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Surrey boost for mental health includes Epsom

6 February 2024

| w—
Surrey County Council has announced a significant investment of £3.6 million from the Mental Health Investment Fund
(MHIF) into 13 innovative, community-focused projects. This allocation follows a previous grant of £530,000 in 2023 to 9

projects. The overarching goal of these initiatives is to bolster emotional well-being, with a dual focus on preventing poor
mental health and providing support for those already grappling with mental health challenges.

The MHIF operates in collaboration with Surrey Heartlands Health and Care Partnership.

The 2019 Surrey Health and Wellbeing Strategy guides the allocation of MHIF funds, emphasizing the reduction of health
inequalities and targeting specific groups and neighbourhoods. The MHIF focuses on prevention, dismantling barriers,
and empowering individuals to proactively improve their emotional health and well-being.

Mark Nuti, Surrey County Council Cabinet Member for Health, expressed delight in the diverse allocation of the second
round of funding. Spread across all 11 districts and boroughs of Surrey, the funds support a range of organizations
employing innovative, community-focused approaches to address mental health challenges.

In the table summarizing mental health projects in Surrey, here are the projects targeting Epsom and Ewell and
frequently the Court Ward area in Epsom in particular, among other areas in Surrey.

Emerge Advocacy

Supports people aged 10-25 who are in A&E because of self-harm, a suicide attempt or emotional crisis, 7pm - 11pm
when many other services are closed, and hospital staff are very busy. The MHIF funding will allow Emerge to expand
their post hospital follow up support so that young people and their families do not have to endure long waits for support
during their most vulnerable moments. Emerge Advocacy runs Emerge projects in the Royal Surrey, Epsom, Frimley and
East Surrey hospitals.

Other projects involving Epsom and Ewell include:
Barnardo’s Paediatric Parenting Service
» Target District: Court in Epsom

» Description: Barnardo’s will provide support to parents/carers of children under 6 years old, diagnosed with
autism and/or ADHD, in key neighbourhoods, including Court.

* Funding: £409,609

= Duration: 2.5 years

PAPYRUS: Prevention of Young Suicide

» Target District:
* Year 1: Court in Epsom

» Description: PAPYRUS aims to expand its impact in Surrey schools through various initiatives, including direct
intervention in specific neighbourhoods.

» Funding: £139,834

» Duration: 2 years

YMCA: Step Forward

» Target District:
» Epsom and Ewell

» Hooley, Merstham, Netherne, Tattenham Corner, Preston, Horley Central and South, Redhill West, Wray
Common

* Description: Step Forward addresses the gap in service provision for young adults with poor mental health,
including those in Epsom and Ewell and surrounding districts.

= Duration: Not specified in the provided information
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These projects aim to provide various forms of support, from inclusive wellbeing coaching to parenting services, suicide
prevention, and support for young adults, specifically in the mentioned districts of Epsom, Ewell, and Epsom Court.

Red, blue and orange go Green in belt protest

6 February 2024

Epsom High Street Saturday 3rd February witnessed political parties unite against housing development on the Borough'’s
Green Belt. The Labour Party, Conservative Party, Liberal Democrat Party, Gina Miller’s True and Fair Party and the
Green Party assembled outside the Metro Bank.

Carrying banners and making speeches, the protestors rallied against the Council’s apparent rejection of previous
demands to remove Green Belt land from the list of potential housing development sites in the draft Local Plan.

Amid controversy surrounding claims of confidential briefings and secret legal opinions influencing Councillors the
protestors called for full transparency.

Gina Miller leader and Parliamentary candidate for True and Fair Party said: “The plan being progressed by the Council
to build on precious greenbelt is not based on truthful data, facts, housing requirements, environmental or full brownfield
audits.

Once greenbelt is gone, it’s gone forever. People across all wards that make up the Epsom and Ewell constituency
deserve 100% transparency and honesty and to be assured that decision-making that affects their lives, homes and area
are not tainted by conflicts of interest, incompetence or shortermism”

Conservative Parliamentary hopfeul Mhairi Fraser said: “I will fight to the end to save Epsom’s Green Belt, just as your
Conservative councillors Bernie Muir and Kieran Persand have tirelessly done alongside Chris Grayling MP - and that is in
addition to the thousands of residents who have signed petitions, written to their councillors, and protested in public to
make their voices heard. Once the Green Belt is gone, it is gone forever; that would be an absolute travesty, given our
entire actual housing need can be met by building on brownfield sites. Epsom and Ewell Borough Council is there
to serve us, and it is unacceptable that they are ignoring the very clear will of residents, operating in secret, and
threatening to irreversibly destroy the place all of us have chosen to make our home.”

Mark Todd, Chair of Epsom and Ewell Constituency Labour Party said “Over eighty per cent of local residents responded
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to the recent Council survey saying that they want Epsom and Ewell’s green belt preserved. I have talked to thousands of
residents over the past eight years on the street and on the doorsteps of Epsom and Ewell and I believe that figure is
accurate.

I have looked in great detail at Council documents and plans including all the brownfield sites currently available, enough
for 3,700 homes. Another 150 can be added by redeveloping West Park Hospital giving us an extra 3,850 homes in the
borough. Then there are the Longmead and Kiln Lane industrial estates that can also be redeveloped. These areas could
become a mix of residential, retail and office space, generating many more jobs and homes per square foot.

I believe there is a clear path to preserving Epsom and Ewell’s green belt and building lots of social and truly affordable
homes for residents and key workers on these brownfield sites. By truly affordable I mean apartments of varying sizes
costing £200-£400,000 rather than houses typically costing £600,000 to £1 Million in Epsom and Ewell that never can be
truly affordable.”

Helen Maguire, Prospective Parliamentary Candidate in Epsom and Ewell for the Liberal Democrats said: “Local Liberal
Democrat councillors have consistently argued that old ONS data is being used to determine the number of houses
required but this is falling on the deaf ears of this Conservative Government. If up to date data was used, fewer houses
would need to be built in Epsom & Ewell. Not only is Epsom & Ewell Borough Council being forced to use old data, but we
know that despite Conservative government promises to allow local Councils to decide what is best for their area and to
exclude the Greenbelt if they wish, this is simply not the case!

Local authorities are being forced to build on the Greenbelt because of successive and cynical conservative policies. In
neighbouring Mole Valley (where Ashtead and Leatherhead form part of the new constituency), the Liberal Democrat run
council have managed to save 99.3% of the Greenbelt. Last week Mole Valley Liberal Democrat councillors were faced
with a stark choice between either continuing with the Local Plan as it is with 0.7% in the Greenbelt or to remove the
Greenbelt sites which could put the local plan back another year and expose more Greenbelt sites to planning applications
from developers.

Simultaneously the Conservative housing minister Lee Rowley sent them a letter informing them they must not withdraw
the plan or delay further. An impossible decision! The Conservatives are deaf to local communities and their housing
needs. It’s time for them to go!”

Related reports:

When a meeting is not a meeting, in brief.
Mystery Local Plan critic revealed
Councillors belted-up on Green Belt?

and many more. Search “Local Plan”.

“Audit and Scrutiny” under scrutiny

6 February 2024

Every day the Epsom and Ewell Times brings you a fresh chess puzzle to solve. Harder to solve than any chess puzzle
run so far is what, if anything, at a meeting in the Epsom and Ewell Town Hall Chamber on 1* February of the Audit and
Scrutiny committee, was actually resolved on the question of how to get items on the agenda.

We don't want to get in the way of today’s puzzle, contained in the following transcript of a Council debate, but in fairness
to our readers, we should first give a few clues.

Opposition Councillors Lawrence and Ames had both advance requested items to be on the agenda of the meeting. Both
requests were refused. One of the rejected items requested was the question “how to get an item on the agenda?” (!)

That issue then in fact became the matter discussed after a question was asked by Cllr Lawrence on the committee’s
annual work programme that had come up for debate.

Cllr. Ames disagreed with Clir. Leach (the Committee’s Vice-Chair) on the latter’s statement that the rules were
contradictory and needed re-writing. Cllr. Ames said the rules were clear and an item should go on an agenda if requested
by any councillor. Cllr. Leach stated he agreed with Cllr Ames. And that is where things are a bit puzzling.

The Council officer implied that a request for a matter to be on the agenda might be rejected if to deal with it would take
up too much officers’ time preparing for the meeting. Cllr. Leach said the point of the committee was, for example, to
investigate whether Council practices could be improved and money saved. If that cannot occur because of the resources
that would be taken up by such enquiries it follows that the committee may be a waste of money itself.

Over to you to solve this puzzle.
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Submit your answers on our online contact form or by email to admin@epsomandewelltimes.com
The TRANSCRIPT:
Audit and Scrutiny Committee 1% February 2024:

Bridger = ClIr Steve Bridger (RA Stamford Ward and Audit and Scrutiny Committee Chair). Leach = Cllr Robert Leach
(RA Nonsuch Ward). Lawrence = Cllr James Lawrence (LibDem College Ward). Ames = Cllr Chris Ames (Labour Court
Ward). Bercher = Andrew Bercher (Interim Director of Corporate Services).

Bridger:
Move on to item 8, which is the work programme.
Bercher:

Thank you, Chair. Yes, this is the committee’s annual work programme, and again, it has the planned activities for the
next few months. This is detailed, and any changes feature in the footnotes at the bottom of each page. So again, happy
for any comments on this one.

Bridger:
Do we have any questions at all for it?
Lawrence:

Thank you, Chair. I'm just going to carry on from an email that I was raising about this. So, I was wanting to have an
agenda item—maybe there’s more proof for a work plan on how councillors add scrutiny items or agenda items to this
committee because I know at some parts in the constitution, we get given a right to add an agenda item, but I was also
told it was at the chair’s discretion. So, I just wanted to check, do councillors, as, for example, as members of the
committee, do we have the right to add them, or is it a qualified right with the chair’s permission? Thank you.

Bridger:

It is. As long as you submit a written request, yes, we can put things onto the agenda. But it has to be within the correct
time frame; obviously, things have got to be added, etc. No problem. Okay.

Lawrence:

Thanks, yeah, because I did send an email—I can’t remember the exact date it was, but it was a while ago. It was about
asking for an agenda item. About December. It was asking for an agenda item for the committee on how we have a
scrutiny action or some discussion or to say note to the steps for it. So, I remember other committees asking about it, and
it wasn’t very clear to me how that process works. I just wanted to check if that’s something that’s possible to add to the
work plan. Thank you.

Bercher:

Thank you, Councillor. I think there’s an element of it that depends on this: because if there is a big piece of scrutiny work
that the committee wants to carry out, then that needs to be resourced. And it needs to be resourced not only by officers
but potentially by members who are going to then form a separate group to go and look into whatever particular issue it
might be. And when I've worked with these things in the past typically there’s been a little working group that’s been set
up, and members have met over a number of weeks, possibly months, in order to look into things and have worked
alongside officers in order to gather data, analyse data, assess, produce a report, and then bring a report back to
committee.

So that kind of scrutiny activity can be quite resource-intensive. And currently, unless it’s on the work programme and is
resourced, then we won’t have the capacity to do it. But it depends on what it is. If someone says, I'd like to hear at the
next committee something about X, and that’s a relatively important thing but it’s an update from a particular piece of
work which is already in hand. I don’t know; I'm surmising here. Then that might be relatively easy to do. So in the way
that with the chair, we’ve said that we need a report every time we meet on complaints and ICO and something like that
that wasn’t previously programmed, but it’s something that we’ve been able to accommodate, and very, very happy to do
that. So I think it’s with your discretion as well, chairs, to what gets on the agenda.

Leach:

I think I can take the matter a little further. I had a meeting with the legal officer. It was on a ward issue, but the
conversation strayed into this area. Mr. Bercher, is quite correct in saying that a scrutiny report can be very work-
intensive. Yes, it can. It can also be not intensive at all. It could be something where a person could just sit down there on
the spot and probably write out a report. A scrutiny really should be, as [ understand it, limited to an area of the council’s
work where we believe that work could be done better, it could be done more quickly and for less cost, or easily. And it is
possible that having done the work, we might well conclude that we are doing it as well as it can be done, no changes
needed.

I think what Councillor Lawrence is suggesting is there are areas of concern. That’s not really a scrutiny issue, but I think
it’s an area where if you have a concern, and I see this committee as being totally non-partisan. So a Liberal Democrat or
a Labour member has exactly the same rights as an RA member to have their concerns dealt with. It could be that just an
informal conversation behind the scenes which would then be relayed back to you might be a better way than actually
trying to go through a whole scrutiny procedure.

Lawrence:
Thank you both. That makes sense. I understand why you want to have a discussion first before coming to a full meeting. I

have some other different agenda items, but I'll see if anyone else wants to ask questions. Thank you.
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Ames:

[ remain a little bit unclear. I'm trying to reconcile the answer that you gave, Chair, just now about putting an item on the
agenda with the response that Councillor Lawrence got when he ironically requested that this issue be placed on the
agenda. We're talking about the very issue of getting an issue on the agenda, and that was refused. And it was reported to
Councillor Lawrence that this was your view, that this didn’t need to be placed on the agenda. I'm trying to reconcile the
various responses about this being a subjective decision with the very clear statement in the operating procedure that
sets out an unfettered right for councillors to request that an issue be put on the agenda for this committee, any
councillor, not just a member of this committee. And that should happen.

What the framework says: Any councillor who wishes to have an item included on the agenda of this committee should
give written notice of the item to the scrutiny officer. If the scrutiny officer receives such a notification, he will, in
consultation with the committee chair and vice-chair, include it on the first available agenda of the committee for
consideration by the committee. I don’t see the chair having a veto in that procedure or making a subjective decision.

This provision puts into the council’s constitution something that would be in statute for a council that didn’t work on the
cabinet system. I don’t see it as being something that the chair is entitled to reject. There’s obviously a discussion about
what would be the first available agenda, but I can’t see this committee operating its scrutiny role effectively if it’s within
the gift of the committee chair and the vice-chair, who are both from the ruling party of this administration, to veto
requests for something to be brought to the attention of this committee.

It simply isn’t possible to reconcile the explanations that we’ve been given with a very clear statement in the operating
framework that there is an unfettered right for councillors to place an item on the agenda of this committee. These are
not subjective decisions that are being taken, judgments being taken by the chair, it’s to be included on the first available
agenda. It is quite clear in the operating framework, and both Councillor Lawrence and myself have had requests for
something to be placed on the first available agenda rebuffed. This committee, in this sense, is not operating in line with
the constitution and the operating framework. It couldn’t be clearer in the operating framework that there is an
unfettered right. Things go wrong in local authorities when people are trying to bring this to the attention of a scrutiny
committee, and those items are not able to be discussed. So, it’s a matter of great concern that this is happening.

Leach:

I'm not aware of the two issues that you refer to, but if you could tell me either publicly now or perhaps privately we’d
certainly look into them. The constitution on how you get an item onto this agenda is actually contradictory, as you know.
We have no less than 18 versions of the constitution in the last five and a half years, and the result of it is that we have
now improved a constitution to the level where it is poor. We still have further to go. I mean, it is a badly drafted
document, and in fact, the constitution contradicts itself. I've had a conversation with a view to drafting it into something
which is more coherent, which will be the best plan. All this is just basically an idea I've had and a conversation I've had
with the legal officer. It’s got no further than that, but it is a matter that I certainly would like to take forward to make it
clearer.

Ames:

I think we’re a little bit going around in circles. What Councillor Lawrence has asked for is for this very issue to be placed
on the agenda for this meeting, and that request was rebuffed. That’s a very clear explanation about what was requested.

If you feel that this item in the framework, which I've read, is in any way unclear, we clearly need to have a discussion on
that because it’s fundamental to how this committee operates.

If members of this committee, or indeed any other councillor, Councillor Coley, for example, is not able to place an item
on the agenda for this committee, as is their clear right here, and somebody says that it’s because there’s some kind of
anomaly in the constitution, we need to have that discussion. This committee cannot operate as it’s set out and intended
to in the constitution and operating framework if the committee chair has a veto over what can be placed on the agenda.
It’s simply not what it says in the constitution and the operating framework.

Leach:

You're absolutely correct. That’s why I believe that part of the constitution needs to be rewritten. And my idea, and this is
purely my idea, it’s not an RA group’s, it’s not even the chairman’s view, but my view is if someone puts forward a motion
or requests something to go onto the agenda, there should be, first of all, the consideration as to whether it is acceptable.
I'm sure your request would be perfectly reasonable, but we have to allow for the fact that you could have people putting
vexatious or malicious matters onto the agenda, and I believe there needs to be a filter process there whereby you could
turn around and say this is not acceptable.

As for the constitution, if the member is dissatisfied, then that decision will come to this committee as to whether we
would be prepared to do a scrutiny. Now that’s my suggestion that I'm happy to forward and will be putting forward. I
believe that it’s necessary to have a filter to stop somebody just filling up the agenda with all sorts of things that aren’t
scrutiny items while still protecting the rights of members. I stress that’s my personal opinion. It’s not necessarily
something that’s going to be happening.

Lawrence:

All right, thank you, Vice-Chair. I understand there needs to be some sort of filter in what comes onto committee or
agenda items. I know I'd certainly feel that way if I was the chair of a committee. Just for clarification on what I was also
asking for the agenda item, it was what I was just talking about previously to Councillor Ames. It was about this
committee, for example, noting the process of how a scrutiny operation would work, certainly would be useful for me, for
example, because being a new councillor, I haven’t seen a scrutiny operation. I haven’t seen what can be added to a
committee agenda. I haven’t seen what can be a scrutiny item or how the process works or how that filters back to the
committee. So, that was the point. That was what I'd requested to go on the agenda item. That’s just for a bit of
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clarification and thank you.
Bridger:
Any further questions?
Thank you,
Ames.

Thank you. I'm just making one very brief comment, and I'll leave it there because we’re not getting anywhere. I'm quite
shocked by Councillor Leach’s comments. We have to have this committee operate as it is set out in the operating
framework and not as Councillor Leach would like it to be. I think that’s a fairly fundamental process of how a council
operates under its constitution and operating framework. We have to follow the constitution and not some version of the
constitution that’s in the head of a vice-chair that would be like that if he had his way. And we’re not following the
process, and we really need to follow the constitution. Otherwise, the whole idea of having a council that operates
constitutionally is out the window. Thank you.

Leach:

Sorry, can I say, [ again, I agree with you. I outlined how I believe the constitutional issue could be sorted out. Until that
has been implemented, that’s been put to the council and been voted and supported. That is not part of the constitution. I
did it as a courtesy to this committee to sort of give you forward notice as to a change that I hope to be able to make to
the constitution to resolve it. But Councillor Ames, until that change has been made, if it ever does get made, yes, we have
to operate under the constitution as it is. I think your criticism of me was a little unfair.

Related reports:
Local Audit meet: unexpectedly interesting...

Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?

When a meeting is not a meeting, in brief.

6 February 2024

The vexed issue of whether a “members’ briefing” is a “meeting” or not has received some attention of late. Anxiety was
aroused by fears that a “confidential” meeting of Epsom and Ewell Councillors might effectively determine whether
Green Belt land would remain in the Local Plan as potential sites for housing development. The “meeting” on 10th January
was “met” by a small group of protestors who had caught wind of the event.

According to ClIr. Alison Kelly (LibDem Stamford) “I did tell a friend that I was going to a member’s briefing. I didn’t
realize that I was not to disclose that. I just gave that out because a friend asked me why I can’t come out. I don’t
understand why they cannot be publicly declared as meetings.”

She revealed this at the meeting of the Strategy and Resources Committee of 25th January. This was a meeting and the
press and public were allowed in as usual. During a debate about the Council’s new “Communication Strategy” Cllr Kelly
also said: “we’ve recently faced accusations over secrecy with response to the Local Plan Green Belt members briefings
and some legal guidance; we’ve also been asked to remain silent on some matters including the existence of a briefing
meeting and we seem to have had quite a lot of part two sessions [sections of Council meetings that are closed to the
press and public]. How does this strategy help us to address the issue of secrecy levelled at us by the residents?”

In response RA leader Cllr Hannah Dalton (Stoneleigh) said: “The purpose of member briefings is for members [i.e.,
councillors] to be informed and in a safe and confidential space to ask questions, to understand information, to obtain data
from officers, whether from our council or other councils or the LGA [Local Government Association] or whomever. To
then provide a steer to... what then comes to committee.”

The Council’s law officer advised: “I don’t think there’s problem actually saying that you're coming to a council briefing. If
you went further to say I'm coming to a council briefing on xxx subject then that is disclosing at times confidential
information.”

Cllr Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote and Langley Vale) told the Epsom and Ewell Times 15th January: that the 10th
January “members’ briefing”, “...was not a secret meeting; it just wasn’t a public meeting. I stated publicly at the
September LPPC Committee and extraordinary full Council on 24 October 2023 that Member briefings regarding the
Local Plan would be taking place during this time period assuming the local plan was unpaused by full council, which it

”

was.

Epsom and Ewell’s Member of Parliament Chris Grayling has weighed in and on 31st January told constituents: “The
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Council has now decided to press ahead with its plans, and while details of the updated proposals remain confidential, I
understand from Councillors in the ruling group that they continue to include substantial green belt development in the
area. This is despite the fact that existing brownfield sites can deliver most of what is needed.”

He urged residents to make their views known to the Council.
Related reports:
Councillors belted-up on Green Belt?

Mystery Local Plan critic revealed

Image: Cllr Alison Kelly at the Strategy and Resources Committee meeting

Minister gets heavy on a Local Plan delay

6 February 2024

A Surrey borough where the house prices are “amongst the highest in England” has been ordered not to delay its home
building programme. The Epsom and Ewell neighbour borough of Mole Valley District Council was ready to pull the
plug on its planning bible - which sets out the development it would allow to meet its housing targets.

The council was to debate informing the planning inspector of its decision to withdraw its draft local plan but a last
minute intervention by the Department of Levelling up, Housing and Communities has ruled this out. Instead the council
agreed to continue working to set out clear guidelines for developers.

In a letter to the council outlining his decision, Lee Rowley, Minister of State for Housing, Planning and Building
Safety, said: “I am writing to you over concerns that Mole Valley District Council may withdraw the emerging local plan
from examination. The Government is clear that local plans are at the heart of the planning system, and it is essential that
up-to-date plans are in place and are kept up to date.”

He said: “Each local planning authority must identify the strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the
authority’s area, and policies to address those priorities must be set out in the local planning authority’s development plan
documents such as the local plan.”

The last time the council had an up-to-date plan was in 2009 and work on its replacement has begun in earnest.
Withdrawing now, Mr Rowley said would extend the council’s time in limbo. He said: “Withdrawing the plan from
examination would be a clear failure by the council.”

Since Mole Valley District Council’s last masterplan, more than 90 per cent of all English local authority plans have been
updated - pulling out now would leave the borough with “one of the oldest adopted local plans in the country”. It has left
the council operating under out-of-date policies, given the amount of change in the 14 years since it was adopted.

Mr Rowley added: “Housing affordability is a significant problem in Mole Valley and the ratio of average house prices to
average wages is amongst the highest in England. I can therefore conclude that there is higher housing pressure.
Considering the average time taken to prepare a local plan is seven years and we are approaching the phased
introduction of a new planning system, withdrawing the plan at this stage could only lead to significant further delay
whilst a new plan is prepared. Intervening would therefore accelerate plan production given the current plan is submitted
and at examination.”

The order to proceed with the plan will remain in force until formally withdrawn by the secretary of state.

Councillor Margaret Cooksey, Cabinet Member for Planning said: “The Minister of State for Housing, Planning and
Building Safety has today [January 25] issued Mole Valley District Council with a direction not to withdraw its local plan
from the examination-in-public at the Council meeting tonight. Previous to the new direction, three options had been
available to MVDC: Withdrawal of the plan; continuation of the plan, as submitted (including Green Belt sites); request
that the planning Inspector change the plan to remove all Green Belt sites.

“This new direction takes option A away from us and requires Mole Valley District Council to report monthly to the
Minister’s officials on the progress of the examination. It will remain in force until the examination concludes with the
Inspector’s report.”
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How far will £500m go for Surrey Councils?

6 February 2024

Additional government funding for local councils will “go some way” towards easing the pain felt by local authorities
struggling to balance their books - although calls remain for greater reform.

Communities Secretary Michael Gove announced that English councils would get a share of £500m for their social care
grant, and a share of £100m increase in core spending power.

It comes amid a backdrop of councils facing difficult financial times, with Woking declaring itself effectively bankrupt,
Runnymede being served a Best Value Notice, and Surrey County Council admitting it would need to make serious cuts
and increase tax by the maximum allowable in order to have a legal budget.

Further pressure has come after a letter from MPs pushed for the extra cash ahead of this year’s general election. In a
written statement on Wednesday, January 24, Mr Gove said the extra money would enable councils to provide “crucial
social care services for their local communities, particularly children”.

Councils have also been told their funding guarantee, the minimum annual increase available to all authorities would
increase by a percentage point, from 3 per cent to 4 per cent, something Mr Gove described as a “key ask” from district
councils. He said: “We have listened to councils across England about the pressures they’re facing and have always stood
ready to help those in need. This additional £600 million support package illustrates our commitment to local government.
We are in their corner, and we support the incredible and often unsung work they do day-to-day to support people across
the country.”

Surrey County Council leader, Councillor Tim Oliver (Conservative), is also the chair of the network of county councils.
He said the announcement would “go some way to easing the pressures and in particular address the escalating demand
and costs of delivering social care and home to school transport. Whilst this extra funding will undoubtedly help us
protect valued frontline services, councils, of course, still face difficult decisions when setting their budgets for 2024/25.”

He called for the reformation of local government finance and to how services were provided adding: “Councils require a
long-term financial settlement to enable us to plan for, and meet, the demand from our growing elderly populations and
the more complex needs of residents requiring social care. This must be coupled with a comprehensive reform programme
to bring in line the funding envelope available to enable us to deliver effectively our statutory responsibilities.”

The majority of the funding is ringfenced for social care - this is a service usually provided by top-tier local authorities - in
this area it is provided by Surrey County Council.

The £500 million pounds announced by Government is to cover all top tier local authorities in England.
According to Surrey County Council’s most recent set of accounts, it alone spent £727m on Children, Families, Lifelong
Learning and Culture, and a further £680 million for adult social care.

For smaller local authorities such as Woking Borough Council, which has debts of about £2 billion, the extra funding from
central government works out to be about £152,000 a year, the Local Democracy Reporting Service understands.

Additionally, the four percent announced increase is below the current rate of inflation which at the time of writing was
4.2 per cent - meaning the offer, while better than before, is still a net loss for local authorities.

Deputy Leader of Woking Borough Council, Will Forster said: “We welcome this additional financial support announced by
the Government yesterday. This goes some way to filling the funding gap in local government. The majority of this
funding will go towards meeting the increasing cost of delivering adult social care by county and unitary councils, whilst
we expect the remaining funding to go towards district and borough councils, like ourselves, to alleviate the impact of
rising inflation and increased demand on our core services.”

Related reports:
Tory leader pleads with Tory Government
Surrey County chief talks to the BBC

Image: Tim Oliver credit Surrey Live

A helping hand from the Council

6 February 2024
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Epsom & Ewell Borough Council has launched a local campaign to tell residents about community support services that
offer them, and their loved ones, a helping hand.

The council offers a range of valuable services for those who are elderly or vulnerable. They are run by staff who provide
a personal and caring service, and council subsidies mean that costs are kept to a minimum. Services include:

* The Dementia Hub: respite care for people living with memory loss and dementia.

* Meals at Home: tasty, healthy meals delivered to homes in and around Epsom & Ewell, catering for any dietary
requirement. The team can even drop off shopping, too.

* Transport from Home: DBS checked drivers help people in Epsom & Ewell, who are unable to use public transport, with
door-to-door travel.

* Community Alarm: easy-to-use devices that raise an alarm in an emergency and can even help find a loved one who has
become lost whilst away from home.

* The Community & Wellbeing Centre: support hub for the over 55s; a place to relax, make friends, join activities, and feel
at home.

Residents will notice information about the services across the borough on council social media accounts including
Facebook, Instagram and X, in the council email newsletter, and in local advertising.

Councillor Clive Woodbridge, Chair of the Community and Wellbeing Committee, said: “As we become older, or for people
with additional needs, living independently can feel challenging. We also know that many of our residents are carers for
loved ones who would really benefit from our services.

Our trained teams offer care and support for people who need it most, allowing them to stay independent for longer. We
hope this campaign will reach residents who could use a helping hand and encourage them to talk to us to find out how
we can help.”

If you or someone you know could use any of these services, please talk to Epsom & Ewell Borough Council today. Call
01372 732000 or visit the website: www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/communitysupport

The Dementia Hub, meals at home and shopping service are also available for people who live outside of the borough of
Epsom & Ewell.

A question of pay for Epsom and Ewell Borough
Council

6 February 2024

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s annual allowances paid to its elected Councillors has long been lower than all other
10 Surrey Boroughs. Currently standing at the basic allowance of £4031.70 this compares with the highest paid in
Guildford of £8348. EEBC is the smallest borough in the County both in size and population.

On Thursday 25th January the councillors serving on the Strategy and Resources Committee (S&R) of EEBC voted to
increase the basic allowance for all councillors by 29% to an annual sum of £5736.90 (plus 6%). The committee’s
recommendation goes to the Full Council.

The printed decision of the meeting refers to the approval of the recommendation known as “option B” that gives the
annual figure of £5736.90. The vote taken at the meeting was “option B plus 6%”.

Cllr Robert Leach (RA Nonsuch) said that for the average number of hours of 15 per week that Councillors devoted to
Council business meant that they were the lowest paid of all Council “employees”. That the allowances had increased in
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the last 10 years at an average of 2.1% per annum. Cllr Leach proposed “option B plus 6%”.

Cllr Alison Kelly (LibDem Stamford) spoke in favour of option B on the basis that the Council needed to attract a diverse
range of people to stand as Councillors.

Subject to other Borough’s increasing allowances paid to their members for 2024/2025 the league table of allowances now
looks like this:

Council Allowances
Tandridge District Council £4.446.00
Mole Valley District Council £4 793.01
Runnymede Borough Council £5,500.00
Elmbridge Borough Council £5,512.00
Waverley Borough Council £5,609.10
Surrey Heath Borough Council £5,711.00
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council option B £5,736.90
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council £5,956.00
Spelthorne Borough Council £6,531.00
Woking Borough Council £7,380.00
Guildford Borough Council _28,348.1}0

Other increases were recommended for the chairs and vice-chairs of some of the Council’s committees.

At the same meeting the 6% increase for Council workers for 2024/2025 was confirmed with the following observations
being made in an officer’s report to the committee:

The Government has confirmed that the national living wage will rise from £10.42 to £11.44 from April 2024. This
represents an increase of 9.8% and it is acknowledged that this is significantly greater than the 6% increase which will be
applied to our pay scales from April 2024.

There is currently no formal commitment within our Pay Policy to pay the Voluntary Living Wage (vVLW) promoted by the
Living Wage Foundation as the minimum hourly rate at which an employee should be paid. The 2024/25 vLW rate for
outside of London is £12.00 per hour. This represents a 10% increase on the 2023/24 vLW rate of £10.90.

The bottom of EEBC’s lowest pay scale is £21,734 and the top of the Chief Executive scale is £151,979. This is a pay
multiple of 1:7. These figures are based on pay scales and not actual salaries.

As at 30 November 2023 the mean average pay for employees other than Chief Officers was £36,177; therefore currently
the ratio of mean average Chief Officer pay to mean average pay of other employees was 1:2.9.

The Chief Executive Officer and Directors remuneration was also considered and a 6 % increase recommended:

Post 2023/24: 2024/25: 2023/24: 2024/25:
Bottom of Bottom of Top of Top of
salary range | salary range | salary range | salary range
(£ per (£ per (£ per (£ per
annum) annum) annum) annum)

Chief £126,072 £131,016 £143,376 £151,979

Executive

Director £89,677 £93,156 £103,135 £109,323

In addition to the basic salary the CEO and Directors may receive the following additional benefits:

*Payment into the pension scheme if the employee has opted in and pays into the required employee contribution rate.
The employer’s contribution is currently 17.4% of pensionable pay, with the next actuarial valuation due 31 March 2026.

*Chief Executive and Director monthly allowance of 4% of basic salary in respect of subsistence and other expenses,
thereby reducing administration and providing a cap on the cost.

*Payment of up to two annual subscriptions to professional institutions where this is an essential requirement of the role.
Costs of memberships vary but most are around £200.
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*Allowance for the requirement to have a car for the effective performance of duties. The amount varies according to the
role of the individual.

Any CEO or Director fulfilling the role of Returning Officer at elections receives additional pay depending on whether an
election is contested and the number of electors involved.

Related reports:
Council staff to get 6% pay increase?
County CEQ’s pay rise triggering strikes?

Pay rises for Epsom and Ewell Borough Council

“Heat and Dust” epic in Epsom

6 February 2024

You don’t need to read or watch the historical romantic drama set in the British Raj epoch in India by Ruth Prawer
Jhabvala. The Chalk Pit off College Road Epsom has been the source of noise and dust generated heated debate in Epsom
and Ewell Council for years.

Conservative Councillors for Horton, Bernie Muir and Kieran Persand, in July proposed the following motion to full
Council:

“That this council mandates officers to install professional noise measurement equipment around the Chalk Pit site in
College Road, Epsom, to leave that equipment in place for a minimum period of three months, and to respond to any
breaches of noise regulations on the site with the imposition of a noise abatement order on the landowner and
any identified operators responsible for the excess noise.”

The full Council referred the matter to the Environment Committee to resolve.

The Chalk Pit site is the centre of a fiendishly complex plot of overlapping planning laws, regulations and three different
law enforcement authorities: The Environment Agency (EA), Surrey County Council and Epsom and Ewell Borough
Council.

In a detailed report to Councillors of the Environment Committee of Epsom and Ewell, sitting on Tuesday 23rd January,
officers attempted to explain.

Here is a summary of that report:

Background:

The Chalk Pit site in College Road, Epsom, has been used for light industrial purposes for around 40 years. Businesses
operating at the site include Skip It, Reston Waste, and a coach company, among others. Noise and dust emissions from
various activities, such as trommel processing, materials handling, and vehicle movements, have led to increased
complaints from nearby residents since 2021.

Complaints and Regulatory Responsibilities:

Prior to 2021, complaints were minimal, but they increased significantly in recent years. Regulatory responsibilities
involve collaboration between the local authority, Environment Agency (EA), and planning authorities (Surrey County
Council SCC and Epsom and Ewell Borough Council EEBC).

Complaints related to EA regulated processes are directed to the EA, while non-regulated sources fall under the local
authority’s jurisdiction.

Council’s Response to Complaints:

The council’s Environmental Health service conducted an extensive investigation, involving in person monitoring, remote
monitoring, and the installation of CCTV. Despite the intensive investigation, a June 2022 assessment did not provide
sufficient evidence to issue an abatement notice. A renewed effort in October 2023 identified a specific nuisance related
to a particular piece of machinery, leading to the issuance of an abatement notice.

Enforcement Actions:

The council issued Community Protection Warning Notices to the landowner and various users, mandating specific
actions. Legal steps included a notice requiring a skip company to cease operations on the site. Ongoing monitoring will
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determine compliance, potentially leading to further enforcement, including prosecution.

Financial Implications:

The investigation has incurred costs of £5,600. Potential future costs for further investigations, legal proceedings, and
appellant expenses may reach £140,000. The council is exploring funding options within existing budgets and may seek
additional funding from reserves.

Professional Opinion and Future Actions:

The report suggests that despite previous efforts, there was insufficient evidence for an abatement notice until October
2023. Ongoing construction may impact noise levels, but relevant planning conditions could help control noise. The
burden is on the council to demonstrate statutory nuisance, and further evidence may be required for potential legal
proceedings.

The report recommends that the Council continues to monitor and take necessary actions to address the noise and dust
issues at the Chalk Pit site.

Cllr Muir opened the debate: “I'm alarmed that there is even a suggestion of walking away from funding and monitoring
the Chalk Pit against the recommendations of the last Environment Committee and the previous Strategy and Resources
Committee. The Chalk Pit site has now increased its activity with another major operator, Reston. Skip-it has not yet
completed their building, with major doubts that the building will stop the problems. Anyway, there is still nuisance noise
and potential hazard of dust. The Environmental Agency stipulates this operation needs to be enclosed to protect
residents. Also, no building will address the noise and dust of skip and truck movements, which is excessive given the
massive exponential rise in truck movements. Residents still complain about noise experienced outside permitted hours,
starting any time from 5:30 in the morning. It is inevitable that noise will continue.”

She added: “On a personal level, I would not be able to live under these conditions and that they have been subjected to
for the last three years. I have sat in on all the borough meetings, which thus far have done little more than kick the can
down the road.”

Cllr. Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote and Langley) said: “the Chalk Pit situation is something that I've been involved
with, and fellow councillors and I have been involved in trying to find a resolution for a significant period of time. It gets
bounced around between the different agencies, and there is no light at the end of the tunnel for our residents, which is
deeply upsetting.” He added: ” We are primarily a Resident Association Council; we are driven to support our residents
and represent our residents, and if we don’t do this, I think we would be failing significantly in our duty.”

Cllr. Julie Morris (LibDem College) said: “It’s a complicated situation, not helped by years of everybody trying to dodge
the bullet, really. But we do understand, I think, that the Strategy and Resources Committee are taking the planning
breaches quite seriously now, which is good news. There is now light pollution to add to the noise and the dust, isn’t
there, because of the various hours of operation and some hefty bulbs that they use to be able to see down there. We can’t
just not do anything.”

The debate continued with detailed discussion of the nuisances complained of and the financial implications of the costs of
enforcement.

After a lengthy and at times heated debate the Environment Committee finally resolved to “Submit a request to the
Strategy and Resources Committee of the Council that funding be allocated from limited Council reserves to instruct
external noise consultants to conduct a fresh investigation based upon the activities on the site and that significant
complaints continue despite the buildings being constructed and commissioned. It is anticipated that further
investigations may require a substantial financial commitment of taxpayer’s funds of up to £140,000”.

Related reports:
Chalk Pit debate deferred by late abatement
Will the dust ever settle on Chalk Pit conflict?

Image - Nick Kenrick - CC BY-NC-SA 2.0 DEED

Different ways to tackle foul-deeds

6 February 2024
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Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s approach to dog-fouling in its public parks may seem rather tame compared with the
nearby Surrey Borough of Spelthorne.

Spelthorne has adopted powers in the Anti-Social Behaviour and Policing Act whereby its parks are made the subject of
“Public Space Protection Orders” [PSPO]. Under these orders fixed penalty fines can be imposed on dog walkers who fail
to clean up and indeed for walking unready with a “poo-bag”.

The order, which makes it an offence to take dogs into certain marked areas with fines of up to £1,000 if it leaves its mess
behind, has to be renewed every three years. On Wednesday, January 18 Spelthorne Borough Council’s neighbourhood
services and enforcement committee did just that.

Despite the notices, dog fouling continues to be an issue with the council receiving around 80 complaints a year. Leader
of the council, Councillor Joanne Sexton also pushed for new signage to include scannable QR codes in the hope of making
it quicker and easier to report offences - and therefore reduce the amount of dog poo lying on the ground.

Officers told the meeting that catching the antisocial behaviour in the act is extremely difficult given how brief the
indiscretions are but said that by reporting it the council could find patterns of behaviour and look to target problem
areas - turning up at 5am if that’s what the data showed.

The zones cover the council’s parks and open spaces with dogs excluded from fenced off areas such as tennis courts.
Officers told the meeting: “We would like people to report to us. If we know that a dog goes to the park at 3pm on most
days we can put in some patrols to give that person some advice - we won’t go in heavy. Our aim is always not to give
people fines but to make them compliant with rules and regulations. If people see dogs running around like crazy and
frightening their dog they should report it.”

Spelthorne Borough Council provides about 550 bins as well as dog waste disposal bags in 50 of its parks and open
spaces.

Since Spelthorne imposed the order in 2012 it has issued a total of 11 warnings under the PSPO - 2 for dog fouling, 1 for
means to collect (not having a bag), 1 dog in tennis courts, 1 professional dog walker with too many dogs, and 6 directions
given to keep a badly behaved dog on a lead.

The authority also issued 3 Fixed Penalty Notices for dog fouling offences in the same time frame (all paid).

However, Spelthorne acknowledges that dog fouling (and other dog related issues) are notoriously difficult offences to
actually enforce, as unless the dog owner is actually known to the person reporting, or officers happen to be in the right
place at the right time, there is often very little to no evidence that allows investigation.

This reality may explain Epsom and Ewell Council’s more realistic approach stated on its website:

“What can we all do about dog fouling? Report it and we’ll remove it. If you notice dog fouling, let us know by filling in our
online form ‘Street Cleansing’ at the top of this page or calling 01372 732000.”

Nevertheless, without the authority of a PSPO it still may be an offence under the Anti Social Behaviour and Policing Act
to allow a dog to persistently foul a public area, leading to the possibility of a prosecution and fine.

Surrey’s debts match Woking’s but its position is
secure?

6 February 2024

@
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Surrey County Council expects to add a further billion pounds in “additional” debt to its balance sheets but experts have
praised its financial sustainability and suggested it is better placed to cope with any potential issues.

The council currently has about £1.3 billion in capital financing requirements and has forecast this to surge to £2.4bn by
2028/29. It expects to fund much of this through borrowing.

According to its own figures the council has an estimated borrowing limit of £1.06 billion which it forecasts will grow to
£2 billion by 2028/29. It will do this, it says by borrowing an additional £1.24 billion over that time frame.

The finances were presented to Surrey County Council’s Audit and Governance committee on Wednesday January 17 and
comes as data found Surrey councils were racking up some of the biggest debts in the UK.

Analysis from the Shared Data Unit shows Woking Borough Council topped the charts owing £1.95bn as of September
2023 - working out at about £19,000 for every resident, the highest in the country. Spelthorne was second with average
debts of £10,415, per person and Runnymede fifth, on £7,270 with the Public Accounts Committee warning that these
massive debts posed a risk to local services.

Addressing the meeting was council officer Nicola O’Connor. She said: “The table does demonstrate an ongoing
commitment to capital expenditure by the council. Our capital program, to be approved in the coming weeks, remains

© 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
13


https://epsomandewelltimes.com/surreys-debts-match-wokings-but-its-position-is-secure
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/surreys-debts-match-wokings-but-its-position-is-secure

= EPSOM & EWELL TIMES

rFar the comemranity, by the community. A not-tar-proft serace

1st October 2026

ISSN 2753-2771

° L0

ambitious and remains significant in terms of our capital investment over the next five years. That does result in an
anticipated increase in our borrowing. We will manage that and review actual spend compared to forecast before we
undertake borrowing.”

She added: “There is an expectation that the borrowing of the council will increase in the coming years in order to
support and finance that ambition in the capital program.”

Surrey County Council lost £27 million from the value of its capital investments in 2023. The finance model continues the
same line the council has managed in the past with no significant changes. It sees the continuation of its plan to
“maximise our internal borrowing and to balance the long and the short term debt portfolio in order to manage that cost
of carry”.

Surrey County Council borrowed an additional £79m in 2023. This is forecast to rise by a further £156m this financial
year, with further sums of £372m, £360m, £193m, £129m and £131m added in debt in each of the following years until
2029 - bringing the total additional borrowing for £1,18 billion.

If the plan is followed through the council’s capital funding requirement would grow from £1,3bn to £2,4bn - bringing it
almost in line with bankrupt Woking Borough Council which declared itself effectively bust last year.

It would also mean the council would be spending £59m a year to service the debt through minimum revenue protection
payments. Overall the council’s financial health remains bullish, considering the serious risks other local authorities were
in.

Paul Dossett of accountancy firm Grant Thornton told the meeting that, although the council was not immune to financial
challenges hitting local authorities across the country, it had the support in place to better navigate them. He said: “It’s a
very very strong position and you have the right mechanisms in place”. He added: “Your strong governance is linked to
the fact that your financial sustainability is in a better place than some other councils. Your strong arrangements for
aching value for money is linked to the reasons of your financial sustainability.

“I’'m not downplaying the challenges you face. because you face some... but overall it’s a very strong report it will be
absolutely in our top quartile at least for these types of reports this year.”

Related reports:

Relative relief about Epsom and Ewell’s debt?
Surrey Borough running up big debts
Underinvestment hits most vulnerable

Tory leader pleads with Tory Government
Surrey County chief talks to the BBC

A blast celebrates 40 years past of Epsom Playhouse

6 February 2024

On Friday 19th January, the Band of the Coldstream Guards joined residents of Epsom to celebrate the fortieth
anniversary of the Epsom Playhouse.

Led by Director of music Lieutenant Colonel Stewart Halliday, the band performed an eclectic mix of music ranging from
classic marches to hits from the West End.

As expected the band played with military precision, and there were some virtuous solos from all sections including a
stunning performance of ‘Victors Tale’ from the film ‘The Terminal’ by principal clarinettist Lance Sergeant Natalie
White.

The audience was delighted to see the concert organiser and former Senior Director of Music, Household Division, Cllr Dr
Graham Jones MBE (RA Cuddington) pick up his baton once again to conduct the band, and encouraged the audience to
participate in the encore in the ‘Radetzky March’ by Johann Strauss.

This concert has raised awareness and funds for the Epsom & Ewell Royal British Legion and the Epsom & Ewell Mayor’s
Charities. With all programme sales being match funded by Barclays Bank.

We hope this will be the start of more world class bands coming to perform at Epsom Playhouse.
The Epsom and Ewell Times is proud to have supported the concert.

Claudia Jones - Reporter
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Image courtesy Steven McCormick Photography

Lionel Blackman, who was in the original staff team of the Playhouse when it opened 40 years ago, writes:

40 years have passed since the Epsom Playhouse first opened its doors to professional and amateur performers alike. The
Council head-hunted Graham Stansfield, a great professional, to kick-start the programme and establish the venue. The
first management was in the hands of a then young and dynamic Robin Hodgkinson. The theatre came with the
development of the Ashley Centre by the Bechtel Corporation. Originally the main hall’s retractable seating allowed
the venue to host balls and exhibitions. Today it has fixed and comfortable seating for 406 and a smaller flexible hall
space, The Myers, with a seating capacity of 80.

From those early years onward Epsom Playhouse attracted many high-class acts: The Royal Philharmonic Orchestra, the
bands of Humphrey Lyttleton, Kenny Ball and James Last. The Pasadena Roof Orchestra and the Instant Sunshine
entertainers came regularly. The world famous Stepan Grappelli once cast his magic violin over a sell-out audience and
many many more through to today. Many of the UK’s top comedians will spend an evening in Epsom when on tour: Jack
Dee, Count Arthur Strong, Harry Hill and many others. It remains the venue for the annual and very popular Christmas
Pantomime.

The venue is the permanent home of local amateur talent the Epsom Symphony Orchestra and The Epsom Players among
others.

The Epsom and Ewell Borough Council and all local residents who support the venue can be proud of The Epsom
Playhouse and its 40 year roll-call of talent, opportunity and entertainment.

Why not give up an evening of Netflix or YouTube and see some live entertainment at your local venue? Visit
www.epsomplayhouse.co.uk

Should we have a petition about petitions?

6 February 2024
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While Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s ePetition platform offers residents a voice in local decision-making, a closer
examination of the data reveals a challenging picture. From September 2016 to the present, the Council’s ePetition
system has faced difficulties in garnering community support and has seen a high rate of rejections, often on vague
grounds.

Debate Requests - An Uphill Battle for Support

a) Petition Requests Submitted for Full Council Debate: 13

b) Permitted: 4

c) Successfully Reached Required Number of 1500 for Debate: 1

The stark reality emerges when analyzing the numbers. Despite 13 petition requests for Full Council debate, only four
were permitted, with a solitary petition managing to secure the necessary support. The challenges in mobilizing
community backing for debates raise questions about the effectiveness of the ePetition platform in truly representing
resident concerns.

Rejected Petitions:
1. Continued designation of Hook Road Arena as Green Belt land
Reason for Rejection: Relates to the Council’s Planning or Licensing functions, separate statutory processes in place.
2. Railings outside the Metro Bank and Lester Bowden’s
Reason for Rejection: Relates to a matter for which this Council is not responsible or cannot influence.
3. Petition to EEBC regarding height and density regulations for Proposed building developments
Reason for Rejection: Relates to a matter for which this Council is not responsible or cannot influence.
4. Subject matter not specified in petition submission
Reason for Rejection: Does not meet the requirements of the Council’s ePetition Scheme.

5. Objection to the Epsom Hospital Development Scheme
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Reason for Rejection: Does not meet the requirements of the Council’s ePetition Scheme.
6. Hook Road speed limit & cameras
Reason for Rejection: Relates to a matter for which this Council is not responsible or cannot influence.
7. Keep Epsom and Ewell Green Belt
Reason for Rejection: Does not meet the requirements of the Council’s ePetition Scheme.
8. Fairview Road temporary homes for the homeless
Reason for Rejection: Relates to the Council’s Planning or Licensing functions, separate statutory processes in place.
9. Compulsory Purchase Order for Horton Cemetery
Reason for Rejection: Does not meet the requirements of the Council’s ePetition Scheme.

Dismayed at the Council’s refusal, made on the basis it was for the Strategy and Resources Committee not the Council
(sic), The Friends of Horton Cemetery set up their own petition on change.org

The rejection of petitions, often on grounds as vague as not complying with the ePetition Scheme requirements,
underscores the challenges residents face in navigating the system. This pattern raises skepticism about the transparency
and accessibility of the ePetition platform.

Scrutiny and Accountability

The removal of the Council Officer appearance request from the Petition Scheme in May 2023 marks a significant shift in
the dynamics of accountability, leaving residents with fewer avenues to question and scrutinize Council decisions.

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s ePetition system, while ostensibly a tool for community engagement, faces challenges
in attracting support and exhibits a high rate of rejections. The rejection of petitions on rather vague grounds raises
questions about the system’s accessibility and transparency, prompting a critical examination of the Council’s
commitment to genuinely amplifying resident voices.

For more information and to explore current and past ePetitions, visit www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk.

Image: The Surgeons Petition or The Barbers Triumphant: Science Museum, London. (CC BY 4.0)

Epsom centre brings hope to youth who need
support

6 February 2024

With one of three Surrey centres based in Epsom the multi-agency Hope Service gets a glowing Ofsted report.
Published last month the report finds that the Hope Service, provided by Surrey County Council and Surrey and Borders
Partnership NHS Trust, ‘continues to be an outstanding school’ following its previous ‘Outstanding’ inspection outcome in
2018.

The Hope Service, which is registered as a Pupil Referral Unit, offers a ‘Day Programme’ with a curriculum comprising
education, therapies and activities. This is part of the broader multi-agency Hope Service offer in Surrey which
supports young people age 11-18 who are experiencing complex mental health, emotional, social and behavioural
challenges which cannot be met by one agency alone. The Hope Service works with the young person, their family and
wider network to offer support to try and prevent placement breakdown or the need for a psychiatric hospital admission.

In a glowing report, Ofsted inspectors note that ‘pupils flourish at this inspirational school’ due to the ‘nurturing
relationships they form with staff as soon as they join’. Inspectors also found that young people receive ‘highly specialist
support, in every aspect of learning and development’ helping them to grow in confidence and in turn ‘realise their full
potential and aspire to a bright future when they leave school’.

The report also highlights that ‘staff take careful steps to construct an ambitious curriculum for every pupil’, with pupil
voice central to this and pupils’ views captured ‘at each stage when planning individual curriculum programmes’.

Inspectors found that the school has a ‘palpable air of serenity’, empowering individuals to have a ‘clear sense of self-
identity and autonomy’ and readying them for adulthood. The school also offers a significant amount of expert advice and
support to the wider community via their outreach work and parent and carer support and information sessions, with
parents and carers crediting the school for ‘giving their child hope for a positive and healthy future’.

Clare Curran, Cabinet Member for Children, Families and Lifelong Learning, said;

“I'm thrilled to see that this incredible school continues to be recognised as Outstanding by Ofsted. One of the priorities in
the Surrey Health and Wellbeing Strategy is to support children and young people with their mental health, including
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focusing on access to early, appropriate support to prevent further escalation of need, and supporting the emotional
wellbeing of parents and care givers.

“The outcomes the Hope Service achieves for Surrey children are remarkable, with staff being able to provide the support
young people need to meet their emotional and mental health needs, while at the same time providing a top quality
education delivered with high levels of personalisation, kindness and belief in each young person.

“Young people and their families come into contact with this service at a challenging time in their lives, and its vital that
we and partners are able to provide a high quality service upon which they can rely.”

The full inspection report can be found on the Ofsted website: 50234890 (ofsted.gov.uk).

You can read more about the Hope Service, including the school offer, assessment and out of hours ‘Extended Hope’ crisis
service, and free fortnightly online parent and carer support sessions on a range of topics on the Hope Service website.

Image: cc Bruce Matsunaga. Licence details

Mystery Local Plan critic revealed

6 February 2024

Epsom and Ewell Times reported in full the speech from a member of the public at the Licensing, Planning and Policy
Committee (LPPC) of 22nd November 2023. He addressed Councillors forcefully on a response to the Government’s
revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). See report here.

Undeterred the gentleman appeared again at the Thursday 18th January meeting of the LPPC. Clir. Clive Woodbridge
(RA Ewell Village) asked Chair Clir Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote and Langley Vale) to identify the speaker. As far
as we could tell his name is John Seaston or Seaton.

Following the private “members’ briefing” of 10th January about the Local Plan, reported in the Epsom and Ewell Times
HERE, there was anticipation that something would be said in public about that meeting on Thursday. Nothing was said.

The only contribution about the Local Plan was the three minutes Mr Season/Seaton was permitted. Again, our transcript
of his address is published in full. Epsom and Ewell Times invites corrections and responses to his opinions.

“Last year, this Council voted to pause the Local Plan process. In order to buy time to base its regulation 19 Local Plan on
Government’s revised NPPF. The great news is that this pause strategy worked. The critical thing now is to take full
advantage of the opportunity that you have created. To do this, you need to be very clear about the changes to NPPF that
Government has made.

There are two very important points that you must fully understand. First point: Government has clearly stated that the
standard method calculation just gives an advisory starting point. When I spoke to you at the start of your last meeting,
I emphasized how Government has used its standard method to set a negotiation anchor. Government has now admitted
that its anchor is not credible. So it has rebranded it as an advisory starting point. It is critical that all councillors and
officers involved in a Local Plan process fully understand that there is nothing binding about the standard method
number.

You do not need to meet this target in full. You do not even need to meet half this target. You do not have to meet any
specific proportion of this target. You just need to meet the actual needs of our borough.

Second point: Paragraph 145 of the new NPPF states there is no requirement for Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed or
changed when plans are being prepared or updated. That was a direct quote from NPPF.

Could government have been any clearer? In case you missed it, there is no requirement for Green Belt boundaries to be
reviewed or changed. I have highlighted during previous LPPC meetings that this Borough can fully meet its actual
housing need over the plan period using only brownfield sites and previously developed land within the Green Belt.

In the Regulation 18 Local Plan, Council used the brownfield sites shortfall versus government’s anchor to declare the
exceptional circumstances required to alter Green Belt boundaries. The two changes to NPPF that I have just highlighted
together with the quantum of brownfield and previously developed sites available in the Borough make this declaration of
exceptional circumstances and resulting changes of Green Belt boundaries unjustifiable.

It would not be consistent with achieving a balanced Local Plan which meets Council’s legal duty to achieve biodiversity
net gain and a credible local nature. Any proposals to change Green Belt boundaries in the regulation 19 Local
Plan would expose Council to legal challenge. And the associated cost and programme overruns as well as angering the
residents you are supposed to serve.”
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Related reports:

Local Plan costs eat into Council reserves

Local Plan to move forward after passionate debate
Local Plan (2022-2040) Un-Pause Recommended
Cllr Persand intervenes ahead of Local Plan debate

and many many more. Search “local plan” in search function above.

Image: Clockwise from Chair: Clirs - Steven McCormick (RA), Peter O'Donovan (RA), public speaker (Seaston / Seaton), Keiran Persand (Con), Julie Morris (LibDem), Clive Woodbridge (RA), Phil Neale (RA), Steve Bridge
(RA), Council officers.
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