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Mole Valley Solar farm decision

1 May 2025

The biggest possible solar farm was before Mole Valley District Council last week with councillors voting to reject the eco
energy project - despite warnings they could lose taxpayers hundreds of thousands of pounds on appeal.

Plans for a 55 hectare solar farm in Cobham Road in Fetcham, large enough to power about one third of all the homes in
the borough, came before the council’s development management committee on April 23.

Councillors narrowly voted seven to five with one abstention to refuse the 49.5 megawatts plant arguing it was an
inappropriate use of green belt land and too close to ancient woodland.

The decision went against the advice of officers who said Mole Valley’s decision would likely be overturned on appeal -
and the council charged costs

Cllr Abhiram Magesh (Liberal Democrat; Mickleham, Westcott & Okewood) said: “It will end up costing the council
hundreds of thousands of pounds.

“It will affect the council’s balance budget.”

He said decisions like this were “not defensible by the legal material planning consideration” and that councillors needed
to use vote with their brains, “not with your heart “

“What we can be considering, is the economic impact and the financial impact to not only the wider council but the area.”

The developers, Ethical Power, had argued there was an “overriding” case that delivering renewable energy outweighed
the “modest impacts” and that they were “proud to bring forward the project”.

Their spokesperson added that it represented a “unique opportunity” to “tackle climate change in Mole Valley” by
contributing to energy independence and clean power.

Had the power plant been any larger it would have been classified as a nationally significant project requiring government
sign off, the meeting heard.

Others challenged the environmental benefits of green energy at the expensive of locally grown food and argued that the
40 year proposed life span of the site was anything but temporary.

Cllr Simon Budd (Conservative; Brockham, Betchworth, Buckland Box Hill & Headley) said: “The land that you are
covering up, It’s good quality land that grows food.

“At the moment the food is grown in Fetcham and its sold in Fetcham in a farmers shop in Fetcham, you’ve got zero miles,
you've got grain that goes off to make bread, fantastic zero miles on it.

“If you cover up land in Fetcham people have still got to eat so you've got to import grain.

He added: “I feel very strongly about turning what is good agricultural land into what is basically you are ruining the
countryside you really are ruining it.

“The gain of a little bit of electric is not worth the loss of this land.”

County council set to propose two unitary councils
for Surrey

1 May 2025

AT sl islrid

Subject to Cabinet approval, Surrey County Council plans to submit to government a proposal for two unitary councils for
local government reorganisation in the county. These two councils, arranged by East and West, would replace the existing
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12 councils and unlock further devolution in Surrey.

In council papers published today, the county council outlines detailed analysis to evidence that two councils would be the
most beneficial model for Surrey’s future. The proposal, which sets out a robust plan for local community engagement,
also includes letters of support from key partners, business and community leaders, as well as Elmbridge Borough
Council.

Tim Oliver, Leader of Surrey County Council said: “Our analysis shows that two unitary councils would bring the
greatest benefit to Surrey’s residents. Two councils, in partnership with a Mayor for Surrey, would save money,
strengthen and simplify local government and with an East and West arrangement both councils would be in a strong
position to continue to deliver high quality services to all Surrey residents. Of course, consideration must be given to the
differing levels of debt that the authorities would potentially inherit, and we’re in talks with government about our
request that the stranded debt be written off as well as providing financial support to those borough councils that need
it.

“Most importantly, this proposal strengthens local community engagement. We know that residents want high quality
services that are easy to access, and they want a real say in services and decisions that affect them. That’s why we’re
proposing the creation of community-level boards across Surrey.

“These community boards will be locally determined but we would expect them to include representation from health
partners, Surrey Police, voluntary groups, councillors, council staff, local Town and Parish Councils and Residents
Associations. We plan to pilot these boards over the coming months, and residents will have a say in how they are set up
and delivered.

“We’re in a strong position as a county council, with good quality services and an excellent track record of stable finances
after years of successful transformation. And working together with our residents and partners, we are well placed to
deliver this important reorganisation. Ultimately, this work will unlock further devolution, meaning Surrey can elect a
mayor which will bring more power, flexibility and funding closer to communities.”

Cllr Mike Rollings, Leader of Elmbridge Borough Council said: “While Elmbridge, like other districts and boroughs,
is not overly enamoured with the government’s local government reorganisation, throughout this process, we have
maintained an open-minded stance regarding the optimal number of new unitary authorities. Our primary goal is to
ensure the best interests of Elmbridge, as well as Surrey as a whole. We have always said that our decision will be
grounded in robust evidence and data and we will continue to analyse, research, and scrutinise all options until we are
confident that the best solution for unitarisation in Surrey has been identified.

“Based on the proposals we have seen, we think an East/West split could make the most sense for Elmbridge both in
terms of financial stability, increased flexibility to meet housing needs and the potential to minimise the impact on the
character and appearance of Elmbridge.

“We will continue to work across the county to support the development of proposals that lead to the best results for our
residents, and we will debate these at extraordinary meetings of our Council and Cabinet on 6 May.”

The proposal includes a recommended geographical model for the two councils, by East and West, using current District
Council geographies with Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Runnymede, Woking, Guildford and Waverley residents in the West
of Surrey, and Elmbridge, Mole Valley, Epsom & Ewell, Reigate & Banstead and Tandridge residents in the East.

This model has similar levels of population, land area, total household numbers, homelessness, house building targets,
waste collection, business activity, pupil distribution, number of birth and death registrations, and total miles of public
highways. Demand and budget requirements would also be similar for Adult Social Care and Children Social Services
across both councils and this geography makes use of the neighbouring economic benefits of London, Heathrow airport,
and Gatwick airport, with a similar mix of the urban and rural landscape that makes Surrey a fantastic place to live and
work.

The overall populations of each new council would exceed the government’s minimum size of 500,000 residents.

]

Notes:

» In February, government asked Surrey to submit plans for local government reorganisation. Once this proposal
has been approved by Surrey County Council’s Cabinet on 7" May, it will be submitted to government by the

9" May deadline. A final decision is expected from government in the Autumn. The full council paper can be
accessed here: https://mycouncil.surreycc.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?Cld=121&MId=9715&Ver=4

= District and borough councils in Surrey are also discussing options for reorganisation at respective council
meetings.

= Details of an online resident engagement event, due to be held in May, will be shared soon

Surrey Housing protocol agreed for people with
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mental health needs

1 May 2025

An agreement between councils and NHS services in Surrey will help people with mental health needs find housing and
avoid delays in leaving hospital.

The Surrey Mental Health and Housing Protocol sets out how services will work together to support people who find it
difficult to secure long-term housing because of the mental health challenges they face.

By strengthening coordination between health, social care and housing, the protocol aims to help people find
accommodation to aid their recovery and reduce the risk of becoming homeless.

The protocol, which sets out step-by-step guidance to services, will also help prevent delays in people leaving hospital,
freeing up space for others in need.

Housing difficulties are a key factor in people having to stay in hospital longer than necessary. The protocol outlines clear
processes for making sure that people have access to suitable housing when they are ready to be discharged.

The protocol also aims to help prevent evictions from tenancies and reduce incidents of cuckooing, where criminals
exploit vulnerable people by taking over their homes for illegal activities such as drug-dealing.

Detailing a number of possible scenarios and the approaches to follow for each, the agreement encourages services to
identify early warning signs of housing problems and work together to intervene proactively and find tailored solutions.
This is especially important for people with complex needs or who face multiple disadvantages, such as unemployment,
poor health, domestic abuse and trauma.

An earlier version of the protocol was introduced in 2016 but it has now been strengthened, updated and expanded, with
a sharper focus on supporting people at the right time. Surrey organisations renewed their commitment by signing up to
the updated protocol in March.

Partners who have agreed the relaunched protocol are Surrey’s 11 borough and district councils, Surrey County Council,
Surrey and Borders Partnership NHS Foundation Trust, as the county’s mental health NHS provider, and the five acute
care hospitals in Surrey (Royal Surrey, Epsom, East Surrey, St Peter’s and Frimley Park). The protocol can be found on
the Healthy Surrey website.

Sinead Mooney, Surrey County Council’s Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care, said: “We know that safe and
stable housing promotes good mental health, and this relaunched protocol is an important step forward in helping people
stay in their homes or find suitable new ones at a time when they most need support.

“By strengthening the way that services work together, we can help people earlier, supporting their recovery,
independence and overall wellbeing, and making sure no one is left behind. With local government reorganisation on the
horizon, this protocol will also support partners in getting ready for the changes ahead.”

Jo Lynch, Chief Nursing Officer at Surrey and Borders Partnership NHS Foundation Trust, said: “I am delighted
we are jointly working with our partners in social care and housing to ensure people have access to suitable
accommodation when they are ready to be discharged from hospital.

“It can be complicated to understand how best to support people to get the housing they need. The joint protocol guides
us on who we need talk to and the conversations we need to have to help people more quickly find housing that can
support them with their recovery and which then frees up hospital beds for others in need.”

The boroughs of Reigate & Banstead and Runnymede represented Surrey’s 11 borough and district councils on a multi-
agency group which worked on updating and strengthening the protocol.

Cllr Mus Tary, Executive Member for Housing and Support at Reigate & Banstead Borough Council,
said: “Officers from our Housing Team have been involved in the co-design of the updated protocol, alongside other
partners, bringing their expertise on some of the housing challenges faced by those with mental health needs. We hope
this protocol will ensure consistency across the partnership and lead to improved housing outcomes for some of our most
vulnerable residents.”

Cllr Mike Smith, Chair of Runnymede Borough Council’s Housing Committee said: “Homelessness affects people
from all walks of life, and there is no one-size-fits-all solution. For those facing mental health challenges, securing and
maintaining stable accommodation can be even more difficult. This updated and vital protocol prioritises early
intervention and strengthens collaboration between housing, health, social care, and many other agencies to ensure no
one falls through the cracks. By identifying housing issues early and providing tailored support, we can help people
transition from hospital into housing—giving them stability and the best chance to recover and rebuild their lives.”

Waverley not waiving planning fees spark protests

1 May 2025
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Angry homeowners hit with hefty planning bills and court threats gathered outside Waverley Borough Council to protest
against levies that have left some at risk of losing their homes, or going to jail.

About 20 people have so far come forward with what they say are huge and unexpected infrastructure levies for work
done to their homes.

They have been shocked by the short notice to come up with, in some cases, £70,000 for work they would have been
expected to be exempt from - and would have been if they’d filled out a form.

Instead they have been pursued and threatened with court action if they do not pay.

On Tuesday April 1, those affected protested outside the council’s executive meeting and challenged the authority on
whether it had any “genuine intent” to review its Community Infrastructure Levy process.

Community Infrastructure Levies are payable on developments of more than 100 square metres, unless homeowners
actively apply for an exemption. Large developers expect there to be an infrastructure charge, which can often take the
form of community buildings such as a doctor’s surgery or hall. Where these are not suitable money can be paid.

The levy is used to offset the impact development has on an area and can be bid for by public bodies or community groups
for projects.

The problem has been some people feel they are being wrongly hit with the fees - and the heavy handed approach the
council has taken in chasing the money.

In most cases the council says it has been correct in issuing the bills -despite anger from those who feel wronged.

The exception, it said, was the highest profile case so far, of Steve and Caroline Dally who were stung with a £70,000 bill
for a home extension and given no opportunity to argue their case.

The rest, the council argues are not as straightforward - with any long-term solutions not expected until at least May,

Councillor Liz Townsend, portfolio holder for planning said: “I can assure members here and residents that the council is
committed to carrying out a discretionary review where householders previously subject to CIL liability can request a
discretionary review.”

She added: “There have been a number of extremely speculative and scaremongering comments about the nature of this
review by some councillors which is very concerning.

“However I would like to assure residents again that we are committed to investigating and assessing each individual case
that is submitted to the council and the process for undertaking this will be fully disclosed in the report coming to the
executive at the beginning of May.”

However, asked if the council had powers to withdraw liability notices for “whatever reasons it sees appropriate” the
leader, Cllr Paul Follows, responded: “I think we are comfortable to acknowledge that’s what the regulation says. Yes. I
don’t think there is anything else I can add to that but I am sure what the regulation says.”

Asked “For whatever reason you deem fit?”

Cllr Follows replied:”Yes - but at the same time I do think you have to recognise we can’t in ourselves act unlawfully in
the withdrawal of the CIL liability - there are things we have to do here.

“This is not a straightforward process. If anybody has been advising you that it is a straightforward process I would
consider widening your advice.

“One of the problems here - we’ve effectively got three categories of individuals in this process.

“Individuals who may have had some fault of the council, and although we’'re still checking the details, for example would
be Mr Dally who we’ve looked at - and most of us have concluded he was told something in error and I think there will
probably be some remediation that takes place there.

“There are individuals who have been advised poorly...as part of their building project. Yes I can understand their
frustration with the council but actually their issue is with the private advice which has been inaccurate and their first
course of resolution would be through the liability insurance of the private advisor.

“And thirdly there are individuals that disagree with the concept of homeowner CIL but have been charged legally for it at
this point of time and that’s subject to a different discussion of whether we should charge homeowners or not.

“It broadly falls into those three camps.”

The council said it would be taking this final group into consideration in May when it is due to discuss potential changes
to CIL.
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A longer term solution is not likely to be finalised until the council’s local plan - effectively the planning rules it must
abide by - is signed off in 2027.

Image: Waverley CIL protests (image Waverley Conservative Council Group)

A towering decision by Epsom and Ewell Borough
Council

1 May 2025

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council has approved plans for hundreds of new homes. The former SGN Gasworks site on
East Street in Epsom will see all of its buildings and infrastructure demolished to make way for new homes. The town’s
“biggest planning application in years” has been approved. Members of Epsom and Ewell Borough Council planning
committee agreed to the outline scheme for 456 homes by a majority vote on April 24. The development will see five high
rise blocks, ranging from eight to twelve storeys tall. A performing arts centre, educational buildings and an open public
garden are also included in the plans. Of the proposed 456 homes, according to planning documents, 210 will be one-
bedroom, 180 will be two-bedroom, and 66 will be three-bedroom units. A further 46 of the 456 homes will be social rent
units and 21 wheelchair accessible, according to planning documents.

“You cannot build a nine-storey building behind someone’s back door,” said Richard Coles, an Epsom resident speaking
against the scheme. He explained it would be “60 metres from my back door to someone’s balcony, for some hundred or
so properties”. Mr Coles argued the new builds will make life significantly worse for those living immediately around the
blocks. “We’re not delivering for Epsom if we’re not delivering for all our residents,” Cllr Kim Spickett said. “We’re not
talking about overlooking buildings, we’'re talking about human beings.” Responding to concerns, council planners said
fears of overlooking is not such an issue in practice because neither resident can really make out the features or activities
of a person that far away. Officers accepted sunlight would be reduced for six neighbouring homes and 23 student rooms
but said the benefits of the scheme would outweigh the impact.

Wrestling with the application, Cllr Julian Freeman appreciated the residents’ concerns but said “fear is often much worse
than the reality”. He added the borough is in a “housing crisis” and “for the greater good” the development will provide
new homes for 600 or more people. Cllr Kate Chinn slammed the council for not building enough homes or social housing
over the last five years. “We’re now asking residents to pay the price for the failures of the past,” she said. With only 68
car parking spaces for 456 homes, councillors urged for something to be done. Members worried about tradesmen
needing to use cars for work or families driving to school. Around 21 spaces would be designated for wheelchair users
which Cllr Freeman challenged as “excessive”. Cllr Jan Mason said: “People living there actually will be defranchised.”
She claimed future residents might not be able to have people visiting the house or getting the work men round.

Officers said fewer parking bays would help “champion a change in attitude” to using cars and support the council’s
“ambitious target” of becoming carbon neutral by 2035. But some councillors said it was “unrealistic” to demand people
to change their motor habits by restricting parking spaces. Just a 10 minute walk from Epsom train station, the applicants
argued the development would be an immensely sustainable location. People can get to London Waterloo station in
around 35 minutes. Members agreed conditions to the car management plan so it could come back to committee for
further approval if needed.

Also included in the scheme, Laine Theatre Arts College will be replaced by a modern building. The development will be
further detailed in separate planning applications, the report said. The site has been used as gas works for more than 150
years, according to documents, while a separate application for the same site has stated the storage facility for natural
gas “has been permanently decommissioned and purged”.

Image: Site Masterplan (Aerial) Formation Architects

McDonalds run out of Loch Fyne, Cobham

1 May 2025
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Plans for a McDonald’s in Cobham have been thrown out.

McDonald’s had hoped to find a new home on the former Loch Fyne Restaurant in Portsmouth Road on the outskirts of
Cobham. Members of Elmbridge Borough Council’s planning committee rejected the application by majority vote on April
24, against officer’s recommendations to approve.

Councillors were unhappy that the new McDonald’s would be within walking distance of schools and near an area of high
social and economic deprivation. “McDonald’s isn’t a proper choice,” Cllr Lawrence Wells said, “most of it is ultra-
processed food.”

The Liberal Democrat councillor for Cobham and Downside argued: “To young people and families who have very little
access to healthy food or treats, a McDonald'’s will be like the witch’s candy house to Hansel and Gretel.”

North of the potential McDonald’s site, argued Clir Wells, there is a socially and economically deprived area between
River View Gardens and Northfield Road. He claimed the 650-odd houses come in the fifth most underprivileged sub-ward
in the whole of Surrey.

But ClIr Ashley Tilling accused groups of “middle class snobbery” in opposing the scheme. He said it was unlikely there
would be such opposition if a Gail’s or a Megan’s decided to open there.

Councillors debated whether it was appropriate for a fast food restaurant and take away should be in walking distance
from schools, parks and a children’s home. Surrey County Council had also raised concerns about the potential health
impacts the new burger branch could have, being so close to areas where children congregate.

“You have a duty to protect the most vulnerable, you have the duty to protect the health and wellbeing of your
constituents,” Mr Sabi said, speaking for residents against the scheme at the meeting. He argued the council was using a
London yardstick for walking distance to fast food places for a Surrey borough.

Fearing the chicken nugget chain would exacerbate issues of obesity and not promote healthy living, planning members
refused the scheme. Officers said it was a matter of judgement and there was no evidence to suggest the American burger
branch would make people less healthy.

Other councillors warned “we don’t live in a totalitarian state where people are told what they must and mustn’t eat” or
that it is even their role on the planning committee to “combat obesity”.

Ward councillor Katerina Lusk acknowledged the old Loch Fyne Restaurant is in “disrepair” and no other use has been
found. ClIr Tilling also supported bringing the locally listed building “back to life” and re-using it in the community.

Despite the concerns, many people flagged the multi-million dollar company would bring huge financial benefits to the
village, increasing visitors and supporting local business.

But Cllr Lusk highlighted the limited indoor dining options (60 covers) and proposed opening hours until midnight, which
could mean it would be primarily used for takeaway. “More noise, more traffic and constant delivery movements- all
spilling into an area already burdened with congestion and frequent flooding,” Cllr Lusk said.

Submitted last year, the application has been hugely contentious. Hundreds of objections flooded in from residents,
including an online petition reaching over 34,000 signatures. A similar strength of feeling was also boosted from those
who want to see a closer Happy Meal in Cobham.

McDonald’s has been approached for comment.
Related report:
Global fast-food giant targets Surrey village

Surrey SEND parents owed money

1 May 2025

Parents of children with special educational needs who were left with little choice but to use private educational
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So far 27 families have been reimbursed for having to go private between the 2023 summer term and May 2024 due to a
lack of qualified professionals able to create educational care plans.

This has resulted in £26,475 being returned to families - although it has not been a straightforward process for some
parents.

The figures emerged following a recently published complaint against Surrey County Council.

The local government and social care ombudsman upheld that the authority refused to reimburse a mother who used a
private educational psychologist in support of her son’s education health and care (EHC) needs assessment.

The ombudsman also upheld the council delayed making payments for her son’s tutor and that its communications were
poor.

The ombudsman upheld further complaints about delays at Surrey County Council in completing needs assessments due
to the national shortage of educational psychologists - but that it has since been satisfied with the steps being taken to
resolve the issue.

Between the 2023 summer term and May 2024 Surrey County Council said it temporarily agreed to reimburse private
reports due to its backlog.

The ombudsman said: “If we were to investigate this complaint it is likely that we would find fault.

“This is because the council accepted that a report from an educational psychologist was required and used the one
obtained by Miss X.

“Therefore, it should have reimbursed her for the full costs. Also, when responding to Miss X’s complaint, the council
accepted there were delays making payments to (the child’s) tutors.

“Whilst the council did apologise, this is likely to have caused Miss X distress in the form of uncertainty that wasn’t
remedied.

“I therefore asked the council to write to Miss X within one month to apologise and to make a payment to her for the full
cost of the educational psychologist assessment she obtained and to offer a payment of £100 to remedy the distress its
delayed payments to tutors caused her.

“To its credit, the council agreed.”

Councillor Clare Curran, cabinet member for children, families and lifelong learning, said she was not able to comment on
any individual children specifically, but the council accepted the findings from the ombudsman report and apologised to
the family affected for any distress caused.

A spokesperson for the council added: “Where we used the private EP report as the sole advice during that time at the
parent/carer’s request we would cover the cost.

“However, if we did not use it as the sole advice then we would not reimburse.”
They added that authority was now operating at over 90 per cent “timeliness” and able to meet demand.

Image: New Surrey County Council HQ, Woodhatch Place on Cockshot Hill, Reigate. Credit Surrey County Council

Epsom and Ewell Victory in Europe celebrations

1 May 2025

A number of commemorative events are planned to be held across the borough to celebrate the 80th anniversary of VE
Day on 8 May 2025.

VE Day marks the official surrender of Germany, the end of the hostilities in Europe and the beginning of the end of World
War II. The war continued in the Pacific until September 1945, when Japan surrendered.

Celebrations will begin with a procession from the Town Hall led by the Mayor to Epsom Market Place at 8.45 followed by
a proclamation led by Councillor Graham Jones MBE, To mark the occasion a specially designed VE Day 80 flag provided
by the Royal British Legion will be raised. The clocktower will be lit up in tribute the evening of May 8th.

In the evening, there will beacon lighting event, hosted by Epsom & Ewell Borough Council in partnership with Go Epsom
BID and the Jockey Club, taking place on Epsom Downs. Epsom Downs Racecourse will be open from 7pm. Food and
refreshments will be on sale, and entertainment provided by a variety of local performers. The event is free to attend and
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will end at approximately 9.45pm.

At 9:30pm, visitors are invited to gather at the dedicated Beacon site on Grandstand Road, Epsom Downs where the
Mayor will lead the Beacon Lighting Ceremony. Please note that there is limited on-site parking available, and the beacon
site is on uneven ground.

Bourne Hall is planning to decorate their café and reception area with homemade bunting and is asking local schools to
take part in designing and making the bunting. Any schools willing to take part need to hand their bunting in at Bourne
Hall by Thursday 1 May.

A patriotic matinee show, Land of Hope and Glory from Neil Sands Productions, is coming to the Epsom Playhouse on
Thursday 1 May. This unforgettable afternoon of nostalgia is filled with more than 60 all-time favourite songs, celebrating
the best of British entertainment through the decades. Book tickets via the Epsom Playhouse website.

Finally, Epsom & Ewell Borough Council’s streetcare team have been working hard in recent months to plant patriotic
blooms in time for VE day celebrations.

Councillor Clive Woodbridge, Chair of the Community and Wellbeing Committee, said:

“The celebrations that have been arranged to mark the 80th anniversary of VE Day are an opportunity for the whole
community to come together to commemorate the bravest generation, who fought for the freedom we enjoy today.

“I would encourage local schools to take part in creating bunting for Bourne Hall and I hope as many residents as possible
are able to attend the proclamation and beacon lighting.”

Jackie King, Chief Executive, said:

“EEBC are very proud of those who fought for our freedom and also of all those friends and family members who
supported their efforts at home. On this 80th anniversary we are celebrating and commemorating this important day
along with local residents who we hope will join us at the Beacon event and also with their own street parties and other
activities”.

Karen Pengelly, BID Manager at Go Epsom, said:

“It is an absolute honour and privilege to be part of this year’s VE Day commemorations, it will be both a moving and
celebratory event.

“Performances from the Show Choir, Laine Theatre Arts Choir and Epsom Silver Band will take place from 7pm and the
Royal British Legion, Epsom & Ewell Branch will be leading the standard bearers at the Beacon - it should be a wonderful
event for all to attend.”

Jim Allen, General Manager at Epsom Downs Racecourse, said:

“Epsom Downs Racecourse is proud to be part of the borough’s VE Day 80th anniversary commemorations. The beacon
lighting will be a moving tribute to those who served and a special opportunity for the local community to come together
in remembrance and celebration.

“We look forward to welcoming everyone to the racecourse for what promises to be a meaningful and memorable
evening.”

Image: VE DAY CELEBRATIONS IN LONDON, 8 MAY 1945 (HU 41808)
A truck of revellers passing through the Strand, London, 8 May 1945.
Copyright: © IWM. Original Source: http://www.iwm.org.uk/collections/item/object/205021981

Look to your own party’s dictatorship

1 May 2025

®

LETTERS
TO THE
EDITOR

Sir,
I reply to Cllr Ames’ letter attacking Residents Association councillors in general and me in particular.

It is a pity that he chose to quote me selectively. I did say that the RA Group could put through anything it wished - that is
a simple fact as we hold 25 of the 35 seats. However I went on to say that we value the contributions of members from
other parties. .

A council may use either the cabinet or committee system of government. We use the committee system under which all
councillors may partake in all decision making, as Cllr Ames has done. Unlike many other councils, all councillors are
involved.
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It is also a pity that Cllr Ames did not mention the subsequent meeting of the Standards and Constitution Committee on
16 April of which he is a member. This was a long but amicable meeting where much of the two and half hours was spent
dealing with suggestions from Liberal Democrat leader Cllr James Lawrence. Some of his proposals were accepted. On all
the motions, James was congratulated on the effort he had put in to serve the council and the constructive way he worked
with RA members. This is hardly the attitude of a dictatorial ruling group.

In contrast, let us look at the Labour government of his party. Last year in the general election it got about a third of votes
on a 60% turnout. This means that only one in five electors voted Labour. Another two voted for other parties, and the
remaining two did not vote at all. Subsequent opinion polls suggest that Labour has lost support since the election.

On the basis of getting just 20% support from the electorate, the Labour government has dictatorially decreed that the
borough should provide more than 800 new homes each year building on Green Belt, and that the borough council should
be abolished in 2027. On neither of these issues has the government consulted anyone to ask if they want all this extra
housing or if they want the council abolished. I have yet to meet any resident who supports either policy. The Labour
government does not listen to any voices other than its own, and sometimes does not even listen to its own voices.

I like Cllr Ames as a person, and I respect his right to criticise me and RA councillors. However I believe that this should
be done fairly, and not by selective quotation wrapped up in bluster. If Cllr Ames does not like dictatorial government, he
would be better advised to direct such views to his own party.

Cllr Robert Leach
RA councillor

Nonsuch Ward

Labour decries Residents’ Associations’ unfettered
power on Epsom & Ewell Council

1 May 2025

*®,

LETTERS
TO THE
EDITOR

Dear Editor,

Thank you for your excellent reporting of last week’s meeting of Epsom and Ewell Council’s Standards and Constitution
Committee, which highlighted some important and contentious issues about how councillors represent our residents.

Your analysis that public trust and democratic scrutiny hang in the balance is spot-on. In my two years so far as a
councillor, I have frequently sought to highlight these issues, often in conjunction with other opposition councillors and
sometimes with the support of more independent-minded Residents Association (RA) councillors.

In this light, I would like to highlight Cllr Robert Leach’s comment concerning the committees that decide the bulk of
what the council does, that “The RA group can put through anything it likes”.

This shocking comment goes to the heart of issues of democratic scrutiny and appears to reflect the approach of the
ruling party and many RA councillors to a situation where it has two-thirds of councillors. Despite its councillors
purporting to represent residents at a very local level, the RA can often operate as a monolithic block.

One major change that the RA administration has attempted to implement is to neuter the Audit and Scrutiny Committee,
of which I am also a member, which should play a key role in scrutinising what the council does in the name of residents.

Despite, or perhaps because of this, the administration has proposed to remove the committee’s scrutiny function, on the
grounds that scrutiny should take place on the committees that make policy and spending decisions.

Cllr Leach’s blunt assessment that “The RA group can put through anything it likes” on such committees should represent
the death knell for this proposal, which the administration has already had to “pause” in the face of fierce opposition.

While Cllr Leach’s words represent the numerical reality, they neglect the role that opposition councillors can play in
raising questions and challenges and, on occasion, influencing how other committee members vote.

Last month, for the second year running, the Audit and Scrutiny Committee amended its own annual report, as drafted by
the administration, to record that it had carried out “limited scrutiny” over the past year.

While this is an unfortunate situation, to say the least, it does show that some RA councillors have an appetite for a
stronger scrutiny role and, despite what Cllr Leach says, can vote according to their own individual judgement.

Democratic scrutiny of what the council does in the name of residents is essential to maintain the public’s trust in it. We
need more of it - and less of a ruling party that thinks it can put through anything it likes.
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Councillor Chris Ames - Labour - Court Ward

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council Faces Scrutiny
Over Constitutional Reforms

1 May 2025

The Standards and Constitution Committee meeting of Epsom and Ewell Borough Council on 16th April was marked by
heated exchanges and concerns over transparency, democratic participation, and officer-councillor relations.

The meeting, chaired by Councillor Hannah Dalton (RA Stoneleigh), dealt with contentious proposals affecting the
structure of council committees, rules on public participation, and the delegation of powers to council officers. In the
words of Councillor Chris Ames, (Labour Court) “There hasn’t been a meeting of the Constitution Working Group for
seven months,” raising the stakes and intensity of the evening’s debate.

A Push for Plurality Rejected

A major flashpoint was the proposal to increase the number of councillors on the influential Strategy and Resources (S&R)
Committee from eight to ten. Liberal Democrat Councillor James Lawrence (LibDem College) introduced the motion,
arguing that the change would reflect “the plurality on the council” following the expansion to five political groups.
“Strategy and Resources is, of course, our most important committee... and particularly so with unitarisation occurring
and property decisions,” he said, asserting the need for broader representation.

Independent Councillor Alex Coley (Ruxley) added, “We should attempt to achieve the best plurality so that voices of
smaller groups can also be heard and we can undertake proper, robust scrutiny.”

Despite the support, the motion fell. Councillor Robert Leach (RA Nonsuch)) dismissed it as a matter of “adiaphora —
decisions that don’t really matter,” and declared, “The RA group can put through anything it likes... so I don’t think this
would make much difference.”

Others expressed scepticism over inclusivity. Councillor John Beckett (RA Auriol) questioned the logic of the expansion:
“We’re only going to give a voice to four [groups] if we go with this enlargement, so not everybody’s voice will be heard.”

Clashes Over Public Participation Rules

The committee also reviewed proposed changes to public participation rules, particularly Standing Order 3.1.3, which
would allow officers to reword public questions for clarity. Councillor Bernie Muir (Conservative Horton) condemned the
change as “seriously open to abuse,” warning it could “deny transparency, public accountability... and result in many
issues and decisions being conducted without appropriate discussion.”

Councillor Lawrence suggested a compromise, proposing that officers “may suggest rewording” questions, rather than
having an absolute right to do so. This amendment was accepted.

More fiercely contested was Standing Order 3.1.4, which sought to restrict questions relating to past legal cases or
complaints. Councillor Ames described it as “having a chilling effect on public participation,” and stated bluntly, “We
should not be trying to exclude members of the public... from participating at this meeting.”

In the end, the committee voted unanimously to refer the contentious clause back to the Constitution Working Group
(CWQG), along with concerns about the reduced five-to-three day notice period for residents’ questions.

Officer-Member Protocol Sparks Sharp Exchange

Perhaps the most contentious moment came with the debate on proposed additions to the officer-member protocol.
Redrafted clauses sought to clarify officers’ expectations of councillors’ conduct.

Councillor Leach objected to the tone of the changes, declaring, “The council comprises councillors... not its officers...
Officers are staff who are employed to do what we tell them to do.” This drew a stern rebuke from the Monitoring Officer,
who warned that such language failed to acknowledge officers’ statutory duties: “If, in their professional opinion,
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Councillor Lawrence defended the need for balance: “I don’t mind there being a look at the update of the officer-member
protocol... but I would like it to be balanced.”

Ultimately, the committee agreed to refer the proposed changes to CWG, with a review of the Surrey County Council
protocol as a potential model for achieving parity between officers” and councillors’ expectations.

Delegated Powers Under the Microscope

Another area of concern was the list of proposed delegations to officers. Councillor Lawrence warned that not all
proposals were “minor service changes,” pointing to one that would authorise officers to purchase properties for
temporary accommodation.

“We should not delegate such significant capital decisions,” he argued. The committee eventually agreed to amend the
wording, allowing officers to “identify and negotiate” but not to “purchase” without committee approval.

A Question of Process

Underlying the evening was a shared frustration with procedural breakdowns. Several members criticised the
administration for sidelining the Constitution Working Group. “This administration, under your leadership, has twice
postponed or cancelled the CWG,” Councillor Ames alleged, adding, “It would appear the CWG was not giving the answers
that the administration wanted, so it’s been done away with.”

Chair Hannah Dalton acknowledged the delay, attributing it partly to the “devolution white paper” and pressures of local
government reorganisation. However, she also committed to convening a new CWG to consider unresolved matters,
stating, “You'll probably need an extraordinary SNC and then bring it to the July meeting.”

As public trust and democratic scrutiny hang in the balance, the committee’s decisions to refer key changes back to the
CWG suggest a desire to tread carefully. Whether this marks a course correction or a temporary pause in constitutional
reform remains to be seen.

Image: The meeting from Epsom and Ewell Borough Council YouTube channel

How did Aldi arrive at this Epsom junction?

1 May 2025

Plans for an Aldi store near an Epsom junction described as being “fraught with danger” have been green-lit after an
appeal—but with conditions attached. For years, the budget superstore has been trying to get planning permission on the
Former Dairy Crest Site on Alexandra Road in Epsom. The planning inspector recognised the road is “far from easy to
navigate and potentially dangerous” but said mitigations to encourage people to walk to the store would help.

Members of Epsom and Ewell Borough Council had thrown out the German company’s second application in July 2024
due to fears that increased traffic would have a severe impact on road safety. A previous application was rejected in 2015
over concerns about the site’s location, car parking capacity, traffic levels, and the potential effect on the
neighbourhood’s character. The new £5 million development includes parking and some landscaping, but earlier plans for
residential units have been dropped.

Residents and councillors had previously criticised the scheme for exacerbating an already ‘challenging junction’, often
described as a “rat run” and “fraught with danger”. Despite these objections, Surrey Highways raised no formal objection
and concluded the development would not create unacceptable risks.

Although the planning inspector agreed that the Aldi store would “undoubtedly increase the potential for conflict between
vehicles and pedestrians”, they concluded that “additional measures to encourage drivers to slow down and take extra
care would help to mitigate these increased risks.” The decision statement noted: “At the end of the day, nearly all
collisions are the result of human error. In this case, the lack of an obvious pattern of collisions suggests that there are
not significant problems with the layout which could easily be addressed by engineering interventions.”
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The conditions imposed on Aldi’s approved scheme include improving pedestrian access to the site, implementing slow-
down measures, installing new junction signage, and laying anti-skid surfacing—all subject to full agreement by the
Surrey Highways Authority. The inspector highlighted the Former Dairy Crest Site as a location with “good opportunities
to encourage more customers to choose to walk to the store”.

Improved pedestrian access was seen as an acceptable compromise, rather than simply accepting that peak times would
bring queues and delays due to limited parking. Based on average data, the risk of excessive pressure on the Five Ways
junction was considered small, though the inspector acknowledged that at exceptional times—such as Christmas—some
delays would be inevitable. However, they concluded that seasonal stress is not sufficient justification for additional
parking, “when the priority should be to promote increased numbers of visits to the store on foot.”

Aldi now has three years to begin construction of their new bargain grocery store on Alexandra Road before planning
permission expires.

Image: CGI visualisation of Aldi store on the Former Dairy Crest Site, on Alexandra Road, Epsom. (Credit: Aldi/ Epsom
and Ewell Borough Council)

Global fast-food giant targets Surrey village

1 May 2025

A global fast food giant could be coming to a Surrey village as a new McDonald’s restaurant and takeaway might get the
go ahead. Despite being famed for its ‘Happy Meal’, some residents fear the American icon will be ‘detrimental to the
health of Cobham”.

The popular burger and nugget chain is hoping to find a new home in the former Loch Fyne Restaurant on Portsmouth
Road, Cobham. The fate of the application will be decided by Elmbridge Borough Council members at a planning meeting
on April 24.

Planning officers have recommended McDonald’s gets the green light to transform the disused fish restaurant. Residents
have railed against the scheme, with nearly 500 letters of objection sent to the council.

The village of Cobham was named as one of the most affluent communities in the county but the Northfield Estate, where
the restaurant is proposed, is among Surrey’s poorest socio-economic areas.

Significant concern has been raised about the proposed distance (or lack of) to local schools and playgrounds nearby.

Opponents have claimed the new branch will “encourage children to form unhealthy habits”, “exploit young people” who
will eat at McDonald’s and add to the country’s obesity crisis.

People have said the new outlet will be “detrimental to the health of Cobham” and the impact “cannot be
underestimated”. Lots of residents pointed out there is already an outlet at the M25 services, so they do not need another
one closer to the village.

Wyndham Avenue park and Hamilton Ave play area, both managed by PA Housing, are just a four-minute walk away
(321m) from the potential McDonald’s site. Felton Fleet Prep School, Cobham Free School and Cobham recreation ground
are only a seven minute walk (482m) away from the fast food chain.

But planning officers said the nearest schools are not within a 400m radius walking distance to the site. The intervening
A3 would be a “man-made barrier” to the fast food chain, officers reported, and the proposed restaurant is not on the
main school route to Cobham Free School so children would be walking the opposite way.

Although the neighbouring petrol station has a Greggs, the proposed restaurant will not create a ‘cluster’ of takeaways.
The nearest other takeaways are in Cobham’s centre some 700m away, according to the report.

Despite recognising local public health concern, officers found there is no evidence the multi-million fast food chain will
have a detrimental impact on health in the neighbouring areas. National planning guidance says local authorities should
refuse plans for takeaways near schools and where young people hang out. Surrey County Council’s public health team
did not object to the new McDonald’s in principle.

Cobham residents launched a petition in May 2024 against the plans to open a new restaurant and takeaway. The petition,
which has garnered over 34,000 signatures, calls for the site to be turned into a community hub instead. Concerns raised
include increased traffic, litter, and potential impacts on the area’s health and well-being.

Despite the concerns, many people flagged the multi-million dollar company would bring huge financial benefits to the
village, increasing visitors and supporting local business. Others said the new ‘Happy Meal’ site could provide up to £60k
a year in business rates for the council.

Supporters of the proposed McDonald’s slammed the listed building as an “eyesore” and in need of “restoration”. The new

© 2021-2026. No content may be copied without the permission of Epsom and Ewell Times Ltd. Registered office: Upper Chambers, 7 Waterloo Road, Epsom KT19 8AY
12


https://epsomandewelltimes.com/global-fast-food-giant-targets-surrey-village

= EPSOM & EWELL TIMES

Far the community, oy Ehe community. & nog-tor-proft service

27th August 2026

ISSN 2753-2771

° L0

fast food outlet would employ around 120 people, which the company hopes to recruit from the local area, as well as
offering training and career development.

People said comments about the quality and ‘wholesomeness’ of the food is “irrelevant” as no one has to eat there. Those
looking forward to the new branch said it would be a good place for young people to meet and socialise as well as
providing more takeaway options.

According to the chain, the new restaurant would include both indoor and outdoor seating with space for 60 diners, 30
cars parking bays, two of which would be accessible and three with EV charging spaces. The American fast food branch is
hoping to be open every day from 6am to 11pm.

McDonald’s has been approached for further comment.

Shock as Surrey Council Puts Protected Woodland
Up for Auction

1 May 2025

A surprise decision by Surrey County Council (SCC) to auction off a cherished woodland in the heart of Cuddington has
sparked uproar among residents and elected councillors, who are now rallying to save the green space from the threat of
large-scale development.

The 13-acre site, situated between Grafton Road and Old Malden Lane and bordering Linden Bridge Special Needs
School, was discreetly marketed for potential development of up to 40 homes by commercial estate auctioneers. The move
came without prior consultation with Epsom & Ewell Borough Council or even the local Surrey County councillors
representing the area.

Local County Councillor Eber Kington (RA) , alongside RA Cuddington ward councillors Kim Spickett, Graham Jones
and Phil Neale, and the Cuddington Residents’ Association, have launched a campaign urging SCC to reconsider its
course of action.

“This woodland isn’t just a patch of land - it’s a vital green refuge in our urban landscape, a space of peace, biodiversity,
and community value,” said Cllr Neale. “We're asking residents to stand with us and help protect it for future
generations.”

The woodland, known locally for its mature trees and diverse wildlife, lies adjacent to the Grafton Park Road estate and
has long been considered a buffer zone preserving local environmental quality and character.

The auction concluded in late January, but SCC is yet to announce a winning bidder. The auctioneers stated that the
highest bid would not necessarily be accepted, leaving room for alternative proposals to be considered.

One such alternative comes from a joint venture involving the Cuddington Residents’ Association, the Wandgas Sports &
Social Club, and a local developer. Their bid proposes a modest housing scheme to fund the creation of a community-led
sports and recreational space, including public woodland access for walkers and cyclists. The vision includes safeguarding
the majority of the natural landscape and establishing long-term protections for its use.

Campaigners argue that SCC’s recent adoption of a Community Asset Transfer (CAT) scheme—championed by Epsom
& Ewell’s own county councillor Eber Kington—should provide the framework to enable this type of locally-driven project.

“Transparency and local accountability are vital when it comes to decisions that affect our shared spaces,” Cllr Webb
added. “We're calling on the County Council to respect the CAT process, consider our community proposal seriously, and
honour the values of environmental stewardship and public trust.”

Residents are now being asked to sign a petition backing the community bid and urging SCC to reject blanket housing
development in favour of a sustainable, locally-beneficial plan.

The petition can be signed online and will be submitted to Surrey County Council ahead of a final decision.

For more information or to add your name to the petition, visit: Change.org
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