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MEMBERS’ GUIDE TO DECLARING INTERESTS AT MEETINGS
Disclosure at Meetings

If a Member has not disclosed an interest in their Register of Interests, they must make the declaration
of interest at the beginning of the meeting, or as soon as they are aware that they have a Disclosable
Pecuniary Interest (DPI) or Other Registerable Interest. If a Member has already disclosed the interest
in their Register of Interests they are still required to disclose this in the meeting if it relates to the matter
being discussed.

Any Member with concerns about the nature of their interest should consult the Monitoring Officer in
advance of the meeting.

Non-participation in case of Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI)

Where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to one of your DPIs (summary below, further
details set out in Table 1 of the Members’ Code of Conduct) you must disclose the interest, not
participate in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room unless you
have been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive interest’ (as agreed in advance by the Monitoring
Officer), you do not have to disclose the nature of the interest, just that you have an interest.
Dispensation may be granted by the Monitoring Officer in limited circumstances, to enable you to
participate and vote on a matter in which you have a DPI.

Where you have a DPI on a matter to be considered or is being considered by you as a Cabinet
Member in exercise of your executive function, you must notify the Monitoring Officer of the interest
and must not take any steps or further steps in the matter apart from arranging for someone else to
deal with it.

DPIs (relating to the Member or their partner) include:

o Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation carried on for profit or gain.

e Any payment or provision of any other financial benefit (other than from the council) made to the
councillor during the previous 12-month period for expenses incurred by him/her in carrying out his/her
duties as a councillor, or towards his/her election expenses

e Any contract under which goods and services are to be provided/works to be executed which has
not been fully discharged.

¢ Any beneficial interest in land within the area of the council.

Any licence to occupy land in the area of the council for a month or longer.

e Anytenancy where the landlord is the council, and the tenant is a body in which the relevant person
has a beneficial interest in the securities of.

e Any beneficial interest in securities of a body where:

a) that body has a place of business or land in the area of the council, and

b) either (i) the total nominal value of the securities exceeds £25,000 or one hundredth of the total
issued share capital of that body or (ii) the total nominal value of the shares of any one class
belonging to the relevant person exceeds one hundredth of the total issued share capital of that
class.

Any Member who is unsure if their interest falls within any of the above legal definitions should seek
advice from the Monitoring Officer in advance of the meeting.

Disclosure of Other Registerable Interests

Where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to one of your Other Registerable Interests
(summary below and as set out in Table 2 of the Members Code of Conduct), you must disclose the
interest. You may speak on the matter only if members of the public are also allowed to speak
at the meeting but otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and
must not remain in the room unless you have been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive
interest’ (as agreed in advance by the Monitoring Officer), you do not have to disclose the nature of
the interest.
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Other Registerable Interests (relating to the Member or their partner):
You have an interest in any business of your authority where it relates to or is likely to affect:

a) any body of which you are in general control or management and to which you are
nominated or appointed by your authority

b) any body
(i) exercising functions of a public nature
(if) directed to charitable purposes or

one of whose principal purposes includes the influence of public opinion or policy (including any political
party or trade union)

Disclosure of Non- Registerable Interests

Where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to your financial interest or well-being (and
is not a DPI) or a financial interest or well-being of a relative or close associate, you must disclose the
interest. You may speak on the matter only if members of the public are also allowed to speak
at the meeting but otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must
not remain in the room unless you have been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive interest’
(agreed in advance by the Monitoring Officer) you do not have to disclose the nature of the interest.

Where a matter arises at a meeting which affects —
a. your own financial interest or well-being;
b. afinancial interest or well-being of a friend, relative, close associate; or
c. abody included in those you need to disclose under DPIs as set out in Table 1 of the
Members’ code of Conduct

you must disclose the interest. In order to determine whether you can remain in the meeting after
disclosing your interest the following test should be applied.

Where a matter affects your financial interest or well-being:
a. to a greater extent than it affects the financial interests of the majority of
inhabitants of the ward affected by the decision and;
b. areasonable member of the public knowing all the facts would believe that it would
affect your view of the wider public interest

You may speak on the matter only if members of the public are also allowed to speak at the
meeting but otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must
not remain in the room unless you have been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive
interest’ (agreed in advance by the Monitoring Officer, you do not have to disclose the nature of the
interest.

Other declarations
Members may wish to declare at the beginning of the meeting any other information they feel should

be in the public domain in relation to an item on the agenda; such Member statements will be included
in the minutes for transparency.
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CABINET

THURSDAY, 28 OCTOBER 2021

PRESENT: Councillors Andrew Johnson (Chairman), David Cannon, David Coppinger,
Samantha Rayner, David Hilton, Gerry Clark, Donna Stimson and Ross McWilliams

Also in attendance: Councillor Simon Werner, Councillor Wisdom Da Costa, Councillor
Carole Da Costa, Councillor Phil Haseler, Councillor Gurch Singh, Councillor Ewan
Larcombe, Councillor John Baldwin, Councillor Amy Tisi, Councillor Gurpreet Bhangra
,Councillor Jon Davey and Councillor Carroll.

Officers: Kevin McDaniel, Adele Taylor, Emma Duncan, Becky Hatch, Hilary Hall,

Andrew Durrant, Chris Joyce, Louisa Dean, Louisa Freeth, lan Gillespie and David
Cook.O

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Carroll, he could not attend in person but
did attend virtually as a none voting member.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

None received.
MINUTES

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: That the minutes of the meeting held on 30 September
2021 were approved.

APPOINTMENTS

None

FORWARD PLAN

Cabinet considered the contents of the Forward Plan for the next four months and noted the
changes made since last published.

CALL IN
Item not required.

CABINET MEMBERS' REPORTS

CORPORATE PLAN

Cabinet considered the report regarding the new Corporate Plan for the period 2021-2026.

The Chairman said they had discussed this paper previously, and it went to a very productive
and useful meeting of the Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Panel. He gave his thanks to all
Members of that Panel for playing their part in shaping this document and putting forward a
series of recommendations, which will we will discuss in due course. But overall, he thought
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that was a very productive and indeed useful meeting in terms of shaping this critically
important document for the council going forward.

The report shared the new Corporate Plan for the period 2021 to 2026 currently titled Building
a Borough of Opportunity and Innovation. The plan sets out the council's overarching
objectives and specific goals to be achieved in support of those objectives. Over the course of
the plan, period, it has been designed to crystallise focus on where the council needs to focus
most to drive the change that we need, and also to help us guide and indeed inspire an
allocation of resources and energies to deliver that change.

It replaces the interim strategy, which was adopted back in the summer of last year, which
was developed as a temporary plan for the response to the pandemic. This new plan went out
to public consultation for a period of six weeks, which ended in September 2021, it was
discussed by the Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Panel on the 11th of October 2021 in what
we deemed to be a formal challenge session. He asked Cabinet to consider the comments
made by Scrutiny.

There were six agreed recommendations plus two additional comments that have come
forward both in scrutiny and a Member of Cabinet.

Recommendation 1 put forward by Clir Werner to rename the main overarching aim of the
Corporate Plan to Creating a Sustainable Borough of Innovation and Opportunity. This was
seconded by Councillor Jones, and indeed, agreed unanimously by the O&S Panel. Cabinet
were very happy with that sensible and pragmatic amendments to the title of the Corporate
Plan that reflected the longer term and wider ambitions around not only climate change,
climate resilience, but also economic sustainability, health, sustainability, and all the other
metrics of sustainability we will be using going forward. The recommendation was approved.

Recommendation 2 was put forward and agreed unanimously at the Panel was that the
Corporate Plan be reviewed by the Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Panel, or indeed
whatever successor body may replace that panel in in due course, after two years following
the plans, adoption. the motion was proposed by Clir Jones and seconded by Clir Hassler.
Cabinet feel that this was a very prudent move as It gives the opportunity to potentially amend
and refine that Corporate Plan to reflect not only real life implementation, but also to reflect
external changes to the organisation. The recommendation was approved.

Recommendation 3 was proposed by CliIr Clark to increase both walking and cycling by 50%.
This was duly seconded and indeed agreed unanimously by the by the Panel. Cabinet were
receptive in principle to including walking in the goal, it was noted that the Cycling and
Walking Action Plan also include an emphasis on walking. Cabinet did have concerns about
how this could be measured and if the target was achievable. Cabinet agreed the additional
target in principle but recommended that for the first year it would be to set a baseline, once
established a target could be set. Cabinet noted the proposal and recommended that officers
set a baseline during year one.

Recommendation 4 put forward targets to improve air quality and ensure that communities
were able to access green spaces within a 15 minute walk. That motion again was
unanimously agreed by the Panel. Cabinet were in favour of adding the goal posed on air
quality. However, there were some concerns raised about how to define green space and
about the 15 minute walk as a measure. Cabinet recommended that the target could be to
access quality green space without the 15 minute walk measure. Cabinet approved the
amended recommendation.

Recommendation 5 was motion put forward by Clir Jones to remove reference to the name
‘Windsor public realm’ and the reference to the Desborough site in the goals. This was
seconded by CllIr Werner. There was broad consensus amongst cabinet that these were
major programmes, and it was helpful for accountability to retain reference to the specific
schemes within the goals. Cabinet noted the recommendation.
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The final approved recommendation from the Corporate O&S Panel was put forward by Clir
Jones to reword the goal on lobbying Government over the lifetime of the Corporate Plan, with
the Executive Director of Resources to refine the wording. Cabinet approved this
recommendation.

The Chairman said Cabinet had accepted the majority of recommendations put forward but he
would also like to note the minority recommendations made where the O&S Panel were not in
agreement as they could be considered in future refinments. He also said that there was a
Cabinet Member who also wanted to put forward another amendment.

The Lead Member for Public Protection and Parking informed that within the Corporate Plan,
we have in the text commitments we will make sure that residents and visitors feel safe on
streets with a particular focus on women and girls and the night-time economy. We take a
zero tolerance approach to antisocial behaviour and actions which damage our environment
and we will build in safety by design. He believed this was very important and needed to be
further stated and reinforced within the Corporate Plan. He proposed that they add an
additional goal to the plan, where we concentrate that goal purely on our zero tolerance
approach to antisocial behaviour. The wording would need to be carefully considered by
officers to something that was achievable and measurable. This recommendation was
approved by Cabinet.

The Deputy Leader of Council, Corporate & Residential Services, Culture & Heritage and
Windsor said she was please to second the report as in the Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead, we were incredibly lucky. It was an amazing place to live, work and visit. There
was so much for us with our heritage of Windsor Castle, fantastic businesses, green space,
but also a brilliant Council, which was excellent providing its statutory services. This plan went
beyond that and it showed residents how seriously we took building a sustainable borough of
opportunity and innovation. We were concentrating on thriving communities, inspiring places,
and through the whole plan we are tackling climate change and the consequences.

The Lead Member for Finance and Ascot said that the new Corporate Plan had a lot to
recommended it, especially the headline of building the borough of opportunity and innovation
demonstrated the council's long term ambitions in housing, climate change, infrastructure and
much more. The Audit and Governance Committee met last Thursday and reviewed the draft
capital strategy which will form part of the 2020 to 2015 budget setting papers, you may ask
what is the got to do with the corporate plan? Well, it's much more than you think. Our first
capital strategy was published in 2019/20. Budget and some tidying up has been done since
then. But the document is very process driven, it does sit outside investment priorities and we
introduced a capital Review Board, but it lacked that sense of direction. The 2022/23 version
incorporated the corporate strategy, as a consequence becomes aligned with that vision, a
clear direction travel and borrow vision. He had to say the Corporate Plan was going to have a
positive impact on all aspects of the council business.

The Lead Member for Climate Change, Sustainability, Parks and Countryside said that she
wished to thank all those that took part in the consultation, it became obvious how our
residents cared about sustainability and biodiversity and our drive for climate change. This is
a document were we have listened to our residents and she commended it.

Clir W Da Costa said that the message was clear from Cop 26 that if we do not take drastic
action now, we will fail. Our standards of living will plummet, social stability will fall off the
scale and health and life expectancy will also reduce. He said 50% of the public disagreed
with the expectation of the plan, which is more than twice as many as those who actually
agreed with it. The public said that the top issues that the council was not addressing in order
of priority number one was environment, climate and biodiversity. More than half the people
responded to that saying that this was not being considered appropriately, which was 10 times
more than people who said that we our housing strategy was wrong. A second highest
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concerned democracy and decision making, but five times more people said we are not
getting the climate and environment and biodiversity right.

Cllr Da Costa said that every decision that we take from now on every regulation that we
create, including our special supplementary planning, development has to put the environment
the climate and biodiversity front, left and centre. He said that the plan presented today does
not reflect the overwhelming views of public of the public or scientists. He urged Cabinet to re
write the plan.

The Chairman replied that there would be an opportunity to debate the merits of the plan at
Council where he hoped it would be adopted. He said we do view climate change and
sustainability as being a key part in the new fundamental parts of our agenda, we had set up
the Climate Partnership and demonstrated real leadership. He mentioned that the Council
had to operate within a national legal and policy framework. We also had to reflect upon the
fact that a as the local authority, and not as elected representatives, but as a local authority,
the key function was also to provide first class public services, especially including the most
vulnerable within the society, to whom we have not only an ethical and moral duty, but also a
fiscal duty. We had to be financially secure to deliver these important services. because
otherwise we would not t be able to deliver on core business such as adults, children services,
keeping our roads safe, but also delivering upon our climate and sustainability objectives, as
well. He said that we do have a duty to the most vulnerable in society, we do have a duty to
provide opportunity, we do have a duty to continue to foster innovation, but without a strong
economy we will not have the financial to pay for this innovation and this technology that we
are so dependent upon to tackle climate change.

Clir Davey said that with regards to climate change not many people had heard of Cop 26 and
not many placed any importance on it. This was a challenge for Clir Stimson, Clir Da Costa
and ClIr Davies in getting the word out. With regards to the Corporate Plan he was concerned
by the comment that with regards to infrastructure establish a testbed and small cell rollout of
5G. He said that the following questions about 5g were asked by a resident that he had put
to the scrutiny challenge but there had been no response apart from health and safety
investigations were being conducted. He questioned by whom and could the public see the
results. Who decided the distances on the mass where the matter would be placed, what
health and safety evidence was there and would the Leader sign off accountability for the
project.

Clir Davey said that one of the responses said it related to a planning application and they
should look at the planning portal, however he felt that these were holistic questions. He felt
that this was not a sufficient answer and there was no opportunity to question this at the O&S
meeting. He said that the NHS has said each council should do its own due diligence into 5G,
establishing a testbed for 5G rollout in the paper did not help build trust in the council. He
requested that the Leader support the hosting of an enquiry into 5G and invite experts in to
debate.

The Chairman replied that he was not in a position to speak for telecoms operators and
associated government structures. But any installations would have to be in compliance with
national and international legislation. He did not support that the council conduct an inquiry
into 5G as this was a competence of national government and thus he recommended lobbying
the local MPs.

Cllr Werner said that the scrutiny review had been a very productive session but it ran out of
time and thus some items got lost. He mentioned that the O&S Chairman was excellent but
given the importance of this paper more time was required. One of the things that was not
included in the O&S recommendations, but we had a big discussion about was wellbeing. And
we were advised at the time that it was not really possible to measure wellbeing. However, he
had since been shown that there are many ways of measuring it and this included information
from the Office of National Statistics. He therefore asked that Cabinet asked officers to look at
introducing a wellbeing target.
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B)

Cllr Werner mentioned that another topic discussed at O&S was eco houses, and how, as the
council owns some of the land that is proposed to build on, then we could set really high
environmental standards for those houses. He asked Cabinet to include stronger targets to
ensure this happened. There was no point in declaring a climate emergency if we continue to
build houses that do not help towards our goals. He said that in conclusion, wellbeing and
climate change needed to be given far more emphasis and a corporate plan with more
ambitious targets.

The Chairman replied that with regards to wellbeing we placed a strong influence on all areas
of wellbeing and mental health. However he said that this was a fair challenge and that was
why they had agreed the O&S recommendation to review the plan in a couple of years. With
regards to eco homes he agreed and referred to the latest Government paper, that included
local authorities reducing carbon emissions by 75%. There was a drive to improve standards
in the private sector especially around new build and existing dwellings. He was supportive of
eco homes but only where they could be delivered.

Clir Hassler said that as the Corporate O&S Chairman that he was grateful for the
contributions of Clir Werner and Clir Jones at the meeting. He said that all members had been
given an opportunity to submit questions and answers were provided, they then could ask
their groups representative on the Panel to raise any other issues. With regards to carbon
neutral homes planning could not refuse on this basis without legislation. He thanked Cabinet
for taking on board O&S comments.

ClIr Baldwin asked Cabinet that in light of Cllr Cannons proposed new targets and reference to
zero tolerance were they aware of legislation regarding the use of zero tolerance before
progressing. In reply he was informed that any proposed targets and associated actions
would be in line with legislation and the legal framework. Zero tolerance was about not turning
a blind eye to any appropriate action; this could be education or fines.

CliIr Carroll mentioned that with regards to wellbeing the Health and Wellbeing Board already
gave consideration to this and that there was the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment. The
HWB Board also produced an annual report that references mental health.

ClIr C Da Costa said that with regards to zero carbon and aligning this with the plan that it was
an ambition but would not go into the plan as it was not part of national legislation. Clir
Stimpson said that yes that was the case and the Chairman said that targets in the plan had to
be achievable.

Resolved unanimously: that Cabinet notes the report and:
i) Considers the recommendations from the Corporate Overview and Scrutiny
Panel as set out in Table 2, and any Officer advice;

ii) Agrees that the Corporate Plan (including any revisions) is referred to Full
Council on 23 November 2021 for adoption.

EXTEND COUNCIL TAX EXEMPTION FOR RBWM CARE LEAVERS UP TO AGE 25

Cabinet considered the report regarding the proposed extension of Council Tax exemption
until the age of 25 for care leavers.

The Lead Member for Finance and Ascot introduced the report and informed that this was a
positive proposal that was in line with Government policy and extended the provision of an
existing policy to care leavers up until the age of 25.

The Chairman supported the report and said it was an important step as our roles as
corporate parents.
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C)

CliIr Carroll said he was delighted to see the report before Cabinet especially as it happened to
be Care Leavers Week, he apologised that he could not present the report in person. He said
that the proposals would make a big difference to those leaving our care. He referenced how a
number of years ago he had discussed with fellow Cabinet Member, Clir McWilliams, how the
Council Tax system could be used to help those in need. He mentioned the excellent work
undertaken by the Task and Finish Group and the support of the Corporate Parenting Forum
as well as the support of officers. He mentioned the responsibility we had to care leavers and
how this small, but important change in policy, could make a big difference to care leavers.

Clir Clerk mentioned that he was a member of the Corporate Parenting Panel and fully
supported this report as it would benefit those in our care.

ClIr Tisi mentioned that she was the Vice-Chairman of the Corporate Parenting Forum and
referenced the saying that ‘we do not leave care, care leaves us’. She said that she became a
ClIr to help improve peoples lives and that this paper was important in supporting care leavers
as well as showing how scrutiny could be used to drive forward policy development. She
asked the Lead Member if he would sign up to the Care Leavers Charter.

The Chairman said he agreed with the sentiments already made and how tonight we had seen
two positive impacts of scrutiny and he hoped this culture of scrutiny providing value and
positive impacts would continue. He also mentioned that this decision provided genuine
outcomes and opportunities for our care leavers.

Resolved unanimously: that Cabinet notes the report and:

i) Extends the mandatory Council Tax exemption to Care Leavers living in the
borough, up to the age of 25.

ii) Provides Care Leavers up to the age of 25, living out of the borough and who
pay Council Tax, an allowance towards their Council Tax costs equivalent to
that received by Care Leavers living in the borough.

iii) Delegates the approval of the details of both schemes to Executive Director of
Children’s Services in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Adult Social
Care, Children Services, Health and Mental Health and the Cabinet Member
for Finance.

LAND WEST OF WINDSOR STAKEHOLDER MASTERPLAN

Cabinet considered the report regarding the Stakeholder Masterplan Document for Land West
of Windsor.

The Lead Member for Planning, Environmental Services and Maidenhead informed Cabinet
that the report explained the new Borough Local Plan requirement for the preparation of
Stakeholder Masterplan Documents and summarises the process and outcomes specifically in
relation to the Stakeholder Masterplan Document for Land West of Windsor. He mentioned
that only the BLP could release the land from the Green Belt. Whilst Officers are
recommending that the SMD for Land West of Windsor be approved for Development
Management purposes, the site will remain in the Green Belt, and the principle of developing
the site not established, until the BLP has been adopted by the Council.

The Lead Member emphasised that this was not a planning application and all rights for
objection remained during due process. If Cabinet approves this report further challenge
remained open during the full planning process. There were currently three site were such
SMP’s were being worked upon, this was the first to reach this stage. Whilst in Windsor it
came under Bray Parish Council and planning applications would be at Maidenhead
committee.

The site would include residential units, public open space, sports facilities, a community hub
and a SEN school. He outlined the process that had been undertaken getting to this point.
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D)

Out of this process came the commitment to provide affordable housing, a multi function area
of public space, new crossings over the A308, a network of footpaths and cycleway’s as well
as the provision of allotments. The benefits of the process had been accepted and if accepted
by Cabinet this did not set policy in planning and the ability of challenge still remained.

The Deputy Leader of Council informed that as Lead Member for Windsor she was pleased to
see this important document that showed a process that allowed residents to have their say
on the potential development of this important piece of land in Windsor.

ClIr Hasler informed that his was an excellent paper and brought forward ideas discussed in a
previous planning working group, he wished that all major application go through a similar
process.

Mr E Wilson addressed Cabinet and said that this masterplan was a critical document for all
residents in Dedworth, this has helped residents understand what is happening but he had
mentioned to the developers that there was still a lot of confusion what was within the plan.
Those residents without internet access had been left behind with regards to information and
thus he had recommended a drop in session or newsletter. Local ward Clirs had also failed to
provide information to residents and what they said was often conflicting with one saying there
should be no housing whilst another said there would be but without car parking. He
mentioned that there was little information about the planned school and its timing, funding,
partners and also that residents could not wait until 2024 for the highway improvements and
suggested they be in place before houses are built. He also mentioned that the report
mentioned RM matters but did not say what this was, he thought they were reserve matters
but this was not clear to residents.

The Cahirman said he agreed that there could be other forms of engagement for those who
did not have access to the internet and the Lead Member informed that this was the start of
the process and that the school would be developed by AFC. There had already been 6
meetings with residents but he would follow up his engagement suggestions.

Clir Davey mentioned that he had already suggested to the developer that they hold a meeting
with residents. He asked that for the 450 houses would they be built under a single planning
application or multiple smaller applications. The Lead Member replied that at this early stage
this was not known and it would be the developers prerogative.

Clir C Da Costa said that this was the start of the process and ward Cllrs would be engaging
with residents at the appropriate times.

Resolved unanimously: that Cabinet notes the report and:

i) Approves the Land West of Windsor Stakeholder Masterplan Document as an
important material consideration for Development Management purposes.

BUS SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PLAN

Cabinet considered the report regarding the approval to submit the first BSIP to Department
for Transport by 31st October 2021.

The Lead Member for Transport, Infrastructure and Digital Connectivity informed Cabinet that
In March 2021, the Government announced a new national bus strategy ‘Bus Back Better.
This was followed by guidance on Bus Service Improvement Plans in May 2021. The strategy
and guidance require Local Transport Authorities across

the country to produce a Bus Service Improvement Plan by October 2021.
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The proposed plan for approval by Cabinet had been developed using existing data and new
research undertaken with existing bus users and borough residents who currently do not use
buses. It set out an outline of measures for which Government funding will be sought. This
included a full bus network review as well as a series of trials to test new measures across the
borough with a view to roll out those which are successful across the rest of the borough as
appropriate. It set out ambitious targets to grow the number of users, improve satisfaction and
reliability. This would be a living document and reviewed each year.

Cabinet were informed that bus usage was too low and some services too expensive,
however punctuality was good as was satisfaction. Some of the challenges ahead were
continues increasing satisfaction levels, increasing passenger numbers, optimise services,
more bus priority measures, increased responsive demand services, integrated transport
model, infrastructure for accessible routes, meet developing passenger charter, improved bus
information and a feasibility study for a bus station. Meeting these challenges will be
dependent of Government funding supported by local funding from CIL and S106.

The Lead Member for Climate Change, Sustainability, Parks and Countryside supported the
report but mentioned that there was not as much sustainability mentioned within the report,
she asked if this would come once passenger numbers had increased. The Lead Member
said that this was correct but also we could not bid for greener buses as this would be the role
of the operator, although we would support this.

The Lead Member for Public Protection and Parking said he was pleased to second the report
and subject to a successful funding bid was looking to see better links to our rural
communities and decreased car journeys.

Cabinet were addressed by Mr E Wilson who said this was an excellent plan and he hoped
the funding would be secured. He asked the Lead Member if it was known when the funding
awards would be announces, would there be an updated plan and if a copy could be made
available within RBWM libraries. The Lead Member replied that funding awards were in the
hand of the DFT, that there would be regular updates to the plan and that he was happy to ask
officers to make a hard copy available in RBWM libraries.

Clir Baldwin said this was a good report seeking funding that you do not always get but he
wished the bid good luck. He raised concern about the condition of bus stops and that he had
been informed that residents were being put off using busses due to this. The report said that
the responsibility for cleaning and maintaining the bus stops was the council and its
contractors. By looking at the bus stops in his ward he concluded that current level of
performance needed to be improved and the contracts reviewed.

The Chairman agreed that there was an issue with ASB around some bus stops and a zero
tolerance approach would be adapted. The Lead Member also mentioned that he had not
been aware of issues regarding the condition of bus stops and would encourage residents to
report any problems so they could be dealt with.

ClIr Baldwin said that for users they would usually report issues to the driver and thus there
was a disconnect between the bus company and the council’s report it system. For residents
who were put of using the service due to ASB and the condition of stops he said that issues
had been reported and he gave an example of a stop at St Marks that had been hit by a car
and after months had still not been repaired. The Lead Member said he would ask officers to
look at the aforementioned bus stop and encouraged people to report any issues.

Clir Davey said he commended the approach to bid for £30million. He recommended that
instead of looking into a bus station we should look at the feasibility of having a transport hub
connecting Windsor and Maidenhead. He also mentioned caution of using electric buses that
used batteries from certain countries abroad that caused a high death rate during production,
he asked ClIr Stimpson to push for those built in the UK. The Lead Member said that with
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regards to a transport hub this was the purpose of the consultation to bring out new ideas, he
said the plan was an evolving one.

CliIr Singh said that with regards to ASB he had contacted the Chairman in September but had
not received a response. The Chairman replied that as response had been provided and he
had asked for ClIr Singh support against ASB but ho reply had been forthcoming.

ClIr Singh mentioned failures regarding a recent bus gate scheme that had cost the council
money. He also mentioned the there was a planning condition to have a bus running to the
Braywick but he could not see this in the report. The Chairman replied that with regards to the
bus gate this was not taken forward following a public consultation. The Lead Member
reiterated this and also said that there had been no loss of money as if it had progressed it
would have been funded by the Government but it was a scheme residents did not want.

Resolved unanimously: that Cabinet notes the report and:

i) Approves the first Bus Service Improvement Plan (BSIP).

ii) Delegates authority to the Head of Infrastructure, Sustainability and Economic
Growth in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Transport, Infrastructure
and Digital Connectivity, to make the final submission to the Department for
Transport and to engage with operators, communities and other key
stakeholders on the delivery of measures within the outline plan.

(Item not subject to call in as if called in we would miss the submission date and thus
cause possible harm to the authority).

DRUG AND ALCOHOL SERVICES RECOMMISSIONING

Cabinet considered the report regarding the award of the drug and alcohol contract.

The Lead Member for Finance and Ascot introduced the report and provided the background
to a cross party working group that had previously been established that recommended to
Cabinet current arrangements, he informed that TVP and the NHS had been involved as this
important topic cut across all services. It was noted that the report talked about alcohol and
substance abuse and with regards to heroin although the number of people who overcome
their addiction was small without this service they could result in criminality. The service, as
well as being important, was also excellent value for money with evidence from Public Health
England showed that alcohol treatment reflects a return on investment of £3 for every £1
invested, whilst drug treatment reflects a return on investment of £4 for every £1 invested. He
also highlighted that there may be dual diagnosis’s that may need attention, for example a
person may have mental health and substance misuse issues that both need to be addressed
to get a positive outcome.

The Chairman commended the report and mentioned that earlier they had talked about zero
tolerance and with drug dealing they had zero tolerance, especially due to its impact on those
vulnerable in society. This report showed the other side of the coin where support was
provided by those suffering from substance misuse.

CliIr Carroll apologised for not being able to attend in person to present this important paper
standing in his name as this was a critical service. He mentioned that our CQC rating
remained good and this paper sought to progress the excellent service looking to build upon
excellent work. This delivery model builds on existing partnerships to encourage community
cohesion and self-care and tackle key themes linked to multiple disadvantages. The new
contract brought together different elements into one integrated contract. It acknowledged the
importance of a multi agency and service approach.

The Lead Member for Housing, Sport, Leisure and Community Engagement reiterated the
importance of a multi service approach. The report mentioned mental health, housing and
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substance misuse. People who did not have sustainable housing could become vulnerable to
substance misuse; all three areas were important to address.

ClIr Tisi said she welcomed the evidence based paper to help the needs of residents. She
was concerned to read that there was between 40% to 60% of RBWM residents were drinking
at an increased risk level of alcohol per week but there was a low level seeking support. She
welcomed the recruitment of a substance misuse officer in children’s social care. Shem
mentioned that the report said there was no additional funding required and asked what would
happen to this important service if funding was reduced, what would be prioritised. She
mentioned that page 40 of the report mentioned that ‘there may be a need for admission to
detoxification and rehabilitation units, although in RBWM this was uncommon due to
individuals not meeting the level of need set out in locally-defined admission criteria.” Clir Tis
asked what this criteria was.

CliIr Carroll replied that the funding was ringfenced from the Public Health Grant and that there
had recently been an increase in funding so he did not see any high risk of funding being
reduced, this was backed up by recent Government announcements. He said that he would
ask officer to reply to Clir Tisi’s question regarding the local admission criteria.

Clir Hasler supported the paper and referred to his previous employment as a police officer
and how he had signposted people to these valuable services. He reiterated his support for
the paper.

Resolved unanimously: that Cabinet notes the report and:

i) Agrees to award the Drug and Alcohol Service Contract to the Preferred Provider.

The meeting, which began at 7.00 pm, finished at 9.43 pm

CHAIRMAN. ...t
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Agenda Iltem 5

CABINET

FORWARD PLAN - CHANGES MADE SINCE LAST PUBLISHED:

SCHEDULED NEW
ITEM CABINET CABINET REé:AC\)’\lTGFEOR
DATE DATE
Land in Cookham Further work
28/10/21 16/12/21 required
Land at Stafferton Way 28/10/21 16/12/21 Further work
required
Residents Parking Scheme n/a 16/12/21 New Item
Children's Services Capital Programme 16/12/21 27/01/22 F“rthef work
required
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FORWARD PLAN OF CABINET DECISIONS

CABINET Member, Councillor Johnson Leader of the Council and Chairman of Cabinet, Business, Economic Development, and Property, Councillor

Rayner Deputy Leader of the Council, Corporate & Resident Services, Culture & Heritage, and Windsor, Councillor Carroll Deputy Chairman of Cabinet,
Adult Social Care, Children’s Services, Health and Mental Health, Councillor Cannon Public Protection and Parking, Councillor Clark Transport,
Infrastructure, and Digital Connectivity, Councillor Coppinger Planning, Environmental Services, and Maidenhead, Councillor Hilton Finance and Ascot,
Councillor McWilliams Housing, Sport & Leisure, and Community Engagement, Councillor Stimson Climate Change, Sustainability, Parks and

Countryside

All enquiries, including representations, about any of the items listed below should be made in the first instance to Democratic Services, Town Hall, St
Ives Road, Maidenhead. Tel (01628) 796560. Email: democratic.services@rbwm.gov.uk

FORWARD PLAN

ITEM Private Short Description Key REPORTING REPORTING Consultation Date and Date of
Meeting - Decision, MEMBER OFFICER / (please specify name of Council
contains Council (to whom DIRECTOR (to consultees, dates meeting decision
exempt/ or other? representations whom (to and from) and (if

confidential should be made) representations form of required)
information? should be made) consultation),
See including other
categories meetings
= below.
?and in Cookham Fully exempt - | Sale of freeholdto | No Leader of the Council Internal Cabinet
3 the long and Chairman of Duncan Sharkey 16 Dec
leaseholder. Cabinet, Business, 2021
Economic
Development and
Property (Councillor
Andrew Johnson)
Land in Stafferton Fully exempt - | Sale of freehold to | No Leader of the Council Internal Cabinet
Way 3 the long and Chairman of Duncan Sharkey 16 Dec
leaseholder. Cabinet, Business, 2021

Economic
Development and
Property (Councillor
Andrew Johnson)

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet




ITEM Private Short Description Key REPORTING REPORTING Consultation Date and Date of
Meeting - Decision, | MEMBER (to OFFICER / (please specify name of Council
contains Council whom DIRECTOR (to consultees, dates meeting decision
exempt/ or other? representations whom (to and from) and (if

confidential should be made) representations form of required)
information? should be made) consultation),
See including other
categories meetings.
below
Council - Latest performance | Yes Deputy Leader of the Internal Cabinet
Performance report Council, Corporate & Emma Duncan 16 Dec
Management Resident Services, 2021
Framework Quarter Culture & Heritage,
1&2 and Windsor
(Councillor Samantha
Rayner)
Residents Parking - Confirm the Yes Cabinet Member for Internal Cabinet
Scheme Resident Parking Public Protection and Andrew Durrant 16 Dec
Discount Scheme, Parking (Councillor 2021
Parking Charges David Cannon)
for 2022/23 and a
'5 change to the
maximum stay at
Grove Road car
park which is
linked to the
Resident Parking
Discount.
Inclusion of - This report seeks Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
Learning Disability Cabinet approval Cabinet, Adult Social Hilary Hall 16 Dec
(LD) Supported Care, Children’s 2021

Living Block
Contract into
existing RBWM/
Optalis Contract for
Services dated
30th March 2017.

to include the LD
Supported Living
Block contract into
the existing RBWM
/ Optalis Contract
for Services with
effect from 1st April
2022 when the
current contract
with a third party
provider, expires.

Services, Health and
Mental Health
(Councillor Stuart
Carroll)

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet




ITEM Private Short Description Key REPORTING REPORTING Consultation Date and Date of
Meeting - Decision, | MEMBER (to OFFICER / (please specify name of Council
contains Council whom DIRECTOR (to consultees, dates meeting decision
exempt/ or other? representations whom (to and from) and (if

confidential should be made) representations form of required)
information? should be made) consultation),
See including other
categories meetings.
below
Annual - To consult on Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
Consultation on admission Cabinet, Adult Social Kevin McDaniel 27 Jan
School Admission arrangements Care, Children’s 2022
Arrangements Services, Health and
Mental Health
(Councillor Stuart
Carroll)
Children's Services | - To approve the Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
Capital Programme capital programme Cabinet, Adult Social Kevin McDaniel 27 Jan
Care, Children’s 2022
Services, Health and
Mental Health
(Councillor Stuart
Carroll)
pghance Update - Latest Financial Yes Cabinet Member for Internal Cabinet
o Update Finance and Ascot Adele Taylor 27 Jan
(Councillor David 2022
Hilton)
Approval of Optalis | - To agree updates Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
Shareholders to the Optalis Cabinet, Adult Social Hilary Hall 27 Jan
Agreement Care, Children’s 2022

shareholders
agreement
including changes
to the board and
council appointed
directors

Services, Health and
Mental Health
(Councillor Stuart
Carroll)

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet




ITEM Private Short Description Key REPORTING REPORTING Consultation Date and Date of
Meeting - Decision, | MEMBER (to OFFICER / (please specify name of Council
contains Council whom DIRECTOR (to consultees, dates meeting decision
exempt/ or other? representations whom (to and from) and (if

confidential should be made) representations form of required)
information? should be made) consultation),
See including other
categories meetings.
below

Budget 2022/23 - Report which sets | Yes Cabinet Member for Internal Cabinet

financial context Finance and Ascot Adele Taylor 10 Feb

within next year's (Councillor David 2022

budget is being Hilton)

set. The report

includes a

recommendation to

Council of a

Council Tax, it

recommends a

capital programme

for the coming year
N and also confirms
|_\

Financial Strategy

and Treasury

Management

Policy.
Capital Programme | - To approve the Yes Cabinet Member for Internal Cabinet
2022/23 Capital Finance and Ascot Adele Taylor 10 Feb

Programme. (Councillor David 2022

Hilton)

Award of contracts | Fully exempt - | This report seeks Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
for Domiciliary 3 approval to award Cabinet, Adult Social Hilary Hall 31 Mar
(Home based) Care, Children’s 2022

Care for adults

contracts for the
provision of
domiciliary care
following a tender
exercise. The
contracts will be
awarded for 5
years with the
option to extend for
a further 2 years
commencing in

Services, Health and
Mental Health
(Councillor Stuart
Carroll)

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet




ITEM Private Short Description Key REPORTING REPORTING Consultation Date and Date of
Meeting - Decision, | MEMBER (to OFFICER / (please specify name of Council
contains Council whom DIRECTOR (to consultees, dates meeting decision
exempt/ or other? representations whom (to and from) and (if

confidential should be made) representations form of required)
information? should be made) consultation),
See including other
categories meetings.
below

August 2022.
Financial Update - Latest Financial Yes Cabinet Member for Internal Cabinet

Update. Finance and Ascot Adele Taylor 31 Mar

(Councillor David 2022
Hilton)

Achieving for - This report seeks Yes Deputy Chairman of Internal Cabinet
Children Reserved approval of Cabinet, Adult Social Kevin McDaniel 31 Mar
Ownership Achieving for Care, Children’s 2022
Decisions Children’s Services, Health and

Business Plan Mental Health

' (Councillor Stuart

annual budget and Carroll)

Treasury Plan.
N
N

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet




ITEM

Private
Meeting -
contains
exempt/

confidential

information?

See
categories
below

Short Description

Key
Decision,
Council
or other?

REPORTING
MEMBER (to
whom
representations
should be made)

REPORTING
OFFICER /
DIRECTOR (to
whom
representations
should be made)

Consultation
(please specify
consultees, dates
(to and from) and
form of
consultation),
including other
meetings.

Date and
name of
meeting

Date of
Council
decision
(if
required)

DESCRIPTIONS OF EXEMPT INFORMATION: ENGLAND

1 Information relating to any individual.

2 Information which is likely to reveal the identity of an individual.

3 Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including the authority holding that information).

4 Information relating to any consultations or negotiations, or contemplated consultations or negotiations, in connection with any labour

u@lations matter arising between the authority or a Minister of the Crown and employees of, or office holders under, the authority.

5 Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings.

6 Information which reveals that the authority proposes:
(a) to give under any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which requirements are imposed on a person; or
(b) to make an order or direction under any enactment.

7 Information relating to any action taken or to be taken in connection with the prevention, investigation or prosecution of crime.

N.B. All documents to be used by the decision maker to be listed in the report to Cabinet
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Agenda Item 6i)

Report Title: Council Tax Base 2022/23
Contains No - Part |

Confidential or
Exempt Information
Cabinet Member: Councillor David Hilton, Cabinet Member for
Finance and Ascot

Meeting and Date: | Cabinet - 25 November 2021

Responsible Adele Taylor — Executive Director of
Officer(s): Resources & Section 151 Officer.

Andrew Vallance - Head of Finance and
Deputy S151 Officer

Wards affected: All

Royal Borough
of Windsor &
Maidenhead

www.rbwm.gov.uk

REPORT SUMMARY

This report deals with the statutory requirement to set the Council’s tax base for
2022/23. The tax base is used by Thames Valley Police, Berkshire Fire and Rescue
Authority, local Parish Councils as well as the Royal Borough for setting precepts and
Council Tax next year.

The tax base is in line with the level anticipated in the Council’'s Medium Term
Financial Plan and has increased since last year for two main reasons:

e The number of properties being built.

¢ Reduced number of households claiming Local Council Tax Support Discount.

1. DETAILS OF RECOMMENDATION(S)

RECOMMENDATION: That Cabinet notes the report and:
i)  Approves the Council Tax base for the whole of the Borough area, for
2022/23 at 69,736.32 as detailed in this report and appendices. This is
an increase of 556.87 over the 2021/22 base, a 0.80% increase.

ii)  Notes a Council Tax collection rate of 99.5% for 2022/23

iii) Notes an estimated deficit on the Council Tax Collection Fund in
2021/22 of £376,176 of which the Council’s share is £300,000

2. REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S) AND OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Options
Table 1: Options arising from this report
Option Comments
Accept the recommendations Council Tax is likely to achieve
planned levels.
Reduce the non-payment percentage There is no guarantee the
Council would recover the
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Option Comments
increased Council Tax arising
from this action.

Section 33 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992 and the Local
Authorities (Calculation of Council Tax Base) (England) Regulations 2012
requires the Council as the Billing Authority to calculate a Council Tax Base
for its area by 31 January each year.

Under Government regulations it is necessary for the Council to review its
Collection Fund and decide the following:

e The Council Tax Base to be used for setting its 2022/23 Council Tax.
e |ts Council Tax Collection Rate for 2022/23; and
e The estimated Council Tax surplus or deficit for 2021/22.

KEY IMPLICATIONS

New Properties. Provision needs to be made in the 2022/23 tax base for new
properties that are likely to be occupied before the end of the next financial year.
This provision is calculated by colleagues in the revenues team following
conversations with planners, building control and local builders. The growth in
local housing continues at a high level and the part year effect of 844 additional
properties will be included in the provision for 2022/23.

Appendix C sets out the Band D equivalent properties at the end of September
2021 that were included in the CTB1 return to MHCLG, 69,303.48. Added to
this is the estimated full year impact of additional properties and revaluations,
783.26, less an allowance for non-collection of 350.42 to give the tax base of
69,736.32

Collection Rate. A review of eventual collection rates has been carried out
which revealed that assumptions used to calculate the 2022/23 tax base
(99.5%) are adequate and no changes are proposed.

Business Rates. Under the localisation of Business Rates initiative, also
enabled in the Local Government Finance Bill, the borough now has a greater
financial interest in the local business rate tax base as the Borough now shares
in the risks and rewards associated with growth in the local economy. Whilst the
Business rate tax base can be estimated using last year’s returns the actual
Business Rate tax base cannot be calculated until MHCLG publishes the
NNDRL1 return in January. Information on the business rate tax base will,
therefore, be included in the Budget report to February Cabinet along with other
assumptions that have been made about the income that is likely to accrue.
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4. FINANCIAL DETAILS / VALUE FOR MONEY

4.1. The Council Tax base for the individual parts of the Royal Borough (both
parished and unparished areas) is as follows:

Table 2: Local Tax Base 2022/23 by Parish

Local Tax Base 2022/23 (band D

PARISH equivalent properties)
Bisham 735.38

4,434.44
Bray
Cookham 2,974.88
Cox Green 3,055.20
Datchet 2,268.93
Eton 1,833.47
Horton 466.51
Hurley 1,020.51
Old Windsor 2,432.95
Shottesbrooke 75.06
Sunningdale 3,479.19
Sunninghill & 6.644.13
Ascot
Waltham St 693.18
Lawrence
White 1,293.99
Waltham
Wraysbury 2,148.41
UNPARISHED
Maidenhead 22,370.69
Windsor 13,809.40
TOTAL 69,736.32

4.2. The Council’'s budget requirement divided by the tax base (above) equals the
Band D Council Tax that is set by the Council in February 2022.
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4.3.

4.4.

5.1

7.1

7.2

7.3

8.1

The tax base has increased by 556.87 band D equivalent properties since
2021/22 which is an increase of 0.80%

Band D equivalent properties are the number of band D properties in the area
which would raise the same council tax as the actual number of properties in all
bands. For example, one band H property is equivalent to two band D
properties, because the taxpayer in a band H property pays twice as much
council tax.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

This report is part of the process required for the Council to meet its legal
obligations to set its tax base that it notifies to Parish Councils, Police and
Fire.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Table 3: Impact of risk and mitigation

Risk Level of Controls Level of
uncontrolled controlled
risk risk

That the non- A deficit on The non-collection rate is | Minimal

collection rate of the collection | the best estimate based

0.5% proves to be | fund will on past collection rates.

inadequate. result and
this would be | The collection rate is
used to monitored throughout the
adjust future | year.
calculations
of council tax.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Equalities. No impact
Climate change/sustainability Not applicable

Data Protection/GDPR Not applicable

TIMETABLE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

The budget for 2022/23 will be finalised in February 2022 with full details going
to Cabinet and Council in February 2022. Residents will be advised of their
Council Tax in March 2022.
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9.1

10.

11.

APPENDICES

This report is supported by 3 appendices:

Appendix A Analysis of properties.
Appendix B Tax base by parish by band.
Appendix C 2022/23 tax base compared with 2021/22

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

None

CONSULTATION

Name of Post held Date Date
consultee sent returned
Mandatory: Statutory Officers (or deputy)

Adele Taylor Executive Director of 12/11/21 | 12/11/21
Resources/S151 Officer
Emma Duncan Deputy Director of Law and 12/11/21 | 15/11/21
Strategy / Monitoring Officer
Deputies:
Andrew Vallance Head of Finance Report
Author

Karen Shepherd Head of Governance 12/11/21 | 16/11/21
Elaine Browne Head of Legal 12/11/21
Other consultees:

Duncan Sharkey Chief Executive 12/11/21 | 15/11/21
Confirmation Cabinet Member for Finance Yes
relevant Cabinet
Member(s)
consulted

REPORT HISTORY

Decision type:

Urgency item?

To follow item?

Key decision

No

No

Report Author:

Andrew Vallance, Head of
finance & Deputy s151
Officer
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APPENDIX A Tax Base 2022/23 - Analysis of Properties

A (Entitlied
to Disabled
Relief
BAND Reduction) A B C D E F G H TOTAL
Number Of Properties
Full Charge 3 817 1,170 5,134 10,809 9,497 6,326 7,801 1,604 43,159
25%Discount 25.00% 0 968 2,212 4,302 4,862 3,397 1,765 1,526 174 19,206
Empty Property Zero Discount
<2Y 0.00% 0 35 89 261 226 112 65 56 16 860
Empty Property 100% Discount 100.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Second Homes 0.00% 0 98 62 101 169 138 77 100 57 802
Empty Property Premium >2Y 100.00% 0 18 24 31 35 46 18 19 8 199
Statutory 50% Discounts 50.00% 0 2 0 6 9 7 14 34 13 85
w
C)Exemptions 0 164 289 212 298 175 91 137 30 1,396
Equivalent property reductions
resulting from discounts to
Council Tax Support claimants 0 -192 -702 -936 -780 -234 -80 -40 -1 -2,965
MOD Properties 0 0 172 112 106 13 10 46 0 458
Total No. of Properties 3 1,910 3,316 9,223 15,733 13,151 8,286 9,679 1,901 63,200
Total Equiv No. 3.00| 1,520.74| 2,497.56| 7,963.02| 14,250.04| 12,168.77| 7,764.49| 9,162.14| 1,829.28| 57,159.04
Ratio to Band D 5/9 6/9 7/9 8/9 1 11/9 13/9 15/9 2
BAND D EQUIVALENT 1.67| 1,013.83] 1,942.55] 7,078.24] 14,250.04| 14,872.94| 11,215.38] 15,270.24| 3,658.56| 69,303.45




1€

APPENDIX B Tax Base 2022/23 - Band D Equivalents

A (Entitled

to Disabled
Relief

BAND Reduction) A B C D E F G H TOTAL
Parish
Bisham 0.00 5.17 3.11 2.67 32.19 107.80 125.71 364.82 92.50 733.97
Bray 0.56 159.13 185.95 194.08 510.15| 1,023.27 761.96| 1,384.68 225.50| 4,445.28
Cookham 0.56 63.17 21.80 147.82 332.34 790.55 475.66 904.65 243.50| 2,980.05
Cox Green 0.00 3.53 57.16 181.98 768.15| 1,133.71 702.75 212.38 8.00| 3,067.66
Datchet 0.00 27.44 51.90 333.24 384.59 463.42 390.92 594.32 34.50( 2,280.33
Eton 0.00 10.25 58.01 194.20 572.30 506.88 196.59 233.33 62.50( 1,834.06
Horton 0.00 17.95 10.78 57.96 80.20 110.72 109.65 71.92 8.00 467.18
Hurley 0.00 38.27 17.69 55.91 155.10 176.13 114.07 349.97 114.00| 1,021.14
Old Windsor 0.00 27.76 49.74 143.27 394.92 812.55 415.94 530.72 69.50( 2,444.40
Shottesbrooke 0.00 2.00 0.78 1.56 6.52 18.94 8.31 20.83 15.50 74.44
Sunningdale 0.00 32.00 34.92 104.62 417.49 507.45 492.89 883.18 990.50| 3,463.05
Sunninghill & Ascot 0.00 101.81 86.53 357.13 888.30 858.21| 1,173.86| 2,106.68| 1,006.50| 6,579.02
Waltham St Lawrence 0.00 13.69 5.06 17.07 54.03 124.12 92.08 286.67 93.00 685.72
White Waltham 0.00 35.60 62.35 97.57 306.26 286.33 129.28 318.33 58.00( 1,293.72
Wraysbury 0.00 37.77 39.01 43.92 223.08 257.56 465.88 963.82 121.50( 2,152.54
UNPARISHED
Maidenhead 0.56 188.45 762.00| 3,788.39| 5,017.76| 4,199.19| 3,622.87| 4,101.53 294.50| 21,975.25
Windsor 0.00 249.85 495.76 1,356.85| 4,106.66( 3,496.12( 1,936.97| 1,942.40 221.06| 13,805.67

1.68| 1,013.84| 1,942.55| 7,078.24| 14,250.04| 14,872.95 11,215.39( 15,270.23| 3,658.56| 69,303.48
New build & valuation changes in
year 2022/23 27.67 95.99 471.42 86.33 9.78 34.65 19.59 37.83 783.26

1.68| 1,041.51| 2,038.54| 7,549.66| 14,336.37| 14,882.73| 11,250.04( 15,289.82 3,696.39| 70,086.74
Deduct
Non-Collection Rate of .50% 0.00 5.23 10.20 37.76 71.67 74.41 56.23 76.43 18.49 350.42
COUNCIL TAX BASE 1.68] 1,036.28]| 2,028.34| 7,511.90|14,264.70|14,808.32|11,193.81|15,213.39| 3,677.90]69,736.32




APPENDIX C Local Tax Base 2022/23

PARISH

Bisham

Bray

Cookham

Cox Green

Datchet

Eton

Horton

Hurley

Old Windsor
Shottesbrooke
Sunningdale
Sunninghill & Ascot
Waltham St Lawrence
White Waltham
Wraysbury

UNPARISHED

Maidenhead
Windsor

TOTALS

ADD New build & | LESS Non APPENDIX C
Band D valuation changes| Collection [Local Tax Base| Local tax Base
Equivalents in 2022/23 Allowance 2022/23 2021/22 Change
733.97 5.11 -3.70 735.38 732.73 2.65
4,445.28 11.44 -22.28 4,434.44 4,397.15 37.29
2,980.05 9.78 -14.95 2,974.88 2,962.35 12.53
3,067.66 2.89 -15.35 3,055.20 3,058.44 -3.24
2,280.33 0.00 -11.40 2,268.93 2,264.88 4.05
1,834.06 8.62 -9.21 1,833.47 1,829.84 3.63
467.18 1.67 -2.34 466.51 461.08 5.43
1,021.14 4.50 -5.13 1,020.51 1,005.84 14.67
2,444.40 0.78 -12.23 2,432.95 2,415.04 17.91
74.44 1.00 -0.38 75.06 73.49 1.57
3,463.05 33.62 -17.48 3,479.19 3,461.60 17.59
6,579.02 98.50 -33.39 6,644.13 6,550.44 93.69
685.72 10.94 -3.48 693.18 680.30 12.88
1,293.72 6.77 -6.50 1,293.99 1,282.56 11.43
2,152.54 6.67 -10.80 2,148.41 2,142.53 5.88
21,975.25 507.85 -112.41 22,370.69 22,118.19 252.50
13,805.67 73.12 -69.39 13,809.40 13,742.99 66.41
69,303.48 783.26 -350.42| 69,736.32 69,179.45 556.87
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REPORT SUMMARY

This report sets out the latest, 2021, projections of demand for school places in the
Royal Borough. The last eighteen months have seen significant demographic change,
with reduced net inward migration, in addition to lower birth rates, likely to significantly
reduce future demand for school places over previous expectations. As the report
notes, there continues to be considerable uncertainty about future demand as, for
example, net inward migration could return to previous levels and boost demand again.

The report provides the latest analysis of demand for school places for Ascot,
Datchet/Wraysbury, Maidenhead and Windsor, by each tier of schooling.

1. DETAILS OF RECOMMENDATION(S)

RECOMMENDATION: That Cabinet notes the report.

2. REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S) AND OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Background
2.1  The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead has a legal duty to ensure
that there are sufficient school places to meet demand!. This report provides:

e The 2021 projections for future demand for school places in the borough.
e An assessment of the options available to meet rising demand for school
places.

The current school expansion programme

2.2  The Royal Borough is nearing completion of its secondary school expansion
programme, providing up to 1,500 new secondary, middle and upper school
places over the period 2017/18 to 2022/23.

2.3  Work to expand St Peter's CE Middle School, Old Windsor was completed
earlier in the year, providing a new classroom block and additional works to
the entrance. The project to expand of Windsor Girls’ School from September
2022 is also underway, with a planning application expected to be submitted
by the end of the year.

1 Section 14, Education Act 1996.
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

Appendix A summarises the progress on the projects in the secondary school
expansion programme.

The medium-term need for places in 2021 to 2025
Projections of future demand are usually done annually and reported to the
Department for Education (DfE) in the School Capacity (SCAP) survey in July.

The projections take into account demographic data (including new housing)
and changing parental preference.

The rapidly shifting demographic picture means that there is still uncertainty
over the projections, particularly for first intake into schools at Reception. In
summary:

¢ the birth rate remains low compared the peaks reached between 2006/07
and 2011/12 (who started Reception between September 2011 and
September 2016).

e levels of net inward migration into the borough for children aged 0 to 4 have
varied significantly in recent years. A generally higher level of net inward
movement in the years leading up to 2018/19 was followed by a significant
fall during the pandemic period. Whilst net inward migration has recovered
slightly over the past year, it is still not at previous levels. The variation in
the level of migration impacts heavily on the pupil projections.

e there may be an additional impact from increased international immigration
from Hong Kong. To date, the number of new arrivals has been modest,
but neighbouring authorities have experienced much higher movements.

¢ the slowdown in housing completions last year has had some impact on
demand, although the expectation is that completion rates are returning to a
more normal level, and will accelerate over the next few years.

There is more information about the changing birth rate, changes to net inward
migration and arrivals from Hong Kong in Appendix B.

The projections and commentary are available on the borough’s website at:

https://www.rbwm.gov.uk/home/schools-and-education/school-organisation-
places-and-planning/pupil-number-projections

The commentary is also provided as Appendix C to this report, available by
electronic distribution only. The data is summarised in Tables 1 to 9.

Some further adjustments have been made to the projections for Maidenhead
primary schools and provided in Table 3. These take into account the very
latest demographic data - the GP registrations as at 315t August 2021. This
information was not available when the SCAP survey was completed in July,
but has been used to crudely tweak the 2021 projections for Maidenhead. Full
projections based on this data will be prepared next year.

Projections for other parts of the borough have not been tweaked, as only in
Maidenhead is there a possibility that there may be a shortfall of places at
Reception.

The Royal Borough has a policy of ensuring that there is a surplus of
approximately 5% on school places. In other words, there should be around
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5% more school places than expected demand, particularly at school intake
points (Reception for primary and first schools, Year 5 for middle schools,
Year 7 for secondary schools and Year 9 for upper schools). This allows for
the operation of parental choice, provides space for families who move into the
area later on and also means that there are still enough places if demand is
slightly higher than projected.
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Table 1: 2021 projections and commentary for intakes into Ascot primary schools.

e White cells

e Grey cells
'WBlack cells

indicate a surplus of 5% or more.
indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.
indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected

for academic year starting in Sept. for academic year starting in Sept.

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Number on roll in Reception: 128 134 132 138 124 111 100 113 115
Surplus/deficit No. | 22 | . 16 | #18 | 12 | +26 | +39 | 50 | 37 | +35
on published admissions numbers, 0 +33%
including all temporary +18% +26% +25%  +24%
increases/decreases and agreed % F19% 1106 +12% °
expansion schemes: +8%

[ ]

Commentary for Ascot primary schools

2.14

No further action is currently proposed at present for Ascot. The projections show that there will be sufficient places until 2025 (at

least). Demand from residents within Ascot is projected to remain low. This is partially offset by higher numbers of out-borough
children (0.9 forms of entry [FE]; 27 children). The surplus of places is expected to remain well above the target of 5%.

2.15

2.16

The projections are significantly below those from 2020, reflecting lower net inward migration.

The very latest GP registrations data suggests that net inward migration for O to 4 year olds has increased again over the past 12

months. This is not reflected in the numbers given above, and it is possible that actual demand may end up higher than projected
here. This is, however, very unlikely to result in a shortage of Reception places during the projection period.
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Table 2: 2021 projections and commentary for intakes into Datchet and Wraysbury primary schools.

e White cells

e Grey cells
'WBlack cells

indicate a surplus of 5% or more.
indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.
indicate a deficit of places.

1 =

Actual Projected

for academic year starting in Sept. for academic year starting in Sept.

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Number on roll in Reception: 87 88 89 88 88 77 84 83 84
Surplus/deficit No. | 3 | 2 [ x| +2 | 2 | +13 | +6 | 7| 46
on published admissions numbers,
including all temporary +14%
increas_es/decreases- and agreed % +6% 8% +7%
expansion schemes: +3% 120 1% 120 120

Commentary for Datchet and Wraysbury primary schools

2.17

No further action is currently proposed for Datchet/Wraysbury. Projections show that demand is likely to fall slightly. A small

number of local applicants are offered places in schools outside Datchet and Wraysbury. There could potentially be a dip in
demand in September 2020, when the surplus of places will rise to 10%. In most years the surplus is expected to be above the
target of 5%. The projections include approximately 0.4 FE (12 children) of out-borough demand

2.18 The projections are largely in line with those from 2020.
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Table 3: 2021 projections and commentary for intakes into Maidenhead primary schools.
¢ White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.
o Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.
Actual Projected
for academic year starting September for academic year starting September

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Number on roll in Reception: 903 862 886 897 863 870 837 809 847
Surplus/deficit No. +79 +109 +85 +74 +109 +102 +135 +133 +95
on published admissions numbers,
incIFL)Jding all temporary +11% 0 +11%  +11% Ha% +14% +10%
increases/decreases and agreed % +8% 9% +8% °

expansion schemes:

2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

Commentary for Maidenhead primary schools

No immediate further action is proposed for Maidenhead. The projections for the town as a whole show sufficient school places
overall. A surplus of 5% in September 2021 could increase to a 14% surplus by September 2024. The projections include around
0.9 FE (26 children) of out-borough demand. This includes the loss, in September 2024, of 30 places at Lowbrook Academy as it
reverts to 30 places again due to limited accommodation.

These projections are significantly lower than those from 2020, largely due to significant falls in net inward migration into the town.
Those projections, which reflected a high level of net inward migration, suggested an overall deficit of places by September 2022.

The very latest GP registrations data suggests that net inward migration for O to 4 year olds has recovered slightly from last year’s
lows, but is still not at previous levels. In the absence of further data the latest five year average has been applied to the
demographic data to amend the projections produced in July and provide the updated figures above.

The overall projection masks significant variation within the town. More details are provided in paragraphs 2.49 to 2.55, but, in
short, demand in North West and South West Maidenhead is set to fall significantly; demand in Central Maidenhead,
Bisham/Cookham and North East Maidenhead should remain mainly steady; and demand in South East Maidenhead is expected to
rise, with the potential for local shortfalls from September 2023 onwards.

There remains a real risk that, if net inward migration returns to earlier levels, the projections provided here will prove to be too low.
In turn, this could mean more primary school places are needed in the town.
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e White cells

e Grey cells
'WBlack cells

indicate a deficit of places.

Table 4: 2021 projections and commentary for intakes into Windsor first schools.
indicate a surplus of 5% or more.
indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

Actual Projected
for academic year starting September for academic year starting in Sept.

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Number on roll in Reception: 500 478 502 488 450 438 449 458 459
Surplus/deficit No. [ +45 | +67 | +43 | +57 | +80 [ +93 | +96 | +87 | +86
on published admissions numbers,
including all temporary . +150, t18%  +18% 116%  +16%
increases/decreases and agreed % +8% +12% +8% +10%

expansion schemes:

Commentary for Windsor first schools

2.24

No immediate further action is currently proposed for Windsor. The projections show that there will be sufficient places during the

period to September 2025. A decision in August by the Office of the Schools Adjudicator to allow a reduction in places at Kings
Court First School is reflected in the numbers given above (but not in Appendix C as reported to the DfE in July). With this
reduction (currently agreed for 2021 and 2022), the surplus of places is expected to peak at 18% in 2022 and 2023. This is well

above the 5% surplus place target.
2.25

2.26

The projections are significantly lower than the 2020 projections, reflecting lower net inward migration.

The very latest GP registrations data suggests that net inward migration for O to 4 year olds has only increased very slightly over the

past 12 months. This is not reflected in the numbers given above, and it is possible that actual demand may end up higher than
projected here. This is, however, very unlikely to result in a shortage of Reception places during the projection period.
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Table 5: 2021 projections for intakes into Ascot secondary schools.
e White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.

. Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected
for academic year starting Sept: for academic year starting September:

Number on roll in Year 7:

Surplus/deficit
on published admissions numbers,

including all temporary 0% 0% 0% 0% +5%
increases/decreases and agreed % —— —
expansion schemes: -1% -20% -20p -1% -1%

2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

Commentary for Ascot secondary schools

No further action is currently planned for Ascot secondary school provision. The projections indicate that there should be enough

places for Ascot and designated area residents in the projection period. There is not expected to be a surplus of places during the
projection period as any empty places are usually filled by out-borough applicants. The projections include approximately 4 FE of
out-borough demand, a significant part of this is from within the school’s designated area, which covers parts of Bracknell Forest.

Towards the end of the projections period, the lower numbers starting in Ascot primary schools in Reception will start to affect
demand from within the Ascot area.

Charters School, the only secondary school serving the area, took a bulge class in September 2019, increasing its PAN to 300 for
one yeatr.

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020. The impact of new housing on secondary provision has not been specifically
calculated this year, whilst the methodology is revised. There may, therefore, be a slight underestimation of demand. The impact
of new housing on secondary provision is usually delayed as new housing tends to attract younger families who might not start
secondary school for a number of years.
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Table 6: 2021 projections for intakes into Datchet and Wraysbury secondary schools.
e White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.
. Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected

for academic year starting Sept: for academic year starting September:

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026
Number on roll in Year 7: 77 96 90 119 120 114 112 115 113 115
Surplus/deficit No. | +63 [ +14 | +20 | 1 | o [ v6 | +8 | #5 | +7 | 45
on published admissions numbers, +A5%
including all temporary
mcreas_es/decreases- and agreed % i130  +18%
expansion schemes: +1% 0% +5% +7% +4% +6% +4%

1 777 == [ 1 =———

2.31

2.32

2.33

Commentary for Datchet and Wraysbury secondary schools

No further action is currently planned for Datchet and Wraysbury secondary provision. The projections indicate that there should be
enough places in the area for the projection period. The surplus is projected to be around 5% for most of the period. Churchmead
Church of England School, the only secondary school serving the area, continues to attract more children transferring from the
Datchet and Wraysbury primary schools, although the proportion has dropped slightly over the past two intakes. The projections
include approximately 2.2 FE of out-borough demand, which is an increase on previous years, and a return to levels last seen in
2012. A significant part of the school’'s designated area covers Slough.

Around 0.9 FE (26 pupils) resident in Datchet and Wraysbury indicate a preference for one or more selective schools, and roughly
half are successful.

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020. The projections assume that recent trends in the numbers of out-borough
children attending Churchmead, and Datchet & Wraysbury residents attending out-borough schools, will continue. The impact of
new housing on secondary provision has not been specifically calculated this year, whilst the methodology is revised. However, the
amount of new housing in Datchet and Wraysbury is small, limiting the likely impact.
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Table 7: 2021 projections for intakes into Maidenhead secondary schools.
e White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.

. Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected
for academic year starting Sept: for academic year starting September:
2017 | 2018 | 2019 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026
Number on roll in Year 7: 875 955 988 955 921 977 907 887 898
Surplus/deficit No. |- +129 EI +62 | +76 | #109 [ +143 | +87 | +157 | +177 | +166

on published admissions numbers,
including all temporary
increases/decreases and agreed %
expansion schemes.

+150 T17%  +16%

+10% +8%

2.34

2.35

2.36

2.37

Commentary for Maidenhead secondary schools

No further action is currently proposed for Maidenhead secondary schools. The projections show that there will be sufficient places
to meet demand during the period to 2026. Although the surplus of places will be below 5% in September 2024, the number of
pupils attending from out-borough means there is scope to address more local demand by taking fewer out-borough children,
through the normal operation of the school admissions criteria.

The projections include approximately 6.6 FE of out-borough demand, down from 7.3 FE last year, reflecting recent falls in numbers
seeking places from outside the borough.

The number of Maidenhead resident children taking up selective school places in neighbouring local authorities remains high by
historical standards, at 5.0 FE (150) for September 2021. This compares to a 2010 to 2017 average of 90. The number of
applicants is higher than previously, with 289 Maidenhead applicants expressing a preference for one or more selective schools.
52% were successful, which is a proportional fall on recent years, although the number of successful applicants remains steady at
around 150.

The 2020 projections are lower than those form 2020, reflecting the reduction in the proportion of residents choosing a Maidenhead
secondary school and the fall in out-borough applicants. The impact of new housing on secondary provision has not been
specifically calculated this year, whilst the methodology is revised. There may, therefore, be a minor underestimation of demand.
The impact of new housing on secondary provision is usually delayed as new housing tends to attract younger families who might
not start secondary school for a number of years.
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Table 8: 2021 projections for intakes into Windsor middle schools.
e White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.

. Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected

for academic year starting Sept: for academic year starting September:

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026
Number on roll in Year 5: 449 473 494 467 482 468 449 454 453 420
Surplus/deficit No. [ +31 | +87 | +46 | +73 | +58 | +72 | +91 | +86 | +87 | +120
on published admissions numbers, +22%
!ncluding all temporary +14% +13% +17%  +16% +16%
increases/decreases and agreed % 7% +9% 11%

expansion schemes: +6%

2.38

2.39

2.40

241

2.42

Commentary for Windsor middle schools

No further action is proposed for Windsor middle schools, following the completion of the expansion at Peter's CE Middle School.
The projections show that there will be sufficient places to meet demand during the period to 2026. The surplus of places will be
above the 5% target, potentially rising to 17% in September 2023 and, potentially, 22% by September 2026.

The 2021 projections are lower than those from last year, reflecting larger than usual movement out of first school cohorts as they
move up through the year groups.

The projections include 1.5 FE (45 children) of out-borough demand, most of whom are already on roll in the town'’s first schools. A
further 0.7 FE (22 children) come from Datchet/Wraysbury), half of whom are on roll in a first school.

Around 1.5 FE (45 pupils) resident in Windsor indicate a preference for one or more selective schools, and roughly 56% are
successful (on average). Applicants for September 2021 were generally less successful (14 out of 61). This movement means that
middle schools lose some children at the end of Year 6.

The impact of new housing on middle school provision has not been specifically calculated this year, whilst the methodology is
revised. There may, therefore, be a slight underestimation of demand. The impact of new housing on secondary provision is
usually delayed as new housing tends to attract younger families who might not start in middle schools for a number of years.
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Table 9: 2021 projections for intakes into Windsor upper schools.
e White cells indicate a surplus of 5% or more.

. Grei cells indicate a surplus of between 0 and 4.9%.

[ JBlack cells indicate a deficit of places.

Actual Projected

for academic year starting Sept: for academic year starting September:

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026
Number on roll in Year 9: 457 418 451 462 501 477 484 473 484 471
Surplus/deficit No. [ +a1 | +80 | +47 | +36 | +5 [ +17 | +10 | +21 | +10 | +23
on published admissions numbers,
including all temporary +16%
mcreas_es/decreases- and agreed % +8% +9% 7% )
expansion schemes: +4% +4% +5%

+1% +2% +2%
[ ] — — [

2.43

2.44

2.45

2.46

2.47

Commentary for Windsor upper schools
No further upper school places are likely to be needed in Windsor during the projection period.

The projections show that the surplus of places will be relatively low during the projection period to 2025. Following the ending of
the Year 9 intake at Holyport College from September 2022, the local authority has approved funding for the expansion of Windsor
Girls’ School. This reflects more detailed work indicating a shortage of places for girls. The new accommodation is planned for
September 2022, with 22 more places provided.

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020.

The projections include approximately 2 FE (60 children) of out-borough demand, most of whom will already be in a borough middle
school.

The impact of new housing on middle school provision has not been specifically calculated this year, whilst the methodology is
revised. There may, therefore, be a slight underestimation of demand. The impact of new housing on secondary provision is
usually delayed as new housing tends to attract younger families who might not start in middle schools for a number of years.




2.48

2.49

2.50

251

2.52

2.53

In summary:

e Ascot Primary — no new school places currently needed.

e Ascot Secondary — no new school places currently needed.

e Datchet/Wraysbury Primary  — no new school places currently needed.

e Datchet/Wraysbury Secondary — no new school places currently needed.

¢ Maidenhead Primary — new places may be needed.

e Maidenhead Secondary — no new school places currently needed.

e Windsor First — no new school places currently needed.

e Windsor Middle — no new school places currently needed.

e Windsor Upper — new places being provided for Sept. 2022

Further analysis of primary school requirements in Maidenhead
Although Table 3 indicates that there will be sufficient primary school places
overall in Maidenhead, there are two caveats:

¢ the ongoing uncertainty around demographic change, particularly net
inward migration, means that there is a risk that demand could be higher
than currently predicted. Earlier (pre-pandemic) projections suggested
shortfalls of places.

e South East Maidenhead is currently projecting a shortfall of places, for both
September 2023 and September 2025. This is due to locally higher net
inward migration rates and new housing.

More detailed work has been carried out to look at demand in Maidenhead at
a local level. For the purposes of school projections work, the town is split into
seven subareas. This makes it easier to identify areas of growth and compare
that to the capacity in the local schools.

This work takes into account new housing and local growth and, for
Maidenhead, some crude adjustments to update the rates of net inward
migration on the basis of the very latest demographic data from September
2021. The work also assumes that patterns of parental preference and
movement across the town will remain the same. That is, if, in the past, X% of
children living in one subarea went to school in another subarea, then that
movement is projected to continue. Patterns of parental choice may, of
course, change in the future but projections are necessarily based on the
available data at present.

Table 10 sets out the resulting difference between project demand and
available Reception places, therefore indicating where additional local
provision could be needed.

Given the small local deficits in September 2022, 2023 and 2024, and the
surpluses of places in other parts of Maidenhead, it is not currently proposed
that any new places are provided in those years. Additional provision could be
needed for September 2025, when the shortfall in South East Maidenhead is
projected to be over one form of entry. Nevertheless, the Royal Borough
should be ready to provide more places more quickly, if the rate of net inward
migration increases again, and taking account of overall and more local levels
of surplus places.
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2.54

2.55

2.56

3.1

4.1

Table 10: Projected Year R surplus/deficits in Maidenhead, by subarea

Subarea Actual Projected

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 [ 2023 | 2024 | 2025
Bisham and 22| 21| +20| +23| +16| +11| +18| +14| +18
Cookham
Central
Maidenhead 0 *2 4 0 +8H tla | +l7 +8
Maidenhead Bl 5| +8| +13| +12| +15| +19| +16| +24
Villages
North East +14 | +10| +6| +8| +20| +20| +22| +25| +15
Maidenhead
North West +17| +17| +9| +10| +23| +27| +28| +44| +35
Maidenhead
South East
SounEast +20| +36| +28| o] +4| +1 -13’ -3
South West +7| 15| +10| +20| +27| +35| +48| +20| +27
Maidenhead
Q"(f‘tge”head +79 | +109 | +85| +74 |+109 |+102 |+135 |+133 | +95

Maidenhead %

8% | 11% | 9% | 8% | 11% | 11% | 14% | 14% | 10%
total surplus

Public consultation has already been carried out on proposals to provide new
primary school places in Maidenhead. The outcome of that consultation is set
out in the New primary school places in Maidenhead report to Cabinet in
November 2021.

That report also proposes a strategy to provide places for September 2025, or
earlier, if required.

A report on the 2022 pupil projections will be brought to Cabinet in Autumn
2022.

Options

Table 11: Options arising from this report

Option Comments

There are no recommendations arising
from this report.

KEY IMPLICATIONS

There are no key implications arising from this report.

FINANCIAL DETAILS / VALUE FOR MONEY

No financial implications arising directly from this report.
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5.1

5.2

7.1

7.2

7.3

8.1

9.1

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

Local authorities are under a statutory duty to ensure that there are sufficient
school places in their area. This is set out in the Education Act 1996, Section
14, subsections 1 and 2.

There is no legal duty to provide any particular level of surplus places.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Table 12: Impact of risk and mitigation

Risk Level of Controls Level of
uncontrolled controlled
risk risk

Accuracy of pupil High Annual production of Medium

projections, with pupil projections to take

the risk that actual account of the latest

demand is information.

significantly

different to that Inclusion of a surplus of

expected. This places in planning, to

appears to be a provide capacity in the

higher risk in 2021, system in case

due to ongoing projections are lower than

uncertainty about actual demand.

the demographic Monitoring of a wide

impact of the range of sources of
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sense of emerging
trends.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Equalities. Equality Impact Assessments (EqIAS) are published on the council’s
website. No EqlA is required for this report, which is for information only.

Climate change/sustainability. There are no climate change or sustainability
implications arising directly from this report.

Data Protection/GDPR. There are no data protection or GDPR implications
arising from this report.

CONSULTATION

No consultation has been carried out in relation to this report. The 2021
projections and analysis have been shared with schools.

TIMETABLE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation date if not called in: None
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APPENDICES

This report is supported by five appendices:

Contained in paper copies
e Appendix B — summary of net inward migration, births data and arrivals

from Hong Kong.

Electronic only

e Appendix A — summary of secondary programme
e Appendix C — SCAP commentary

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

This report is supported by one background document:

e Demand for school places, Report to Cabinet, December 2020

CONSULTATION

Name of Post held Date Date
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Mandatory: Statutory Officers (or deputy)

Adele Taylor Executive Director of 19/10/21
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Deputies:

Andrew Vallance Head of Finance (Deputy S151 | 19/10/21
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Karen Shepherd Head of Governance (Deputy 19/10/21 | 20/10/21
Monitoring Officer)
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Directors (where
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Duncan Sharkey Chief Executive 19/10/21
Andrew Durrant Executive Director of Place 19/10/21
Kevin McDaniel Executive Director of Children’s | 19/10/21 | 29/10/21

Services
Hilary Hall Executive Director of Adults, 19/10/21 | 19/10/21

Health and Housing

Heads of Service
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Head of .......
Head of .......
Head of .......

External (where

relevant)

N/A
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For information
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Appendix A: Approved school expansion programme

Table Al: Approved school expansion programme sets out the current approved
expansion programme.

Table Al: Approved school expansion programme

First year

PAN of new

Original New | increase intake

Area School Phase PAN PAN | No. /FE* (Sept.)

Ascot Charters School 1 240 270 | +30/+1.0 2017

Maidenhead | Cox Green School 1 176 206 | +30/+1.0 2017

Maidenhead | Furze Platt Senior 1 193 223 | +30/+1.0 2017
School

Windsor Dedworth Middle 1 120 150 [+30/+1.0 2017
School

Windsor The Windsor Boys’ 1 230 260 | +30/+1.0 2017
School

Windsor Windsor Girls’ 1 178 208 | +30/+1.0 2017
School

Maidenhead | Furze Platt Senior 2 193 253 | +60/+2.0 2018
School

Windsor Dedworth Middle 2 150 180 [ +30/+1.0 2018
School

Windsor St Peter's CE 3 60 90 |+30/+1.0 2019
Middle

Windsor Windsor Girls’ 4 208 230 | +22 [ +0.7 2022
School

*FE means Form of Entry. 1 FE = one class of 30 children per year group.

A further 6 places per year group were also been added at Newlands’ Girls School.
This scheme, funded largely by S106 contributions, was not part of the formal
secondary expansion programme but nevertheless increased the number of places
available. Cox Green School has also further increased its PAN to 210, adding a
final six additional places per year group.

These schemes are proceeding as follows:

Furze Platt Senior School completed.

St Peter’'s CE Middle School completed.

Windsor Girls’ School at design stage, with planning application to be
submitted in late 2021.

e The Windsor Boys’ School completed.
e Windsor Girls’ School completed.
e Charters School completed.
e Cox Green School completed.
e Newlands Girls’ School completed.
e Dedworth Middle School completed.
[
[ ]
[ ]
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APPENDIX B — Summary of Net Inward Migration, Births Data...

APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF NET INWARD MIGRATION, BIRTHS DATA AND
ARRIVALS FROM HONG KONG.

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

Introduction

This appendix takes a brief look at some of the wider demographic information that
is impacting demand for primary school places in Maidenhead.

Births Data

National picture
The Office of the National Statistics (ONS) released their latest analysis of national
births data in late October!. In the release, the ONS note:

e for the fifth consecutive year, the number of live births in 2020 for England and
Wales decreased to 613,936. This is the lowest since 2002 and represents a
15.9% drop since the 2012 peak.

¢ the total fertility rate (TFR) for England and Wales fell to 1.58 children per
woman, which is the lowest since records began in 1938. Fertility rates have
declined across all year groups, including for women aged 40 years and over.
Fertility rates for this latter group have generally been increasing since the
late1970s.

e the number of stillbirths nationally reached a record low of 3.8 stillbirths per
1,000 total births.

The ONS indicate that the 2020 birth registrations are likely to be a small
underestimate, due to late registrations and capacity issues at registrars arising
from the covid pandemic. This will be corrected in future data releases from the
ONS2.

The TFR is the average number of live children that a group of women would bear
by the end of their child-bearing years if the current trends on births (adjusted
according to the age to the women in that group) applied throughout that period.

Table B1 sets out the live birth numbers and TFR for England and Wales for the
period 2010 to 2020. Please note that this information relates to the calendar
year. There will be differences, therefore, with data published elsewhere by the
borough in relation to school place planning, which is based on academic year
figures.

1 Births in England and Wales: 2020. Office of National Sﬁ'g;ics, 14 October 2021

2 Births in England and Wales explained: 2020. Office of

nal Statistics, 14 October 2021.
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Table B1: Live Births and TFR rates for England and Wales

Calendar Number of -Ilz-g:taidlity
year Live Births Rate
2010 72316500000

2011 723913000

2012 729,674

2013 698,512

2014 695,233

2015 697,852

2016 696,271

2017 679,106 |

2018 657,076

2019 64037000

2020 613,936/

Data for the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
Similar trends for live birth numbers and the TFR are apparent in the Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, as shown in Table B2.

Table B2: Live Births and TFR rates for the Royal Borough
Total

Fertility

Rate

Calendar Number of
year Live Births

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

The number of live births in the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead in
2020 was 1,407. This is the lowest in the period shown, and represents a 24%
decrease since the 2012 peak of 1,860.

The TFR has fallen from a peak of 2.00 in 2010 to 1.60 in 2020.

Data for Maidenhead

Data on the number of live births for Maidenhead is available by academic year.
The latest data, for the 2019/20 academic yeatr, is expected shortly. No TFR data
is available for Maidenhead.

In this data Maidenhead includes the town, plus the surrounding villages of
Bisham, Bray, Burchetts Green, the Cookhams, Holyport and the Walthams.
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Table B3: Live Births for Maidenhead
Academic |Number of

year Live Births

2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
2019/20

As might be expected, the situation in Maidenhead is similar to that in the borough
as a whole. The number of births in 2018/19 was 831, which is well below the
2011/12 peak of 1,000 (a 16.9% decrease). The 2019/20 data is expected to
show a further drop.

International Migration into the UK

The birth rate isn’t the only factor that impacts on demand for school places.
Migration in and out of the Royal Borough is also important, whether driven by
national trends or more local aspects such as new housing.

The latest available release from the Office of National Statistics relating to
international migration is from August 20203. The impact of the pandemic has
created some significant challenges for the ONS in updating their international
migration statistics.

The key points in that release are:

e in the year ending March 2020, around 313,000 more people moved to the UK,
intending to stay for 12 months or more, than left. This figure is the net
migration, which is the balance between immigration and emigration.

¢ this is a significant increase on previous years, where the net migration was
around 221,000 in the year ending March 2019, and around 231,000 in the year
before that. The jump in the year to 2020 is the result of increased immigration,
rather than a drop in emigration.

e the recent increase in immigration, and therefore net migration, is being driven
by an increase in non-EU nationals arriving in the UK for study reasons, mainly
from China and India.

e Net migration from the European Union has been falling since peak levels in
2015 and 2016, although stabilised in 2018/19. Non-EU net migration has been
increasing since 2013.

These figures are shown in tables B4 and B5.

3 Migration Statistics Quarterly Report: August 2020, Offic5(%\lational Statistics, 27 August 2020.
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Table B4: Net migration into the UK

. . ' . ) . Net
Financial Immigration (Emigration Migration
year ('000s) ('000s) ('000s)
2010/11 612 336
2011/12 567 352
2012/13 521 357
2013/14 583 350
2014/15 680 349
2015/16 667 342
2016/17 617 374
2017/18 623 392
2018/19 614 393
2019/20 715 403

1.16 These figures show that emigration rose slightly in the 2019/20 financial year, but
immigration increased by more than 100,000, leading to the much higher net
migration figure for that year.

Table B5: EU and Non-EU net migration into the UK

. . British net EU net| Non-EU net
Financial . : . . . .
year migration migration migration

('000s) ("0O00s) ('000s)
2010/11 -50 112 215
2011/12 -77 107 185
2012/13 -65 123 106
2013/14 -50 161 123
2014/15 -48 219 159
2015/16 -43 207 162
2016/17 -59 123 179
2017/18 55 85 200
2018/19 -54 62 213
2019/20 -61 58 316

1.17 There is no more up-to-date analysis on the ONS website about migration. The
covid pandemic, of course, resulted in national and international lockdowns for
much of the 2020/21 financial year, and it seems almost certain that both
immigration and emigration will have fallen significantly in that period.

Hong Kong
1.18 In July 2020 the British Government announced a new visa route for Hong Kong

residents who hold a British National Overseas (BNO) passport. This allowed
BNO passport holders to live and work in the UK for five years, with a path to
citizenship.

1.19 These changes came into effect on 315t January 2021. The Home Office estimate
that there are 2.9 million BNO status holders eligible to move to the UK, with a
further 2.3 million estimated eligible dependents. The Home Office impact
assessment’s central range analysis estimates between 123,000 and 153,700
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BNO holders/dependents arriving in the UK in 2021, and between 258,000 and
322,240 over the five year period from 315t January 20214.

If these estimates are realised, there will be a clear impact on the national net
migration figures.

Afghanistan
The impact of immigration from Afghanistan is likely to be much lower. According

to discussions with the DfE, there are approximately 11,000 Afghan nationals
accommodated in bridging hotels across the UK. Many of these families have pre-
school and primary-age children.

The impact on individual local authorities and schools is likely to be small in
numerical terms, although clearly there may be challenges arising from language
barriers and mental health.

Net migration in the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

Information about international migration into local authority areas is not available
in the way it is for the UK as a whole. It does, however, provide a context within
which local migration figures (which don't distinguish between national and
international migration) can be considered.

The main dataset used for the pupil projections comes from the NHS, who, each
Autumn, provide the local authority with a breakdown of the number of children
aged 0 to 18 who are resident in the borough.

This information is provided by postcode, which means that the data can be
aggregated to various levels, including by town, e.g. Maidenhead. As the data is
also provided annually, we can compare figures to provide net inward migration
over time.

Table B6 shows the changes in sizes of the cohorts of children resident in
Maidenhead, aged 0, 1, 2 and 3, as they move up into the cohorts of 1, 2, 3 and 4
year olds each year. The data is shown for each age group as at 315t August each
year, between 2013 and 2021.

By way of an example, the section in red in Table B6 says that:

e on 318t August 2015 there were 1,084 children resident in Maidenhead aged 3.

e ayear later, on 315t August 2016, that same cohort of children was aged 4.

e there were 1,080 children in that cohort on 315t August 2016.

e this is a decrease of 4, although there will have been many more movements of
children in and out of the borough in the cohort over this period.

¢ the net movement was, therefore, -4.

e proportionally, the 2016 cohort was 0.996 times the size it was in 2015 (rounded
to 1.00 in the table).

Table B6 colour codes the proportions calculated, so that yellow cells show strong
year on year growth in cohort size, whilst blue cells show decreasing cohort sizes.

4 Media factsheet: Hong Kong BN(O) Visa Route, Home @I@ 29 January 2021.
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Table B6: Change in size of Maidenhead resident cohorts, as they get older each year

9%

Movement:[ Age 3to Age 4 Age 2to Age 3 Age 1to Age 2 Age Oto Agel

Age| Count Age| Count Age| Count Age| Count
Resident 31/08/2013: 3 1,010 2 994 1 1,014 0 895
Resident 31/08/2014: 4 1,028 3 1,036 2 1,031 1 927
Change: +18 +42 +17 +32
Proportional change: 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04
Resident 31/08/2014: 3 1,036 2 1,031 1 927 0 832
Resident 31/08/2015: 4 1,045 3 1,084 2 980 1 935
Change: +9 +53 +53 +103
Proportional change: 1.01 1.05 1.06 1.12
Resident 31/08/2015: 3 1,084 2 980 1 935 0 909
Resident 31/08/2016: 4 1,080 3 1,044 2 993 1 936
Change: -4 +64 +58 +27
Proportional change: 1.00 1.07 1.06 1.03
Resident 31/08/2016: 3 1,044 2 993 1 936 0 917
Resident 31/08/2017: 4 1,025 3 992 2 961 1 994
Change: -19 -1 +25 +77
Proportional change: 0.98 1.00 1.03 1.08
Resident 31/08/2017: 3 992 2 961 1 994 0 913
Resident 31/08/2018: 4 1,004 3 986 2 1,009 1 921
Change: +12 +25 +15 +8
Proportional change: 1.01 1.03 1.02 1.01
Resident 31/08/2018: 3 986 2 1,009 1 921 0 883
Resident 31/08/2019: 4 1,049 3 1,075 2 973 1 973
Change: +63 +66 +52 +90
Proportional change: 1.06 1.07 1.06 1.10
Resident 31/08/2019: 3 1,075 2 973 1 973 0 857
Resident 31/08/2020: 4 1,059 3 979 2 966 1 888
Change: -16 +6 -7 +31
Proportional change: 0.99 1.01 0.99 1.04
Resident 31/08/2020: 3 979 2 966 1 888 0 812
Resident 31/08/2021: 4 989 3 981 2 910 1 833
Change: +10 +15 +22 +21
Proportional change: 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.03
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Table B7 condenses the proportional change given in Table B6, and also provides:

¢ the five year average for the proportional change in size for each cohort as it ages by a
year. Four averages can be calculated on the available data, and these are given in the
last four rows at the bottom of the table. The cells with a red border show that, for the
cohorts of two year olds turning into three year olds, the 5 year average annual change
was 1.04. This is based on the average of the figures for the movements from 2014 to
2015, 2015 to 2016, 2016 to 2017, 2017 to 2018 and 2018 to 2019.

e The average annual proportional change for all the age groups 0 to 4, and also for O to

18.

Table B7: Change in size of Maidenhead resident cohorts, with averages
Average
Average annual
annual| proportional
proportional| change for
change for each
each|movement in
Age 3| Age 2| Age 1| Age 0| [movement in| age groups
to to to to age groups| 0Oto 18 (not
Movement:| Age 4| Age 3| Age 2| Agel Oto4 shown)
2013 to 2014 1.018| 1.042| 1.017| 1.036 1.028 1.010
2014 to 2015 1.009] 1.051| 1.057| 1.124 1.060 1.010
2015 to 2016 0.996| 1.065| 1.062| 1.030 1.038 1.060
2016 to 2017 0.982| 0.999| 1.027| 1.084 1.023 1.020
2017 to 2018 1.012| 1.026] 1.015| 1.009 1.015 0.990
2018 to 2019 1.064| 1.065| 1.056| 1.102 1.072 1.060
2019 to 2020 0.985| 1.006| 0.993| 1.036 1.005 0.970
2020 to 2021 1.010| 1.020| 1.020( 1.030 1.020 1.010
5 Year average (2013 to 2018) | 1.003| 1.037| 1.036| 1.056 1.033 1.018
5 Year average (2014 to 2019) | 1.013| 1.041] 1.043| 1.070 1.042 1.028
5 Year average (2015 to 2020) | 1.008| 1.032| 1.031| 1.052 1.031 1.020
5 Year average (2016 to 2021) | 1.011| 1.023| 1.022( 1.052 1.027 1.010

Table B7 shows that, in the period 2013 to 2019, most cohorts grew in size from year to
year in Maidenhead. Only three of the 24 data points in that period are below 1, indicating
a shrinking cohort.

In early 2020, however, the covid pandemic resulted in national lockdown for most of the
second half of the 2019/20 academic year. The impact on net migration into the Royal
Borough is shown here. Between 2019 and 2020 two of the four 0 to 4 cohorts shrank,
and one remained almost static. Only the youngest cohort grew in size. The average
proportional growth across all 0 to 4 cohorts fell to just 1.005 (shown in the penultimate
column). The impact across all cohorts aged 0 to 18 was even worse, with a drop to just
0.97.

That impact has continued into the 2020/21 academic year. Growth in cohort sizes has
returned between 2020 and 2021, but at generally quite low levels, particularly compared
to levels reached previously.
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Due to the volatility in the proportional change in cohort sizes, the pupil projections model
uses five year averages, as given in the last four rows of Table B5. These rows give the
five year averages for four periods:

2013 to 2018 (as used for the 2019 pupil projections).
2014 to 2019 (as used for the 2020 pupil projections).
2015 to 2020 (as used for the 2021 pupil projections).
2016 to 2021 (as will be used for the 2022 pupil projections).

The averages are particularly high when based on the 2014 to 2019 period. The last two
sets of averages, for 2015 to 2020 and 2016 to 2021, show reduced values as the impact
of the pandemic starts to become evident.

Of course, the values given in the table only seem to change by a relatively small amount.
The smallest average figure given is 1.003, whilst the largest is 1.070. However, applying
this to 1,000 pupils means a year on year growth in a single cohort of either 3 pupils (1,000
x 1.003 = 1,003) or of 70 pupils (1,000 x 1.070 = 1,070). This is illustrated in full in Table
B8.

Table B8 shows two scenarios, both calculating the likely future sizes of resident cohorts in
Maidenhead aged O to 4 for the Reception intakes in September 2022 to 2025. Scenario 1
uses the high 5 year average proportional change in cohort size, as based on the 2014 to
2019 data. Scenario 2 uses the lower 5 year average proportional change in cohort size,
as based on the 2016 to 2021 data.

The black cells show the resulting projected cohort sizes. In Scenario 1, the cohort
applying for September 2025 Reception places is expected to have 964 children. In
Scenario 2, the lower net migration brought on by the pandemic suggests that cohort will
only have 911 children. This is a difference of 53 pupils, not far short of two full classes, at
1.8 Forms of Entry.

The pupil projection model is slightly more sophisticated than outlined above, as it also
takes account of net migration into new housing, which is then discounted from the
migration factors (as the impact of new housing is added via the pupil yields).
Nevertheless, net migration remains a very significant factor, and relatively small changes
in the rates can have major impacts on future projections.
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Scenario 1: calculated using the high levels of average proportional change from 2014 to 2019:

Starts Reception in September: 2022 2023 2024 2025
Current no. resident in Maidenhead: 981 910 833 819
Proportional change (Age 0 to Age 1): 1.070
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 819x 1.070= 876
Proportional change (Age 1 to Age 2): 1.043 1.043
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 833x1.043= 869|876x1.043= 914
Proportional change (Age 2 to Age 3): 1.041 1.041 1.041
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 910x 1.041 = 947|869x 1.041= 904|914x1.041= 951
Proportional change (Age 3 to Age 4): 1.013 1.013 1.013 1.013
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 981 x 1.013= 994|947 x 1.013= 960|904 x 1.013 = 916(951x1.013= 964
Resulting cohort size: 994 m 916 964
Scenario 2: calculated using the lower levels of average proportional change from 2016 to 2021

Starts Reception in September: | 2022 2023 2024 2025
Current number resident in Maidenhead: 981 910 833 819
Proportional change (Age 0 to Age 1): 1.052
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 819x 1.052= 862
Proportional change (Age 1 to Age 2): 1.022 1.022
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 833x1.022= 851|862x1.022= 881
Proportional change (Age 2 to Age 3): 1.023 1.023 1.023
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 910x 1.023= 931|851x1.023= 871|881x1.023= 901
Proportional change (Age 3 to Age 4): 1.011 1.011 1.011 1.011
Calculation & resulting cohort size: 981 x1.011= 992|931x1.011= 941|871x1.011= 880(901x1.011= 911
Resulting cohort size: 992 941 880 911
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Hong Kong numbers in the Royal Borough

Currently, it is estimated that around 60 children from Hong Kong have applied for school
places in the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead this year. More analysis may be
available once the October 2021 school census information is available later in the year.

These numbers are significantly below what is being experienced in some neighbouring
authorities — Wokingham have had around 600 Hong Kong background applicants since
August 2020.

60
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APPENDIX C - Schools Capacity Survey 2021 - Local Authority Commentary
Local Authority Name: The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
Local Authority Number: 868

Black text — the template from the Department for Education

Blue text — the Royal Borough’s response.

1.

General LA overview indicating LA wide trends (Primary and Secondary age).

The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead has both a two-tier and a three-tier system.
Windsor, Eton and Old Windsor operate a three-tier system with first, middle and upper schools.
The rest of the borough, including Maidenhead and Ascot, has a two-tier system.

Factors affecting overall LA pupil numbers e.g. migration, housing development, live births. If you
experience cross local authority boundary movement please identify the other local authorities
involved and the scale of places affected.

The chart and table below shows the numbers of children resident, based on the Births data plotted
against the year in which that cohort starts Reception. The shaded box indicates the cohort that
started in September 2021. The borough does not yet have the 2019/20 births data.

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1,868 1,817 1,863 1,735 1,650 1,652 1,721 1,670 1,597 1,489

There is a higher than usual level of uncertainty around the projections, particularly for primary, as
there have been some significant demographic shifts over the past 18 months. Most notably, net

inward migration fell significantly between 2018/19 and 2019/20. This is based on comparisons of
the numbers of children resident in the borough by age group, from the NHS GP registrations data.

This may, in part, be due to the impact of the Covid-19 crisis and lockdown, which affected most of
the second half of the 2019/20 academic year. We are awaiting the NHS GP registrations data for
2020/21, to see whether net inward migration rose again, or whether there has been a more
permanent shift. In the absence of this data, the projections provided here assume that migration
patterns going forward are in line with the average from the past five years. This assumption will
need to be re-examined once the new data is available.

The number of new dwellings being completed had been expected to rise over the past 18 months,
but some schemes were delayed and will now complete later than previously expected. It is not yet
clear whether there will be a temporary bulge in completions as all delayed developments are
completed at once.

The effect of these changes is generally to depress the projections below previous expectations.
The local authority is aware, however, that new data reflecting progression out of the pandemic
may have a significant impact and potentially reverse this calculated reduction in demand.

There is significant cross-border movement. Some borough schools have designated areas that

cover parts of neighbouring local authority areas (and vice versa). Two neighbouring authorities
also have grammar school systems, Ieadinéio large flows of pupils in and out of the borough at

secondary transfer.
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The Royal Borough has a policy of providing 5% surplus places wherever possible. This is to
maximise parental choice, ensure that there are places available for children moving into the area
and provide some leeway in case the projections underestimate the actual level of demand.

NOTE - this commentary provides two sets of projections for each area:

(a) The Full Projection. This projection is the borough’s projection of places and Includes demand
from the borough’s current best estimates of all future new housing.
(b) Maximum cohort projection. This takes into account the impact of inward and outward

migration, and new housing as a cohort moves up through the schools, and gives the largest
projected size of that cohort.

For the Full Projection figures no demographic data is available for the 2025 intake cohort.
Projections for this cohort are based on the 2024 projected figure, adjusted for the 2025 housing.
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3. Summary of PRIMARY AGE pupil places in individual planning areas experiencing pressure on
places either currently or projected and for which action is required to address.

You should include the local factors affecting each area identified and the impact of those factors,
relating them, where appropriate, to the Local Authority wide factors described in 2 above in
addition to area specific issues. Schools experiencing particular shortfalls of places, current or
projected, should be identified here.

8680001 Ascot Primary Schools
There are five primary schools in Ascot. Part of the area is served by a Bracknell Forest School — Ascot
Heath Primary School.

Demographic trends

e Adjusting for migration, the resident Reception age cohort for September 2021 (158) is similar to
2020 (157), but remains lower than in previous years (170 or above) (row ‘a’).

e Net inward migration has fallen, with the average annual growth between 2018/19 and 2019/20 of
each cohort aged 0 to 4 being only 4%, compared to the longer-term average of 8%.

e Taking account of the impact of new housing, the future Reception cohorts are now expected to fall
further during the projection period (row ‘d’).

¢ No demographic data is available for the September 2025 Reception cohort.

New housing
There continues to be a low level of additional demand arising from new housing in Ascot. By the end of

the projection period, recent and planned developments are expected to increase the number of
Reception pupils by 4 (row ‘b’). This is in addition to normal inward migration.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 :///////%:////////%
Transfer Cohort* | 246 | 170 | 157 | 157 | 158 | 138 | 111 | 128 %////%/////////%f///////%
Housing demand 0 1 2 2 n%////%%/////%
Total transfer cohort | 246 | 170 | 157 [ 157 | 159 | 138 | 112 [130 | | | |
Reception PAN | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 f///////%f///////%
Temporary places - - - - - - - - - ;//////%///////%
Planned places - - - - - - - . - ;////////%;///////%
ITota:( places | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 150 1;0 zsol 150 15/0 .

Actual Intake NOR | 128 | 134 | 132 | 138 | 121 : allocated places as at July 2021
Surplus/Deficit | +22 | +16 | +18 | +12 +35 %///////%f////////%

% Surplus/Deficit | +15% | +11% | +12% | +8% | +18% | +26% | +33% | +25% | +24% j///////%j///////%
Places to give 5% surplus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;////////%;////////%
Maximum cohort size - - - - 137 | 123 | 111 | 122 | 123 %////////%;////////%
Surplus/Deficit | - - - - +13 | +27 | +39 [ +28 | +27 | | |

*this is the number of children resident in Ascot (including North Ascot) , based on GP registrations data, adjusted for net
migration.

~|>le|w|n|ala|=]|a

- x| -

3

o

The projections

e The projections show that there will be sufficient Reception places available in the period to
September 2025 (rows ‘i’ and ‘j’).

e Demand from residents within the main Ascot area is projected to drop further.

e In recent years this low demand has been offset by higher numbers of out-borough children, reaching
0.9 FE, above the long-term 0.6 FE average. This is projected to continue.
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e There was, for a short period, increased demand from the North Ascot area, served by Bracknell
Forest’s Ascot Heath Primary School. This was mainly into the expanded Cheapside CE Primary
School. This movement has, however, returned to its historical average of about 0.2 FE.

e The projections suggest, therefore, significant surpluses of places at Reception in Ascot, potentially
reaching 33%. This is much higher than the target of 5% (row ‘k’).

e Historically, Ascot cohorts have grown as they move up through the schools, and this is expected to
continue (row ‘m’). This will help reduce the overall surpluses of places.

The projected numbers are significantly lower than the 2020 projections, following the fall in net inward
migration and reduced movement in from North Ascot.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

The local authority will need to assess the 2020/21 GP registrations data when it becomes available this
Autumn, to determine whether the fall in net inward migration is temporary, or likely to be more
permanent. If itis more permanent, then the surpluses of places projected at Reception will pose
significant challenges to primary schools in the area. The local authority will need to work with schools
to determine the best way forward, whilst still preserving the capacity within the system to cope with
future increases in the birth rate and the impact of new housing.

In response to planned new housing in the area, feasibility works have already been carried out on the

possibility of expanding local primary schools. Any proposals for new school places which be brought
forward for public consultation as and when demand rises.
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8680004 Datchet & Wraysbury Primary Schools
There are two primary schools in Datchet and Wraysbury.

Demographic trends

e Adjusting for migration, the resident Reception age cohort for September 2021 (118) is slightly
smaller than that for 2020 (111) (row ‘a’).

e There do not appear to have been major changes in migration patterns in Datchet/Wraysbury in
recent years.

e Taking account of the impact of new housing, the future Reception cohorts are set to continue
fluctuating around current levels (102 to 119) for the projection period (row ‘d’).

e No demographic data is available for the September 2025 Reception cohort.

New housing
There continues to be a low level of additional demand arising from new housing in Datchet and

Wraysbury. By the end of the projection period, recent and planned developments are expected to
increase the number of Reception pupils by 5 (row ‘b’). This is in addition to normal inward migration.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row

Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 ////////////////

Transfer Cohort* | 110 | 124 | 120 | 111 | 118 [ 101 | 111 [ 106 | | | |

Housing demand 1 1 2 4 | s |

_
Total transfer cohort | 110 | 124 | 120 | 111 | 119 | 102 | 113 | 110 //////////////////////

Reception PAN| 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 o |

Temporary places - - - - - : : - - ////////////////

Planned places - - - - - N - - ' ////////////////

Totalplaces| 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 90 | 9 | 90 | 90 .

- | ST|IQ (|| Q| |T)|Q

Actual Intake NOR | 87 88 89 88 » allocated places as at July 2021

|

Surplus/Deficit | +3 +2 +1 +2 ///////////////

% Surplus/Deficit | +3% | +2% | +1% | +2% ////////////////

—| x|~

Places to give 5% surplus | +1 +2 +3 +2 //////////

3

Maximum cohort size - - - - ///////////////

o

Surplus/Deficit - - - - ////////%

*this is the number of children resident in Datchet & Wraysbury, based on GP registrations data, adjusted for net migration.

The projections

e The projections show that there should be sufficient places to meet demand during the projection
period (rows ‘I and j’).

e Around 0.5 FE of Datchet and Wraysbury residents take up Reception places in Windsor each year,
and this is projected to continue.

e Adipin demand is expected in September 2022, although it is possible that this may be partially
offset by out-borough demand.

e The surplus of places is expected to be above the 5% target for most of the projection period,
although the numbers of places involved is very small (row ‘k’).

e The projections include approximately 0.4 FE out-borough demand.

e There is generally only limited growth in the cohort sizes as they move up through the schools (row
‘m’).

The projections are in line with those from 2020.
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Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

No additional primary school places are currently planned. Although there are only a relatively small
number of new dwellings expected in the Datchet and Wraysbury area over the longer-term, feasibility
works have nevertheless been carried out on the possibility of expanding the local primary schools. Any
proposals for new school places will be brought forward for public consultation as and when demand
rises.
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8680003 Maidenhead Primary Schools
There are twenty-five primary schools in Maidenhead, including four infant and three junior schools.

Demographic trends

Adjusting for migration, the resident Reception age cohort for Sept. 2021 (987) is lower than in
recent years (row ‘a’).

Net inward migration has fallen, with the average annual growth between 2018/19 and 2019/20 of
each cohort aged 0 to 4 being only 1%, compared to the longer-term average of 4%.

Taking account of the impact of new housing, the future Reception cohorts still expected to reduce in
size (between 957 and 1,018) (row ‘d’).

No demographic data is available for the September 2025 Reception cohort.

New housing
There continues to be a additional demand arising from new housing in Maidenhead. By the end of the

projection period, recent and planned developments are expected to increase the number of Reception
pupils by 54 (row ‘b’). This is in addition to normal inward migration.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row

Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 %////%%//////%

Transfer Cohort* | 1,025 1,004 1,053 |1,059| 987 |1,005| 952 | 916 %////%%////%%/////%
Housing demand 6 | 13 | 23 |41 |54 B

Total transfer cohort |1,025]1,004]1,053|1,059| 993 [1,018]| 975 | 957 | | | |

Reception PAN | 965 | 968 | 971 | 971 | 972 | 972 | 972 | 942 -

Temporary places | 17 6 - - - - - - - %////%%/////%

Planned places f//////%%/////%
|

] ] ] . . ; ; -
‘Mothballed’ places 1) [y | @y ] @y | @y @) @) |m)] |

Totalplaces | 982 | 974 | 971 | 971 | 972 | 972 | 972 | 942 | 942 | | |

|| |e|w|n|lala||a

' FULL projection

Actual Intake NOR | 903 | 862 | 886 | 897 | 867 ! allocated places as at July 2021

863 884 | 850 838 850 [N
Surplus/Deficit | +79 | +112 | +85 | +74 %////%%////%

- | =

% Surplus/Deficit | +8% |[+11% | +9% | +8% %////%%/////%

3

Places to give 5% surplus | O 0 0 0 %////%%////%

o

Maximum cohort size %////%%////%

R

Surplus/Deficit %////%%////%

*this is the number of children resident in Maidenhead, based on GP registrations data and adjusted for net migration.
**Mothballed places indicate temporary PAN reductions, which could be reversed if needed. These are not included in the
places total.

The projections

The projections show that there will be sufficient places overall in Reception (rows ‘i’ and ‘j’) during
the projection period.

The surplus of places is expected to be between 9% and 13%, which is well above the target of 5%.
At present, cohort sizes are not expected to grow as they move up the schools (row ‘o’).

The projections include approximately 0.8 FE out-borough demand.

The overall projection masks significant variation within the town, with the potential for shortages of
places locally in South East Maidenhead in particular.

The projected numbers are significantly lower than the 2020 projections, following the fall in net inward
migration and delays to some housing developments arising from the Covid-19 crisis.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,

allocated to the creation of additional places idhach area.
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The local authority will need to assess the 2020/21 GP registrations data when it becomes available this
Autumn, to determine whether the fall in net inward migration is temporary, or likely to be more
permanent. If net inward migration returns to previous levels, then it is much more likely that new
primary school places will be required, particularly with the planned new housing developments.

The local authority has already carried out public consultation on a number of options for providing new
primary school places in Maidenhead, and will be considering next steps this Autumn.

Due to the significant numbers of new dwellings planned for the Maidenhead area, feasibility works
have already been carried out on the possibility of expanding local primary schools.
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8680002 Windsor First Schools
There are fourteen first schools in Windsor.

Demographic trends

Adjusting for migration, the resident Reception age cohort for Sept. 2021 (479) is smaller than the
previous year’s (520) (row ‘a’).

Net inward migration has fallen, with an average annual decline between 2018/19 and 2019/20 in
each cohort aged 0 to 4 of 4%, compared to the longer-term average of 2% growth.

Taking account of the impact of new housing, the future Reception cohorts are expected to remain
around current levels (between 465 and 483) for the projection period (row ‘d’).

No demographic data is available for the September 2025 Reception cohort.

New housing
There continues to be additional demand arising from new housing in Windsor. By the end of the

projection period, recent and planned developments are expected to increase the number of Reception
pupils by 10 (row ‘b’). This is in addition to normal inward migration.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row

Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 [ 2024 | 2025 | |

Transfer Cohort* | 533 | 528 | 559 | 520 | 479 | 465 | 474 | 483 | | | |

Housing demand 2 3 6 9 ////////////////

Total transfer cohort | 533 | 528 | 559 | 520 | 481 | 468 [ 480 | 491 | | | |

Reception PAN | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 %%

Temporary places

Planned places ////////////////

Total places | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 | 545 [ | |

~|>|lQ|w|o|a|la|T|a

' FULL projection \

Actual Intake NOR | 500 | 478 | 502 | 488  allocated places as at July 2021

459 L
Surplus/Deficit | +45 | +67 | +43 | +57 %/////%%////%

% Surplus/Deficit | +8% | +12% | +8% | +10% 3

—| x| -

Places to give 5% surplus | O 0 0 0 %////%%////%

3

Maximum cohort size - - - - %////%%////

o

Surplus/Deficit - - - - %//////%%//////

*this is the number of children resident in Windsor, based on GP registrations data and adjusted for net migration.

The projections

The projections show that there will be sufficient Reception places during the projection period (rows
‘i and ).

The surplus of places at Reception could reach 20% in September 2022, and will be well above the 5%
surplus place target (row ‘k’) during the projection period.

The projections include approximately 1.7 FE out-borough demand, which is marginally down on
previous numbers.

There is no growth in the cohort size (row ‘m’) as they move up through the schools.

The projected numbers are significantly lower than the 2020 projections, following the fall in net inward

migration.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be

added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,

allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

The local authority will need to assess the 2020/21 GP registrations data when it becomes available this
Autumn, to determine whether the fall in net infWard migration is temporary, or likely to be more
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permanent. If it is more permanent, then the surpluses of places projected at Reception will pose
significant challenges to primary schools in the area. The local authority will need to work with schools
to determine the best way forward, whilst still preserving the capacity within the system to cope with
future increases in the birth rate and the impact of new housing.

A request has been made to the Office of the Schools’ Adjudicator for an in-year variation to one
school’s admissions arrangements, so that an immediate reduction in PAN can be made. If successful,
this will temporarily reduce the number of Reception places available by 15 from this Autumn.

In response to planned new housing in the area, feasibility works have already been carried out on the
possibility of expanding local primary schools. Any proposals for new school places which be brought
forward for public consultation as and when demand rises.
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4. Summary of SECONDARY AGE pupil places in individual planning areas experiencing pressure on
places either currently or projected and for which action is required to address.

8680005 Ascot Secondary Schools
There is one secondary school in Ascot, Charters School. It admits children from the five Ascot primary
schools, and also has formal links with two Bracknell Forest schools.

Demographic trends

e Based on historical primary to secondary transfers.

e The total Year 6 transfer cohort in 2021 is larger than the 2020 cohort (row ‘a’); 175 compared to
150. This is due to the transfer of a bulge class up from the primary schools.

e Subsequent transfer cohorts are expected to remain at around 150 pupils, but could start falling by
the end of the projection period, as the lower numbers starting in the Ascot primary schools start to
feed through (row ‘a’).

e The Ascot resident Year 6 transfer cohort —those who live in Ascot and go to a primary school in
Ascot — follows a similar pattern (row ‘b’).

e The cohorts at the feeder Bracknell schools are not expected to change significantly.

New housing
The impact of planned new housing on the secondary demand has not been specifically calculated this

year, whilst the methodology is revised. Analysis of pupil yields data demonstrates that the impact of
new dwellings on demand for secondary school places tends to be delayed. Broadly, new houses tend
to attract young families, with children of primary school age or younger. These children then lead to
larger cohorts transferring to secondary schools in future years. The projections may nevertheless
slightly underestimate future demand at secondary — this issue will be addressed in the 2022
projections.

Actual intakes Projected intakes
row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027

a| Total transfer cohort* | 144 | 154 | 149 | 150 | 175 | 155 | 151 | 153 | 141 | 153 | 137
b Resident cohort** | 126 128 120 118 145 116 118 120 106 123 112
¢ Year 7 PAN | 240 270 270 270 270 270 270 270 270 270 270
d Temporary places | 30 - 30 - - - - - -

e Planned places - - - - - - - - -

f Total places | 270 270 300 270 270 270 270 270 270 270 270
g Actual Intake NOR | 270 271 302 276 | 270 ' allocated places as at July 2021

i Surplus/Deficit 0 -1 -2 -6 +0 -6 -4 -1 -4 +14 -7
J % Surplus/Deficit | 0% | -0% | -1% | 2% | +0% | 2% | -1% | -0% | -1% | +5% | -3%
k|Places to give 5% surplus | +14 | +15 | +17 | +20 | +13 | +20 | +18 | +15 | +17 0 +21
/ Maximum cohort size - - - - 272 | 278 | 276 | 273 | 275 | 258 | 279
m Surplus/Deficit - - - - -2 -8 -6 -3 -5 +12 -9

*this is total number of children on roll in an Ascot school in Year 6.
*this is the number of children resident in Ascot and on roll in an Ascot school in Year 6.

The projections

e The projections indicate that there should, broadly, be enough places for Ascot and designated area
residents in the period to 2027 (rows ‘h” and ‘i’).

e The projections include approximately 4.0 FE out-borough demand; a significant part of this is from
within the school’s designated area. The popularity of the school means that any spare places
following the admission of designated area children are usually filled by children from further afield.
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e There is some minor growth in the size of the cohorts as they move up through the school, as

children moving into the local area are sometimes offered a place over and above the Published
Admission Number (row ‘I').

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

No further expansions are currently planned. Due to the numbers of new dwellings planned for the
Ascot area, feasibility works have been carried out on the possibility of expanding Charters School. Any

proposals for new school places will be brought forward for public consultation as and when demand
rises.
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8680009 Datchet and Wraysbury Secondary Schools

There is one secondary school in Datchet and Wraysbury, Churchmead School. It admits children from
the two local primary schools, and also has formal links with a number of Slough schools. Many of the
children on roll at Churchmead live in Slough and attended a Slough primary school.

Demographic trends
e Based on historical primary to secondary transfers + information from Slough Borough Council.

e The Year 6 transfer cohort in 2021 is slightly smaller than the 2020 cohort (row ‘@’); 79 compared to
91.

e Subsequent transfer cohorts are expected to remain at around 75 pupils (row ‘a’).
e The Datchet and Wraysbury resident Year 6 transfer cohort — those who live in Datchet/Wraysbury
and go to a primary school in Datchet/Wraysbury — follows a similar pattern (row ‘b’).

New housing
The impact of planned new housing on the secondary demand has not been specifically calculated this

year, whilst the methodology is revised. Analysis of pupil yields data demonstrates that the impact of
new dwellings on demand for secondary school places tends to be delayed. Broadly, new houses tend
to attract young families, with children of primary school age or younger. These children then lead to
larger cohorts transferring to secondary schools in future years. The projections may nevertheless
slightly underestimate future demand at secondary — this issue will be addressed in the 2022
projections.

Actual intakes Projected intakes
row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027

a| Total transfer cohort* | 78 66 88 91 79 74 77 76 77 78 76
b Resident cohort** 68 48 75 75 68 59 58 61 62 55 60
c Year 7 PAN | 140 110 110 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
d Temporary places - - - - - - - - - - -

e Planned places - - - - - - - - - - -

f| ‘Mothballed’ places*** | - (30) | (30) | (20) | (20) | (20) | (20) | (20) | (20) | (20) | (20)
) Total places | 140 110 110 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
h Actual Intake NOR | 77 96 90 119 | 120 | allocated places as at July 2021

§ FuL projection (20 114 12 15 13 115 18 |
J Surplus/Deficit | +63 | +14 | +20 | +1 +0 +6 +8 +5 +7 +5 +2
k % Surplus/Deficit | +45% | +13% | +18% | +1% | +0% | +5% | +7% | +4% | +6% | +4% | +2%

I\Places to give 5% surplus +6 +0 0 +1 0 +1 +4
m Maximum cohort size - - - - 120 | 114 | 112 | 115 | 113 | 115 | 118
0 Surplus/Deficit - - - - +0 +6 +8 +5 +7 +5 +2

*this is the total number of children on roll in a Datchet & Wraysbury school in Year 6.

**this is the number of children resident in Datchet and Wraysbury and on roll in a Datchet & Wraysbury school in Year 6.
***Mothballed places indicate temporary reductions in PAN, which could be brought back into use when needed. These are
not included in the places total.

The projections

e There should be sufficient places (in all year groups) throughout the projection period (rows ’i’ and
7).

e The surplus is projected to be below 10% for most of the projection period (row ‘k’).

e The school continues to attract more children transferring from the Datchet and Wraysbury primary
schools, although the proportion has dropped again slightly in 2021.

e The projections include approximately 2.2 FE out-borough demand. A significant part of the school’s
designated area covers Slough.
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e The school has previously taken one teaching block out of use, reducing its PAN to 110. The PAN has
been increased slightly for 2020 onwards, to 120.
e There is no growth as the cohorts move up through the schools (row ‘m’).

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

There are currently no plans to expand secondary school provision in this area. Although there are only
a relatively small number of new dwellings expected in the Datchet and Wraysbury area, feasibility
works have nevertheless been carried out on the possibility of expanding Churchmead School. Any
proposals for new school places will be brought forward for public consultation as and when demand
rises.

74

14



School Capacity Survey 2021 — The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

8680008 Maidenhead Secondary Schools
There are six secondary schools in Maidenhead, including two single-sex schools (one for boys and one
for girls). One of the secondary schools reserves part of its intake for boarders.

Demographic trends

e Based on historical primary to secondary transfers.

e The Year 6 transfer cohort in 2021 is smaller than the 2020 cohort (row ‘a’); 875 compared to 913.

e The size of the Year 6 cohort is set to increase again slightly for September 2022, then remain at
around 870 for most of the projection period. Demand could potentially start dropping by
September 2027, as the lower numbers starting in primary schools in Reception start to feed through
to secondary.

e The Maidenhead resident Year 6 transfer cohort — those who live in Maidenhead and go to a primary
school in Maidenhead — follows a similar pattern (row ‘b’).

New housing
The impact of planned new housing on the secondary demand has not been specifically calculated this

year, whilst the methodology is revised. Analysis of pupil yields data demonstrates that the impact of
new dwellings on demand for secondary school places tends to be delayed. Broadly, new houses tend
to attract young families, with children of primary school age or younger. These children then lead to
larger cohorts transferring to secondary schools in future years. The projections may nevertheless
slightly underestimate future demand at secondary — this issue will be addressed in the 2022
projections.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027
a Total transfer cohort* | 832 876 894 913 875 949 865 870 874 885 852
b Resident cohort** | 798 839 850 861 826 884 812 791 801 819 786
¢ Year 7 PAN | 944 | 1,004 | 1,008 | 1,038 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064
d Temporary places | 60 4 9 26 - - - - - - -
e Planned places - - - - - - - - - - -
f Total places | 1,004 | 1,008 | 1,017 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064 | 1,064
g Actual Intake NOR | 875 | 1,011 | 955 | 988 | 942 ' allocated places as at July 2021

h FULL projection | 955 | 921 | 977 | 907 887 898 915

-

Surplus/Deficit | +129 | -3 +62 | +76 | +109 | +143 | +87 | +157 | +177 | +166 | +149

J % Surplus/Deficit | +13% | -0% | +6% | +7% | +10% | +13% | +8% | +15% | +17% | +16% | +14%
k|Places to give 5% surplus | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

/ Maximum cohort size - - - - 955 | 921 | 977 | 907 | 887 | 898 | 915
m Surplus/Deficit - - - - +109 | +143 | +87 | +157 | +177 | +166 | +149

*this is the total number of children on roll in a Maidenhead school in Year 6.
**this is the number of children resident in Maidenhead and on roll in a Maidenhead school in Year 6.

The projections

e There are expected to be sufficient places available in Year 7 during the projection period (rows ‘h’
and 7).

e The surplus of places is expected to above the target of 5% for the projection period, potentially
reaching 17% in September 2025 (row ‘j’). In recent years, the proportion of Maidenhead residents
who have transferred to a Maidenhead secondary has fallen, from a previous average of 92% to 87%.

e The projections include approximately 6.6 FE out-borough demand, which is down from the 7.3 FE
average in recent years.

e The number of Maidenhead children taking up places in selective schools in neighbouring local
authorities remains high, reaching 5.0 FE for September 2021. This compares to a 2010 to 2017
average of 90. Two selective schools in Buckinghamshire extended their catchment/designated areas
to cover Maidenhead from September 202/ one of these, and a third selective school, are also
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increased their PANs. The proportion of successful applicants from Maidenhead fell sharply,
however, to 52% (down from recent 74% average), perhaps reflecting a significant increase in the
number of applications.

e There is not expected to be growth in the cohort sizes as they move up through the schools (row ‘I').

The 2021 projections are lower than those from 2020, reflecting the reduction in the proportion of
Maidenhead residents choosing a Maidenhead secondary school and the fall in out-borough applicants.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

There are currently no further plans for expansion. Due to the numbers of new dwellings planned for
the Maidenhead area, feasibility works have been carried out on the possibility of expanding the
secondary schools. Any proposals for new school places will be brought forward for public consultation
as and when demand rises.
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8680006 Windsor Middle Schools
There are four middle schools in Windsor: three in Windsor itself; the fourth in Old Windsor village.

Demographic trends

Based on historical first to middle transfers.

The Year 4 transfer cohort in 2021 smaller than the 2020 cohort (row ‘a’); 478 compared to 497.
The size of the Year 4 cohort is set to gradually decline in size, reflecting reductions in the intakes to
the Windsor first schools (row ‘a’).

The Windsor resident Year 4 transfer cohort — those who live in Windsor and go to a first school in
Windsor — follows a similar pattern (row ‘b’).

New housing
The impact of planned new housing on the middle school demand has not been specifically calculated

this year, whilst the methodology is revised. Analysis of pupil yields data demonstrates that the impact
of new dwellings on demand for middle school places tends to be delayed. Broadly, new houses tend to
attract young families, with children of first school age or younger. These children then lead to larger
cohorts transferring to middle schools in future years. The projections may nevertheless slightly
underestimate future demand at middle — this issue will be addressed in the 2022 projections.

Actual intakes Projected intakes
row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027
a Total transfer cohort* | 497 514 498 497 478 455 460 453 418 406 417
b Resident cohort** | 418 429 421 409 399 372 366 361 330 321 330
c Year 5 PAN | 480 510 510 540 540 540 540 540 540 540 540
d Temporary places - - 30 - - - - - - - -
e Planned places - - - - - - - - - - -
f Total places | 480 510 540 540 540 540 540 540 540 540 540
g Actual Intake NOR | 449 | 473 | 494 | 467 | 482 ' allocated places as at July 2021
482 | 468 | 449 | 454 453 420 408
i Surplus/Deficit | +31 | +37 | +46 | +73 +91 | +86 | +87 | +120 | +132
J % Surplus/Deficit | +6% | +7% | +9% | +14% | +11% | +13% | +17% | +16% | +16% | +22% | +24%
k|Places to give 5% surplus | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
/ Maximum cohort size - - - - 482 | 468 | 449 | 454 | 453 | 420 | 408
m Surplus/Deficit - - - - +58 | +72 | +91 | +86 | +87 | +120 | +132

*this is the total number of children on roll in Windsor schools in Year 4.
*this is the number of children resident in Windsor and on roll in Windsor schools in Year 4.

The projections

The projections show that there will be sufficient places to meet demand during the period to 2027
(rows ‘h’" and ‘i’).

The surplus of places will be well above the 5% target, potentially rising to over 20% towards the end
of the projection period (row j’).

As cohorts move up through the Windsor first schools, there is generally a small loss of pupils. This
accelerated between 2018/19 and 2019/20, reflecting the lower net inward migration. This will
impact future middle school intakes.

The projections include approximately 1.5 FE out-borough demand. Most of these children are on
roll in the first schools.

The projections also include approximately 0.7 FE from Datchet/Wraysbury residents. Half are on roll
in the first schools.

There is generally little growth in the cohort size (row ‘I’) as they move up through the schools.

The projections are lower than the 2020 projections, largely reflecting the impact of reduced net inward
migration on the cohorts transferring from the Fifst schools.
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Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

No further middle school expansions are planned, following on from the expansions at St Peter’s CE
Middle School and Dedworth Middle School. Due to the numbers of new dwellings planned for the
Windsor area, feasibility works have been carried out on the possibility of expanding the middle schools.
Any proposals for new school places will be brought forward for public consultation as and when
demand rises.

/8
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School Capacity Survey 2021 — The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

8680007 Windsor Upper Schools

There are two upper schools in Windsor, one for boys and one for girls, which together form the
Windsor Learning Partnership (WLP). Windsor is also currently served by a secondary school (Holyport
College) that has an intake at Year 9, prioritising children from the Windsor system. The projections
below for the Windsor upper schools exclude the numbers moving up from Year 8 into Year 9 at this
school (as these are included in the Maidenhead numbers). Similarly, the PAN set out below for
Windsor excludes the 44 places at that school taken up by the pupils moving up from Year 8. Finally,
Holyport College has a boarding intake of 18 places at Year 9. Historically, only around 4 of these places
are taken up by borough residents. The remaining 14 places are not included in the Year 9 PAN given
below.

Demographic trends

e Based on historical middle to upper transfers.

e The Year 8 transfer cohort in 2021 is almost the same size as the 2020 cohort (row ‘a’); 444 compared
to 448.

e The size of the Year 8 cohort is set to remain roughly the same size for most of the projection period
(row ‘@’). The lower numbers starting in Reception in the Windsor first schools will not affect the
upper school intakes during this period.

e The Windsor resident Year 8 transfer cohort — those who live in Windsor and go to a middle school in
Windsor — follows a similar pattern (row ‘b’).

New housing
The impact of planned new housing on the upper school demand has not been specifically calculated

this year, whilst the methodology is revised. Analysis of pupil yields data demonstrates that the impact
of new dwellings on demand for upper school places tends to be delayed. Broadly, new houses tend to
attract young families, with children of first school age or younger. These children then lead to larger
cohorts transferring to middle schools in future years. The projections may nevertheless slightly
underestimate future demand at middle — this issue will be addressed in the 2022 projections.

Actual intakes Projected intakes

row Year | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027
a| Total transfer cohort* | 364 | 418 | 429 | 448 | 444 | 457 | 439 | 454 | 442 | 440 | 446
b Resident cohort** | 306 341 338 367 367 373 369 370 366 361 353
¢ Year 9 PAN | 498 498 498 498 498 |472%*| 472 472 472 472 472
d Temporary places | - - - - 8 - - - -
e Planned places - - - - - 22 22 22 22 22 22
f Total places | 498 498 498 498 506 494 494 494 494 494 494
g Actual Intake NOR | 457 | 418 | 451 | 462 | 499 ' allocated places as at July 2021

h FULL projection | 501 | 477 | 484 | 473 484 471 474

i Surplus/Deficit | +41 | +80 | +47 | +36 +5 +17 | +10 | +21 | +10 | +23 | +20
J % Surplus/Deficit | +8% | +16% | +9% | +7% | +1% | +4% | +2% | +4% | +2% | +5% | +4%
k|Places to give 5% surplus | 0 0 0 0 +20 +6 +14 +3 +14 +1 +3

/ Maximum cohort size - - - - 510 | 484 | 492 | 480 | 491 | 479 | 481
m Surplus/Deficit - - - - -4 +10 | +2 +14 | +3 +15 | +13

*this is the total number of children on roll in Windsor schools in Year 8.

*this is the number of children resident in Windsor and on roll in Windsor schools in Year 8.

***Holyport College has approved changes to its admissions arrangements that end the current intake of 26 (day) children
into Year 9 in September 2022. The boarding intake of 18 remains unaffected.
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The projections

e The projections show that the demand will remain close to current levels for most of the projection
period (rows ‘h” and ‘i’).

e The surplus of places is expected to remain below 5% (row ‘j’).

e The reduction of the Year 9 places at Holyport College from September 2022 has required the
expansion of Windsor Girls’ School, adding 22 places per year group.

e The projections include approximately 2.0 FE out-borough demand. Most of these children are
transferring up from the middle schools.

e There is a small amount of growth as the cohorts move up through the schools (row ‘I).

The 2021 projections are in line with those from 2020.

Actions (current/planned) to address shortage/excess of places. Include no. of places to be
added/removed in each school and by what date. You should include funding, levels & sources,
allocated to the creation of additional places in each area.

The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead has approved the expansion of Windsor Girls’ School,
by 22 places per year group from September 2022. This is subject to planning permission and DfE
approval of the expansion of an academy.

Due to the numbers of new dwellings planned for the Windsor area, feasibility works have been carried
out on the possibility of expanding the upper schools. Any proposals for new school places will be
brought forward for public consultation as and when demand rises.
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REPORT SUMMARY

This report considers the demand for primary school places in Maidenhead, following
on from the latest pupil projections for the town. Those projections indicate demand is
likely to be lower than previously expected. The report also provides the outcome of
public consultation on a number of options for providing new places. That consultation
asked for views on proposals to open a new primary school on the ‘Chiltern Road’ site
in Maidenhead; and to expand Larchfield Primary and Nursery School, Lowbrook
Academy, St Luke’s Church of England Primary School and St Mary’s Catholic Primary
School. The report proposes a strategy to allow new primary school places to be
provided quickly if demand rises more quickly than now anticipated.

1. DETAILS OF RECOMMENDATION(S)

RECOMMENDATION: That Cabinet notes the report and:

)] gives in principle agreement to the opening of a primary free school
on the Chiltern Road site.

i)  notes the inclusion of budget in the Royal Borough’s 2022/23
capital programme for new primary school provision, which could
be used to fund the wider refurbishment of the site.

iii) requests areport in February 2022 on options for temporary
occupation of the Chiltern Road site, and its refurbishment, ahead
of any new free school opening.

iv) requests that demand for primary school places in Maidenhead is
kept under review, and that proposals for expansion at Lowbrook
Academy, St Luke’s Church of England Primary School and St
Mary’s Catholic Primary School are brought back to Cabinet for
consideration in Autumn 2022, or earlier if required.

v) delegates authority to the Executive Director of Children’s Services,
in consultation with the Deputy Chairman of Cabinet, Adult Social
Care, Children’s Services, Health and Mental Health, to:

e start the free school competition process for a new primary
school at Chiltern Road.

e carry out public consultation on a more detailed proposal for
the expansion of Larchfield Primary & Nursery School.
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2.4

In both cases decisions to proceed should take into account the
target of 5% surplus places, both locally and across Maidenhead
as awhole.
vi) requests a new report, in Autumn 2022, providing an update on
school places and areview of the strategy for primary places in
Maidenhead.

REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S) AND OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Background

In December 2020 Cabinet considered a report on the demand for new school
places in the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. The 2020 pupil
projections provided in that report indicated a need for additional primary
school places in Maidenhead to meet demand between September 2022 and
September 2024.

The report noted the significant level of uncertainty around the projections,
given a sudden fall in the number of pupils on roll in Reception classes in
Maidenhead. It was unclear whether this was a temporary change or more
permanent shift in local demographics, and so public consultation on
proposals to provide more primary school places was approved.

The November 2021 Cabinet report Demand for School Places provides the
2021 pupil projections, with further amendments made to take into account the
very latest available demographic data. That report concludes that:

“Given the small local deficits in September 2022, 2023 and 2024, and the
surpluses of places in other parts of Maidenhead, it is not currently proposed
that any new places are provided in those years. Additional provision could be
needed for September 2025, when the shortfall in South East Maidenhead is
projected to be over one form of entry. Nevertheless, the Royal Borough
should be ready to provide more places more quickly, if the rate of net inward
migration increases again, and taking account of overall and more local levels
of surplus places.”

For ease reference, the table of expected surpluses and deficits in different
parts of Maidenhead at Reception is reproduced here:

1 Paragraph 2.19, Demand for school places, Report to Cabinet, November 2021
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Table 1: Projected Year R surplus/deficits in Maidenhead, by subarea

Actual Projected
Subarea 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 [ 2023 | 2024 | 2025
Bisham and 22| 21| +20| +23| +16| +11| +18| +14| +18
Cookham
Central
o ol +2| +| o +8H +14 | +17| +8
Maidenhead Bl 5| +8| +13| +12| +15| +19| +16| +24
Villages
North East +14 | +10| +6| +8| +20| +20| +22| +25| +15
Maidenhead
North West +17| +17| +9| +10| +23| +27| +28| +44| +35
Maidenhead
South East
SounEast | 20| +36| 28| of +4| 41 -13’ 3
South West +7| 15| +10| +20| +27| +35| +48| +20| +27
Maidenhead
Q"(f‘tge”head +79 | +109 | +85| +74 |+109 |+102 |+135 |+133 | +95

Maidenhead %

8% | 11% | 9% | 8% | 11% | 11% | 14% | 14% | 10%
total surplus

This report sets out, therefore, the outcome of the public consultation on
providing new primary school places in Maidenhead. It then proposes the next
steps to ensure that more primary school places can be provided when
required.

Proposals for new primary school places in Maidenhead
In December 2020 Cabinet approved public consultation on the following
options for new primary school places in Maidenhead:

Expanding Oldfield Primary School onto the Chiltern Road site.
Expanding Braywick Court School onto the Chiltern Road site.
Expanding St Luke’s Church of England Primary School.
Expanding St Mary’s Catholic Primary School.

Expanding Larchfield Primary and Nursery School.

Expanding Lowbrook Academy.

The Chiltern Road site is what was formerly the old Oldfield Primary School
site, which was temporarily occupied by Forest Bridge School before they
moved to their new Braywick Park site in March 2021.

These options were identified following a prioritisation exercise that assessed:

Ofsted inspection judgements.

School attainment.

Oversubscription on places.

Commitment to inclusion.

Cost/value for money.

Geographical need (so new places are provided where they are needed).

Following discussions with the schools in early 2021, the options to expand
Oldfield Primary School and Braywick Court School onto the Chiltern Road
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site were dropped, and it was agreed to consult instead on opening a new free
school on the Chiltern Road site.

Public consultation on the above proposals was carried out in late Spring
2021. The consultation document is provided as Appendix A.

More details are provided in Section 8, with a summary in Tables 2 and 3
below. Overall, the response rate was 5.5%, which is a good response rate.
There was support for all five proposals, with the most popular being the
opening of a new free school on the Chiltern Road site. Table 3 excludes
those respondents who expressed ‘No view’ — many are unwilling to comment
on schools that their children do not attend, or that they are not local to.
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Table 2: Summary of the consultation outcome

Answer Open a new Expand Expand | Expand St Luke’s | Expand St Mary’s
primary school at Larchfield from | Lowbrook so that from 45 to 60 from 45 to 60
Chiltern Road 30 to 60 pupils it can take 60 pupils per year pupils per year
per year group | pupilsin all year group group
| | _groups | |
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
;ﬁzééhe proposal should go 390 54% 2381  33% 3061  42% 2541  35% 2171  30%
Mo, the proposal should not go 90 12%| 137 19% | 148, 20%| 109 15%| 130  18%
| don't know if the proposal 65 9% 89  12% 661 9% 83!  11% 76 11%
should go ahead. ; : | ! !
| have no view on whether the 1771 25% 2581 36% 2021  28% 2761  38% 2991  41%
proposal should go ahead. : : : : :
TOTAL 722} 100% 722 100% 7221 100% 7221 100% 722 100%
Table 3: Summary of the consultation outcome (excluding those with ‘No view’)
Answer Open a new Expand Expand | Expand St Luke’s | Expand St Mary’s
primary school at Larchfield from | Lowbrook to take from 45 to 60 from 45 to 60
Chiltern Road 30 to 60 pupils 60 pupils in all pupils per year pupils per year
per year group year groups group group
No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | %
Zﬁgééhe proposal should go 390 72% 2381  51% 3061  59% 2541  57% 2171 51%
gﬁé;ge proposal should not go 90!  17% 1371 30% 148  28% 1091 24% 130 31%
| don't know if the proposal 65  12% 89  19% 66  13% 83  19% 76 18%
should go ahead. : ! : : :
TOTAL 545!  100% 4641  100% 520  100% 4461  100% 4231 100%




2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

Proposal to open a free school at the Chiltern Road site
The Chiltern Road site is located in South East Maidenhead and is earmarked
for continued primary school use in the draft Borough Local Plan.

Last year’s pupil projections suggested a significant shortfall of Reception
places locally from September 2022, with little spare capacity in neighbouring
areas.

This now looks less likely, with Table 1 in this report showing small shortfalls in
September 2023 and 2024, with substantial spare places elsewhere in
Maidenhead. The number of births locally has fallen, although net inward
migration of O to 4 year olds into this subarea has largely recovered from a dip
last year. Of course, a return to higher net inward migration could raise
demand again, and a larger deficit of places — of around one form of entry - is
already expected by September 2025.

The significant number of new dwellings that have recently completed or that
are due to complete over the next few years means that any new provision
here would be well located to serve new demand.

The proposal would be to remodel and refurbish the buildings, possibly with a
small extension to replace the two modular classrooms with permanent
accommodation. A condition survey has been carried out on the site and
buildings, identifying a number of urgent works to be carried out to ensure that
the buildings remain watertight.

The proposal would provide a primary school with 30 places per year group
(210 places overall).

54% of respondents (72% excluding ‘No view’) supported the proposal to open
a new primary school on the Chiltern Road site. There was also a good level
of support from local residents, with 52% in favour. Excluding ‘No view’, 17%
of respondents were against the proposal. The impact on traffic and parking
was frequently mentioned (25 respondents) and, for many residents, their
support of the proposal was conditional on those issues being resolved. More
details about the consultation are provided in Section 8 and in Appendix B.

If the proposal goes ahead, the Royal Borough will need to run a competition
to attract sponsors for a new free school. The competition would invite
proposals based on a specification for a 210 place primary school, for boys
and girls. Once the competition ends, the Royal Borough’s Cabinet will be
asked to recommend which proposal should be approved, although the final
decision would rest with the Department for Education (DfE).

Once the DfE has approved a sponsor for the new free school, that sponsor
will need to carry out their own local consultation on whether the proposal
should proceed. The sponsor could already run a school or schools locally or
nationally. The free school could also be run by a new sponsor, set up by a
parent, teacher or community group.

Alternatively, a new voluntary aided school could be opened without a
competition. This would need to be able to meet the demands of a particular
faith. Responses from the consultation, however, suggest that the new school
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should not have a religious character (mentioned by 14 respondents). Only
one respondent spoke in favour of a religious school.

Given the likelihood that the site will need to be brought back into primary
school use, either in September 2025 or before, it is proposed that Cabinet:

e gives in principle agreement to the opening of a primary free school on the
Chiltern Road site.

e Delegates authority to the Executive Director of Children’s Services, in
consultation with the Deputy Chairman of Cabinet, Adult Social Care,
Children’s Services, Health and Mental Health, to start the free school
competition process for a new primary school at Chiltern Road as and when
required in response to local and wider demand, and the 5% surplus places
target.

¢ notes the inclusion of budget in the Royal Borough’s 2022/23 capital
programme for new primary school provision, which could be used to fund
the wider refurbishment of the site.

e requests that options are brought back to Cabinet in February 2022 for
temporary uses for the site, to keep Chiltern Road occupied and maintained
ahead of occupation by a new free school. The report will also recommend
a specific refurbishment option. The current estimated costs are provided in
Appendix E (Part 1l item).

Proposal to expand Larchfield Primary and Nursery School

Larchfield Primary and Nursery School is located in the central subarea of
Maidenhead. This part of the town is likely to come under increasing pressure
for school places as the new housing developments in the town centre move
to completion.

Last year’s pupil projections suggested a local bulge in demand for September
2022, with further shortages in subsequent years.

This now looks less likely, with Table 1 in this report showing only a small
shortfall in September 2022, and substantial spare places elsewhere in
Maidenhead. The number of births locally has fallen, although net inward
migration of O to 4 year olds has not fallen as far as in some other parts of
Maidenhead.

Analysis also shows that, at Reception, the schools in central Maidenhead are
usually full, resulting in a net export of around 0.7 Forms of Entry (FE) children
(that is around 22 children each year) to schools elsewhere in Maidenhead.

The proposal to expand the school would involve the demolition of the existing
school, and the construction of a new two-storey school on the same site.
This would increase the size of the school from 30 to 60 places per year
group, with overall numbers rising from 210 to 420. There would be a small
increase in the size of the school’'s own nursery class.

The site is shared with a Children’s Centre and private nursery and the current
preference is that both would remain on site.

The new school buildings would be built on the school’s playing field, and the
existing buildings would continue to be used until the new accommodation is
complete. The old buildings would then be demolished, to make way for the
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new playground and all-weather pitch. During the construction period, access
would need to be provided to playing field space elsewhere.

If the school is rebuilt, then pupils and staff would benefit from significantly
improved facilities, as well as a larger school. There would, however,
inevitably be a period of disruption for the school and local residents.

A complete rebuild of a school also carries significant costs. The
government’s School Rebuilding Programme plans to rebuild 500 schools
nationally over a ten year period?. Our latest understanding of the prioritisation
of schools in that programme suggests that it is unlikely that Larchfield Primary
and Nursery School will be included, based on the DfE’s Condition Data
Collection survey of the school in 2019. The Royal Borough’s Education
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, produced to support the Borough Local Plan
process, did allow for some schools to be rebuilt, in order to better use existing
sites to provide sufficient capacity to meet the demand arising from new
housing.

33% of respondents (51% excluding ‘No view’) supported the proposal to
expand Larchfield Primary and Nursery School by rebuilding it. From the local
community, 49% (50% excluding ‘No view’) were in favour. 19% of
respondents overall were against the proposal, rising to 44% of the local
community (excluding ‘No view’). The biggest issue raised was the impact of
expansion on traffic and parking locally (mentioned by 45 respondents), and
particularly the potential for blocking access for residents (16 respondents)
and impact on road safety (7 respondents).

A number of respondents suggested that other local schools (All Saints CE
Junior School, Wessex Primary School and Woodlands Park Primary School)
had spare places, making an expansion unnecessary. A small number of
respondents agreed that the nursery and/or community centre should be
retained on site (no-one disagreed). More details about the consultation are
provided in Section 8 and in Appendix B.

On the basis of the pupil projections and analysis set out in the Demand for
School Places Cabinet report, it is not proposed that this expansion should
happen yet. The rebuild was always considered to be a longer-term project.
With a relatively good support for the option, it is proposed that a possible
rebuild is kept under review, and brought forward for reconsideration as
demand for primary school places rises in Central Maidenhead.

It is proposed that, if the need for new primary school places in central
Maidenhead does arise, authority is delegated to the Executive Director of
Children’s Services, in consultation with the Deputy Chairman of Cabinet,
Adult Social Care, Children’s Services, Health and Mental Health to undertake
a new public consultation on a specific proposal for how the school would be
rebuilt and expanded. There would be a presumption that the proposal would
retain the Children’s Centre and private nursery on site. The outcome of the
new consultation would then be brought back to Cabinet for consideration.

2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-rebuilding-programme/school-rebuilding-programme, DfE, July 2021

88



2.3