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Epsom and Ewell  Council  votes  for  continuing a
local Mayoralty after its abolition, for a small fee …
22 July 2026

Epsom and Ewell could retain its mayor, civic traditions and borough regalia after the borough council is abolished next
year following a vote by councillors.

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council agreed on Tuesday 21 July to ask the Government to establish Charter Trustees for the
borough. The new East Surrey Council will also be asked to support the proposal.

The trustees would preserve the ceremonial office of Mayor of Epsom and Ewell after East Surrey Council assumes
responsibility for local services on 1 April 2027.

They would not exercise normal council  powers.  Their  duties would be limited to maintaining the mayoralty,  civic
ceremonies, historic rights and property such as the borough’s regalia.

Councillor Neil Dallen (RA, Town), who proposed the recommendations, said he had been approached by scores of
residents concerned about what would happen to the mayoralty.

“The number of  residents that  have come to me about what’s  going to happen about the mayor have been quite
numerous,” he said. “I won’t say they’re in the hundreds, but they’re certainly in the tens, probably closer to 100.

“I have been a mayor, and there are a number of other councillors here who have been a mayor. Once you’ve been a
mayor, I think you appreciate what the residents want as a mayor, and it will be a great loss if we don’t have a mayor.”

Cllr Dallen said several members of the new East Surrey Council had indicated support, although the final decision would
not rest with Epsom and Ewell.

“We’ve got to get agreement of East Surrey to do this,” he said. “But I’ve spoken to three or four East Surrey councillors,
and they are all very much in favour of keeping the mayor.”

Before the main debate, Councillor Alex Coley (Independent, Ruxley) attempted to have the proposal referred to the
Strategy and Resources Committee. His move was defeated.

Cllr Coley argued that the proposal had come directly to Full Council without committee scrutiny, public consultation or a
detailed estimate of its eventual cost.

Charter Trustees may ask East Surrey Council to fund their activities during the first year. After that, they can raise a
council tax precept. The council report said the average Band D charge among existing Charter Trustee bodies was
around £2.50 a year, with examples ranging from 46p to £5.

Cllr  Coley  drew a  comparison with  the  council’s  recent  Community  Governance Review,  in  which 82 per  cent  of
approximately 2,200 respondents opposed the establishment of parish councils.

“The Charter Trustee item in front of us contains powers to raise a precept – i.e. council tax,” he said. “There was no
consultation on this. It does include precepting powers and would create a new instituted body, and I believe that it
should go to consultation.”

He added: “We don’t know what this will cost because no work has been done on costing it. For those reasons, I’d like this
to go to Strategy and Resources for a debate where questions can be answered.”

Cllr Dallen said referring the proposal to committee could cause the borough to miss a narrow legislative window.

“There are two or three reasons why I think we need to make the decision tonight,” he said. “There is the urgency of
trying to get a response before March 31 because, if we don’t get a response and we’re not set up, then everything goes
into East Surrey and we lose control.”

He said East Surrey would meet the first year’s cost and described even a possible £5 annual charge as “really good value
for money for having a mayor in the borough”.

Councillor  Alison Kelly (Lib Dem, College)  supported retaining a  recognisable  civic  institution when the borough
becomes part of a much larger authority. “Epsom and Ewell, as a relatively small borough, has benefited from a strong
local identity,” she said. “With the new unitary authority, there is a risk that we will lose our distinctiveness.”

She said discussions with businesses, charities and East Surrey councillors had indicated appreciation for the mayoralty.
“In this case, the relatively small additional charge would be outweighed, in my opinion, by the funds the mayor’s
charities have gained,” she said.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-council-votes-for-continuing-a-local-mayoralty-after-its-abolition-for-a-small-fee
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-council-votes-for-continuing-a-local-mayoralty-after-its-abolition-for-a-small-fee


3rd September 2026

© 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
2

Former mayor Councillor Robert Leach (RA, Nonsuch) said his year in office had shown him that the mayoralty was
particularly appreciated by residents who might otherwise receive little civic recognition. “The people who valued the
mayor were often some of the most disadvantaged people,” he said, recalling presenting certificates to children with
special educational needs.

“People really felt honoured. Sometimes I almost felt embarrassed. They were saying, ‘We’re greatly honoured to have His
Worshipful the Mayor here,’ and I was sitting there thinking, ‘Why?’ But they do really value it.”

He acknowledged concerns about a precept but said the borough already possessed its mayoral regalia, gowns and
chains, making the cost of continuing the office comparatively modest.

Councillor Peter O’Donovan (RA, Ewell Court), another former mayor, said the office involved far more than its small
number of compulsory civic engagements. “You do as much as you like because it’s such a fantastic position to hold,” he
said. “It’s raising money for charities and seeing people.”

He recalled one child asking his father who the mayor was. “The dad said, ‘That’s the King of Epsom.’ So I’m royalty now
as well,” he joked.

Councillor Alan Williamson (RA, West Ewell) said he had changed his mind after initially concluding that the scale of
local government reorganisation counted against retaining a separate Epsom and Ewell mayor. “I think it’s necessary for
the community to have a focal point, a focus of civic pride and for local identity,” he said. “If we lose that, we’ll be losing
something significant.”

He warned that many residents did not yet appreciate “the enormity” of the borough council’s abolition. “We’re going to
be subsumed into a rather amorphous administrative unit known as East Surrey, which very few people will be able to
relate to on a day-to-day level,” he said.

Councillor Rachel King (RA, Town) said Charter Trustees could also help preserve Epsom and Ewell’s formal relationship
with its French twin town, Chantilly. “The structure of the French government is such that it has to be twinned between a
government body in France and a government body in the UK,” she said. “This would enable twinning to happen for our
existing twinning and if we were to look for further twinning in the future.”

Councillor James Lawrence (Independent, College) opposed the proposal, arguing that councillors had not learned from
the rejection of parish councils. “When the public were last asked for a precepting authority, they said no,” he said. “It is a
concern to me that the learning moment from our last consultation seems to be: don’t consult, just take the decision
straight to Full Council.”

He said that, despite growing up in the borough, he had little awareness of the mayor before becoming a councillor. “Not
once did I come across the mayor,” he said. “I think I once saw a picture of someone in funny clothes wearing a big gold
chain, which is largely accurate.”

Cllr Lawrence also questioned whether a mayor chosen from among councillors could claim to represent residents in the
same way as a directly elected officeholder. “The mayor is not popularly elected,” he said. “It’s not chosen by the people
of this borough. It’s chosen by a bunch of politicians.”

Councillor Clive Woodbridge (RA, Ewell Village) said the council was not itself creating the trustees but ensuring that
East Surrey and the Government had an opportunity to consider doing so. “There’s a narrow window of opportunity,” he
said. “If we don’t pass it today, then it won’t happen. At least we give it a chance of happening.”

Cllr  Coley returned to the potential  demands on East Surrey’s ten councillors representing Epsom and Ewell.  The
regulations require at least five Charter Trustees, who would elect a mayor and deputy mayor from among themselves.
“Half of all councillors will need to be Charter Trustees minimum,” he said. “We know that the unitary councillors will
have an extraordinary workload. They will be doing the work of the district and of the county.”

He added that continuing costs could include civic events, hospitality, expenses and administration, not merely the
preservation of existing regalia.

Council leader Hannah Dalton (RA, Stoneleigh) said consultation was not legally required because Charter Trustees
would have ex-officio membership and exclusively ceremonial responsibilities. She stressed that neither Epsom and Ewell
nor East Surrey could guarantee that the Government would approve the request. “The answer from the ministry may be
no. The answer from East Surrey may be no,” she said. “But if we don’t do it, and we don’t do it now, we are actually
going to have lost that opportunity altogether.”

The recommendations were carried. The voting figures were not announced.

Under the proposal, the Government would need to introduce a further statutory instrument, approved by both Houses of
Parliament. East Surrey Council must support the application before it can proceed.

The full council report can be read here.

Sam Jones – Reporter

.

https://democracy.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/documents/s41526/LOCAL%20GOVERNMENT%20REORGANISATION%20-%20CHARTER%20TRUSTEES.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/author/sam-jones
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Related reports
Epsom and Ewell Times LGR reader survey results – the poll found a clear majority of participating readers
opposed retaining even a ceremonial borough mayoralty.

Epsom and Ewell to ditch Parish Councils plan

Sun sets on Residents’ Associations’ cherished Parishes for Epsom and Ewell

Epsom and Ewell Parish councils decision looms amid questions over cost, timing and scrutiny

LGR and CGR, what’s the difference for Epsom and Ewell?

Where do we stand on local government reorganisation in Epsom and Ewell and the county?

Local government reorganisation: What will it mean for Epsom and Ewell?

May’s heat infuses Epsom and Ewell Council chamber with leadership closely contested – reporting the election
of Cllr Lucie McIntyre for the borough council’s final scheduled mayoral year.

Bitter  exchanges  in  Epsom  and  Ewell  Council
Chamber on Local  Plan oversight
22 July 2026

A bid to force greater councillor oversight of Epsom and Ewell’s Local Plan was defeated after an extraordinary council
meeting descended into bitter accusations of dishonesty, procedural obstruction and democratic failure.

The motion, proposed by Councillor Kieran Persand (Conservative, Horton) and seconded by Councillor Julian Freeman
(Lib Dem, College), was rejected by 15 votes to 12, with three abstentions, on Tuesday 21 July.

It sought to instruct the Licensing and Planning Policy Committee (LPPC) to review additional Local Plan documents
submitted to the Government-appointed Planning Inspector after the 2025 examination hearings.

It  also  called for  consultation responses not  to  be sent  to  the Inspector  without  LPPC approval.  By the time the
extraordinary meeting was held, however, the consultation had closed, 346 responses had been submitted and a further
examination hearing had taken place on 2 July.

Recognising that events had overtaken parts of his original motion, Cllr Persand attempted to substitute proposals for an
independent external review of the Local Plan’s governance.

His amendment questioned whether delegated authority allowing officers to propose “changes and corrections” to the
plan and its supporting documents had been used more extensively than councillors intended.

It listed eight additional documents, covering urban sites, the Green Belt, potential housing allocations, sustainability,
habitats, infrastructure and transport. Cllr Persand argued that the “scale and significance” of these documents raised
questions about whether they should have gone before LPPC.

The proposed review would have examined:

The use of delegated powers during the examination;

Whether LPPC had fulfilled its constitutional role;

Whether councillors received adequate opportunities to scrutinise material changes;

Whether appropriate constitutional and legal advice was available;

How governance and transparency could be improved.

A separate factual report would have listed the documents submitted, the powers relied upon and the reasons they had
not been considered by LPPC beforehand. The review’s findings would have gone to the Standards and Constitution
Committee, the Planning Inspector and the shadow East Surrey Council.

Cllr Persand said the purpose was “to strengthen governance, transparency and democratic accountability, not to revisit
the planning merits of the Local Plan”.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-times-lgr-reader-survey-results
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/16293-2
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/sun-sets-on-residents-associations-cherished-parishes-for-epsom-and-ewell
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-parish-councils-decision-looms-amid-questions-over-cost-timing-and-scrutiny
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/lgr-and-cgr-whats-the-difference-to-epsom-and-ewell
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/where-do-we-stand-on-local-government-reorganisation-in-epsom-and-ewell-and-the-county
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/local-government-reorganisation-what-will-it-mean-for-epsom-and-ewell
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/mays-heat-infuses-epsom-and-ewell-council-chamber-with-leadership-closely-contested
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/bitter-exchanges-in-epsom-and-ewell-council-chamber-on-local-plan-oversight
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/bitter-exchanges-in-epsom-and-ewell-council-chamber-on-local-plan-oversight
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Mayor rejects amendments

Mayor Councillor Lucie McIntyre (RA, West Ewell) rejected the amendment under Full Council Rule 17.5 after taking
officer advice.

She ruled that it was outside the scope of the published motion and did not identify a source of funding for an external
review.

“The proposed amendment has no relation to the scope of the original motion,” she said. “It would not be in order to allow
your proposed amendment, which seeks to make decisions which have no bearing on the original motion and provides no
source of funding for the request.”

Cllr Persand disputed the ruling. “You’ve just quoted back my amendment, not really telling me why it’s out of scope,” he
said. “It is about the Local Plan, but it’s also about transparency and governance, which the original motion was about.”

The Mayor said she had made her decision and invited him to follow the issue up in writing after the meeting. Following
further exchanges, she agreed to adjourn the meeting so that Cllr Persand could prepare a revised amendment.

After consulting the Chief Executive and legal advisers Cllr McIntyre rejected the second version on the same basis.

When Cllr Persand continued to challenge the decision, she warned that she would ask him to leave the meeting if he
persisted. “I have made my decision,” she said. “I have given my rationale. I am not going to discuss it any further.”

Councillor Bernie Muir (Conservative, Horton) intervened after another member called out during Cllr Persand’s speech.
“This is not normal,” she said. “I haven’t seen this happen at county or anywhere else, where a member of the floor has
piped up in the middle of someone’s speech.”

The Mayor then warned all members against interruptions.

“Masterclass” in democratic failure
Forced to proceed with his original motion, Cllr Persand launched a fierce attack on the council’s administration and
handling of the plan. “This Local Plan process has become a masterclass of how not to conduct democratic decision-
making,” he said. “Time and again, councillors have been denied the opportunity to do the very jobs residents elected us
to do – scrutinise.”

He accused the council of cancelling meetings, delaying discussions and relying too heavily on decisions taken under
delegated authority.

“Important decisions have been taken away from the committee whose constitutional role is to review, consider and help
shape the Local Plan,” he said. “Councillors have too often been told what has been decided instead of being given the
opportunity to help make those decisions.”

Cllr Persand claimed LPPC chairman Councillor Peter O’Donovan (RA, Ewell Court) had previously admitted not reading
what was submitted to the Inspector.

“Think about that,” he said. “The chairman of the committee responsible for planning policy doesn’t know what was
submitted in the council’s name. If that does not ring alarm bells across this chamber, I genuinely do not know what will.”

He also criticised the absence of a legal officer when constitutional concerns were previously raised at LPPC.

“Members were asked to consider important constitutional issues without legal advice being available in the room,” he
said. “That should be a concern to every councillor here, regardless of political party.”

Cllr Persand said residents had been encouraged to spend hours responding to consultations but increasingly believed
their views had “disappeared into a black hole”.

“Whether residents supported the Local Plan or opposed it is almost beside the point,” he said. “They deserve confidence
that their views have been properly considered and that decisions affecting the future of this borough are being taken
openly and transparently. That confidence has been damaged.”

He argued that the affair was symptomatic of broader problems at the council, referring to recent Audit and Scrutiny
Committee criticism of the procedure followed over an urgent decision concerning Rainbow Leisure Centre dilapidations.

“What we are seeing is not one isolated issue,” he said. “It points to a wider pattern where proper scrutiny is too often
treated as optional, where transparency comes too late and where councillors are expected to accept decisions that have
already been made rather than being given the opportunity to shape them.”

Motion “out of time”
Councillor Steve McCormick (Conservative, Woodcote and Langley Vale) agreed with the motion’s underlying concerns
but acknowledged that one of its proposed instructions was no longer capable of being implemented.

“Major, highly sensitive Local Plan evidence submitted under delegated authority was sent to a Planning Inspector
without prior consideration or scrutiny by the Licensing and Planning Policy Committee,” he said. “When the committee
tasked with setting out our planning framework is bypassed, our elected members are sidelined and our residents are
completely left in the dark.”

However, the consultation had already closed and its responses had been sent to the Inspector. “Recommendation two is
simply out of time,” Cllr McCormick said. “All 346 responses have long been sent to the Inspector, and the hearing itself
concluded on July 2.” He added: “We cannot rewrite the past, but we must urgently address how we restore transparency,
enforce  committee  oversight  and  ensure  our  residents  are  never  shut  out  again  as  we  move  towards  the  main
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modifications stage.”

Councillors “struggled” to participate

Councillor James Lawrence (Independent, College), elected in 2023, said he had struggled to become meaningfully
involved in Local Plan decisions. “I haven’t been able to be involved in a single public committee, apart from the one
committee in November 2024, which released over 1,000 new pages in seven days to read,” he said.

“That’s not a realistic way to run a committee system. We’re not resourcing our committee system properly. You cannot
make considered decisions on that basis.” Cllr Lawrence said committees should be properly engaged because they
provided the principal means by which backbench councillors could influence decisions. “If we just get presented with
1,000 pages and seven days to read them, you’re not going to get a meaningful decision,” he said.

Councillor Kate Chinn (Labour, Court) said the “spirit of the motion is absolutely correct”. “We need a plan for the
borough,” she said. “It needs to go to Licensing and Planning Policy Committee to make those decisions in the authentic
and proper way.”

Cllr Muir described three recurring problems: “Transparency, scrutiny and a fair understanding of our concerns.”

“It has been an almighty struggle to actually have any input that’s been considered,” she said. “We cannot treat members
like this. When you treat members like this, you are treating our residents like this.” She said councillors in other
authorities were astonished when told how the process had operated in Epsom and Ewell. “Every single member in this
room should feel appalled – absolutely appalled – at how we are consistently treated,” she said.

Councillor Christine Howells  (RA, Nonsuch) said the sole issue should be whether the correct process had been
followed. “It is eminently clear that this process was fundamentally flawed,” she said. “Due diligence now has to take
place to show transparency, accountability and regain trust in the system.”

She urged members to put “duty, honesty and integrity” above political allegiance, warning: “This vote will be judged and
scrutinised by the residents.”

“Democracy is being subverted”

Councillor Chris Ames (Labour, Court) linked the Local Plan dispute to wider concerns about transparency and officer
decisions. When he began referring to the Rainbow Leisure Centre dilapidations issue, the Mayor twice directed him back
to the motion. The Mayor being the daughter of Cllr Neil Dallen, who Ames has criticised in connection with the alleged
“cover-up” of the £500,000 dilapidations Rainbow Centre bill.

“I really don’t think it’s for you to tell me what my speech is to be about, Madam Mayor,” he replied. “If I think this is
relevant, I will make this point. I will not be silenced.”

He accused the administration and senior council figures of using procedural rules to prevent legitimate debate.

“There’s a pattern here,” he said. “Procedural rules are being used all the way along to stop councillors discussing things.
This is supposed to be a democratic council, and democracy is being subverted.”

Defence of officers and administration

Councillor Clive Woodbridge (RA, Ewell Village) mounted a forceful defence of council officers and rejected opposition
claims that the process lacked transparency.

“One of the most disgraceful things about this whole Local Plan process is the way that the opposition criticises officers –
officers who work diligently and hard on behalf of us and our residents, and they’re not in a position to fight back,” he
said. He described Cllr Ames’s criticism as “unconscionable” and called on opponents to reconsider the appropriateness
of their language.

Cllr Woodbridge said opposition councillors had been given time to prepare an amendment which could properly be
debated but had failed to do so. “Rather than blaming us, blaming the Mayor or blaming officers for this, they only have
themselves to blame,” he said.

He said an officer had given a lengthy explanation at the previous LPPC meeting and the council’s Monitoring Officer had
repeatedly stated that the constitution and due process had been followed. “It’s not about transparency,” Cllr Woodbridge
said. “They just don’t like the answer that they get.”

He alleged that the opponents’ real objective was to stop the plan. “What they’re dressing up as transparency and
integrity is that they want to stop this Local Plan,” he said. “We know we have to deliver a Local Plan for our residents
that protects the Green Belt, protects our environment and delivers the housing that our current and future generations
need.”

Cllr Woodbridge nevertheless agreed that residents and councillors should be involved when the Inspector’s proposed
main modifications were published.

Delegation dispute

Councillor Shanice Goldman (Conservative, Nonsuch) said she had been an LPPC member when the disputed delegated
authority was approved. “In no uncertain terms, we were told that the delegated authority was going to be for the purpose
of making small changes, including grammatical errors and spelling mistakes,” she said. “We were not told that material
changes would be made by way of delegated authority.”
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She said members had been misled about the effect of their decision, while stressing that she was not alleging bad faith.
“We took a vote with the information that was given to us,” she said. “That information was misleading. It was wrong.”

Councillor Alex Coley (Independent, Ruxley) said he had raised infrastructure issues directly at the examination hearing
because he felt unable to do so through the council. “I made the point that I did it in that forum because I’m not able to do
it at this council, either by committee or by talking directly to officers,” he said.

Although the Inspector suggested that councillors and officers should communicate, Cllr Coley said he had received no
subsequent approach from the planning policy team. “This blanket, umbrella coverage of delegated authority suggests
that councillors are not allowed to take part any more in their own process,” he said.

Councillor Alison Kelly (Lib Dem, Stamford) rejected Cllr Woodbridge’s contention that critics wanted to derail the Local
Plan. “What we want is a Local Plan that has fulfilled all the consultation that’s necessary,” she said. “My personal
disappointment was that we couldn’t have had an extra LPPC meeting before those original documents were submitted.”

She added: “I definitely want a Local Plan because it’s in the residents’ interest to have a Local Plan.”

“Worst-run council”

Cllr Freeman, who seconded the motion, strongly criticised the handling of the meeting itself.

He said the original motion had been available for two weeks, yet councillors received procedural advice shortly before
the meeting which raised doubts about what they could debate. “This should have been quite a simple, straightforward
process,” he said. “Instead, it has descended into farce, with people shouting out, being accused of things and being told
they can’t talk about this and they can’t talk about that.”

Drawing a comparison with the shadow East Surrey Council, where he serves as a member, he described Epsom and
Ewell as “probably the worst-run council I’ve ever had experience of….. For me, there has been a complete lack of due
process,” he said. “This underlines why it is a good thing, in my view, that this council will soon cease to exist.”

He added: “In the end, I think there has been a failure of adequate oversight over this whole Local Plan process.”

The Mayor subsequently said Cllr Persand’s amendment had been submitted at 6.39pm, but corrected herself after he
protested, confirming it had been sent at 5.04pm. The original motion had been published two weeks earlier.

LPPC chairman rejects accusations

Cllr O’Donovan disputed Cllr Persand’s assertion that he did not know what had been submitted.

“I did not read the actual responses, but I was in full conversation with the Head of Planning Policy and Economic
Development,” he said. “I knew what was being asked, what was being replied to and therefore I was in full knowledge of
what was being sent.”

He stressed that delegated authority did not require him to sign off individual documents. “I have to make it clear: under
the delegated authority, it is not for me to sign anything off,” he said. “But I was well aware of what was being said.”

Responding to Cllr Goldman, Cllr O’Donovan said the full wording of the delegation appeared in the committee papers
available to councillors before the November 2024 meeting. “I did not mislead anything,” he said. “The full motion was
there, and you could have read it.”

Cllr O’Donovan said the necessary political decisions had been made during preparation of the plan. During examination,
responsibility for the process rested with the Planning Inspector, who requested additional evidence to address concerns
about soundness. “That work was completed under the delegated authority granted in November 2024,” he said.

The Inspector then approved publication of the additional documents for consultation. At the 2 July hearing, she indicated
that documents submitted during the examination could only be withdrawn at her direction.

“As the documents and consultation responses have been published on the examination webpage under the direction of
the Inspector, both parts of the motion being considered this evening cannot be implemented,” he said.

Cllr  O’Donovan  said  the  Inspector  appeared  likely  to  find  the  plan  sound,  subject  to  main  modifications.  Those
modifications would be consulted upon before Full Council decided whether to adopt them. “If we decide not to, then the
plan will not be found sound, and we will be in serious trouble,” he said.

Cllr Goldman replied that she had read the papers and fully participated in the November 2024 debate.

“Members of the committee queried the scope of the delegated authority,” she said. “We were then given assurances by
the chair that the scope would be limited to small changes, including grammatical errors. That’s what we were told.”

Accusations of lying

In his final reply, Cllr Persand accused Cllr O’Donovan of making two false statements and said video evidence supported
his account of what the LPPC chairman had previously said. “You did say that you hadn’t read the papers,” he said. “That
is on a video recording.”

He accused Cllr O’Donovan of having “passive involvement versus active involvement” as LPPC chairman and said it was
inappropriate given the significance of the Local Plan. “You’re under no obligation to read a paper for us, but you are
under an obligation not to mislead the committee and to lie,” he said – apparently meaning not to lie.

Cllr Persand maintained that the November 2024 delegation had been presented as covering minor amendments rather
than the material changes subsequently submitted. “There is a culture in this chamber and council where scrutiny is
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treated as an inconvenience, where transparency is something to be managed rather than embraced,” he said.

He rejected claims that the opposition wanted to defeat the plan. “All of us want a Local Plan. All of us want a sound Local
Plan,” he said. “It’s the RA who are bulldozing decisions through without proper consultation, notification or working with
other councillors.”

Cllr Persand turned his fire on the Residents’ Association’s record in local government, arguing that voters had already
passed judgement in the East Surrey elections, at which only two RA candidates were elected. “You will not be leaving a
positive legacy,” he told the administration. “Residents made that very clear in the last local elections.”

Cllr O’Donovan immediately objected to being accused of lying. “I’ve been accused of deliberately misleading the council
and lying,” he said. “I just think that is unacceptable language.”

“I’m not lying,” he added during a brief exchange across the chamber.

The Mayor ended the argument and called the vote. Twelve councillors supported the motion, 15 opposed it and three
abstained.

The motion was therefore defeated, leaving the additional examination documents without the retrospective LPPC review
sought by its supporters. No external governance review or factual report will be commissioned under Cllr Persand’s
rejected amendment.

The meeting closed at 8.22pm.

Sam Jones – Reporter

.

Related reports
Fresh Local Plan row as residents challenge legality of latest Epsom and Ewell consultation

Did Epsom and Ewell councillors approve more Green Belt release?

Persand parses the Local Plan process in Epsom

Next phase in the journey of the Epsom and Ewell Local Plan announced

Epsom and Ewell Local Plan tensions surface as committee debate curtailed by chair

Fresh Local Plan row as councillor questions Green Belt revisions and governance at Epsom and Ewell

Epsom & Ewell’s Council responds to Local Plan concerns

Epsom and Ewell Local Plan next phase

Whose Local Plan is it anyway?

Epsom and Ewell Council response to Local Plan criticism

“It’s my meeting”: Cllr Dallen stops questions about his role in alleged Rainbow “cover-up”.

Surrey Council leader thinks new PM will back a
County Mayor
22 July 2026

Surrey County Council’s leader says he expects Andy Burnham to “turbocharge” initiatives that could see the county get
its own elected mayor.
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Speaking at a meeting of the full council, Councillor Tim Oliver said he “fully expects” the new Prime Minister to lean
hard into the devolution of powers to England’s regions.

Councillor Oliver is serving a final stint in office before the county council he leads is abolished, along with Surrey’s 11
district councils. These will be replaced next April by two unitary councils in East Surrey and West Surrey, each of which
will be responsible for all local government services in its respective area.

But Councillor Oliver expressed his hope that these reforms will go one step further, leading to the creation of an
overarching elected mayor for all of Surrey.

He said he is “pleased to see” progress being made towards the establishment of a foundation strategic authority (FSA) –
a county-wide body that would serve as a stepping stone towards a new mayoralty.

Councillor  Oliver  said:  “Having seen the Secretary of  State last  week at  the LGA (Local  Government Association)
conference, I know it is his hope to establish that FSA here in Surrey. And I’m confident that will lay the ground for a
directly elected mayor of Surrey in the near future.”

Former Greater Manchester Mayor Andy Burnham, who was elected as MP for Makerfield last month succeeded Keir
Starmer as Prime Minister yesterday

Mr Burnham has championed greater devolution of powers to regional governments across Britain, which is set to be a
signature part of his policy programme. He served for nine years at the head of Greater Manchester’s combined authority,
a body that brings together the region’s 10 boroughs under one directly elected mayor.

Councillor Oliver said he hopes Mr Burnham’s experience as a regional mayor will inspire him to roll out further devolved
powers and new mayoral authorities.

He said: “I fully expect our incoming Prime Minister to turbocharge that devolution agenda, having seen first hand the
benefits of a mayoral system – and with change, growth, and improvements in local services that can be delivered.”

The abolition of Surrey County Council comes as part of a wider local government reorganisation, which is seeing mergers
in many “two-tier” authorities where there are separate county and district councils.

Areas with this two-tier structure have local government responsibilities split between these two types of council, while
newer unitary authorities oversee all services.

Councillor Oliver said he believes Surrey County Council officers and councillors have “a record to be proud of”.

“We said we would make Surrey fit for the future, and we have done just that,” he added. “Over recent years, many
councils across the country have struggled, and Surrey has met those challenges head-on and thrived. Our finances have
been transformed to a point where we have a stable, balanced budget, even in the face of extreme pressures.”

Elections were held for the West Surrey and East Surrey “shadow authorities” in May, which will work to get the new
councils up and running in time for the handover of power in April 2027.

Councillor Oliver previously told the Local Democracy Reporting Service (LDRS) it is his “expectation” that Surrey could
be ready for mayoral elections in 2028, alongside four other new combined authorities.

However, this would depend on the green light for its creation being given by central government.

James Moules Local Democracy Reporter

.

.

Related reports

Epsom Council leader’s delayed response to additional local government layer initiative – 7 July 2026

Mayoralty is not for Surrey Leader – 13 June 2026

East Surrey Unitary lack of devolution detail – 16 April 2026

Devolution or dilution? And who decides? – 13 April 2026

Cllr Dalton seeks another layer of local government – 13 April 2026

Surrey to have a Mayor? – 18 December 2025

All change! Epsom and Ewell Borough Council approaching its final stop? – 8 January 2025

Epsom’s leader welcomes more power for Surrey County Council – 23 November 2023

.

.

.
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Wild Arts  brings Mozart  and opera favourites  to
Surrey
22 July 2026

Opera will be coming to Surrey this summer as the touring company Wild Arts presents Mozart’s The Marriage of Figaro
in Guildford and at Titsey Place.

The production visits the Yvonne Arnaud Theatre in Guildford on Friday 7 August before returning to the county for a
performance at Titsey Place, near Oxted, on Sunday 6 September.

Titsey Place will also host An Evening of Opera on Saturday 5 September, combining well-known operatic arias with songs
from classic musicals.

Founded in 2022, Wild Arts takes opera and classical music to theatres, country houses, gardens and other distinctive
venues around the UK. Its productions favour intimate staging, imaginative costumes and close engagement between
performers and audiences rather than large sets and heavy touring equipment.

The company also supports singers, musicians and theatre practitioners at the beginning of their professional careers
through its Emerging Artist Programme.

Its new production of The Marriage of Figaro marks the directorial debut of international opera singer Danielle de Niese.
Orlando Jopling conducts the ten-player Wild Arts Ensemble, with the opera performed in English in a new translation by
de Niese and Jopling.

Mozart’s comedy follows Figaro and Susanna on the morning of their wedding, when they discover that their employer,
Count Almaviva, has designs on the bride-to-be.

A day of disguises, misunderstandings and plotting follows as servants attempt to outwit their master and ensure that the
wedding goes ahead. Among the opera’s best-known musical moments are its fizzing overture, the Countess’s aria “Dove
sono” and the jubilant finale.

The cast includes Jack Sandison as Figaro for the Guildford performance, Ellie Neate as Susanna, Timothy Nelson as
Count Almaviva and Elinor Rolfe Johnson as Countess Almaviva. Matt Siveter takes over the role of Figaro for the
September performances.

They are joined by Abbie Ward as Cherubino, Olivia Ray as Marcellina, Timothy Dawkins as Bartolo and Antonio, William
Searle as Don Basilio and Don Curzio, and Eleanor O’Driscoll as Barbarina.

Wild Arts describes the production as an evening of “sparkling tunes, tangled romances and razor-sharp wit”, staged with
bold costumes, inventive props and an emphasis on pace and storytelling.

The company’s second Surrey offering, An Evening of Opera, is intended to provide an accessible introduction to the art
form as well as an entertaining programme for established opera enthusiasts.

Devised and directed by Guido Martin-Brandis, the semi-staged production follows four singers through a 75-minute story
of intrigue, jealousy, comedy and love, accompanied by a string quintet.

The programme brings together music by Handel, Mozart, Puccini, Rossini and other leading opera composers alongside
songs by Irving Berlin, Leonard Bernstein, Rodgers and Hammerstein and Noël Coward.

Selections include the Flower Duet from Delibes’ Lakmé, the overture to Rossini’s William Tell, “Anything You Can Do”
from Annie Get Your Gun, “On the Street Where You Live” from My Fair Lady and “Make Our Garden Grow” from
Candide.

The Surrey performances are:

The Marriage of Figaro
Friday 7 August – Yvonne Arnaud Theatre, Millbrook, Guildford GU1 3UX

An Evening of Opera
Saturday 5 September – Titsey Place, Oxted, Surrey

The Marriage of Figaro
Sunday 6 September – Titsey Place, Oxted, Surrey

Further information and booking links are available from the Wild Arts website and its dedicated Marriage of Figaro page.
Tickets for the Guildford performance are available through the Yvonne Arnaud Theatre.

Lionel Blackman Photo: Marriage of Figaro scene courtesy Wild Arts
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New  Gatwick  wetland  aims  to  reduce  flood  and
drought risks
22 July 2026

A new wetland capable of holding up to 600,000 litres of water has been created near Gatwick as part of efforts to make
the Upper Mole catchment more resilient to flooding, heatwaves and prolonged dry weather.

The South East Rivers Trust has completed the latest phase of a project using natural measures to slow, store and filter
water before it travels downstream.

Across two sites, the environmental charity has created the wetland and reconnected 100 metres of river with its natural
floodplain.

The wetland will collect rainfall and surface water, releasing it gradually downstream. Restoring the connection between
the river and its floodplain will also give water more space to spread out and be held temporarily during periods of heavy
rain.

The measures are intended to ease pressure on downstream communities when rainfall is intense, while keeping more
water in the landscape during hot and dry periods. The restored areas should also provide new and improved habitats for
wildlife.

The work was funded by London Gatwick through its Decade of Change sustainability programme, a strategy covering 10
environmental and social priorities up to 2030.

The latest phase, delivered between July 2025 and June 2026, included:

Installing more than 50 “leaky barriers” to slow the movement of water;

Planting a 100-metre hedgerow containing 400 native trees;

Bringing two more landowners into the catchment project; and

Monitoring rainfall, river levels and water clarity to study how water moves through the landscape.

Leaky barriers are carefully positioned structures made from natural materials such as branches and logs. Under normal
conditions, water can continue to flow through them, but during heavier rainfall they slow the flow and hold back some of
the water temporarily.

George Biggs, project officer at the South East Rivers Trust, said the recent spell of hot and dry weather illustrated one
side of the challenge facing the area.

“During the current hot and dry weather, it can be difficult to imagine how quickly heavy rainfall can create problems for
our rivers and local communities,” he said.

“The Upper Mole responds very rapidly when it rains, with water moving quickly through the catchment. By restoring
wetlands, reconnecting rivers with their floodplains and installing leaky barriers, we can give that water more space and
more time.

“These measures help create a healthier, more resilient landscape that is better prepared for both very wet and very dry
conditions. They also provide valuable new habitats for wildlife.”

The Upper Mole is particularly responsive to rainfall because of its clay soils, modified river channels and surrounding
urban development. Heavy rain can move rapidly downstream, increasing the risk of flooding and placing additional
pressure on water quality and river habitats.

Natural flood management seeks to tackle those problems nearer their source by working with the landscape to slow,
store and filter water.

Mark Edwards, head of sustainability at London Gatwick, said: “This important initiative, delivered in partnership with the
South East Rivers Trust, is a vital part of London Gatwick’s Decade of Change sustainability programme.

“This partnership is a great example of bringing together technical expertise, landowners and local knowledge to deliver
practical measures that support biodiversity, water quality and climate resilience.

“It demonstrates how London Gatwick can support enhancements to the local area outside the airport.”

Further restoration work is now being planned across the Upper Mole catchment. Proposals include restoring an old pond
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so that it can store more water and support biodiversity, installing additional leaky barriers and designing another
wetland to improve water quality and availability.

The partners also intend to extend the project into another of the Upper Mole’s six waterbodies, continue monitoring the
measures already installed and hold community engagement days about the river and natural flood management.

The project initially concentrated on the headwaters of the River Mole, including Baldhorns Brook near Rusper. Its longer-
term ambition is to expand throughout the Upper Mole catchment and demonstrate how nature-based measures could
help restore other urban river headwaters across the South East.

Monitoring equipment is recording rainfall, river levels and turbidity – a measurement related to water clarity – so that
the Trust can assess how the catchment and the completed interventions respond to wet weather.

Further information about the Gatwick Airport Natural Flood Management Project is available from the South East Rivers
Trust.

Sam Jones – Reporter

.

Photo: Weed clearing – courtesy South-East Rivers Trust

Surrey University leads research against anti-biotic
resistance
22 July 2026

Faster  and  more  effective  ways  to  treat  pseudomonas  aeruginosa,  a  bacterium  identified  by  the  World  Health
Organization (WHO) as one of the most life-threatening pathogens, could be on the cards thanks to a first-of-its-kind 3D
computer model developed by the University of Surrey.  

The model has shown how pseudomonas aeruginosa grows and reshapes its protective layer and spreads to new surfaces.
The WHO estimates that bacterial antimicrobial resistance – where antibiotics are no longer effective – was directly
responsible for 1.27 million deaths worldwide in 2019 alone. 

In a study published in npj Biofilms and Microbiomes, researchers used BioDynaMo, an open-source simulation platform
developed as part of an international collaboration involving the University of Surrey and partners worldwide, to create a
three-dimensional agent-based model (ABM) that recreates how pseudomonas aeruginosa forms biofilms.  

Biofilms are communities of bacteria encased in a protective sticky layer made up of sugars, proteins and DNA that allows
them to cling to surfaces and resist antibiotics. For Pseudomonas aeruginosa, these biofilms commonly form in flowing
environments such as catheters and plumbing systems. 

Unlike previous computer models, the Surrey-developed ABM captures how biofilms grow under constant fluid flow –
similar to real-world conditions – and how the bacteria naturally break away from them to spread and colonise new
surfaces. The team validated the simulation against laboratory experiments, demonstrating that it accurately reproduces
the growth, structure and detachment patterns seen in real bacterial biofilms. 

Ryan Bournes, postgraduate researcher at the University of Surrey and lead author of the study, said: 

“Biofilms are incredibly difficult to study because many of the important interactions happen at a microscopic level. Our
model allows us to simulate these processes in a virtual environment, making it much easier to test new ideas and
understand how these bacteria spread without solely relying on costly and time-consuming laboratory experiments.” 

As well as helping scientists study pseudomonas aeruginosa, the modelling framework could be adapted to investigate
other biofilm-forming bacteria and predict how factors such as fluid flow, surface design and bacterial behaviour influence
the spread of infection.  

Dr Roman Bauer, Senior Lecturer at the University of Surrey’s Computer Science Research Centre and BioDynaMo
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spokesperson, said: 

“Antimicrobial resistance is steadily rising due to the overuse and misuse of antibiotics, so finding faster and smarter
ways to understand the behaviour of pathogens is essential.  

“Using BioDynaMo, we’ve been able to recreate for the first time how Pseudomonas aeruginosa biofilms grow, change
shape and spread under flowing conditions – biological processes that would be extremely difficult, expensive or even
impossible to observe directly. This gives researchers a powerful new tool for virtual testing before moving into the
laboratory.” 

The research could help researchers optimise experiments, reduce laboratory costs and support the development of safer
medical devices, hospital plumbing systems and other environments where harmful biofilms can form. 

Surrey University

.

Image:  Artist’s  impression  of  Pseudomonas  aeruginosa  bacteria  encased  within  a  protective  biofilm under  flowing
conditions.
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