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Turn up to turn downturn in turnout!
2 April 2023

In an exclusive for Epsom and Ewell Times we report on voter turnout in the last four Epsom and Ewell Borough Council
Elections. 2007, 2011, 2015 and 2019. The May 2015 Council election was held on the same day as the UK Parliamentary
General Election and the turnout for the local election was much higher as a result. The next election in Epsom and Ewell
will be held on Thursday 4th May.

Excluding the 61% 2015 turnout the average turnout across the Borough between 2007 and 2019 was 38.19% of the
electorate, with the lowest turnout last time in 2019 with just 32.83%.

Consistently the Wards with the lowest turnouts have been Ruxley, Court and Town. Ruxley having the lowest since 2007
of just 25.23% in 2019.

The highest turnouts are in the richer wards of Woodcote, College and Stamford. Though these wards are also more
closely contested and that can explain their higher turnouts as well. The highest recorded since 2007 being College Ward
in 2011 with just over 59%. (Again the General Election year of 2015 excluded.)

However, Court Ward is also one of the top three contested Wards in the Borough and that is why it features in the Epsom
and Ewell Hustings for three Wards that takes place on 26th April. CLICK HERE for details.

Will the requirement for photo ID see a further decline in voter turnout in Epsom and Ewell?

Related reports:

Worrying about voter ID law

No photo – no vote!

Click HERE for the full analysis.
Photograph © Andrew Dunn,

Worrying about voter ID law
2 April 2023

Voter disenfranchisement and how to overcome it was discussed at Reigate and Banstead Borough Council Thursday
30th March as the authority wound up its business ahead of the May 4 elections.

The country goes to the polls in a little over a month amid the “biggest change to the electoral process in decades” as
people will be required to present valid photo identification before casting their ballot.

Councillor Ruth Ritter, during questions from members at the March 30 full council meeting, asked what measures were
in place to feed back on its impact on turnout.

She said: “At a time when voter turnout for local elections in Reigate and Banstead Borough Council was as low as 29 per
cent in one ward last year and voters need to be encouraged to partake in democracy. Voter ID is the biggest change to
the electoral process in decades, and it will affect voters in polling stations at the upcoming elections on May 4. It is
therefore important that we have assurances that voters aren’t being disenfranchised by this significant change. 

“With that in mind, will the returning officer be gathering data on how many people are unable to vote at polling stations

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/turn-up-to-turn-downturn-in-turnout
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/borough-council-election-hustings-2023
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/worrying-about-voter-id-law
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/no-photo-no-vote
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/e/2PACX-1vRf_ULTxAvOlXo3UkmOl3R6pxgtpQg05-IfNT1hxRooXHxu-xxalEujuzvzLjhaUh5deyOT7dZi4ZTG/pubhtml?gid=1626388412&single=true
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:Solipsist
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/worrying-about-voter-id-law
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due to not having appropriate ID so that this data can be fed back to national government?”

Last time the average  turnout for the borough was 35 percent two power cent higher than the national leverage last year.

Responding was Mari Roberts-Wood,  managing director at Reigate Borough Council whose responsibilities include
increasing participation in elections.

She spoke of the “extensive communications about the massive changes to electoral law” and how the council had been
targeting hard-to-reach groups such as younger voters and the elderly.

Ms Roberts-Wood said: “We can always do more and should do more and with the introduction of voter ID we need to do
more than ever.”

Councils, she said, would also be collecting data from polling stations about the impact of the legislation and sending that
to the electoral commission  –  who will be collecting the data centrally.

A report on its impact is expected to be published in November this year.

She said: “This data will include the number of voters who are essentially refused a ballot paper due to suspected forgery
or impersonation, or they failed to answer the statutory required questions, they showed the wrong ID – there are 23
different types of ID that you can show on May 4. For those who don’t have one of those or don’t have any ID at all we will
be collecting that data. Also recording those asked to show their ID in private and those who are refused a ballot paper
but returned with a valid ID. We’re trying to capture as much as possible.”

She added that it was an “opportunity to collect a lot of data to understand the impact of these changes and hopefully
increase our reach coming forward”.

Reigate and Banstead Council has a voter ID section on its website that people can use to ensure they can vote on May 4.

Related reports:

No photo – no vote!
Image credit: Crown Copyright fair use and DVLA CC BY-SA 3.0

Pothole  payouts  and  repairs  penalise  Councillor
projects?
2 April 2023

Surrey County Council has spent more than £800,000 in pothole compensation payouts in the last five years but it hopes
front-loading the road maintenance budget will help end the broken-road scourge.

In that time it repaired about 221,456 potholes along its rundown road network, at an average of 121 per day. It was also
announced that the Government was to give the county £3million to tackle the problem but some say this is “just a drop in
the ocean” compared with how much the road budget falls in future years.

County hall’s finances this year include a capital fund of £69.8million for highways maintenance as part of a front-loaded
£188m that was announced in February. 

That is set to fall back to £29.5m a year – for the next four years – much more in line with the spending under its previous
highways strategy which has led to the roads we have today.

It was also announced that individual councillor allowances of £100,000 to spend in their divisions would go, meaning any
individual projects earmarked by members can not go ahead.

If highway’s can not be maintained, the opposition leader at Surrey County Council warned, then the roads will fall into
further disrepair and the number of potholes, and motorists insurance claims, will rocket.

Councillor Will Forster said: “The cut to is to the road maintenance budget, this will mean the road surfaces will get
worse. The cut is notable in the next financial year 24/25 and makes the £3m to repair the potholes from the Government
look like a drop in the ocean.”

In 2018, Surrey County Council paid out £399,189 in compensation payments for claims relating to potholes – on both
carriage and footway.

This declined to £135,949 in 2019 and was followed by two years where people were off the roads during the pandemic
£83,415 and £79,364 in 2020 and 2021 – before climbing again as roads got busier in 2022 to £118,553.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/no-photo-no-vote
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/pothole-payouts-and-repairs-penalise-councillor-projects
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/pothole-payouts-and-repairs-penalise-councillor-projects
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These figures, the council said, relate to both property damage and personal injury with the “best endeavours” made to
only include  compensation payouts, however, “some figures may also include elements of legal costs and disbursements.”

A spokesperson for Surrey County Council said the road maintenance, capital, budget agreed by council in February
totalled £188m for the next five years. 

They added that the budget was front loaded, because work had been accelerated in order to realise the benefits sooner. 

Image: Potholes in Surrey (Surrey Ad)

Related reports:

On the Hunt for pothole repairs

Don’t blame us for potholes say Surrey’s highway authority.

Going potty about pot-holes?

Surrey County’s Cathedral citadel conserved…
2 April 2023

The “fundamental specialness” of Guildford and its cathedral have been preserved after plans to build 124 homes next to
the historic site were refused.

Guildford Borough Council’s planning committee met on Wednesday, March 29, and heard a “really definitive” 25 minute
officer’s report that outlined the scheme.

The cathedral, along with developer Vivid Homes, wanted to demolish the existing staff housing and create 124 homes in
a mix of flats and housing  – 54 of which would be affordable properties – on undeveloped woodland.
The cathedral said it was selling land surrounding its Grade II listed site to create an endowment fund to pay for
maintenance costs but during the presentation, the public heard that cash from this sale would only last five years. When
combined with a separate sale, planners said, this would only raise 23 per cent of the budgeted maintenance costs.

Top image: The 124 new homes would be built in the area surrounding the cathedral (Image: Grahame Larter)

Officers at the council recommended refusing the plans of a host of reasons including its harm to the the setting of
heritage assets, “visual prominence of the apartment blocks” and the impact on the “green collar” forming part of the
“landmark silhouette”.

The plans attracted 286 letters of  objection raising issues such as over development,  a lack of details on a wider
masterplan, and harm to the heritage assets.

Indicative Cgi Of Planning Application For Homes Near Guildford Cathedral. (Image: VIVID Homes)

Councillor Will Salmon said: “We’ve been looking at it this for a number of years and there’s definitely been some
improvements made in the application over those years particularly on issues like sustainability. The percentage of

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/on-the-hunt-for-pothole-repairs
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/dont-blame-us-for-potholes-say-surreys-highway-authority
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/going-potty-about-pot-holes
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/surrey-countys-cathedral-citadel-conserved
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affordable housing  is also admirable here. My overall feeling is it would have to be somewhere else.

Fundamentally this is not the location for this scheme.  My concern is the scale, the whole setting, it’s the openness and
semi-wild spaces that you can really appreciate as part of the community, that’s the green collar that we see from all sorts
of distances. That is the sense that I can certainly feel coming from the many representations.

“The parkland provides very special setting with different short and long views of the cathedral and it provides a sense of
proportion which is really essential for a building as big as the cathedral and I think a lot of that would be lost with the
high density scheme. Overall my feeling is very much that this is a heritage asset that must be protected. I do worry that
the over development here would actually risk the fundamental specialness of the cathedral.”

His concerns were echoed by both Cllrs Chris Blow and Angela Gunning  among others as the chamber united almost
unanimously in its opposition to the plans.

The only exception was Cllr Marsha Moseley who did not speak on the application but abstained from voting.

A spokesperson for the Friends of Stag Hill group which has been campaigning against the application, said: “We would
like to thank the Guildford Borough Council planning officer for her care and attention to what must at times have
been a difficult task, and the committee for looking out for the interests of Guildford. 

“Friends of Stag Hill will wait to see the cathedral’s reaction to this second refusal, but would hope that the cathedral now
pauses and realises the damaging nature of their proposals, both for the cathedral and the community.  The community
has now been fighting with the cathedral over the development plans for over seven years, and it is time to accept that
developing the land is not an appropriate way to raise funds for the cathedral. 

“They have put the local community through significant distress over the last 7.5 years.”

The Grade II-listed cathedral was designed by Sir Edward Maufe and work began at the site 1936. This  was interrupted
by the Second World War and eventually finished through a fund-raising campaign.

The cathedral was consecrated on May 17, 1961.

Related reports:

Will Cathedral repairs threaten Canadian WW1 memorial?

County resists nimbies against children’s home
2 April 2023

Resident objections to a new children’s home and apartments for care leavers have been labelled “petty” as councillors
approved the plans.

The former Adult Education Centre in Dene Street, Dorking can now be converted to provide accommodation for young
people in the home and in “trainer flats” which bridge the gap before young people move into independent housing.

Plans for new children\’s home in Dene Street, Dorking. From Design and Access Statement. Credit: SCC

A meeting of  Surrey  County  Council’s  planning and regulatory  committee  on Wednesday (March 29)  unanimously
approved the plans, which will include the construction of a new two-storey building on part of the site. But the meeting
also heard that of 48 letters received at the time of the meeting, 24 were objecting to the plans.

Three were in support, citing reasons such as the need for suitable accommodation in Surrey and being glad to see a
vacant site used, while 21 letters were commenting on the application.

Councillor Ernest Mallett MBE (Residents’ Association and Independent, West Molesey) described residents’ objections

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/will-cathedral-repairs-threaten-canadian-ww1-memorial
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/county-resists-nimbies-against-childrens-home
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as “petty” when he spoke on the application. He said: “I don’t quite know what the population are thinking. They seem to
be objecting as if this was some sort of prison for about 100 people. I can’t really understand the objections.”

Cllr Mallett added that on a site visit he thought the plans were “an excellent use of the building”.

The development, which will be owned and run by Surrey County Council, raised concern among residents about rats
being displaced and the need for pest control in neighbouring properties, and the authority being “poor at managing
children’s home”.

These, along with concerns about the consultation carried out and the protection of the “well-being and mental health of
existing residents” were put under the heading “other” by officers, stating in the report they were not material planning
considerations for the application.

An officers’ report said: “The majority of objections were concerning the need to protect and enhance the site’s nesting
swifts.”

Officers confirmed ten “swift bricks”, which allow birds to nest in them, would be added to the design, while the birds’
current access to the roof of the building would be maintained during building work.

Along with  the concerns about  swifts,  residents  raised issues  including the design being out  of  keeping with  the
residential area, worries about anti-social behaviour, noise and disturbance, and smells from “industrialist catering”.

Cllr Catherine Powell (Farnham Residents, Farnham North), who sits on the council’s corporate parenting board, said
the new facilities were “absolutely necessary” and that she “100 per cent” supported the application.

She told the meeting: “Clearly the building is in a state of decay and it puts it back into a useful purpose.”

Officers confirmed the work would be done in two phases, with the children’s home and “no wrong door” facility being
built first, followed by changes to the existing building to develop the trainer flats.

The Children’s Home would be for a maximum of four residents and 2 staff, while the “no wrong door” facility, also in the
new building, would accommodate two emergency residents and one member of staff.
Top image: Dorking Children\’s home approved in Dene Street, Dorking. Current view from Google Street View

Middling rate for Epsom and Ewell Council Tax
2 April 2023

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council is slap in the middle of the 11 Surrey boroughs table of band D council tax charges for
2023/2024. The difference between the highest and lowest is £78.20 per annum. As reported by The Epsom and Ewell
Times it should be no surprise to find debt ridden Woking having the highest. Emily Coady-Stemp LDRS reports on the full
Surrey County wide picture and Epsom and Ewell Times produces the table.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/middling-rate-for-epsom-and-ewell-council-tax
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/waking-to-wokings-woeful-debt
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Related reports:

Budget Report: More council tax for Epsom and Ewell

Epsom and Ewell Council raises tax 2.99%

2023/2024: average of £50 more to pay Surrey County Council

Council tax bills for Surrey residents will go up from April 1 after authorities confirmed their budgets for the coming
financial year. Surrey County Council, the Police and Crime Commissioner, and each of the county’s 11 districts and
boroughs, confirmed their increases separately last month, with council tax bills and collection being the responsibility of
the districts and boroughs.

The Police and Crime Commissioner, Lisa Townsend, confirmed a rise of £15 per year for residents amid an increase in
Surrey Police’s fuel bills of more than £500,000.

While Surrey County Council, which is responsible for adult social care as well as services including road repairs and
schools, increased its share by £50 per year on Band D homes.

See below for a breakdown of the council tax bands in your area.

Elmbridge Borough Council
The average Band D property in Elmbridge will pay £2,229.00, except in the Claygate parish, where the bill for a Band D
home will be £2,243.15.

Band A: £1,486.00
Band B: £1,733.66
Band C: £1,981.33
Band D: £2,229.00
Band E: £2,724.34
Band F: £3.219.67
Band G: £3,715.00
Band H: £4,458.00

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council
Residents in Surrey’s smallest borough will see council tax bills of £2205.25 from April, for the average Band D property.

Band A: £1,470.17
Band B: £1,715.19
Band C: £1,960.22
Band D: £2,205.25
Band E: £2,695.31
Band F: £3,185.36
Band G: £3,675.42
Band H: £4,410.50

Guildford Borough Council
The bill for Band D households in Guildford will be £2178.06, excluding parish and town councils. For Band D the parish
share ranges from no extra charge in Wisley to £2291.71 for a Band D property in Normandy.

Band A: £1,452.04

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/budget-report-more-council-tax-for-epsom-and-ewell
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-council-raises-tax-2-99
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/2023-2024-average-of-50-more-to-pay-surrey-county-council
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Band B: £1,694.04
Band C: £1,936.05
Band D: £2,178.06
Band E: £2,662.07
Band F: £3,146.08
Band G: £3,630.1
Band H: £4,356.11

Mole Valley District Council
In Mole Valley, the average Band D property will pay £2,184.84, except where there are parish councils. In Charlwood,
with the highest parish council precept, residents in a Band D property will pay £2,259.09.

Band A: £1456.56
Band B: £1699.32
Band C: £1,942.08
Band D: £2,184.84
Band E: £2,670.36
Band F: £3,155.88
Band G: £3,641.4
Band H: £4,369.68

Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
A Band D home in Reigate and Banstead will pay £2,235.36 from April, while residents in the Horley Town Council Area
will pay £2,283.12 and in Salfords and Sidlow will pay £2,265.08.

Band A: £1,490.24
Band B: £1,738.61
Band C: £1,986.98
Band D: £2,235.36
Band E: £2,732.11
Band F: £3,228.85
Band G: £3,725.60
Band H: £4,470.72

Runnymede Borough Council
Runnymede residents in Band D property will pay £2,170.57.

Band A: £1,447.05
Band B: £1,688.22
Band C: £1,929.39
Band D: £2,170.57
Band E: £2,652.92
Band F: £3,135.27
Band G: £3,617.62
Band H: £4,341.14

Spelthorne Borough Council
Residents in a Band D property will pay £2,201.79 for their council tax in Spelthorne.

Band A: £1,467.86
Band B: £1,712.50
Band C: £1,957.14
Band D: £2,201.79
Band E: £2,691.08
Band F: £3,180.36
Band G: £3,669.65
Band H: £4,403.58

Surrey Heath Borough Council
Surrey Heath’s amount for a Band D property is £2226.30, plus the amounts paid to parish councils throughout the
borough. Bands listed below are for the most expensive parish, in Bisley.

Band A: £1,523.45
Band B: £1,777.35
Band C: £2,031.26
Band D: £2,285.17
Band E: £2,792.99
Band F: £3,300.8
Band G: £3,808.62
Band H: £4,570.6

Tandridge District Council
In Tandridge, a Band D property’s council tax will be £2,223.53 2023/24. Parishes in the district range from no additional
charge, to £2,311.97 in the most expensive, Crowhurst.

Band A: £1,482.36
Band B: £1,729.41
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Band C: £1,976.47
Band D: £2,223.53
Band E: £2,717.65
Band F: £3,211.76
Band G: £3,705.89
Band H: £4,447.06

Waverley Borough Council
A Band D home, excluding parish council charges, is set at £2,187.29 in Waverley. The most expensive parish bills are in
Godalming, and shown below.

Band A: £1,530.45
Band B: £1,785.52
Band C: £2,040.60
Band D: £2,295.67
Band E: £2,805.82
Band F: £3,315.97
Band G: £3,826.12
Band H: £4,591.34

Woking Borough Council
In Woking, residents in a Band D home will pay £2,248.77.

Band A: £1,499.18
Band B: £1,749.04
Band C: £1,998.90
Band D: £2,248.77
Band E: £2,748.50
Band F: £3,248.22
Band G: £3,747.95
Band H: £4,497.54

How to cut the County’s cake?
2 April 2023

A Surrey MP challenges the cuts the County makes to supporting children with special educational and disability needs
(SEND), in a classic how to cut the County Council’s cake dilemma. Chris Caulfield LDRS reports.

Surrey County Council “may be in breach” of statutory duties over its decision to cut respite breaks for parents of children
with special educational needs. The county council redesigned its short breaks services and  has been able to maintain its
provision of overnight care but, with the budget frozen at 2017 levels, cuts had to be made elsewhere.

It wrote to care providers saying it was freezing payments from April this year and issued a statement saying it was only
“able  to  fund  two-thirds  of  the  current  capacity  in  community-based  play  and  youth  schemes  for  children  with
disabilities”.

Parents left furious and on the brink as they struggled to find ways to balance full-time care needs and work have been
given a glimmer of hope by Runnymede and Weybridge MP Ben Spencer.

Dr Ben Spencer, MP for Runnymede and Weybridge, has written to Surrey County Council. Credit SurreyLive/Grahame
Larter.

In a letter to a constituent, he said: “I have now written to Surrey County Council regarding their new policy on short
breaks. I share your concerns about the impact the new policy will have on families. I understand the importance of short
breaks and am grateful for you taking the time to raise these issues with me. 

“Since receiving the response from Surrey CC and doing some research I am concerned that Surrey CC’s new policy may
be in breach of their statutory duties. “These duties are set out in the Children Act of 1989 include specific references to
breaks for carers.”

A spokesperson for Surrey County Council said the decision to freeze – rather than cut-  funding was an “important
decision” given the “real challenge for public finances” and that the authority understood the importance of these services

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/how-to-cut-the-countys-cake
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for children, young people and their families.

They said: “We have a statutory duty to deliver a balanced budget and this means we have not been able to increase the
budget for short breaks services at this time, in line with inflation.

“We understand the concern this may cause families and we are pleased to announce that we have been successful in
securing £907k of Short Breaks Innovation funding for 2023/24 from the Department for Education.

“This will enable us to deliver some enhanced short breaks services for children and families with more complex needs in
2023/24, which we believe will  make a real difference. Whilst there will  still  be changes to services, we hope this
additional funding will be welcome news to families.

“This funding will  be allocated to services that meet the highest level of need. In particular, we are committed to
maintaining current capacity of overnight respite services for children who have been assessed as needing them, so that
we fulfil statutory commitments in children’s care plans.”

No photo – no vote!
2 April 2023

You need photo ID to vote in person at the upcoming 4th May local elections. In an important announcement from Epsom
and Ewell Borough Council the new Government rules are explained.

The UK Government has introduced a requirement for voters to show photo ID when voting at a polling station at
elections. If you do not show ID then you will not be issued with a ballot paper. This new requirement will apply for the
first time at the local elections on Thursday 4 May 2023.

You may already have a form of photo ID that is acceptable. These are some of the main ones you can use:
• passport
• photo driving licence (full or provisional)
• blue badge
• Older Person’s Bus Pass, Disabled Person’s Bus Pass, Oyster 60+ Card, Freedom Pass
• identity card with PASS hologram (Proof of Age Standards Scheme)
• biometric immigration document
• defence identity card
• national identity cards issued by an EEA state

You can use photo ID if it’s out of date, as long as it looks like you.

The name on your ID should be the same name as you are registered to vote. If it is not then you should take along other
proof of name change such as a marriage certificate or deed poll.

There will be more information on your poll card about other acceptable forms of photo ID or you can find out more on the
Electoral Commission website https://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/i-am-a/voter/voter-id or call their helpline on 0800
328 0280.

If you don’t already have an accepted form of photo ID you can apply for a free voter ID document, known as a Voter
A u t h o r i t y  C e r t i f i c a t e .  Y o u  c a n  a p p l y  f o r  t h i s  o n l i n e  a t  t h e  V o t e r  A u t h o r i t y  C e r t i f i c a t e
Service https://www.gov.uk/apply-for-photo-id-voter-authority-certificate or contact Electoral Services for a paper form.

The deadline to apply for a Voter Authority Certificate for elections on Thursday 4 May 2023 is by no later than 5pm on
Tuesday 25 April 2023. You need to be registered to vote before you apply for a Voter Authority Certificate.

You do not need photo ID if you vote by post.

BOUNDARY CHANGES

The Local Government Boundary Commission completed its review of all Epsom & Ewell electoral wards in 2022 and the
changes they made will apply at the elections on 4 May.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/no-photo-no-vote
https://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/i-am-a/voter/voter-id
https://www.gov.uk/apply-for-photo-id-voter-authority-certificate
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Poll cards for the elections on 4 May will be going out from 27 March and will contain information about which ward you
are in and the location of your polling station. You should check your poll card when it arrives to see if you need to go to a
different polling station since you last voted.

F o r  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  e l e c t i o n  i n c l u d i n g  a l l  o f f i c i a l  e l e c t i o n  n o t i c e s  p l e a s e
visit  https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/council/elections-and-voting

Spelthorne’s thorny property problems spelt out
2 April 2023

Following the report on Woking’s woes we have Emily Coady-Stemp from LDRS report on another sister Surrey borough’s
woes over property investments:

Spelthorne’s former leader says “hand on heart” he still believes the borough council’s commercial property investments
were “utterly legal”. The councillor said the authority had taken legal advice on the decision to purchase the buildings but
raised concerns about other councils with high borrowing costs.
Image: Spelthorne Borough Council audit committee on March 23, 2023. Credit: Emily Coady-Stemp

Councillor Ian Harvey (United Spelthorne Group, Sunbury East), who was leader of Spelthorne Borough Council at the
time three commercial properties were bought outside of the borough in 2017/18, was responding to a public interest
report carried out by its auditors. He told a meeting of the borough council’s audit committee on Thursday (March 23) his
first question at the time the possibility of buying properties came up was: “Is it legal?”
He said the advice given at the time by the council’s KC was that it was legal, and that the decision had “repeatedly been
determined to be legal subsequently”.

The report, publicly released in November, claimed the council had “acted unlawfully” in its decision to buy properties
outside of the borough, and set out five recommendations for the authority.

At  a  December meeting of  the council,  councillors  agreed the recommendations set  out  in the KPMG report,  and
Thursday’s meeting was an update on the action plan to come about from that.

The current council leader, Cllr John Boughtflower (Conservative, Ashford East) said in December the council “should not
have any difficulties” accepting the recommendations, because of changes to processes at the council and issues that had
been addressed since the purchases.

Cllr Harvery asked auditors at Thursday’s meeting, who were presenting their report into the 2017/18 accounts, if they
had assessed the council’s risks “compared to some other spectacularly investing local authorities for example, Slough,
Croydon, Thurrock”. He also asked about comparisons to Woking Borough Council, where the current administration has
warned an effective bankruptcy may be declared, saying they had “borrowed more than we have without any surety of
repayment”.

Later in the meeting Cllr Harvey said: “I can say hand on heart that we were assured, and I still believe, it is utterly legal.
And if what we did was illegal then what a lot of other councils have done, and spectacularly failed, at was far, far more
illegal.” He claimed the difference in legal opinions was because KPMG had “relied on a much more junior barrister
within the same chambers who came up with a dissenting view”.

Cllr Lawrence Nichols (Liberal Democrat, Halliford and Sunbury West) said though the advice was taken from a “very well
qualified QC”, it amounted to 19 words of legal advice for more than £200million of expenditure in 2017/18. He also
questioned the diversity of the council’s property portfolio and the advice sought from how to manage commercial
properties. He told the meeting: “I do think we out to be more realistic about diversification. We are in the office business,
whether it’s an engineering company or a dental practice, that’s not the issue. It’s the office market we’re in, so that’s our
diversification risk.”

In response to an expected £60m of rental income dropping to £46m for next year, which Cllr Nichols said was a “massive
change of direction”, the council’s chief accountant Paul Taylor said £7m rent guarantee income had been released and
would be going into the council’s revenue budget.

The meeting heard that a new group head of assets had recently started at the council and that a “fully worked up action
plan” would come to the committee’s next meeting in July. Spelthorne’s chief executive, Daniel Mouawad, said the nearly
half a decade turnaround in the audit report for 2017/18, the last stage of which was the public interest report, was “by
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any measure” a “remarkably poor turnaround”. But he added that nearly a year’s delay could be “directly attributed to the
actions of one individual Spelthorne councillor” which was currently being investigated under the members code of
conduct.

When asking a question on this individual, Cllr Harvey was cut off by the chair, his wife Cllr Helen Harvey (United
Spelthorne Group, Sunbury East), though officers did confirm they would revert with a response on the cost of the delay
caused by the councillor concerned.

KPMG  representatives  confirmed  an  “adverse  conclusion”  would  be  issued  in  relation  to  the  “value  for  money
arrangements” for the 2017/18 accounts, the same as in the 2016/17 accounts where recommendations and weaknesses
raised were “still in place in the 2017/18 period”.

The meeting also heard that a review into the council’s borrowing carried out by the Department for Levelling Up,
Housing and Communities should be coming to an end this week

In response to a public question on the review, the chair said the council was not “privy to the terms of reference or have
any expectations to receive the final report within any given period”.

It was hoped this report would also come to the next committee meeting in July, though Terry Collier, the council’s deputy
chief executive, said it had been hoped there may be a draft report available by Thursday’s meeting.

Waking to Woking’s woeful debt
2 April 2023

Epsom and Ewell Times has followed the finances at this sister Surrey borough. We all should perhaps be concerned and
learn lessons from a County borough that can get in such a mess. In contrast Epsom and Ewell Borough Council has been
balancing its books for years. At the end of the day where will the money come from to save Woking? Local Democracy
Reporter Chris Caulfield reports:

The dire financial future of Woking Borough Council was laid bare with senior figures warning of the “significant risk” of
it effectively going bankrupt as its cash reserves run dry.

The council’s executive committee met on Thursday March 23 to hear an update on its financial strategy. It was told of the
budgeted shortfall of £9.5m for the next financial year and the swingeing cuts coming as it moved to provide only the
minimum levels of services – those it must provide by law.

Woking Borough Council’s financial disaster is the product of years of heavy borrowing to pay for a failing investment
portfolio. The previous administration had hoped this would generate income but instead it has saddled the local authority
with annual interest repayments of more than £60m a year while only generating £38.5m. 

Councillor Dale Roberts is now the portfolio holder for finance on the council. He said it had gone to the government
seeking to lower the minimum amount it can set aside to repay its loans and has been searching for further  “restrictions
on expenditure necessary to address the budgeted shortfall of £9.5m for 24/25. He added: “Both of which relate to the
ongoing and significant risk of issuing a section 114 notice.”

Councils can not go bankrupt. Instead, they enter what is known as being under section 114 notice and means they cannot
make new spending commitments.

He also said the council would seek to try to fund “transformational projects” through any capital receipts.  Cllr Ian
Johnson (Lib Dem, Mount Hermon) said: “It shows a stark issue, the deficit next year is £9.5million based on current
numbers,  and yet our services expenditure is just under £45m. So that’s a 20 per cent difference. So we need either cost
savings or revenue generation to be able to cover that gap of 20  per cent.Because the £62million interest payments we
are making at the minute could well go up given today’s interest rate rises.

“Its unaffordable at the present level. We know that DLUHC (the Department for Levelling up, Housing and Communities)
have been in the office talking to us for the last couple of months. Until we get their report as well we won’t be able to be
definitive in where we’re progressing with any of the business we’ve got including talking to the government  about our
debt levels and how we might be assisted in reducing the interest payments we make.”

DLUHC was not expected to return any decision until the start of the new political year in May. Cllr Dale Roberts said: 

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/waking-to-wokings-woeful-debt
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“The enormity of the task ahead of us for next year, the affordability of the borrowing, the degree that we have to find
savings are deeply concerning.”

Cllr Stephen Dorsett (Con. Pyrford)  asked about the possibility of future savings if council was already operating at
“statutory spend only” – that is for services the council is legally obligated to provide. Cllr Roberts said: “Even costs
savings cost”.

Leader of the council Anne Marie Barker said: “We’re having to put controls on day to day spend and just keep a very
tight rein on everything. We’ve got our balanced budget for the year by using reserves but going forward that £9.5m next
year, and more than that the following year, we do need to do a fundamental review of what were doing and how were
doing it. It’s the only way we can make those budgets balance, the reserves aren’t going to last forever.”

Related reports:

Would you want to live in Woking?

Woking up to a very big debt problem

Surrey lands largest EV charging contract in UK
2 April 2023

Surrey County Council and Connected Kerb have agreed a contract to support the rollout of thousands of electric
vehicle chargepoints across the county in the coming years. The contract, the largest in the UK to date, will release up to
£60million of investment for Connected Kerb to install public EV chargepoints across the county. The aim will be to install
thousands over the next five years and Connected Kerb have been licensed to operate the chargepoints for 15 years from
installation.
Image credit: Andy Hughes.

Increasing the number public chargepoints in Surrey will support residents who would like to switch to an electric vehicle
(or already have done), but do not have a driveway to be able to install a chargepoint at their home. Through this
contract, chargepoints will be installed at convenient on-street locations in residential areas and key locations in the
community such as on high streets and public car parks.

Connected Kerb will install a mix of chargepoints, depending on location, to suit all needs. This will include slower 3kW
and 7kW chargepoints, as well as fast 22kW chargepoints and, where suitable, rapid chargepoints. Their product range
includes free-standing and wall-mounted chargepoints, which will cater to those with accessibility needs.

The partnership will see a rapid rollout of on-street charge points, with ambitious plans to install hundreds of charge
points within the first year It aims to make one in five of the EV charging bays more accessible to drivers with disabilities,
in recognition of the need to make EV adoption a practical reality for the 2.35 million blue badge holders on UK roads[i].

The recent Net Zero Review, published by the Government’s  advisor Rt  Hon Chris  Skidmore  MP,  highlighted the
opportunity for local authorities to take a leading role in the rollout of charging infrastructure. The partnership between
Surrey County Council and Connected Kerb supports the delivery of ambitious EV charging infrastructure rollouts at the
scale and pace needed to meet targets set by the government and to keep pace with rapidly growing EV adoption – up
40% in 2022 compared to 2021.

Throughout the contract, Connected Kerb will be identifying suitable on-street locations, using residents’ suggestions
made through our online map, and approaching public sector and community land owners across the county to identify
other suitable locations for public EV chargepoints, including local car carks, NHS sites and educational establishments.

Marisa Heath, Cabinet Member for Environment, Surrey County Council, said: “We know that emissions from
transport are a significant proportion of our carbon footprint in Surrey, so supporting residents to switch to an electric
car is essential to helping us achieve our aim of being a net zero county by 2050.

“Many residents don’t have access to driveways to charge EVs at home, so a comprehensive network of high-quality,
reliable and accessible EV chargepoints is essential to supporting the needs of our local communities.

“We’ve been working with Connected Kerb for almost a year, as part of our pilot phases that have seen us install over 100
chargepoints across Surrey over the last two years. We’re delighted this contract will enable us to speed up the roll-out of
further chargepoints and expand our network in the coming years.”

Chris Pateman-Jones, CEO of Connected Kerb, said: “If one local authority can deliver such a significant boost to the
UK’s charging network, just imagine what we could achieve by 2030 if every city, county, and combined authority was
empowered to do the same. The recent Net Zero Review was clear – local authorities can become the driving force behind
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the rollout of charging infrastructure across the country, and our partnership with Surrey County Council is case and
point.

“If local authorities are the door to a clean transport future, then charging networks like Connected Kerb are the key,
providing the tools and expertise needed to unlock the transition at the pace and scale required to reach net zero.
Although the Government’s estimate of 300,000 chargers by 2030 may feel ambitious, it’s eminently possible – and
necessary – to achieve; this deal proves it.”

In addition to the EV chargepoints, the contract will delivery significant value to Surrey residents through Connected
Kerb’s social value projects. These will cover a range of initiatives including working with local educational centres to
provide industry support to pupils interested in learning about EV chargepoints, providing employability support to
vulnerable young people, as well as supporting a number of charities within the county.

The contract enables up to £60million of investment to provide public EV chargepoints across Surrey

Chargepoints will be installed at on-street locations as well as on other suitable public sector and community
organisation managed car parks

Partnership underlines findings of the recent Net Zero Revies which highlighted local authorities as the key to
reaching the UK Government’s 300,000 chargepoint target

Planning or pantomime? Councillors press pause on
Plan.
2 April 2023

Epsom and Ewell council voted to “pause” its controversial Local Plan last night, with one Residents’
Association (RA) councillor leaving the meeting after suggesting it was about “forthcoming elections
rather than planning policy”. The length of the “pause” has not been specified.

Local elections are due to take place on 4 May.

Councillor Alex Coley (Residents’ Association, Ruxley Ward) told the council: “Considering this motion on its merits, I feel
that  a  more  appropriate  location  might  be  the  Playhouse  around Christmas  time.”  “We seem to  be  debating  the
forthcoming elections rather than planning policy”, he added, suggesting that the pause “ultimately changes very little”.
Cllr Coley then told the council: “I will leave you now to your debate.”

The motion to pause the Local Plan was put forward by councillor Eber Kington (Residents’ Association, Ewell Court
Ward) and six other RA councillors. Cllr Kington said that a pause would acknowledge “the strength of public feeling” on
the Plan, enable a reassessment of brownfield sites, and provide the opportunity to look at options that do not use
Greenbelt land at all. He added: “We have to take notice of what residents are telling us, through whatever means they
choose.”

The public consultation on the Draft Local Plan ended on Sunday (19 March) with around 1,500 responses. A petition
calling to “Keep Epsom and Ewell Greenbelt” has also reached 10,000 signatures, which is thought to be the greatest
response to a petition in the borough’s history.

Campaign group Epsom Greenbelt held a protest to “Welcome Councillors” outside of last night’s meeting, and were
calling for “Green not greed”.

Councillor Bernie Muir (Conservative, Stamford Ward) said she had “no option” but to vote for the pause, despite
believing that “nothing in this motion will actually stop this plan from going ahead in the end”.

The pause was discussed in light of expected changes to government planning legislation, including updated guidance on
Greenbelt development and how to calculate housing need.

One part of the motion states: “Under the existing legislation Local Planning Authorities are being required to draft Local
Plans on the basis of out of date, 2014, data that does not reflect Epsom and Ewell’s housing need, as shown in more
recently available 2018 data.”

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/planning-or-pantomime-councillors-press-pause-on-plan
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Councillor Peter O’Donovan (Residents’ Association, Ewell Court Ward) said that pausing was not an option because the
government had not given at timeframe for its legislative changes. He added that without an up-to-date Local Plan, there
was a danger of inappropriate development, and said: “we need to continue on our current strategy, to protect the
borough, to produce a plan that protects our Greenbelt.”

Councillor Kate Chinn (Labour, Court Ward) said that there was a huge need for housing in the borough, particularly
social and affordable housing, but that there should be no development on the Greenbelt until every other option had been
exhausted. She said that Labour councillors would be voting to pause the Plan.

Councillor Julie Morris (Liberal Democrats, College Ward) said: “There’s really quite a divide, isn’t there, amongst the
ruling group?” She said: “We should have been much more clear about the direction that this document was going in, and
that’s the problem you’ve got now – you are now having to do a U-turn because it was all kept secret for quite a long time
and the public are not happy, understandably.”

Cllr Morris said that it was difficult to know whether to vote for the motion, especially when it did not include any
endpoint for the pause, but said that it was the right thing to do on balance.

Councillor Steven McCormick (Residents’ Association, Woodcote Ward) had five minutes to respond to the points raised
because, as chair of the Licensing and Planning Policy Committee, he had led the development of the Local Plan. He said
that the proposed pause was reliant on the idea that the government would publish changes
to planning policy in May, but that some legislation change may not come until 2024.

Cllr McCormick added that the motion to pause the Plan would create “huge uncertainty” and said: “the best thing for
protecting the Greenbelt is to progress”. Cllr McCormick voted against the pause.

The council voted to pause the Local Plan by a clear majority, with four councillors ( RA Cllrs Dallen, O’Donovan,
McCormick and Nash) voting against the pause and Cllr Williamson abstaining.

The text of the motion is HERE.

See editorial.

Ruse within a ruse?
2 April 2023

Yesterday the full Council of Epsom and Ewell voted to pause the process of the Local Plan. Cllr Eber Kington (RA Ewell
Court) proposed an emergency motion to delay the next stage for the Government’s latest position on housing targets to
be clarified. Expected some time after the local elections on 4th May.

Cllr Eber Kington

His arguments for the motion included the protection of the Green character of the Borough. He observed that the draft
Local Plan conceded the need for using Green Belt to accommodate a proportion of the 5400 houses planned for. Yet, the
Government’s target is over 10,000. Therefore, Green Belt encroachment for the lower figure is a Green Light for Green
Belt development for the higher figure.

He said that more work needed to be done on how brownfield sites could be used to provide the housing requirements.

In an unusual intervention Cllr Alex Coley (RA Ruxley) described the proceedings of the Council meeting as a pantomime.
He argued that the timetabling of the Local Plan process is one for managerial direction and that Councillors were playing
politics. Fitting his description of the proceedings he then made a somewhat dramatic exit stage left in a bit of a huff.

Cllr Peter O’Donovan (RA Ewell Court) opposed his ward colleague. He stressed the need for a new Local Plan. Delay
would mean the Borough’s resistance to inappropriate planning applications would be weakened.

All opposition Councillors (Conservative, Liberal Democrat and Labour) spoke for the motion. After Cllr Bernie Muir
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(Conservative Stamford) called for the ruling Residents Association to be “kicked out”, she and her Party were targetted
in responses by RA Councillors. Firstly, Cllr Jan Mason (RA Ruxley) suggested Cllr Muir had not long lived in the borough
“just five years”. On a dubious “point of order” Cllr Muir corrected this: “12 years actually”.

Cllr Mason struggled on to make her point. A journey into a time nearly 50 years ago when the Council bought Longrove
hospital land, thus preventing a 5000 housing development from taking place. Cllr Muir would not have known that, she
said. Cllr Mason relied on this 1974 purchase to prove that the RA ruled Council do care about the Green Belt.

This brief spat passed and it was Cllr Kington in his reply to the debate who said that the Conservative Government
should be “kicked out”. This was because the Government insist on using 2014 figures to determine housing need when
much lower numbers are yielded by a 2018 analysis.

Cllr Steve McCormick (RA Woodcote and Chair of the Licensing, Planning and Policy Committee) opposed the motion.
He relied on the ability of the Council to respond to the public’s views and amend the draft during the next 5 of the
processes’s 7 stages.

There were a significant number of empty chairs in the Council Chamber for this important meeting. Four Councillors
voted against Cllr Kington’s motion. It was carried by a large majority.

The motion passed is HERE in FULL.

This confusion in large part arises from Michael Gove MP and Secretary for Housing Development etc signaling an end to
compulsory  and centrally  set  housing targets.  First  indicated as  long ago as  May 2022.  Then unstated when the
Government confirmed its targets remained and then reinstated just a few months later. But no regulations or legislation
have been introduced that lift the compulsion of the targets from local government planning obligations.

Cynical observers suggest that Gove’s manoeuvres are a ruse to quell the flames of rebellion in the Tory shires and avoid
defeats in upcoming local elections. Will we see actual legal change after 4th May?

In Epsom and Ewell was walk-out man Cllr Coley right to hint that the pre-election motion to delay is also for political
gain?

A ruse within a ruse?

“That which we call a ruse by any other name would smell as bad.”

Time will tell if words are matched by action.

Motion to pause Local Plan process
2 April 2023
The motion passed by an extraordinary meeting of the Epsom and Ewell Borough Council on 22nd March 2023:

Proposer Cllr Eber Kington
Seconder Cllr Christine Howells

This Council notes that:

Extensive green areas, especially the green belt, and the absence of high-level development in our urban areas1.
makes Epsom and Ewell a distinctive, green and an excellent place to live.

Under the existing legislation Local Planning Authorities are being required to draft Local Plans on the basis of2.
out of date, 2014, data that does not reflect Epsom and Ewell’s housing need, as shown in more recently
available 2018 data.

The Government’s recently proposed legislative changes to the planning process, whilst welcome in several3.
aspects, are not yet enacted and the current legal position has not changed.
These factors suggest that a pause in progressing the Draft Local Plan in its current form would provide an
opportunity to assess the Government’s draft proposals as well as the 2018 data on housing need in the borough.
This Council therefore agrees that:
i. Other than for the purpose of analysing the responses of the public consultation to capture residents’ views and
any new information, the Local Plan process be paused to enable:
a) further work on brown field sites, including information arising out of the Regulation 18 consultation
b) further options to be considered that do not include green belt sites
c) an analysis of Epsom and Ewell’s required future housing numbers based on 2018 data
d) a clearer understanding of the Government’s legislative intentions in regard to protections for the green belt
and the current mandatory target for housing numbers.

ii. Write to the MP for Epsom and Ewell calling on in him to use his influence to get the Government to abandon its use of
2014 data to calculate housing need and accept that all planning and housing policies must reflect the latest data if they
are to be effective as well command the respect of the people they affect.
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Education assessment delays making parents sick
2 April 2023

A mother claims Surrey County Council “makes her sick” as she says delays to assessing her son’s special educational
needs are causing “a lot of stress”.

At a protest held outside the authority’s Reigate headquarters, the mother, along with others, called for change at the
council in how Surrey’s children with additional needs are treated.
Image: Parents protesting outside Surrey County Council headquarters in Woodhatch Place, Reigate. Credit: Emily Coady-Stemp

Anna Sutherland, protesting for the fifth time outside the Woodhatch Place building, said parents being sent down the
tribunal route, as they are if they want to appeal against a council’s assessment of their children, “put a lot on families”.

She claimed the education,  health and care plan (EHCP) issued to her 11-year-old son by the county council  was
“unlawful” but that because she knew the law, and knew what he was entitled to, she would “get there in the end”. Ms
Sutherland told the LDRS: “This makes me ill. Surrey council make me sick.”

With her 9-year-old daughter’s EHCP also up for an annual review soon, Ms Sutherland feared she may have two tribunals
on her hands. On previous protests, cabinet members on Surrey County Council have come out to talk to the parents
present, but did not on Tuesday (March 21).

When the group of parents decided to attend the council meeting taking place that morning, they were told they could
only do so if they left their placards in the building’s reception downstairs.

Ms Sutherland said many families with children with additional needs had “a lot to deal with in the first place” and
additional chasing of EHCPs, tribunals and school places was “a lot to put on families”. Saying many families also had to
work, may also have neuro-diverse conditions themselves and the “huge impact” on a parent’s mental health of going
through a child’s diagnoses she said the parents at the protest were representing a “much huger group”. She added: “On
top of the stress they put on you, then having the additional strength or the additional drive to protest, a lot of families
just can’t do that.”

Clare Powdrill said delays to the EHCP process for her son had led to her spending more than £30,000 in two tribunals,
both conceded by the council the day before the hearing. She said: “I am protesting because Surrey County Council have
seriously let my son down.” Another parent, Charlotte Lewis, also said EHCP processes had been delayed “at every step”
and timelines not been met by Surrey County Council. She said: “Many parents are being forced into a lengthy and
expensive appeals process which is usually won but can delay children’s access to an education by years in some cases. ”

A council spokesperson said: “We are not able to comment on the details of any individual children, but we can confirm
that all current EHCPs were updated in line with statutory timescales to enable children’s transition to the next phase of
their education. If a parent is unhappy with the content of their child’s updated plan, we would urge them to contact their
case officer as soon as possible, so that any issues can be resolved.

“We always aim to resolve disagreements without families needing to go through a tribunal process, however, they do
have the right to do so, and if it remains the view of the local authority that the latest education health and care plan
accurately reflects a child’s needs and the provision required to meet their needs, then, in these rare cases the tribunal is
the appropriate route to resolve the dispute.”

Surrey Council’s ULEZ talks ongoing with TfL
2 April 2023
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Surrey councillors have confirmed written communications are ongoing with Transport for London over the impact of the
ULEZ expansion. Surrey County Councillor Robert Evans (Labour, Stanwell and Stanwell Moor) asked cabinet members
at a full council meeting on Tuesday (March 21) to confirm that the mitigations the council was calling for would be
followed up with the chancellor.

He claimed previous attempts to extend the Transport for London (TfL) Oyster card zone 6 in several Surrey boroughs had
“floundered” because central government would not underwrite potential losses to the train companies.
Image: Ultra Low Emission Zone, Stonebridge Park. Credit: Will Durrant/LDRS

Cllr Evans called on Surrey’s cabinet to “work with TfL and the Mayor of London to make sure that Surrey residents get
the health benefits of this, but don’t get negative impacts if ULEZ comes into operation.”
The zone, which sees drivers of older, more polluting cars charged £12.50 per day to enter it, is due to expand to cover all
of greater London from August.

The ULEZ currently covers central London and its expansion will see it border several Surrey districts and boroughs
including Spelthorne, Elmbridge and Epsom.

In response to TfL’s plans to extend the zone, Elmbridge councillors previously called for the Oyster Card Zone 6 to be
expanded further, highlighting the difference between public transport in London and in Surrey.
Cllr Evans said schemes in Bristol, Coventry, Birmingham and elsewhere had seen the government “pick up the bill for a
scrappage scheme”.

The council’s cabinet member for transport, infrastructure and growth, Cllr Matt Furniss,  (Conservative, Shalford)
confirmed face-to-face meetings had been requested with TfL, but said he was “disappointed to say it only took the threat
of legal action to get transport London to respond.” He said the council did “ask the government regularly for additional
funding” and would be talking to them about the impact of the planned extension.

Meeting documents showed a virtual  meeting took place between with TfL,  county council  officers and Elmbridge
Borough Council officers on February 21.

A written response was received from TfL as a follow up to the meeting on March 7, which was being looked at and a
response drafted from the council. The documents said: “The council is committed to delivering a greener future, but it
must be done in a practical and sustainable way. …..The impact of an expanded ULEZ on many Surrey residents and
businesses will be significant, and we will not stand by and watch that happen with no mitigation offered.”

During the meeting, Cllr Evans also reminded the scheme had been brought about by Boris Johnson, during his time as
Mayor of London. Former Prime Minister Mr Johnson was London Mayor between 2008 and 2016, and announced the
introduction of the world’s first ULEZ in London in 2015. It was introduced from April 2019.

A written response was received from TfL as a follow up to the meeting on March 7, which was being looked at and a
response drafted from the council.

Cllr Buddhi Weerasinghe (Conservative, Lower Sunbury and Halliford) said he was supporting a campaign by residents
to get Ashford and Sunbury stations, among others in Spelthorne, added to Zone 6. He also highlighted the needs of the
expanding Shepperton Studios that he said had been put in a letter to government regarding its work force needing to
travel to and from the studios by train.

Life savers installed across the Borough
2 April 2023

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/life-savers-installed-across-the-borough
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Epsom & Ewell Borough Council have worked in partnership with national charity Community Heartbeat Trust to
install 12 new 24/7 defibrillators across the borough. The project was delivered with funding secured via the Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

Defibrillators are designed to be used by members of the public with no previous experience in the event of someone
going into cardiac arrest.  They can, and do, save lives. The new defibrillators have been installed in the following
locations:

Market Place, Epsom

Ebbisham Centre, Epsom Square, Epsom

Town Hall (Rear entrance)

Harold Bell Solicitors, 174 Kingston Road, Ewell

St John’s Parish Centre, Station Approach, Stoneleigh

Auriol Park Café, Salisbury Road, Worcester Park

The Parade Dental Practice, 177 Kingston Road, Ewell

Ruxley Chemist, Ruxley Lane, Ewell Court

Horton Pharmacy, Pelman Way, Epsom

Horton Country Park, Horton Lane, Epsom

Londis Convenience Store, Hollymoor Lane, Epsom

NISA Convenience Store, Ruxley Lane

Councillor Barry Nash, who put forward the CIL bid, said, “After a lot of hard work by all involved, I am so pleased the
defibrillator project has now been completed.

“I’d like to thank our partners from the Community Heartbeat Trust who shared their expertise with us, provided and
installed all the defibrillators across the borough and will continue to provide a post-rescue counselling service.”

Councillor John Beckett, Chair of the Environment and Safe Communities Committee, added, “You never know when a
medical emergency may occur. Time can be extremely limited and having the right equipment on hand will save lives.

“The installation of these 12 new defibrillators will ensure the borough is prepared and our community is safer.”
Image: Evacuationchairs – Own work. CC BY-SA 4.0

Cllr McCormick’s own answers on Local Plan
2 April 2023

Cllr Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote Ward) Chair of Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s Licensing, Planning and Policy
Committee writes for the Epsom and Ewell Times to answer many of the questions being asked about the Draft Local Plan.
The views are his own and do not necessarily reflect the position of the Council.

Below are FAQs and items from the Epsom Green Belt group page and other sources.  

The responses below are my own view and do not reflect that of EEBC or officers.

What is the Greenbelt and why should it be protected?

The Green Belt of land encircling London has protected by law since 1938 to keep urban sprawl in check, preventing
towns from merging together and promoting the recycling of derelict land.

These purposes remain as important as they ever were, but now we know that retaining these areas is also critical in
slowing and reducing the impacts of climate change, reducing flooding, reducing air pollution and providing essential
habitats for wildlife.

Reply 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?title=User:Evacuationchairs&action=edit&redlink=1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/cllr-mccormicks-own-answers-on-local-plan
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Green belt exists throughout the country and is a barrier to prevent urban sprawl in planning terms.

Isn’t it prohibited to build on Greenbelt Land?

Other than for very limited uses, Greenbelt Land is protected by law from development. It isn’t permitted to build housing
on Greenbelt Land except in ‘Exceptional Circumstances’.

Reply

It has heavy protections but very special circumstances must be shown before development can be approved.  In our draft
local plan we do not have enough housing supply with brownfield or urban developments and have had to consider
including green belt sites.  

An alternative is to build higher and denser in our brownfield/urband sites.  This has a downside of likely very tall
buildings and a reduction in affordable housing delivery.  

Is there any Greenbelt Land that it is OK to build on?

Some land in the Greenbelt has buildings on already, or has sites where buildings used to be. This is called ‘Previously
Developed Land within the Green Belt’. Without considerable remedial work, this land doesn’t support much wildlife and
is suitable for development.

Are there exceptional circumstances that require building on the Greenbelt now?

No. The Borough can continue to meet the historical trend of growth in housing need (225 homes / year) through
development of Brownfield sites only.

Every year Epsom & Ewell Borough Council, as with all other Councils nationwide, have a housebuilding target. As with
many other Councils, the target has not been met each year. Whilst it would be difficult (but not impossible) to meet a 576
house target each year, this is a normal situation both in Epsom & Ewell and across the country. It is not exceptional.

The Draft Local Plan states that this is exceptional to justify their plans to build on the Greenbelt.

Reply

The historical trend is not what local plans are driven to achieve by central government.  The start point is based on the
standard method, which our draft local plan achieves 52% of that need.  

Yes there is a consultation on various aspects of the NPPF but at this point in time our target remains based on the 2014
ONS data.  As is shown by the recent response from the planning inspector to MVDC it is not current policy, it is
consultation and we have to progress on what we have in front of us and that which is currently law.  

Furthermore each year a council doesn’t meet its housing delivery target they have to justify to central government the
reasons for this and the plans to address this.  The council runs a risk of being designated which means we loose our local
planning control and a central government inspector takes over.  

Exceptional circumstances are shown via an evidence based approach to a draft local plan.  This is what we have done.
 The end goal is to get a new local plan adopted and to do that it has to stand up to scrutiny and challenge.  

Were Clarendon Park, Livingstone Park, and Manor Park built in the Greenbelt, and if so, what’s
different about these proposals?

All these estates were built on the sites of the old cluster of hospitals. These were Previously Developed sites within the
Greenbelt, therefore developing these sites did not have a detrimental impact on environment and wildlife.

Reply

These were sites in the green belt.  They had to prove the previously developed land situation to show very special
circumstances existed to develop in the green belt.  

Further evidence was provided to support the development in the green belt of these sites.

There’s an area of Greenbelt on the Local Plan map that isn’t on the Priority Development list of 9
sites, does this mean it is safe from development?

No. All sites bordered in green on the map have been put forward for potential development. If the Council includes any
Greenbelt sites on the Priority list, all other Greenbelt sites are at risk of future development.

Any site may be included in a future iteration of the current Local Plan, could be included by the Planning Inspector in the
course of their review of the current Local Plan, or could be included in future Local Plans.

Reply

As part of the process a call for sites was made which is a requirement of the local plan process.  All sites put forward by
landowners and developers have to be evaluated for viability and whether they can deliver housing.

Some sites are more deliverable than others.  

Some sites are not viable I.e the development costs would be too much.

Some sites proposals may be amended to make them viable or deliverable.

The next stage of consultation, regulation 19, March 2024 will see a more detailed draft local plan put forward for a
further six week public consultation.  
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Additional sites may come forward between now and then.  

Does the Draft Local Plan meet the need to supply affordable housing for lower paid workers and the
homeless?

No. Although the plan discusses building 40% ‘affordable housing’ on Greenbelt land and 30% on Brownfield land, this
housing may not actually be affordable to those in need.

The definition of ‘Affordable Housing’ in the National Planning Policy Framework is houses sold at a 20% discount to their
market value. In Epsom, the average property sold over the last 12 months was £630k, to an average property sold as
‘Affordable Housing’ would cost about £510k. This is well out of reach of most people in need of housing in the Borough.

Reply

The Housing and Economic Delivery Needs Assessment (HEDNA) describes the requirement for affordable units across
the plan period.  The number is circa 670 per year.  To start describing cost of housing in the way above is misleading.
   There are other options, First Home scheme, social rent scheme, shared ownership schemes to help residents get a
home.

Over the last 2 years the borough provided 12 affordable units.  

The borough spent approximately £1.5m on overnight homeless accommodation for our residents.  This is not sustainable.

This needs to change.

The draft local plan is seeking to deliver 30% affordable from brownfield and 40% from green field developments.  

Is it permissible to submit a Local Plan which doesn’t meet the full housing need calculated under the
government’s ‘Standard Method’, and can it be approved?

Yes. Many other boroughs have done so or are planning to do so such as Mole Valley, Elmbridge, with Worthing Council
recently got its Local Plan approved by Inspector with only meeting 25% of its target.

Reply

MVDC have had a response from the planning inspector to make progress.  

Submitting a plan with numbers significantly below the target will likely yield the plan being found unsound, thrown out,
forced to re-do or the planning inspector does it for us.  

Epsom has a number of 5400 of 10,368, 52% of the target.  

I’ve been told that Mole Valley had their request to remove Greenbelt from their Local Plan rejected by
the Planning Inspector, is this true, and if so how does it affect the Epsom & Ewell Local Plan?

Mole Valley is in the difficult position of having originally submitted a Local Plan to the planning Inspector which
included developing Greenbelt.  A number of Councillors were voted out of  office as a result  and the new
Councillors are trying retrospectively to amend the submission. There appear to be significant hurdles to doing
this.
Despite that, the Inspector has offered to pause the examination to give time for new Government legislation to
be issued (see FAQ 10, below) which may support their case for a change to the submitted plan. It looks like Mole
Valley has been offered a lifeline for their challenge.
The implications for Epsom & Ewell are:
a. It is better to exclude Greenbelt from the initial Local Plan submission to the Planning Inspector that to try to
change the submission later.
b.The Planning Inspector recognises the likelihood that changes to the National PlanningPolicy Framework will
strengthen the case for excluding Greenbelt from development.
There is no reason to push ahead with a flawed plan that destroys precious Greenbelt.

Reply –

The planning inspector responded to the request stating –

She wishes to make it clear that there has not been a change in Government policy. Rather, the Government is currently
consulting on a draft NPPF. Until Government policy is changed (expected in Spring 2023), the Inspector will continue to
examine the submitted Plan against current Government policy, contained in the NPPF 2021. She therefore cannot
recommend MMs predicated on draft Government policy that may or may not come into effect in its draft form.

T h e  f u l l  d o c u m e n t  c a n  b e  f o u n d  h e r e  –
https://futuremolevalley.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/ED57-Inspectors-Note-23-Reply-to-Councils-Note-31-on-Removin
g-Green-Belt-Sites-from-the-Local-Plan.pdf

I heard that the Government is going to abolish the mandatory housing target and no longer require
Local Authorities to review Green Belt for housing. Is this true?

Yes, The National Planning Policy Framework specifically states that, with suitable justifications (such as protecting
Greenbelt), the full housing target need not be met.

https://futuremolevalley.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/ED57-Inspectors-Note-23-Reply-to-Councils-Note-31-on-Removing-Green-Belt-Sites-from-the-Local-Plan.pdf
https://futuremolevalley.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/ED57-Inspectors-Note-23-Reply-to-Councils-Note-31-on-Removing-Green-Belt-Sites-from-the-Local-Plan.pdf
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The government intends to implement many of its proposed policy changes by May 2023.

Policy changes include a change to emphasise that the standard method for calculating housing need is “advisory”,
removal of the requirement for councils to continually demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, and new lines that
stress councils are not required to revise Green Belt boundaries or build at densities out of character even if they are set
to miss their house building targets.

Emerging policies do carry substantial weight in planning decisions, therefore at least 20 Councils have already withdrew
or paused their Local Plan process, citing the upcoming policy changes. Therefore it is entirely up to EEBC if they would
want to be against Central Government policy and continue pushing for large housing development on Green Belt.

Reply

The government has said they are going to consult on possibly changing the housing number calculations.   Until they do
and change the law and related policies we have to proceed under the current requirements.  

MVDC has had a response from their planning inspector saying exactly that.  

Until the regulations, policy and law changes we have to use what is currently in place.  

The roads into Epsom are already overcrowded, particularly at peak times. What are the plans to
address the additional traffic from all the new housing?

According to the 2011 census, there is an average of over 1.5 cars per household in Surrey. That equates to 2,300 new
cars from proposed building on the Greenbelt Horton Farm alone.

There are no obvious ways to build new roads or expand existing ones.

No infrastructure plans have been put forward to show how this increased traffic will be managed. Expect long queues!

Reply

Infrastructure is  a consideration once the high level  draft  local  plan has been published.  The council  works with
infrastructure delivery partners after regulation 18 to determine what new additional infrastructure may be required and
needed to support the proposals.  

Infrastructure Delivery Partners rarely come to the table before a draft local plan is published.  

It is difficult to get my child into primary school / secondary school as there aren’t enough places. If
the proposed houses are built, will I still get a school place for my children?

Local primary and secondary schools are either full or near to capacity.

No plans have been put forward for building new schools or expanding existing ones. No land has been allocated for this
either. There is no guarantee of a school place and no priority for existing residents.

Reply

Similar to the roads section above.  

I see there are plans to build new sites for Gypsies / Travellers. How many will there be and where will
these be located?

Regulations require Borough Councils to provide for the Traveller community. The Council has proposed putting 10
traveller sites on the Greenbelt Horton Farm site.

No explanation has been provided for why they are proposed to be located in a single area or on a Greenbelt site.

Reply

Further detail  will  be provided in the next stage of the draft local plan.  Comments from the consultation will  be
considered, the next stage of how these sites maybe implemented will be further detailed.  

Why is the housing target so high?

The short answer is that it doesn’t need to be.

Here’s some maths to show why…

The actual population growth of the Borough over the last 10 years has been 5,798, an average of 580 people/year
(Source: Draft Local Plan para 1.39).

There are 2.58 people in an average household in the Borough (Source: Draft Local Plan para 1.39).

If growth continues at this rate, there would be a need for 225 new homes to be built each year.

The target included in the Draft Local Plan is for 576 new houses per year. This is based on a ‘Standard Method’
(Source: Housing and economic needs assessment – GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)) which uses a household growth projection
from 2014 as a starting point.

The more up-to-date 2018 household growth projection is considerably lower than the 2014 projections, reflecting more
recent real growth figures.

This is then increased by 40%, based on the current high cost of housing in the Borough, to give an even higher
housebuilding target than the inflated 2014 based figure.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
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As a result, the quoted housing target is more than 2.5x the need based on the historic population growth in the Borough.

Reply

The housing target is set by central government via the standard method using 2014 ONS data.  

Even with with the standard method number our draft local plan is currently showing a 52% delivery of housing supply.
 5400 vs target of 10,368.

There seem to be lots of sites within Epsom’s urban area that are vacant, run down or underutilised,
could these be developed for housing instead of the Greenbelt?
Yes.
Some of these sites have already been earmarked by the Council for development, but many haven’t.
The National Planning Policy Framework (which contains mandatory guidance for preparing the Local Plan) para
141 states that before concluding ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist for developing on Greenbelt, the strategy
must:
a) make as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land; and
b) optimise the density of development… including… a significant uplift in minimum density standards in town
and city centres and other locations well served by public transport.’
There are lots of sites across Epsom town / urban areas which are not being put forward for use in the Local Plan
or appear to be underutilised (for instance the Council’s proposals for the town hall site don’t meet the minimum
density requirements they set in policy S3).

Reply

The Epsom Town Masterplan is due to complete at the end of March and will input into the next stage of the draft local
plan.  The site area will be reviewed, optimised with options coming forward to members for a steer/view.  

Does the Borough have to build houses on Greenbelt Land to meet the housing target?

No. In fact it is only permitted to build on Greenbelt in ‘Exceptional Circumstances’.

The National Planning Policy Framework specifically states that housing targets need not be met if it would require
building on the Greenbelt (para 11 note 7).

Reply

Similar to an item above.  If we are unable to deliver all our housing from brownfield or urban sites we have to consider
green belt.  Some green belt sites have been put forward during the call for sites which have been evaluated.  A small
number of these are considered viable at this point and could deliver housing.  

The Ashley Centre Local Plan display states that development will be ‘Located away from areas of flood
risk’. How has Horton Farm been selected for development as it regularly gets flooded?

‘Horton’ roughly translates from Old English to ‘muddy farm’. Both the Environment Agency flood maps and Epsom &
Ewell Borough Council’s own 2018 Flood Risk Assessment show that Horton Farm is at high risk of flooding from surface
water (because there is clay just below the surface) and in practice it is often flooded. A ‘Critical Drainage Area’ runs
through the site.

The Draft Local Plan appears to ignore the flood risk assessment and only considers flooding from rivers.

If the Greenbelt Horton Farm is built on, there is a significant risk that it will result in increased flooding into West Ewell
and Ewell Court.

Source: Epsom & Ewell Borough Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2018, Figure 108. Brown areas are in the
highest category of flood risk.

Reply

The Ashley Centre Local Plan, read the display boards showing key items of the draft local plan in the Ashley Centre.

Any site being put forward would still need to submit a full and thorough planning application which may include flood
risk evaluation and mitigation.  

The draft local plan does not get into that level of detail so the statement that it ignores the flood risk assessment is
misleading at best.  

I’m told the Council has spent £1m on preparing this plan. Would it be expensive to change direction
now?

The money that has been spent is largely on reports that were required to be prepared whatever direction the plan went
in.

The earlier changes are made to protect the Greenbelt, the cheaper it is to make those changes.

Reply

All funds spent on the local plan have been shown in LPPC and S&R committees.  

Yes there are consultants involved to prepare reports and evidence as we don’t have that skillset;  this is not unusual and
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many other boroughs adopt the same approach.  

It has to be understood that there is a large body of evidence behind the local plan.  Adding or removing sites from the
spatial strategy itself has a knock on of recreating that evidence.  

The decision point on changes to the spatial strategy and which sites are in or out has no relevance on cost.  The work still
needs to done, the evidence still needs to be created.  

If the plan is paused then the evidence base may need to be re-worked depending on the length of pause.  

How will developing the Greenbelt land affect wildlife?

The Greenbelt land is a vital habitat, providing food and shelter for hundreds of species of mammals, birds, amphibians
and insects as well as native trees and flowers.

As an example, Horton Farm supports roe deer, bats, greater spotted and green woodpeckers, sparrowhawks, house
sparrows, stag beetles, song thrushes, hedgehogs, common toads, and other priority species.

Reply

Any planning application coming forward would have to consider the environmental impact.  The updated policies coming
forward in our draft local plan are up to date and current on once adopted would help structure applications coming
forward.

What follow are questions I was asked at the Bourne Hall and Ashley Centre drop in sessions.  

Q:  Why aren’t residents at and around the proposed sites being communicated with?  In the same way as when a
planning application is lodged, impacted households get informed.  

A: The planning application approach typically has limited effectiveness and a broad communications approach to all
borough residents was selected.

Q:  Residents only just heard about this because of the Ashley Centre display boards.

A:  This was the goal of the boards in the Ashley Centre factored with social media, Borough Insight, Libraries and other
outlets.  

Q:  Is this the only chance we have to input?

A:  It is stage 2 of a 7-stage process.  This is the first consultation piece.  

Q:  Infrastructure.  Where is it in the plan(s)?

A:  At this stage infrastructure delivery partners rarely come to the discussion table at such an early stage.  This is part of
the motivation to get our draft local plan published to kick start those discussions.  There are sections in the draft local
plan document on infrastructure but they are high-level at this stage.  

Q:  Why are we putting the green belt forward?  

A:  Based on the brownfield and urban sites that have come forward via the call for sites we are very short of our housing
number target/start point of 10,000+  We either intensity our brownfield and urban sites by building higher or we
consider green belt sites that have come forward.  

Q:  Why are only 90 homes in the Town Hall allocation?  

A:  The Epsom Town Masterplan is due to complete in March and will inform the draft local plan into Regulation 19.  It is
expected this number would increase significantly especially given the steer from council to move to 70 East Street.  

Q:  Where does it stop?  After this local plan do we get asked for more housing by the government?  

A:  A very good question, at this point based on what we know, come 2040 we may be challenged again to deliver more
housing.  

Q:  Mole Valley has paused and removed all its green belt.  Why can’t we do the same?

A:  In theory we can however Mole Valley are at a very different stage.  Pausing at this point would be to wait and see
what the outcome of the consultation, mainly on housing numbers.  Our draft local plan currently proposes to deliver 52%
of the housing number.   Any update on housing numbers would only  beneficial  to  us  if  that  number came down
significantly   In the meantime we need to progress.  

The planning inspector has just replied and told MVDC that they can’t remove green belt via the major modiciations
method and that a pause is possible but they should consider not protracting the examination.  

Q:  As these sites are in the draft local plan is that it?  

A:  No, the process flows through to Stage 7 and even then a planning application is still required.  


