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CABINET 

 

22 NOVEMBER 2007 

 

PRESENT: Councillors Burbage (Chairman), Hilton (Deputy Chairman and Finance), Mrs 

Knight (Chief Whip & Strategy), Story (Adult Services), Grey (Community Safety, Leisure 

and Culture), Rayner (Highways, Transport & Environment), D. Wilson (Planning and 

Housing), Mrs Quick (Children‟s Services) and Mrs Bateson (Community Partnerships and 

Consultation). 

 

Non Members: Councillors Baskerville, Beer, Mrs Endacott, J. Evans, Gard, Mrs Howes, 

Maxwell, Meadowcroft, Muir, Mrs Napier, Mrs Newbound, Penfold, Mrs Proctor, Smith, and 

Werner.  

  

Officers: Andrew Brooker, Allan Brown, Andre Walker, Stephen Brown, Anne Dackombe, 

Jim Gould, Peter Herlinger, Ian Hunt, Sean Kearns, David Lunn, David Oram, David Perkins, 

Andrew Scott, David Scott, Tim Slaney, Ben Smith, Mark Taylor, and Chris Thomas.  

 

PART I 

 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 

Councillor Mrs Endacott declared a personal interest on the item on the Agenda relating to 

„Fees, Charges and Allowances‟, as she was vice-chairman of Age Concern Windsor who had 

been consulted on aspects of the report.  

 

Councillor Maxwell declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to the item on the 

Agenda relating to „Windsor Park and Ride – Options Appraisal‟, as a teacher at Eton 

College. He addressed the meeting on this issue, and then immediately left the room for the 

remainder of the meeting.   

 

Councillors Mrs Endacott, Mrs Napier and Mrs Proctor declared personal interests in relation 

to the item on the Agenda on „Flooding – Review and Update‟, as they lived in the flood 

plain. 

 

Councillor Mrs Napier declared a personal interest in relation to the item on the Agenda on 

„Service Monitoring‟, as she has a child with special educational needs.   

 

Councillors Mrs Newbound and Wilson declared personal interests in relation to the item on 

the Agenda relating to „Housing Strategy 2004-2007 Action Plan Update 2007‟ as Council-

appointed representatives on the Maidenhead and District Housing Association.  

 

Councillor Wilson declared personal interests on the items on the Agenda relating to 

„Crossrail Bill – Progress‟, and „Joint Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework‟, 

as a member of the Maidenhead Town Partnership, and the Vice-Chairman of the Joint 

Strategic Planning Unit, respectively. 

 

Councillor Beer declared personal interests in relation to the items on the Agenda on 

„Flooding – Review and Update‟, and „CCTV Review‟, as a Council representative on The 

Thames Flood Forum and member of a Community support Group, and comments in relation 

to Old Windsor on CCTV, respectively.   
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Councillor James Evans declared a personal interest in relation to the item on the Agenda on 

„Windsor Park and Ride – Options Appraisal‟, as his father had taught at Eton College and he 

had also been employed by the College in the past. 

 

Councillor Rayner declared a personal interest in relation to the item on the Agenda on 

„Windsor Park and Ride – Options Appraisal‟, as a director of a company that had carried out 

some contract work in the past for a company called Eton Aggregates Limited. 

 

Councillor Mrs Howes declared a personal interest, on behalf of all Liberal Democrat 

Councillors, and Mr Peter Herlinger, the Liberal Democrat Political Assistant, in relation to 

the Part II item on the Agenda on „Accommodation For Adults With A Mental Illness, as the 

premises referred to in the report were located next door to a Councillor of the Group. 

 

Councillor Baskerville declared a personal interest in relation to the item on the Agenda on 

„Flooding – Review and Update‟, as he lived close to the Napier Road scheme outlined in the 

Appendix to the report. 

 

Councillor Burbage declared a personal interest in relation to the item on the Agenda on 

„Housing Strategy 2004 – 2007 Action Plan Update 2007‟ as a board member of Bridgewater 

Housing. 

  

MINUTES 

 

of the meeting of Cabinet held on 25 October 2007 were approved, subject to it being noted 

that a report would be presented to the Crime and Disorder Forum in January on progress on 

the petition at Bruce Walk, Dedworth.   

 

APPOINTMENTS 

 

Cabinet noted the appointment of Mr Bob Dulson as Chairman of PRoM, the Partnership For 

The Rejuvenation of Maidenhead Forum.  

 

PUBLIC SPEAKING 

 

It was noted that, for the item on the Agenda relating to „Windsor Park and Ride – Options 

Appraisal‟, the Chairman had agreed to use his discretion and increase the time allotted for 

members of the public to speak on this item. The two lead petitioners addressed the meeting 

for a maximum of five minutes each, and public speakers, who had registered with 

Democratic Services by the deadline, then addressed the meeting for a maximum of 3 minutes 

each. A total allotted time of 45 minutes was permitted for public speaking on this item. 

 

CABINET MEMBER REPORT 

 

Highways, Transport and Environment 

Windsor Park and Ride – Options Appraisal 

 

Cabinet considered a number of options, including park and ride, that sought to improve 

parking conditions for Windsor/Eton. 

 

At the commencement of the item, the Chairman invited the Royal Borough‟s Highways 

Services Group Manager, to give a brief presentation on the options set out in the report. 

Cabinet was provided with details of the objectives behind the options presented, and these 

included reducing congestion and impact of traffic, managing future transport and growth and 



 3 

 

demands, maximising efficiency of transport network, air quality improvements, supporting 

town centre development, supporting and enhancing the visitor market and regional benefits. 

The scale of demand for parking was also outlined, and a potential scheme design was also 

explained for a successful park and ride scheme as this had been considered a key component 

in delivering the objectives. The design included a new junction from the Windsor and Eton 

Relief Road directly into the site, a new station and associated track work on the existing 

Slough to Windsor rail link, a new junction from Eton Wick Road into the site providing 

access directly from Eton Wick to the Windsor and Eton relief road, M4 and Slough, parking 

for 900 cars and 25 coaches, Eton Wick residents car park/Eton park and ride for 300 spaces 

and the potential to increase the parking capacity to about 1800 spaces.  

 

A number of additional aspects were outlined by the Highways Services Group Manager and 

these included issues relating to finance, land issues, planning, 2012 Olympics, 

Community/Stakeholder engagement, project programme and the way forward. Specifically 

relating to finance, it was noted that capital costs were estimated at £19m for the project, 

based on a build programme of 2010-2012. The potential funding sources were also outlined 

and this included £7m allocated by the South East England Regional Assembly (SEERA) for 

a park and ride scheme in Windsor, and £1m from corporate funding from the Royal Borough. 

A capital funding deficit of £11m currently existed. In relation to revenue, it was noted that, 

currently, a best case option would incur an operating deficit of £275,000 per annum. 

 

The meeting was then addressed by Councillor Maxwell, who commenced his address to the 

meeting by presenting a petition to the Lead Member for Highways, Transport & 

Environment, which had been signed by residents rejecting the proposed Park and Ride 

scheme. Councillor Maxwell then addressed the meeting as the lead petitioner, and 

commented that he was the Ward Member for Eton. He thanked the residents of Eton for 

attending this meeting and stated that he, and his residents, strongly opposed the scheme.  

Councillor Maxwell referred to the history of the scheme, and stated that, following the 

Borough Elections in May 2007, the new Conservative administration asked what the 

business case for the scheme was, what was the environmental case, and what was the 

operational case. Councillor Maxwell commented that upon seeking to answer these 

questions, the scheme was found wanting. He commented that the proposal would result in 

noise, traffic, and lights pollution, and also crime and disorder issues. Councillor Maxwell 

also questioned the financial aspects of the proposal and felt that these could be worse than 

presented. He concluded by urging the Cabinet not to agree the proposed scheme, proposing 

that Cabinet should consider alternative strategies. 

 

The meeting was then addressed by Deryck Brown, who addressed the meeting as lead 

petitioner in relation to a petition that had been presented to the Lead Member for Highways, 

Transport and Environment, and the Director of Community Services on 16 November 

objecting to the proposal. It was noted that the petition had contained 1004 signatories, and 

Mr Brown reported that the petition had now attracted a further 29 signatories to it. Mr Brown 

commented that he was a member of the Eton Wick Action Group and he then outlined the 

public meeting that had been held on 25 September to discuss the proposal. It had been 

suggested at that meeting, that residents should either write to the Council, or sign the 

petition, or to complete an objection form. Mr Brown commented that the results were 

astounding, with the concerns of residents comprising issues relating to flooding, traffic 

volume, crime, decrease in property prices, and the potential for future development in the 

Green Belt. Mr Brown reported that the key message was that this proposal did not benefit the 

residents of Eton, Eton Wick and Dorney. Mr Brown concluded by thanking Councillors 

Maxwell and Smith for their support.   

 

The Chairman then invited the public speakers who had registered to speak by the deadline to 

address the meeting. Cabinet heard from Alan Curtiss, a local resident who commented he 
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was addressing Cabinet on behalf of his children, and outlined the unprecedented noise and 

traffic that this proposal would bring. He resided in Bunces Road, which was adjacent to the 

Relief Road, and he expressed deep concern at the proposals. John Pollock, also a local 

resident, then addressed the meeting, and placed on record his objections to the scheme, 

outlining the huge number of objections from local residents. Cabinet then heard from 

Andrew Purdie, vice-chairman of Eton Dorney Parish Council, who expressed concern about 

the level of traffic that the scheme would generate. He also commented that the proposals 

would have a huge effect on nearby Taplow and Burnham, questioned why neighbouring 

Local Authorities had not been consulted on the proposal, and felt that the Royal Borough 

was just trying to obtain some Olympic funding.  

 

Cabinet was then addressed by Mary-Rose Gliksten, who informed the meeting that she had a 

different, wider view, was speaking on behalf of Windsor, and stated that the 2012 Olympics 

had presented an opportunity of a lifetime. She highlighted the work undertaken in Weymouth 

and the investment that had been generated via funding from the Olympic Development 

Agency on its infrastructure, and commented that Eton Wick had a chance of developing a 

very important transport link. She urged Cabinet to take this opportunity.  Patrick McGlynn, a 

local resident, then addressed Cabinet by expressing his objection to the proposals, and 

outlined the experiences that he and his 8 year old daughter shared in the village. He stated 

that he was bewildered by the proposals, and deplored the party politics within this issue.         

 

Steven Hames, a local resident, then spoke, urged Cabinet to see sense and vote out the 

proposals, and also outlined a number of concerns in relation to vehicles crime. He also 

questioned whether any detailed plans had been produced for security of the car park, the 

scheme design, and asked whether the British Transport Police had been consulted on the 

proposals. Maureen McLean, local resident, then addressed the meeting, and circulated to 

Cabinet photographs of the proposed location for the proposals. The photographs highlighted 

flooding in the location, and Cabinet noted her comments in relation to flooding concerns, 

together with air quality, and the fact that the areas of land in question was lammas land. She 

also expressed concern about the effect of the proposals on the nearby Swan Sanctuary. 

 

Matthew Jarvis, local resident, spoke about concerns in relation to how the proposal would 

generate more traffic, more pollution, more noise, more accidents, and he submitted that the 

proposals would also result in a loss of a public right of way. Jules Arnould, a local resident, 

also addressed Cabinet, and commented that the proposals brought no benefits at all to the 

community, just misery. She stated that it would be a long term blight, and the residents 

would fight „tooth and nail‟ against the proposals. She concluded by stating that it would 

wreck the village and be detrimental to open land. Sally Weston, local resident, then spoke, 

and informed the meeting of the views of her children, who had been questioning her about 

the proposals. She explained how she had had to explain to her children about the negative 

effects of flooding, loss of wildlife, and the increased safety concerns of walking to school as 

a result of the increase in traffic. She also expressed air quality pollution concerns arising 

from the proposal. 

 

Martin Tuthill, local resident, addressed the meeting, and informed Cabinet that he objected to 

the proposals on the grounds that it went against 9 aspects of the Local Development 

Framework, and he explained in detail the various grounds. He concluded by commenting that 

this proposal was untenable. Peter Lawless, local resident and representative on Eton Parish 

Council, also addressed the meeting, and outlined the impact of the scheme on the quality of 

life for the residents. He commented that 22% of the village‟s population was elderly people, 

and he also referred to the number of pupils attending the village school, and the village 

church. He expressed concerns at the air quality pollution that would be generated, and he 

concluded by stating that the proposal would erode he quality of life for local residents. Peter 
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Hooper, a local resident, spoke and informed Cabinet that he was not in favour of the 

proposed Southfield, but supported the scheme on the Northfield site.      

 

The Chairman then invited Councillor Smith to address the meeting, and Councillor Smith 

paid tribute to the local residents within his Ward who had attended this meeting, and who 

had also taken the time to write and object to the proposals. He placed on record his thanks to 

all of them. Councillor Smith then went on to outline his strong objection to the proposals, 

referred to the history of the scheme, and commented that the current administration had 

brought the proposals into the public domain. He expressed deep concern at the financial 

elements of the scheme, referred to many of the concerns expressed by the public speakers in 

relation to flooding, crime, air quality, traffic, and noise pollution, and also expressed concern 

that no consultation had taken place with neighbouring local authorities on the proposals. He 

concluded by urging Cabinet to do nothing with the park and ride proposal, and reject it at all 

costs.     

 

The Lead Member for Highways, Transport and Environment thanked all the speakers for 

attending the meeting and expressing their views. He apologised that the issue had taken so 

long to come to Cabinet, but stated that the current administration did not support these 

proposals. The Lead Member commented that parking in Windsor was an issue but it needed 

more parking in Windsor, not a park and ride scheme, and that this administration listened to 

its local residents on such matters. The Lead Member concluded by stating that he would be 

working with Councillor and officer colleagues to provide a new strategy for Windsor and 

Eton parking initiatives in the coming months. 

 

A number of Councillors then addressed the meeting. Councillor Hilton, the Lead Member for 

Finance, complimented all speakers and briefly outlined the financial issues of the scheme. He 

commented that no business case had ever been agreed, and on 25 June 2007, he had asked 

for a business case to be prepared. It was noted that this had been a significant piece of work 

and had taken until October to produce. Councillor Hilton stated that if the scheme were to 

proceed, the cost would fall on Council Tax payers and he did not support this. Councillor 

Wilson commented that the scheme would be a „blot on the landscape‟. Councillor Beer spoke 

as an independent, and commented that park and ride was not a new thing. He referred to the 

air quality issues, and urged Cabinet to seriously consider the proposals. Councillors Mrs 

Bateson, Grey, and Story supported the comments of Councillors Rayner and Hilton in 

objecting to the scheme, and Councillor James Evans addressed the meeting by outlining his 

objection to the proposals on the grounds of economic and fiscal policy, and development 

control concerns.  

 

Councillor Mrs Quick also addressed the meeting, stated that she was Lead Member for 

Windsor, and commented that the Council had a duty to find schemes that made a better life 

for residents. She also commented that Windsor was a victim of its own success. She further 

commented that the current scheme had been led by the previous administration, and more 

work was needed on proposals for parking in Windsor and Eton. She reported that the figures 

on the scheme did not add up, and she requested the officers to present a paper to a future 

meeting outlining further options for parking in Windsor. Councillor Mrs Proctor commented 

that she was disappointed that the debate had become politicised, and Councillor Penfold 

commented on the history of the scheme, and that he considered park and ride not to be a „blot 

on the landscape‟. Councillor Mrs Howes felt that the debate had lost what the report was 

saying, in that it was offering a number of options, and urged the Cabinet to consider the 

comments of the Overview and Scrutiny Panel, which supported the consideration of options 

2 and 3 in the report. Councillor Werner stated that the issue needed a viable scheme, and that 

any funding from the Olympic Development Agency should be pursued further. He concluded 

by stating that a proper business case was required, and that options 2 and 3 in the report 

should be investigated further. 
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At the conclusion of the debate, the Chairman thanked all the speakers and the public for 

attending the meeting for the debate on this issue.      

       

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) due to the Capital shortfall, the revenue financial costs and environmental 

impacts the business case be considered unsound. 

b) the proposed Park and Ride developments in either North Field or South 

Field, Eton not be further pursued. 

c) no further sites adjacent to the Windsor Relief Road be pursued for the 

purposes of Park and Ride. 

d) Officers be asked to bring forward options for both short term and long 

term solutions in early 2008 to address the future parking issues in 

Windsor raised in the report. 

e) SEERA be approached to explore options for continuing use of available 

grant money to help achieve improvements to Windsor’s parking and 

transport infrastructure, subject to a viable business case. 

 

FORWARD PLAN – DECEMBER 2007 TO MARCH 2008 

 

The Panel considered the contents of the draft Forward Plan for the next four months and 

noted the changes that had been made to the plan since the last meeting. In addition it was 

noted that: 

 

 The item on Grounds Maintenance Contract (Part II), scheduled to be considered by 

Cabinet in December, would be deferred until the January 2008 Cabinet meeting.   

 

REPORT FROM CORPORATE SERVICES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL 

Review Of The Customer Service Centre 

 

Cabinet considered the report of the Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny Panel on the 

Review of the Customer Service Centre. The Chairman invited Councillor Meadowcroft, the 

Chairman of the Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny Panel to address the meeting in 

relation to the report, and Cabinet was provided with details about the background of the 

report, and its methodology. Councillor Meadowcroft thanked the Officers who had been 

involved in the review, and outlined a number of recommendations for Cabinet to consider. 

 

Councillor Story asked a question about the financial and performance outcomes, to which 

Councillor Meadowcroft responded, and Councillor Wilson also commented on the section of 

the report which referred to redundancies being avoided in phase 1, with some staff 

transferred failing to meet the customer services competency levels. The Chairman invited the 

Customer Service Centre Manager to comment on this issue and it was noted that some of the 

individuals in question had since moved on.  

  

During discussion, Cabinet also noted the monitoring report that was contained within their 

Agenda.  

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) the report from the Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny Panel on 

the Review Of The Customer Services Centre be noted and accepted. 
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b) a report on project management and organisational recommendations of 

the Overview and Scrutiny Panel report be brought to Cabinet in early 

2008. 

c) authority be delegated to the Leader of the Council and the Deputy 

Leader of the Council, in consultation with the Chief Executive and the 

Head of Human Resources to put in place such measures as deemed 

necessary to provide a stable customer service centre that met the needs of 

the Royal Borough residents. 

d) further transfer of functions to the Customer Services Centre be frozen 

pending implementation of recommendations b) and c) above. 

e) The monitoring report on the performance of the Customer Service 

Centre be noted. 

 

CABINET MEMBERS‟ REPORTS 

 

Deputy Chairman and Finance 

Fees, Charges and Allowances 

 

Cabinet considered proposals relating to fees, charges and allowances for 2008/09. It was 

noted that each Overview and Scrutiny Panel had considered the fees, charges and allowances 

within their respective area, and Cabinet was provided with a summary of these comments 

accordingly. 

 

In relation to the Home Care Charges, Councillor Mrs Proctor expressed concern at the 

proposed charges being recommended, and commented on the policy being adopted by 

Cabinet in this regard. The Lead Member responded by referring to a decision taken by 

Cabinet in December 2005 under the previous administration in relation to Home Care 

Charges and the associated policy, and outlined in detail advice which he had been provided 

with in relation to this decision. He explained how this had contributed to the charges now 

being recommended, together with the proposed methodology in this regard. He also 

expressed surprise that Councillor Mrs Proctor had implemented such proposals in December 

2005 when he submitted that she had been party to the same advice he had been, and 

Councillor Mrs Proctor responded by strongly refuting such advice was given at that time.   

 

The Lead Member for Adult Services also proposed that, in light of the consultation period on 

the Home Care Charges not expiring until 7 December 2007, authority be delegated to himself 

and the Deputy Chairman and Lead Member for Finance in consultation with the Head of 

Adult Services to determine the level of Home Care Charges following the consultation 

period.   

 

Councillor Mrs Newbound also commented on allotment charges, and Councillor Mrs Napier 

referred to the proposed car parking charges in Boulters Lock car park, specifically in relation 

to charity organisations using the car park for the purpose of undertaking nearby events. 

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) the Fees, Charges and Allowances for 2008/09 as set out in Appendix A to 

the report be adopted, including the parking charges effective from 

January/February 2008.  

b) the Deputy Chairman and Lead Member for Finance investigate further 

the fee for car parking for charity organisations in the Boulters Lock car 

park. 

c) authority be delegated to the Lead Members for Adult Services and 

Finance, in consultation with the Head of Adult Services to determine the 
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level of Home Care Fees following the expiration of the Consultation 

period on 7 December 2007.  

 

Service Monitoring 

 

Members considered the current Council performance in relation to the revenue and capital 

outturn projections. In addition, Members considered budget changes and were invited to 

approve capital movements contained within the budget. 

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) the current revenue and capital outturn projection be noted. 

b) The capital movements identified within the Directors’ reports be 

approved. 

c) Directors be required to work with Lead Members to develop proposals to 

contain expenditure within current budget limits.  

 

Planning and Housing/Highways, Transport & Environment 

Crossrail Bill - Progress 

 

Cabinet considered the current position with regard to the Crossrail Bill and its implications 

for the matters raised in the Royal Borough‟s petition, the likely timescale for resolution of 

matters and the delegation of formal signing of agreements reached with the promoter of the 

Bill. 

 

The Lead Member for Planning and Housing outlined the background to the Royal Borough‟s 

petition, and updated Cabinet on the progress and current position. Councillor Beer referred to 

section 3.1 of the draft legal agreement that had been attached as appendix A to the report, 

and asked if the words “to try” could be removed, and the Lead Member for Planning and 

Housing commented that this would be considered. In addition, Councillor Mrs Napier 

commented on the Brunel Bridge, and Councillor Mrs Howes commented on the car parking 

issues, which was noted by the Lead Member.  

 

RESOLVED: That the current position regarding the progress of the Crossrail 

Bill and the Borough’s petition be noted, and it be further agreed to: 

 

a) reject the proposed repayment provisions in the draft agreement relating to 

parking at Maidenhead Station, and 

b) delegate authority to the Chief Executive to sign the final agreements with 

the Promoters following consultation with the Lead Member for Highways, 

Transport and Environment, and the Lead Member for Planning and 

Housing. 

c) Continue discussions with Network Rail, First Great Western and Crossrail 

with a view to a co-ordinated strategy for developing a transport hub based 

on Maidenhead Station to include the provision of future rail related car 

parking. 

 

Highways, Transport & Environment 

Street De-Clutter & Streetscene Improvement Update 

 

Members considered progress on the de-cluttering initiative. The Lead Member outlined that 

the Administration‟s manifesto commitments included the promotion of de-cluttering of the 

streetscene, and an important part of enhancing Streetscene was to ensure that signage was 

kept to the minimum level required by legislation. In addition, it was noted that alternative 
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locations and combined use of posts/lighting columns could reduce clutter. Cabinet also noted 

details of a pilot de-cluttering exercise that the Streetcare Services Team had been 

undertaking to establish what may be achieved.  

 

RESOLVED: That the report be endorsed and a further update be presented to 

Cabinet in June 2008. 

 

Flooding Review and Update 

 

Cabinet considered a review of flooding, together with an update on investigations that had 

been undertaken of drainage infrastructure of the areas that had suffered from flash flooding 

in July. Details of suggested schemes in Bath Road/Highway Road, Clare Road, Maidenhead, 

and Mire Lane West End were outlined, together with the anticipated associated costs for each 

scheme.  

 

Councillor Mrs Howes paid tribute to the Officers for their work undertaken during the flash 

floods, and Councillor Baskerville also placed on record his thanks to the Streetcare Services 

Team.  

 

RESOLVED: That subject to additional funding being made available, the 

recommended solutions to the schemes in Bath Road/Highway Road, Clare 

Road, and Mire Lane West End, as set out in the report be progressed. 

 

 

Community Safety, Leisure and Culture 

CCTV Review 

 

Members considered the replacement of the analogue CCTV recording system with Digital 

recording, considered additional CCTV cameras, together with the development of Internet 

Protocol (IP) based CCTV transmission. It was noted that the Council‟s CCTV system had 

been in operation since 1996, and the system had grown from the original 65 cameras to over 

170. It provided extensive coverage to many parts of the Borough, and had become a valuable 

tool in the fight against crime. 

 

Councillor Beer asked if the comments from the Overview and Scrutiny Panel could be added 

to the recommendation, and the Lead Member commented that he would be very happy to 

consult with Ward Members on the positioning of any new CCTV camera. It was suggested 

that Councillor Beer should liaise with the Chairman of the Crime and Disorder Forum 

outside of the meeting about ensuring that the matter was discussed at that Forum. 

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) approval be given to procure a digital recording system (approximately 

£200,000) to replace the existing analogue recording system from the 

existing Capital Programme. 

b) Approval be given to undertake the required infrastructure work at 

Tinkers Lane to enable IP CCTV funded from the existing Capital 

Programme. 

c) Approval be given to evaluate the installation of new CCTV cameras using 

IP transmission subject to additional funds being available in the Capital 

Programme and the IP infrastructure being in place, and that the Head of 

Streetcare and Operations in consultation with the Lead Member for 

Community Safety, Leisure and Culture finalise arrangements.  
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d) Approval be given to progress the replacement of the fibre optic network 

with the Royal Borough IP Network subject to technical and contractual 

considerations. 

e) That Ward Members be consulted on the positioning of any new CCTV 

camera. 

 

Cultural Heritage Strategy 

 

Cabinet considered the main points contained within the Cultural Heritage Strategy. 

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) the Cultural Heritage Strategy be approved. 

b) The proposed action plan to realise the Strategy be approved. 

c) A Steering Group of representatives from public, private, and voluntary 

sector heritage organisations be formed to oversee the implementation of 

the Strategy. 

 

Licensing Policy Statement 2008/2011 

 

Members considered the Licensing Policy Statement for 2008/2011. It was noted that the 

Royal Borough, as Licensing Authority, was required to publish a Licensing Policy Statement 

every three years, and Cabinet was also provided with detailed information in relation to the 

extensive consultation that had been undertaken in relation to the revised Policy Statement for 

2008/2011. 

 

RESOLVED: That Council be recommended to adopt the Licensing Policy 

Statement for the period 2008/2011.  

 

Planning and Housing 

RBWM Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

 

Cabinet considered the RBWM Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, together with approving it 

for development control purposes. It was noted that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment had 

been undertaken during the summer of 2006 prior to the submission of the Council‟s Core 

Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document. It was based upon the Draft PPS25, and 

had been prepared by Jacobs. It was a „living‟ document that would be required to be 

regularly reviewed and updated. Cabinet noted that the Council had worked closely with the 

Environment Agency in developing the Assessment.   

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) The RBWM Strategic Flood Risk Assessment be approved for 

development control purposes and to inform the Local Development 

Framework. 

b) The approval of future updates to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment be 

delegated to the Planning Policy Manager and the Director of Community 

Services in consultation with the Lead Member for Planning and Housing. 
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South East Plan and Local Development Framework Core Strategy – Results of Examination 

In Public 

 

Members considered the findings of the Independent Panel of Planning Inspectors Report on 

the South East Plan and the implications for the Berkshire Local Authorities, together with the 

Inspector‟s Report on the Royal Borough‟s Core Strategy. 

 

RESOLVED: That the findings of the Examinations in Public noted and it be 

recommended to Council that the submitted Core Strategy be formally 

withdrawn. 

 

Housing Strategy 2004 – 2007 – Action Plan Update 2007 

 

Cabinet noted the progress made with delivering the priorities contained in the Housing 

Strategy Action Plan. It was a statutory requirement for all Local Authorities to produce a 

Housing Strategy for their administrative area, outlining the local issues, needs, policy areas 

and priorities for the Council.   

 

RESOLVED: That  

 

a) the progress made with delivering the priorities contained in the Housing 

Strategy Action Plan be noted and endorsed. 

b) Officers be instructed to commence the production of a new Housing 

Strategy during 2008. 

 

Joint Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework 

 

Members considered suggested responses to the Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy 

Preferred Options Regulation 26 Consultation and the Detailed Minerals and Waste 

Development Control Policies and Preferred Area Issues and Options Regulation 25 

Consultation. 

 

Councillor Beer referred to the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny Panel, and outlined 

comments in relation to guidance regarding transport routes for mineral extraction and haul 

routes. Councillor Werner expressed concern about the consultation process and press 

releases that had been issued, and the Lead Member for Planning and Housing commented 

that there would be further opportunities for residents to be consulted on this process.  

 

RESOLVED: That the responses as set out in Appendices 1 and 2 of the report 

be endorsed, and be forwarded to the Joint Strategic Planning Unit as the 

Council’s formal response to the Regulation 25 and 26 Consultations. 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 – EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

 

RESOLVED: That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, 

the public be excluded from the remainder of the meeting whilst discussion 

takes place on item 11 on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of 

exempt information as defined in Paragraphs 1-7 of part I of Schedule 12A of 

the Act.  
 


