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Roehampton Partnership – Membership 
 

Background 

Our constitution provides (4.1)  that membership of the Partnership shall be reviewed 
at least every three years, so it may be that now, as we survey the changed landscape, 
we wish to give some thought to the membership that best enables us to achieve our 
objectives. 

At present the constitution specifies 21 members as follows: 
• 3 Roehampton and Putney Heath Ward Councillors 
• 1 Cabinet Member 
• 1 West Putney Ward Councillor 
• 1 West Wandsworth Locality Commissioning Group (NHS) 
• 1 Police/Safer Neighbourhood Team. 
• 3 Roehampton residents selected from residents’ associations 
• 2 Voluntary/community sector or faith groups 
• 1 Roehampton Trust 
• 1 Roehampton Forum 
• 1 Roehampton University 
• 1 Roehampton Students’ Union member 
• 1 West Wandsworth Patient Consultative Group 
• 1 Representative of local young people (18-25). 
• 3 local business representatives 

The constitution says that we should aim not have more than 21 members, to ensure the 
body can be properly strategic.   At present, several of these slots are formally empty; 
others have representatives in them who do not attend regularly. 

 

Aims 

The optimum membership is one that is small enough that deliberations can be 
effective, but large enough and broadly enough based that the Partnership has 
unparalleled local knowledge, and can speak with authority.  If we can speak with one 
clear and rational voice, but also claim to be broadly and deeply representative, then we 
can have a strong influence for good. 

 

Possible additional members 

There are a number of bodies that we might think it would be good to have represented 
on the Partnership, to bring a greater depth of engagement and local knowledge, and to 
allow the partnership to speak with more authority.  Some possibilities: 

• Queen Mary’s Hospital.  A major local employer, with active outreach into the 
local community through its therapies programmes.  At present there is no 
category in the constitution in which Queen Mary’s could formally join. 
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• Putney Vale Cemetery.  Another major local employer, and an organisation with 
which many local residents feel a deep personal connection – again, as a public 
sector body not enumerated in our constitution, there is no category in which it 
could formally belong to the Partnership. 

• The Priory Hospital.  Although this is more of a national than a local institution, it 
is another significant local employer, which might become more of a local 
employer. 

• Heathmere School.  Of our local schools, probably the most engaged in 
community activities – the hub for the Community Box scheme during the 
pandemic.  

• Ibstock Place School.  A significant and well resourced local institution, albeit 
that pupils and many staff are drawn from a much wider catchment area.  

• The Queen’s Head.   Of the surviving pubs in Roehampton, probably the one that 
plays the most public role as a centre of the community.  Could be included under 
“local business representatives.” 

• The Roehampton Ahmadiyya Community.  Has been very active in local outreach, 
particularly during the pandemic: well resourced, and representing many local 
residents. 

• New Life Church.  A local independent Church, led by a long term resident, and 
deeply integrated into the life of the Alton Estate, with a strong volunteer 
network.   Both New Life and the Ahmadiyya Community could in theory join 
under the heading of “faith groups” – but at present both slots are filled 

 

Questions to consider 

The following questions would be worth considering in principle, before developing 
specific proposals for reform. 

• Do we think that the weight and wisdom of the Partnership would be improved 
by the addition of some or all of the above? 

• If so, are there any we think it would be particularly important to engage with? 
• Are there yet others we should consider? 
• Should we seek to re-engage the Borough Council by asking for a Cabinet 

Member to attend? 
• Should we purse more active involvement under the membership categories of 

the existing constitution? 
• Should we keep to the maximum of 21? 
• Are there any membership categories that we would be prepared to let go of in 

order to make room for other members? 

The key challenge is to broaden and deepen community engagement by including as 
diverse a range of stakeholders as possible, whilst keeping the Partnership at a size that 
allows it to do its work. 

It is suggested that after a discussion of the principles involved, a smaller group should 
work up detailed proposals for consideration at the next meeting. 

 

Reverend Joshua Rey 

10/1/2022 
 


