivering CPD to other local 
providers. This proved their determination to survive and the massive impact that 
their loss would have on the whole community.

Therefore, she proposed that the council take steps to protect the future of its 
maintained nursery schools, by supporting the Save our Nursery Schools 



COUNCIL - 24.09.19

Campaign to secure funding beyond 2020 and by writing to the Secretary of State 
for Education, urging him to treat maintained nursery schools in the same way as 
other schools, allowing them to benefit from the Designated Schools Budget and 
refund their business rates. Finally the council must take an urgent review into 
maintained nursery school funding at a local level, exploring all possible options to 
ensure these jewels in the crown of the borough’s early years’ education were not 
lost for future generations of children in Windsor and Maidenhead.

Councillor Davey highlighted that parents could claim money from the council if they 
met various statistics. The nurseries received between £4.30 and £4.75 per hour per 
child. He questioned how many people could run a business looking after children for 
that rate of pay. 

Councillor Carroll commented that he was pleased to see the original third 
recommendation had been withdrawn as it would not have been possible for the 
council to do what had been proposed.  The three maintained nurseries in the borough 
were all rated as outstanding by Ofsted; they played a very important role. The funding 
issues were not new as changes had been made in 2010 and 2015, when the council 
decided to allow for transitional protection. Last year a one-off cost was covered by a 
grant following a decision by Cabinet. The issue of ineligibility for business rate relief 
was a historical one with the Department for Education policy. There was no local 
authority budget to provide support. 

Councillor Carroll stated that he was happy with the motion as amended. He would 
continue to advocate and push the agenda. He would be happy to write to the 
Secretary of State and to see what would be possible and reasonable and could be 
costed from a local authority point of view.

Councillor Targowski cautioned that any review should not overtake something 
Children’s Services already had in the pipeline. Councillor Carroll agreed that officers 
in Children’s Services were very busy and he therefore appreciated the concerns.

Councillor Tisi thanked Councillor Carroll for his support.

It was proposed by Councillor Tisi, seconded by Councillor Davey, and:

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That this Council:

iv) Recognises the higher costs faced by maintained nursery schools 
compared to other early years providers due to:

 Higher staff qualification levels than private nurseries and childminder 
settings - Maintained nursery schools are required to employ qualified 
early years teachers and NNEB trained assistants.

 Statutory requirements to employ a qualified Headteacher and Special 
Educational Needs and Disabilities Coordinator (SENDco)

 Being subject to business rates (unlike charity registered preschools) and 
higher utilities than home-based childminders;

 and that securing guaranteed funding beyond 2020 is necessary to avoid 
their closure.
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v) Supports the ‘Save Our Nursery Schools’ campaign and will write to the 
Secretary of State for Education, Gavin Williamson, urging him to 
guarantee funding beyond 2020 for state funded nursery schools and 
recognise that as they have at least the same statutory roles and staffing 
qualification requirements as maintained Primary and Secondary 
schools they are equal to other schools and should be enabled to benefit 
from the Designated Schools Grant for rate relief.

vi) Request officers to undertake an urgent review into the options available 
at a local level to support funding for maintained nursery schools.

MEETING

The meeting, which began at 7.30pm, finished at 11.15pm.

CHAIRMAN…….…………………..

DATE…………….…………………


