Consultation on the Proposal from Elmbridge Borough Council, Mole Valley District Council, and Surrey County Council
Consultation for 2 unitary councils: 
1. East Surrey (Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate and Banstead, Tandridge) 
2. West Surrey (Guildford, Runnymede, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Waverley, Woking) 
Top of Form
Question 1: Does the proposal suggest sensible economic areas and geographies which will achieve a single tier of local government for the whole of Surrey?

Yes

Please explain your answer, including any comments on whether this proposal suggests sensible economic areas (for example reflect economic geography/travel to work areas/functioning economies) for councils with an appropriate tax base that does not create an undue advantage or disadvantage for one part of the area, and a sensible geography that will help to increase housing supply and meet local needs.

The proposal suggests sensible economic areas based on Geography. These areas are neither too large or too small unlike the 3 geography model which does not have a large enough tax base and therefore does not have the requisite economies of scale to make the efficiencies required across Surrey. This model establishes a tax base that is equitable across both East and West Surrey.

Question 2: Will the local government structures being put forward, if implemented, achieve the outcomes described?
 Yes
Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the evidence and analysis to support the proposals.

The 2 geography split provides for around the correct number of per head population and a sensible economy of scale. A split into 3 areas would further increase overheads and is therefore not supported by the Claygate Parish Council. This structure has the potential to achieve the outcomes described but this council has concerns about how the new structure will address specific local issues especially with the proposal for new local area groups representing the many stakeholders in each area of which the Parish Council is one group. Unfortunately the proposal does not recognise the unique role that Parish and Town Councils hold in bridging this gap nor do these new local groups allow for precepting in areas where there is not an existing Parish or Town Council.

Question 3: Is the proposal for unitary local government of the right size to achieve efficiencies, improve capacity and withstand financial shocks and is this supported by a rationale for the population size proposed?

Yes

Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the efficiencies identified to help improve the councils’ finances, how it will manage transition costs and any future service transformation opportunities identified.

The proposed size of 2 the unitary councils appears to be sensible with a wide enough tax base to achieve efficiencies and improve capacity unlike the proposal for 3 unitary authorities which are not going to be large enough to withstand financial shock or provide sensible economies of scale and capacity.

Question 4: As an area covering councils in Best Value intervention and in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support, do you agree the proposal will put local government in the area as a whole on a firmer footing?
As of 17 June 2025, councils in Surrey in Best Value intervention are Spelthorne Borough Council and Woking Borough Council.
As of 17 June 2025, the council in Surrey in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support in 2025/26 is Woking Borough Council.
Yes

Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the area-specific arrangements necessary to make new structures viable.

Yes as above the proposal for 2 areas - East and West Surrey is sensible. However the government needs to recognise that specific arrangements need to be implemented to ensure that the new structures have viability, particularly the proposal for West Surrey which currently has 2 borough councils in intervention. There has not been an adequate proposal from the Government for dealing with this situation and it is not appropriate for the new council of West Surrey to be saddled with the debts of Woking and Spelthorne from day one. An appropriate mechanism for managing this needs to be proposed by the Government. There also has to be a resolution to the issues in Woking and Spelthorne without burdening East Surrey with this issue. East Surrey has been managed well by the original boroughs and should not be burdened with the debt from Woking and Spelthorne.

Question 5: Will the proposal prioritise the delivery of high quality and sustainable public services to citizens, improve local government and service delivery, avoid unnecessary fragmentation of services and lead to better value for money in the delivery of these services?

Yes

Please explain your answer, including any comments on the public service reform opportunities within the proposal, including social care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and wider public services, including public safety.

There is hopefully an improvement to be made in the new structure due to economies of scale and merging the boroughs into unitary authorities. However we have concerns about the effectiveness of Surrey County Council and their ability to manage all of the new services. Being the only Parish Council in Elmbridge we have benefitted by being part of a well run borough (Elmbridge) with financial stability. We are not as convinced that Surrey is as able to manage this type of transition or indeed be as accountable and responsive to the electorate. The engagement model we have had with Surrey County Council was largely all channelled through our local councillor who was excellent but was somewhat of a bottleneck for issues. We welcome the idea of increased local area engagement through implementation of local area committees but these do not recognise the unique role of town and parish councils and their precepting abilities. Nor does this model recognise that there will be gaps in those areas which do not benefit from an existing town or parish council as a result.

Question 6: Has the proposal been informed by local views, and does it consider issues of local identity and cultural and historic importance?

No

Please explain your answer, including any comments on the local engagement activity undertaken on the proposal and how it is proposed that any local concerns will be addressed.

There has been a roadshow by local borough councillors in Elmbridge to answer questions regarding the consultation however that was in the earlier stages. The current proposal of the split into two (while we agree with it broadly as a Parish Council) or three councils (which we do not agree with as a Parish Council) has not been widely consulted on due to the pace at which the Government is trying to implement the changes. The proposal is considering how communities will be consulted but does not recognise the status of Parish Councils or their precept raising powers which are different to many other community stakeholders. Claygate is unique in that it is the only Parish Council in our borough (Elmbridge) yet the borough consultation on local engagement is treating Parish Councils like any other stakeholder. The Parish Council does have a unique role in raising and addressing local concerns at present and has a large level of engagement with Elmbridge Borough through regular and dedicated quarterly meetings with local councillors and their council officers. There are concerns that we will not have the same level of engagement with the new Unitary authority. Claygate Parish Council is a key stakeholder in linking the Unitary Authority to their local electorate in Claygate and should be recognised as such with an appropriate engagement model.

Question 7: Does the proposal support devolution arrangements?

No

Do you have any comments on the proposed devolution arrangements?

The proposal for a Mayor of Surrey is somewhat grandiose - Mayoral institutions are not known for their cost reduction capability and could actually increase overheads substantially. So it depends what the Government are trying to achieve. Are they trying to achieve real devolution of power or are they trying to cut costs. The answer to both of these objectives is possibly not a combination of Mayors and Unitary councils. We would suggest that cost reduction may not be achieved as the cost of running the Mayoral infrastructure could outweigh any reductions achieved by Unitary Councils. We are therefore not in favour of a Mayor of Surrey as part of this new structure. We are particularly concerned about how the new Unitary Authority would choose to continue with services currently run by the borough - If the new Unitary Authority decide to discontinue certain services how will those services be covered by community groups - especially those who are not supported by a Parish Council who have precept raising powers?

Question 8: Will the proposal enable stronger community engagement and deliver genuine opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment?

No

We are not convinced about this. Especially in Elmbridge where there are no other Parish Councils. We think that the proposals are likely to further alienate the electorate and put them at arms length. It is actually extremely difficult to get engagement with Surrey County Council at present even as a Parish Council. Everything has to be channelled through the local councillor with next to no liaison meetings. The level of borough engagement that the Parish Council had with Elmbridge was very good with regular quarterly meetings with executives and councillors so the new Surrey model we feel could place the Parish Council into a more difficult engagement model. There is also no recognition in the new model of the status of parish councils treating them in a similar way to many other community organisations - this cannot be correct given their precept raising powers and their special mandate from their local electorate.  

Do you have any comments on the proposed approach to community engagement?
Question 9: Do you have any other comments on the proposed local government reorganisation in Surrey?
Please provide any comments:

Suggest that we address the letter to Jim McMahon in here?

Continue Save and come back later…



Consultation on the Proposal from Borough Councils of Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Reigate and Banstead, Runnymede, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Waverley, and Woking, and Tandridge District Council
Consultation for 3 unitary councils: 
1. East Surrey (Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate and Banstead, and Tandridge) 
2. North Surrey (Elmbridge, Runnymede, and Spelthorne) 
3. West Surrey (Guildford, Surrey Heath, Waverly, and Woking).  
 
Top of Form
Question 1: Does the proposal suggest sensible economic areas and geographies which will achieve a single tier of local government for the whole of Surrey?
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any comments on whether this proposal suggests sensible economic areas (for example reflect economic geography/travel to work areas/functioning economies) for councils with an appropriate tax base that does not create an undue advantage or disadvantage for one part of the area, and a sensible geography that will help to increase housing supply and meet local needs.
Question 2: Will the local government structures being put forward, if implemented, achieve the outcomes described?
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the evidence and analysis to support the proposals.
Question 3: Is the proposal for unitary local government of the right size to achieve efficiencies, improve capacity and withstand financial shocks and is this supported by a rationale for the population size proposed?
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the efficiencies identified to help improve the councils’ finances, how it will manage transition costs and any future service transformation opportunities identified.
Question 4: As an area covering councils in Best Value intervention and in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support, do you agree the proposal will put local government in the area as a whole on a firmer footing?
As of 17 June 2025, councils in Surrey in Best Value intervention are Spelthorne Borough Council and Woking Borough Council.
As of 17 June 2025, the council in Surrey in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support in 2025/26 is Woking Borough Council.
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the area-specific arrangements necessary to make new structures viable.
Question 5: Will the proposal prioritise the delivery of high quality and sustainable public services to citizens, improve local government and service delivery, avoid unnecessary fragmentation of services and lead to better value for money in the delivery of these services?
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any comments on the public service reform opportunities within the proposal, including social care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and wider public services, including public safety.
Question 6: Has the proposal been informed by local views, and does it consider issues of local identity and cultural and historic importance?
 Yes No
Please explain your answer, including any comments on the local engagement activity undertaken on the proposal and how it is proposed that any local concerns will be addressed.
Question 7: Does the proposal support devolution arrangements?
 Yes No
Do you have any comments on the proposed devolution arrangements?
Question 8: Will the proposal enable stronger community engagement and deliver genuine opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment?
 Yes No
Do you have any comments on the proposed approach to community engagement?
Question 9: Do you have any other comments on the proposed local government reorganisation in Surrey?
Please provide any comments:
Continue Save and come back later…


Consultation on the Proposal from Borough Councils of Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Reigate and Banstead, Runnymede, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Waverley, and Woking, and Tandridge District Council
Consultation for 3 unitary councils: 

East Surrey (Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate and Banstead, and Tandridge) 

North Surrey (Elmbridge, Runnymede, and Spelthorne) 

West Surrey (Guildford, Surrey Heath, Waverly, and Woking).  

 

Question 1: Does the proposal suggest sensible economic areas and geographies which will achieve a single tier of local government for the whole of Surrey?
 
No

Please explain your answer, including any comments on whether this proposal suggests sensible economic areas (for example reflect economic geography/travel to work areas/functioning economies) for councils with an appropriate tax base that does not create an undue advantage or disadvantage for one part of the area, and a sensible geography that will help to increase housing supply and meet local needs.

The 3 geography model which does not have a large enough tax base and therefore does not have the requisite economies of scale to make the efficiencies required across Surrey. Splitting Surrey into 3 areas will simply increase costs. We are not in favour of the 3 council model for this reason. It also reduces the economic viability of each council.

Question 2: Will the local government structures being put forward, if implemented, achieve the outcomes described?
 
No

Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the evidence and analysis to support the proposals.

3 councils will equate to 3 sets of overheads and running costs and simply makes the councils less economic - nor does this proposal suggest a sensible tax base for services with less residents in each of the 3 economic areas.

Question 3: Is the proposal for unitary local government of the right size to achieve efficiencies, improve capacity and withstand financial shocks and is this supported by a rationale for the population size proposed?

No

Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the efficiencies identified to help improve the councils’ finances, how it will manage transition costs and any future service transformation opportunities identified.

The proposed size of 2 the unitary councils appears to be sensible with a wide enough tax base to achieve efficiencies and improve capacity unlike the proposal for 3 unitary authorities which are not going to be large enough to withstand financial shock or provide sensible economies of scale and capacity. 

Question 4: As an area covering councils in Best Value intervention and in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support, do you agree the proposal will put local government in the area as a whole on a firmer footing?
As of 17 June 2025, councils in Surrey in Best Value intervention are Spelthorne Borough Council and Woking Borough Council.

As of 17 June 2025, the council in Surrey in receipt of Exceptional Financial Support in 2025/26 is Woking Borough Council.

No

Please explain your answer, including any specific comments on the area-specific arrangements necessary to make new structures viable.

The proposal for 3 areas - North, East and West Surrey is not sensible for all the reasons above. 

However whatever the Government does, it needs to recognise that specific arrangements need to be implemented to ensure that the new structures have viability, particularly the proposal for North and West Surrey which currently has 2 borough councils in intervention. There has not been an adequate proposal from the Government for dealing with this situation and it is not appropriate for the new councils of North and West Surrey to be saddled with the debts of Woking and Spelthorne from day one. An appropriate mechanism for managing this needs to be proposed by the Government. There also has to be a resolution to the issues in Woking and Spelthorne without burdening East Surrey with this issue. East Surrey has been managed well by the original boroughs and should not be burdened with the debt from Woking and Spelthorne. 

Question 5: Will the proposal prioritise the delivery of high quality and sustainable public services to citizens, improve local government and service delivery, avoid unnecessary fragmentation of services and lead to better value for money in the delivery of these services?
 No
Please explain your answer, including any comments on the public service reform opportunities within the proposal, including social care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and wider public services, including public safety.

3 sets of every structure for all of the above is simply not economically viable and should not be encouraged if the government is trying to save money. If the government is trying to tailor services locally then there is perhaps an argument for 3 unitary authorities but this proposal will certainly not reduce costs and provide economies of scale as well.

However we have concerns about the effectiveness of Surrey County Council and their ability to manage all of the new services. Being the only Parish Council in Elmbridge we have benefitted by being part of a well run borough (Elmbridge) with financial stability. We are not as convinced that Surrey is as able to manage this type of transition or indeed be as accountable and responsive to the electorate. The engagement model we have had with Surrey County Council was largely all channelled through our local councillor who was excellent but was somewhat of a bottleneck for issues. We welcome the idea of increased local area engagement through implementation of local area committees but these do not recognise the unique role of town and parish councils and their precepting abilities. Nor does this model recognise that there will be gaps in those areas which do not benefit from an existing town or parish council as a result.

Question 6: Has the proposal been informed by local views, and does it consider issues of local identity and cultural and historic importance?
 
 No

Please explain your answer, including any comments on the local engagement activity undertaken on the proposal and how it is proposed that any local concerns will be addressed.

There has been a roadshow by local borough councillors in Elmbridge to answer questions regarding the consultation however that was in the earlier stages. The current proposal of the split into two (while we agree with it broadly as a Parish Council) or three councils (which we do not agree with as a Parish Council) has not been widely consulted on due to the pace at which the Government is trying to implement the changes. The proposal is considering how communities will be consulted but does not recognise the status of Parish Councils or their precept raising powers which are different to many other community stakeholders. Claygate is unique in that it is the only Parish Council in our borough (Elmbridge) yet the borough consultation on local engagement is treating Parish Councils like any other stakeholder. The Parish Council does have a unique role in raising and addressing local concerns at present and has a large level of engagement with Elmbridge Borough through regular and dedicated quarterly meetings with local councillors and their council officers. There are concerns that we will not have the same level of engagement with the new Unitary authority. Claygate Parish Council is a key stakeholder in linking the Unitary Authority to their local electorate in Claygate and should be recognised as such with an appropriate engagement model.

Question 7: Does the proposal support devolution arrangements?
 No

Do you have any comments on the proposed devolution arrangements?
The proposal for a Mayor of Surrey is somewhat grandiose - Mayoral institutions are not known for their cost reduction capability and could actually increase overheads substantially. So it depends what the Government are trying to achieve. Are they trying to achieve real devolution of power or are they trying to cut costs. The answer to both of these objectives is possibly not a combination of Mayors and Unitary councils. We would suggest that cost reduction may not be achieved as the cost of running the Mayoral infrastructure could outweigh any reductions achieved by Unitary Councils. We are therefore not in favour of a Mayor of Surrey as part of this new structure. We are particularly concerned about how the new Unitary Authority would choose to continue with services currently run by the borough - If the new Unitary Authority decide to discontinue certain services how will those services be covered by community groups - especially those who are not supported by a Parish Council who have precept raising powers?
Question 8: Will the proposal enable stronger community engagement and deliver genuine opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment?
  No
Do you have any comments on the proposed approach to community engagement?
We are not convinced about this. Especially in Elmbridge where there are no other Parish Councils. We think that the proposals are likely to further alienate the electorate and put them at arms length. It is actually extremely difficult to get engagement with Surrey County Council at present even as a Parish Council. Everything has to be channelled through the local councillor with next to no liaison meetings. The level of borough engagement that the Parish Council had with Elmbridge was very good with regular quarterly meetings with executives and councillors so the new Surrey model we feel could place the Parish Council into a more difficult engagement model. There is also no recognition in the new model of the status of parish councils treating them in a similar way to many other community organisations - this cannot be correct given their precept raising powers and their special mandate from their local electorate.  
Question 9: Do you have any other comments on the proposed local government reorganisation in Surrey?
Please provide any comments:
Per Jim McMahon Letter
Continue Save and come back later…
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