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Foreword

This document sets out our shared vision for the future of local government in
Surrey. We have worked together, across the county, across councils, and across
the political spectrum, to develop a proposal that delivers the best outcome for the
people and businesses of Surrey.

Our objective has been to pull together a proposal that will drive economic growth,

deliver housing, and i mprove value for money
desire for a set of councils that recognise local identities, and are close enough to

communities to enable the place-based solutions that are so critical to delivering best

value.

Our proposal paves the way for the creation of a Mayoral Strategic Authority for
Surrey, led by an elected Mayor of Surrey who will work alongside local leaders to
support a strategic and coordinated vision across the county, opening up the
opportunities to take advantage of the Government's devolution offer to further
improve outcomes for the residents and businesses of Surrey.

Under pinning our proposal i's the assumption
related to Woking Borough Council, will be addressed to enable a successful
transition to the new, unitary framework.

Our proposal outlines six essential principles for local government reorganisation,
ensuring that it:

1 Supports economic growth, housing and infrastructure delivery.
1 Unlocks devolution.
T values and advocates for Surreydés unique |
1 Provides strong democratic accountability, representation and community
empowerment.
1 Secures financial efficiency, resilience and the ability to withstand financial
shocks.
1 Delivers high-quality, innovative and sustainable public services that are
responsive to local need and enable wider public sector reform.

Having robustly and comprehensively considered each of these principles, we have
concluded that three unitary authorities is the best configuration for Surrey.

These new councils, East Surrey, West Surrey and North Surrey, are more than just

l' ines on a map. They reflect the countyds re
reflect the lived reality of our residents, and the practical considerations of our

businesses.

Surreyb6s residents also told us that they ov
three unitary authorities by more than a 3:1 ratio.
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When we examined the evidence, we found that two unitary authorities would be
remote from the communities they serve, disconnected from residents and partners,
reactive in service delivery, and reliant on outdated means of engagement to
overcome a significant democratic deficit.

But the impact is greater than just identity. There is no two-unitary option for Surrey

t hat would not divide and fragment the
economic areas, baking in strategic inconsistency and economic incoherence from
the start, and so significantly hindering economic growth.

We acknowledge the risks of change, particularly in statutory services for children
and adults, whilst noting the status quo is not delivering for service users consistently
or council taxpayers efficiently. Our approach will be to continue our positive
collaboration to manage these risks by changing step-by-step incrementally,
leveraging economies of scale and scope through shared services where it makes
sense, whilst eliminating waste and directing resources to the frontline service
providers locally in our communities.

This proposal offers the chance to redesign not only how services are delivered by
local authorities, but also to achieve the best outcomes for residents - working
together with our partners across the county. It places local leaders in Surrey in the
strongest possible position to deliver
growth, empower local people, and deliver high-quality, innovative public services.

This is just the beginning. We look forward to continuing to work together to improve
local government in Surrey.
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Executive summary

This document outlines our proposal for the future of local government in Surrey.

The current two-tier system has been in place for fifty years. We now have a once-in-
a-generation opportunity to change things - to get the organisation of local
government right for Surrey, creating a structure that will stand the test of time.

If we make the right choice, we can build a system that empowers communities,
improves economic growth and sets a new standard for excellence in public service
delivery for all our residents and businesses.

We believe our proposal offers a ciovhgpeel | i ng
the structure of | ocal government is built a
functional human and economic geographies. By aligning local government with

well-defined and understood places, we can create a system that is more

responsive, effective and attuned to the diverse needs of the people, communities

and businesses that call Surrey home.

Put simply, we believe that local authorities with administrative boundaries that
reflect functional and locally recognised areas are better equipped to meet the needs
of these areas. They will also improve the potential for partnership working across
the system and with community partners.

Crucially, our proposal will also lay the essential foundations to unlock devolution

and create a meaningful economic footprint upon which a Mayoral Strategic

Authority for Surrey can be established, i n | ine with the gover nme
growth. With the new unitary authorities able to adopt a coherent and strategic

approach to planning for growth, the new Surrey Strategic Authority, led by a newly

elected Mayor, will be in the strongest possible position to use their devolved powers

to deliver on the national mission of growth, ensuring a strategic regional approach

to skills, transport and planning.

In addition to these significant economic and democratic benefits, our analysis
clearly demonstrates that our proposal significantly improves financial efficiency. Our
work has found that our proposal for three new unitary authorities is financially
viable, resulting in significant savings compared to the current two-tier system of
local government. Despite the potential for significant annual savings through
reorganisation and transformation, we note that much of this will be needed to deal
with budget pressures forecast to come down the line.

Stranded debt remains an unresolved issue, and we would welcome further
discussions with government for dealing with this in Surrey to best enable successful
set-up and a sustainable future of unitary local government. This is particularly
important given the expected implications of the Fair Funding Review and concurrent
need to manage the ever-increasing demand pressures faced by high-risk services
such as social care and housing and homelessness support. To achieve the benefits
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of reorganisation, the stranded debt of Woking Borough Council must be written off
as part of the governmentds considerations w

In short, we propose the establishment of three new unitary authorities to replace the
current two-tier system of local government.

Our proposed new unitary authorities are:

New unitary authority Former districts and boroughs
Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate &

East Surrey Banstead and Tandridge

North Surrey Elmbridge, Runnymede and Spelthorne

West Surrey \(IBVLgL?I]%rd, Surrey Heath, Waverley and
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We have also considered the viability of a two unitary authority model.

To be clear, the decision between two or three unitary authorities is far more than
one of mere administrative convenience or numbers on a spreadsheet i it
represents a choice between a system of local government that actively fosters and
encourages community empowerment, local decision making and strong place
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leadership, and one that while certainly aspiring to it, will lack the institutional and
strategic clarity to drive growth and embrace truly local decision making.

Through our proposed three-unitary model, we have demonstrated our commitment
to ensuring that the new unitary authorities in Surrey serve as exemplars of
decentralising institutional power and empowering communities. The structure of the
new councils will enable us to adopt, embed, and accelerate innovative participative
methods, enhancing local decision-making and community engagement at the
neighbourhood level. In our proposal we outline examples of inspiring case studies
of work already carried out in Surrey, as well as those from elsewhere that can drive
meaningful community empowerment and economic growth.

We would appreciate the chance to discuss further with government fundamentally
rethink delivery, and to explore opportunities for innovative reform as part of this
process.

A two unitary authority model, | acki ng alignment with Surrey
areas, places and identities will embed economic incoherence and conflicting growth

incentives, and cannot meaningfully empower local people due to its democratic

distance and disconnection of residents from the levers of power. We have

considered whether systems like community boards would help, and concluded that,

as demonstrated by the experience of Wiltshire, that these will not resolve the

fundamental issues.

Our view is the product of significant analysis and local engagement, as well as a
review of the experience of local government reorganisation elsewhere in England.
We have worked collaboratively with local authorities across Surrey and have carried
out engagement with residents and key stakeholders.

Over 3,000 residents from right across Surrey responded to our early engagement
survey. They expressed a clear preference for three unitary authorities (63%)
compared to a two-unitary configuration (17%). They also told us that the most
important priorities for them from local government reorganisation are
overwhelmingly local, demonstrating the importance of maintaining a close
connection to decision making and for new unitary councils that recognise and reflect
place-based priorities.

Similarly, stakeholders and partners across the county recognised the significant
opportunity that local government reorganisation presents to reduce duplication,
streamline processes and enhance collaboration across the public, voluntary and
community sectors. That said, they were also concerned that local knowledge and
community connections may be lost as larger unitary authorities are formed,
resulting in decision-makers being distanced from the specific needs and priorities of
local communities and leading to less-informed and less-effective decisions.

Local government reorganisation is complex and not without risk, both in the initial
implementation and later transformation periods to realise the full benefits. In
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recognition of this complexity, our proposal concludes with a detailed implementation
and transformation plan. We have prioritised the ongoing delivery of critical business
as usual services while consolidating systems, assets and contracts to maximise
benefits, minimise risk and support transformation. Our approach will ensure ongoing
efficiency and effective service delivery while enabling a smooth transition.

This proposal is a summary of the work carried out to date. We would welcome
further discussions with ministers and civil servants. As we all recognise, this is a
once-in-a-generation chance to reshape Surrey's future for the better and establish a
successful model for local government reorganisation and devolution.

Shaping Surreyodés Future 9




Scoring of options

The table below sets out a summary of our analysis and options appraisal, highlighting the extent to which a two- or three-unitary
configuration performs against the criteria for LGR set out by government.

Our evidence shows that both two- and three-unitary configurations would create financially sustainable local authorities, improving
services for residents. Both options deliver significant savings against the current model.

Most importantly, our analysis shows that three unitaries would perform significantly better in terms of meetnggover nment 6 s wi d
objectives for local government. In particular, our analysis demonstrates that a three-unitary structure enables the county to foster

economic growth, deliver new homes and support infrastructure investment. It also better reflects Surrey's diverse places,

identities, and communities.

Importantly, our early engagement of Surrey residents shows that this is their favoured solution, with residents particularly
emphasising the importance of decisions being made as locally as possible, by a council that understands local issues.

Adopting an approach that allows the new unitary authorities to plan across functional economic areas will enable us to fully realise
the growth potential of these distinct areas and make the most efficient use of limited resources. Local authority boundaries that
align with functional economic areas are better equipped to develop and implement policies that meet the specific needs of these
areas, enhancing the capacity for partnership working and improving strategic decision-making in the economic development of
Surrey and the wider South East. These boundaries also coincide with those of other public sector organisations, such as Surrey
Police.

Importantly, a three-unitary structure will lay the essential foundations for devolution and create a meaningful economic footprint to
establish a Mayoral Strategic Authority. With the new unitary authorities able to take a coherent and strategic approach to planning
for growth, the new mayoral authority will be in the strongest possible position to use its devolved powers to deliver on the national
mission of growth, ensuring a strategic regional approach to skills, transport, and planning.

We have scored the criteria for the remaining options between one and five T one meaning it meets very few or none of the
criteriondbs requirements, three meaning it meets some ofteridhe r eq!
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No weighting has been applied as the criteria provided by ministers did not indicate greater significance or weighting should be
applied to some criteria over others.

Scoring - summary

Principle Status quo 1 unitary 2 unitaries 3 unitaries

Supports economic growth, housing and
infrastructure delivery.

Unlocks devolution

Val ues and advocates f
identities and places.

Provides strong democratic accountability,
representation and community empowerment.

Secures financial efficiency, resilience and the
ability to withstand financial shocks.

Delivers high-quality, innovative and sustainable
public services that are responsive to local need
and enable wider public sector reform.

Total score (out of possible score of 30)

The full reasoning behind the scores applied are set out on the following pages.

Shaping Surreybés Future 11




Scoring i in full

Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
1 Boundaries Integrates 1 Joins up Aligns local
implemented investment decisions on authority
fifty years ago decisions in local investment in boundaries with
do not reflect infrastructure and local Surreyods
Surreyd planning within a infrastructure functional
current single unitary and planning economic areas,
functional authority. within unitary driving
economic Struggles to authorities. economic
geography. provide cohesive Local authority growth, housing
9 Decisions on leadership boundaries do delivery, and
investment in across diverse not align with infrastructure
Supports !ocal commur_mities and functiongl development
economic mfrastruct_ure economic economic areas, the_lt reflect the
growth and pla_mnlng geographies. embedd_lng unique
housin’ d are split Is too large to economic 3 character and
) g an between design and incoherence and needs of each
infrastructure 19 . o |
delivery. lower- and deliver services diluting the place.
upper-tier tailored to local strategic focus of Provides local
authorities, needs, hindering new authorities, leadership and
leading to the growth as seenin makes policy
disjointed potential of local Dorset LGR. and investment
strategic economies. Faces decisions that
decision- Faces challenges challenges in best support the
making. in housing housing delivery priorities and
1 Districts and delivery due to due to spanning challenges of
boroughs spanning multiple multiple housing each part of
provide housing and and economic Surrey,
cohesive place economic geographies, including local

leadership, but

geographies,

which inhibits

plan making in

Shaping

Surreyos

Futur e



Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
many powers which inhibits effective housing real housing
and functions effective housing strategy and market
that foster strategy and delivery, as seen geographies.
growth sit with delivery, as seen in Cheshire and Is deeply rooted
the county in Cheshire and Wiltshire LGR. in the
council, which Wiltshire LGR. Risks community communities it
is too large to Risks community detachment, serves, enabling
design and detachment, erosion of trust, new councils to
deliver erosion of trust, reduced act as powerful
services reduced responsiveness, advocates for
aligned to responsiveness, and impeded their area,
local needs. and impeded infrastructure placing
infrastructure planning by residents and
planning by merging local
merging divergent stakeholders at
divergent geographies into the heart of
geographies into a single council, decision-
a single council, as observed in making.
as observed in Somerset and
Somerset and North Yorkshire
North Yorkshire LGR.
LGR.

1 With upper-tier One unitary Two unitary Three unitary
functions authority would authorities would authorities
sitting with not enable the enable the would enable

U Surrey County establishment of establishment of the
nlocks . : : :
devolution Counc_ll, _ a Stratfeglc a Strat_eglc 4 estabhshr_nent of
establishing a Authority on a Authority across a Strategic
Strategic county footprint. the county Authority across
Authority on a Surrey would footprint or a the county

county

need to join a

wider geography.

footprint or a

Shaping
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Principle

Shaping

Surreyos

Futur e

inhibits growth.

Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
footprint would neighbouring 1 Unitary wider
not be mayoral authority boundaries do geography.
possible. to achieve not align with With local
Surrey would devolution. functional authority
need to join a Unable to economic boundaries that
neighbouring effectively geography, align with
mayoral represent and resulting in functional
authority to foster conditions economic economic areas,
achieve that catalyse incoherence. the new unitary
devolution. local economic This undermines authorities will

1 Thereis growth across the effectiveness be able to
potential for the strategic of a Mayoral provide a
duplication geography, Strategic coherent and
between continuing the Authority, which strategic
upper-tier and status quo and would have to approach to
strategic not supporting compensate for planning. This
authorities. sustainable the lack of will help the

economic growth coherent Mayor of Surrey

in the future. planning at the to best utilise
local level before their newly
being able to use devolved
devolved powers powers.
effectively. Research
Economic shows that
incoherence that economic

coherence from
local authorities
best positions
an area to
unlock growth.

14



Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
1 Asplace Would be the 1 The authorities Reflects
leaders, largest local would serve a Surreyds
districts and authority in variety of places distinct
boroughs have Europe. that do not geographical
a track record Would be too necessarily identities: north
of providing large and share a common (akin to
effective detached to local identity and suburban
leadership effectively have distinct London), south
within their respond to and needs and (Guildford-
areas. engage with local challenges. centric), and
1 Upper-tier communities. Creates arbitrary east (London
functions are Unable to deliver boundaries that and diverse
values and provided appropriately disconnect rural economies
advocates for across a wide tailored Surreyos with links to
Surreyos area, meaning structures for. functional Gatwick).
unigue local the county 3 decision-making geographical 3 Creates
: - council serves and service areas, conditions for
identities and ) : : . .
places. a variety of delivery th_at dlsempoy\{erlng services to be
places that do reflect resident communities and provided in a
not priorities. inhibiting growth. locally tailored
necessarily Lacks the agility and
share a to deliver personalised
common local bespoke place- way, fostering
identity and based services economic
have distinct that residents growth, housing
needs and recognise and delivery, and
challenges. engage with. infrastructure
T Surreybod investment.
distinct Engages
economic communities at

clusters cut

an appropriate

Shaping
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
across existing scale to identify
district effective local
boundaries, solutions,
resulting in reducing the
fragmented impact on the
services that public purse.
are not Aligns with the
coherently views of local
aligned to residents, who
local needs, prioritise
thereby not creating
maximising councils that
the growth of understand local
local issues and
economies. make decisions
locally.
Two tiers of 1 With two or three 9 Three members Three members
local members per per SCC division, per SCC
government SCC division, the in line with division, in line
Provides result i_n council would LGBCE guidar]ce Wit_h LGBCE
strong con_fu3|on for have a very large and best practice guidance gnd
democratic reS|del_1ts membershlp_, elsewhere. best practice
accountability regarding N disempowering Too large and elsewhere.
representation’ accountability local ward remote to 3 Strong sense of
and fo_r services. members. respond tq and place, ensuring
community District and 1 Too large and engage v_v!th local new councils
empowerment borough remote to communltles are _V\_/ell
' councillors respond to and effectively. positioned to
have a strong engage with local Unable to provide place
sense of place communities develop a leadership.
and local effectively. genuine

Shaping
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
connection. 1 Unable to connection and No reliance on
With one develop a understanding of ineffective and
member per genuine matters duplicative
division, connection and important to local place-level
county understanding of people. boards or
councillors matters important Relies on local networks.
cover very to local people. place-level Alignment with
large areas, 1 Relies on local boards or functional
resulting in a place-level networks, which geography
considerable boards or evidence from builds a footprint
workload. networks, which Wiltshire and to enable

i Different tiers

1 Upper-tier

with different
councillors
cause
duplication for
councillors
and confusion
for residents.

reliance on
local place-
level boards or
networks,
which
evidence from
Wiltshire and
Somerset
shows to be
ineffective,
creates

evidence from
Wiltshire and
Somerset shows
to be ineffective,
creating
duplication of
existing local
structures and
networks.

Somerset shows
to be ineffective,
creating
duplication of
existing local
structures and
networks.

renewed focus
on asset-based
community
development,
working with
people at a
localised level,
in places they
recognise and
relate to.
Enables
adoption and
embedding of
new and
innovative
participative
methods of
engagement
that improve
local decision-

Shaping
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
duplication of making and
existing local community
structures and engagement, as
networks. well as fostering
community
resilience.
91 Duplication 1 Would be 1 Would be Would be
across two- financially viable. financially viable. financially
tiers and 1 Significant 1 Significant viable.
between financial benefits financial benefits Significant
districts and by reducing by reducing financial
boroughs. duplication, duplication, benefits by
91 Debt held by achieving greater achieving greater reducing
some districts economies of economies of duplication,
Secures as well as thg sca[e, gnd sca[e, grjd achieving
financial county council. capﬂahsmg on capltallsmg on greater
efficiency 1 Smglle_r scale opportunities for opportunities for economies of
resilience,and of districts service ‘ service ‘ sca[e, f':ujd
the ability to means f‘ha_t transformation transformation capltallsmg on 4
withstand some districts and and opportunities for
financial have been improvement. |mprqvement. service _
shocks. proven to lack 1 Despite the 1 Despite the transformation
resilience to potential for potential for and
withstand significant annual significant annual improvement.
financial savings through savmgs_thr(_)ugh Desplt_e- the
shocks. o reorganisation potential for
reorganisation and -
) significant
and transformation, oy
transformation, existing budget annuat savings
through

existing budget

pressures and
stranded debt

reorganisation

Shaping
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
pressures and remain and
stranded debt unresolved transformation,
remain ISSues. existing budget
unresolved By year 4, total pressures and
. savings of
issues. £86.1m (£39.9m stranFIed debt
from reduced remain
duplication and unresolved
efficiency, issues.
£46.2m from By year 4, total
future . savings of
transformation.
£62.3m (£22.5m
from reduced
duplication and
efficiency,
£39.8m from
future
transformation).
Delivers high- | § Delivery of No Disaggregation Disaggregation
quality, services is disaggregation of of county council of county
innovative and split across county council functions is council
sustainable two tiers, functions simplified by functions is
public services which is not necessary. Surrey Cf simplified by
that are conducive to Brings geographical 3 Surrey C| 4
responsive to outcome- complementary operating models geographical
local need and based lower and upper- for frontline operating
enable wider policymaking. tier services into services. models for
public sector 9 Differing a single Brings frontline
reform. strategic organisation, complementary services.

Shaping
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Principle

diverse area
with a range of

needs and

challenges.

service delivery
more

Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
priorities and ensuring lower and upper- Brings
objectives strategic tier services into complementary
between lower alignment. a single lower and
and upper-tier The size and organisation, upper-tier
authorities, scale of the ensuring services into a
and across organisation strategic single
different mean the council alignment. organisation,
districts, result would lack the Administrative ensuring
in competing agility to meet boundaries that strategic
demands and the diverse di vi de S| alignment.
duplication for needs and local functional Aligns
partners and challenges economic areas administrative
stakeholders. across the fragment service boundaries with

1 Many upper- county. delivery and functional
tier functions strategic economic areas,
are provided in direction, providing
a localised impacting the coherent
way that aligns aut horiti strategic
with district to foster local direction and
boundaries. economic enabling
However, the growth. holistic,
countyod The authorities preventative,
and scale would serve a and needs-
mean the variety of places based services.
county council that do not Delivers
is seeking to necessarily services as
provide share a common close as
services local identity and possible to
across a have distinct places, making

Shaping

Surreyos
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle

Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score

local 1 Evidence from responsive,

challenges. recent LGR particularly for
examples (e.g., operative-run
Dorset) shows services that
that such a lack rely on local
of alignment delivery and
negatively knowledge.
impacts service New councils
delivery and have a deep
economic understanding
growth. of needs and
Creates a challenges
democratic within their
deficit, areas, allowing
diminishing them to make
council si policy decisions

to act effectively
both at scale and
locally.

tailored to local
circumstances.
Alignment best
positions new
councils to work
in partnership
with others,
fostering
economic
growth.

Builds on
existing
partnership
working
between local

Shaping

Surreyos
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Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score
authorities and
other partners
(such as
health), which
already broadly
aligns with the
proposed
boundaries.
Total score Does not meet Does not meet Partially meets Fully meets
(out of government government government government
possible score | requirements i requirements i requirements i all requirements i
of 30) and the current system while financially authorities would be financially robust
conclusion causes duplication robust and achieving financially robust and and efficient, the
across tiers, with significant efficiency, achieve significant three-unitary model
different a single unitary efficiencies aligns with Surrey's
authorities would be too large compared to the distinct economic
responsible for and remote from status quo. However, and social
different functions, residents to they would be geographies,
leading to empower local somewhat remote supporting stronger
confusion for 10 communities 13 from local 21 growth, housing 28
residents. It does effectively or provide communities and delivery, and
not support the agile services to people, potentially infrastructure
government's meet local demand. fragmenting service development. It
ambitions for It would struggle to delivery. Additionally, fosters local
devolution and support local the alignment of leadership,
growth. economic growth. unitary boundaries enhances
does not fully community
support Surrey's engagement, and
functional economic ensures councils
areas, leading to act as powerful
economic advocates for their
Shaping Surreybés Future 22




Current two-tier system 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3 Unitary
Principle
Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score Highlights Score

incoherence, not areas, leading to

supporting local more responsive

economic growth. and innovative
public services.

Shaping Surreybés Future 23




Our approach

Summary: Our approach to developing this proposal has been to establish a
framework that delivers financial efficiencies, empowers communities, and supports
sustainable economic growth. Our proposal compares two- and three-unitary
configurations, concluding that three unitary authorities best meet the criteria for
effective local government. Stakeholder and resident engagement informed our
proposal, highlighting the importance of local decision-making, understanding of
local issues, and supporting local businesses. This approach ensures Surrey is well
positioned to unlock the benefits of devolution and drive economic growth.

The Devolution White Paper setoutt h e g o v e aspina®mtd establish unitary
local government across all areas of England and for all areas to benefit from the
devolution of power from Whitehall, catalysing local economic growth and
empowering local leaders.

We are ambitious for Surrey, and the residents and businesses who are proud to call
it home. We are keen to embrace this opportunity to establish a framework of local
government that delivers financial efficiencies and resilience, empowers
communities, and best positions Surrey to deliver sustainable economic growth. This
ambition was recognised by government, who set Surrey the most ambitious
timescales of any area for delivering LGR.

The White Paper and invitation for reorganisation proposals from government set out
clear criteria for any full proposal.

Together, district and borough and county council leaders agree that one unitary
authority does not meet these criteria. Remote from the places and communities it
serves, a single unitary authority would lack the agility to meet the diverse needs and
challenges that exist across the strategic geography. Following the governmentd s
guidance, one unitary would also not unlock devolution. Similarly, four unitary
authorities would be individually too small to achieve the efficiencies and financial
resilience required. We have therefore discounted one unitary and four unitaries from
our analysis.

Given Surreyds socioeconomic aarthregunyasi c al

configuration could possibly meet the criteria for reorganisation. Our final proposal
therefore compares the case for two and three unitary authorities for Surrey.

Interim proposal

Our interim proposal, submitted to the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local
Government on 21 March 2025, set out our considerable progress to that point. In
our preliminary analysis, both a two- and three-unitary configuration for Surrey were
found to be financially viable and result in significant financial benefits and improved
value for money when compared to the status quo.
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Whilst the financial case is important, our interim proposal also recognised the wider
economic and democratic criteria set out by government.

Our analysis considered the importance of maintaining strong local connections and
accountability between local government and the communities we serve. When
combining this with the need for the new unitarity authorities to reflect coherent
economic geographies, to maximise the opportunities for inward investment and
growth, our interim proposal concluded that three unitary authorities was the
optimum configuration for Surrey.

In addition to exploring the options available, the interim proposal also highlighted
the barriers and challenges which would benefit from further discussion between
government and councils in Surrey. Government provided feedback on these,
together with the wider proposal, in mid-April, which helped inform and shape this
final proposal.

Financial
Modelling

Place and Comms and
services engagement

Local Government
Reorganisation

Proposal

Human
resources
and staffing

Economic
growth case

Implementation
and
transformation

Progress since submitting our interim proposal

Since submitting our interim proposal, district and borough councils have worked
collaboratively and at considerable pace to develop this full proposal. Focused
workstreams were established that brought together officers from across Surrey to
refine our interim analysis. This has ensured that our proposal is based on a
comprehensive analysis and robust peer assessment of the evidence available.
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While we have collaborated extensively across Surrey, views differ on what model
for the future of local government best serves Surrey.

However, we all agree that creating financially sustainable unitary authorities is of
fundamental importance to the future of local government in Surrey. Indeed, it is only
through creating sustainable, resilient and efficient authorities that we will be able to
address the challenges we collectively face.

As noted, our modelling shows that both two and three unitary authorities are
financially viable and would create significant financial savings compared with the
status quo. In reaching this point, the districts and boroughs and the county council
have worked from the same base financial data, though have drawn significantly
different conclusions on the costs of disaggregating upper-tier services. Further
detail on our financial model is set out in a later section.

While there are clear methodological reasons i or choices i for this divergence, all
authorities agree that local government is more than just numbers on a balance
sheet. It must reflect its distinct local identity of place, and the people, businesses
and communities it serves. We believe that local leaders should be empowered to
act as the leaders not only of their councils, but of their communities and of the wider
system, bringing stakeholders and partners together to create the conditions for
growth, and improve outcomes for residents. Any meaningful structure for the future
of local government must support and empower this T which we believe three
unitaries will.

To support the development of this proposal, leaders across the county have
engaged with partners, stakeholders and other local service provides, to understand
how LGR could impact them and their priorities and needs from local government in
Surrey.

We received 134 responses from stakeholders right across the county to our survey.
They told us that:

1 Reorganisation offers a significant opportunity to streamline processes,
reduce duplication and enhance collaboration across the public and wider
voluntary and community sector.

1 They are optimistic that reorganisation will lead to improved funding for local
services. The consolidation of resources is anticipated to facilitate service and
user demands more effectively.

1 Reorganisation offers considerable scope to strengthen strategic partnerships
and create new collaborative relationships, enabling more effective joint efforts
and the pooling of resource and skills. The consolidation of resources is expected
to facilitate service demands more effectively, ensuring business continuity and
better resource management.

1 They expect the simplification of local government structures will lead to
more consistent policy making and improved service delivery. Stakeholders
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believe that a unitary structure can simplify the local government framework,
reducing the number of councils and creating a single point of contact. This can
lead to more efficient communication and quicker decision-making processes,
benefiting both organisations and residents. They felt that unified strategic
planning for economic development, education, and community services can
foster stronger partnerships and align goals with broader regional objectives.

1 They were concerned of the potential loss of local expertise and knowledge
during the reorganisation process. Many respondents expressed concern that
local knowledge and community connections may be lost as larger unitary
authorities are formed, resulting in decision-makers being distanced from the
specific needs and priorities of local communities and leading to less-informed
and less-effective decisions. They felt the voices and distinct needs of
communities may be overlooked, and there is a concern that the approach will
become more centralised and less detailed.

1 They were concerned that the reorganisation process will lead to a potential
loss of local representation and a democratic deficit during the transition
period. They felt the usual channels of accountability may be suspended,
reducing transparency and accountability in local government. Stakeholders are
also worried that the reorganisation will centralise decision-making and reduce
the ability of local communities to influence policies and services.

1 The dilution of local identity and community engagement is arisk. The
potential loss of cultural and historical characteristics could lead to a feeling of
disenfranchisement among residents. Stakeholders are worried that the
reorganisation will create rigid boundaries and unfair competitive advantages in
certain localities, reducing the sense of belonging and community. There is also
concern that the reorganisation will lead to a loss of direct contact with
constituents and a de-prioritisation of local needs.

1 Despite these concerns, improving engagement with residents is a
significant opportunity, as is the increased scope for local government to work
more closely with local groups to advocate for an area and drive improvements. It
was noted that this wild]l be vital to ensur.
communities are met.

1 The impact on service delivery during the transition must be well-managed
to avoid placing vulnerable residents at risk.

1 Reorganisation presents opportunities for economic and social benefits,
enhancing community support and reducing social isolation. Organisations hope
that a more focused Surrey with a Mayoral role will take the visitor economy more
seriously, aligning with place-making, inward investment, business retention, and
ultimately economic growth.

Our residents are at the heart of what we do, and so any credible proposal for the
future of local government in Surrey must reflect their views, priorities and
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aspirations for their lives and local areas. To understand this, we carried out an
engagement exercise with residents from across Surrey via the Commonplace
engagement platform.

Of the circa 3,300 responses received, a clear majority of 63% supported the
creation of three new unitary authorities. In contrast, just 17% favoured an alternative
two-unitary model, whilst a further 20% expressed no preference.

Support the creation 20%

of 3 unitaries

Support the creation
of 2 unitaries

17%

No preference £xte

The reasoning behind this clear preference from Surrey residents in favour of three

unitary authorities can be seen in the response to the question:i What shoul d be
top priorities when deciding how many new councils Surrey should have?a

Residents were asked to rank them in order of importance from one to eight. The

overall level of importance for each priority was ranked by what percentage of

respondents placed the priority in their top three:

o Percentage of responses in respondents
Priority 2T
top 3 priorities

Understanding of local issues 83.2%

Local decision-making 75.1%

Supporting local businesses 32.5%

Reducing bureaucracy 30.9%

Creating jobs and economic 21 1%

growth

Reflecting local identities 21.0%
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Percentage of responses in respondents

Priority top 3 priorities
Saving money 19.5%
Easy access to councillors 16.7%

The full spread of responses follows, which shows resident preferences (by rank) for
local government in Surrey as set out in the resident engagement.

What should be the top priorities when deciding how many
new councils Surrey should have?

Rank order

Number of responses
1500 2000 2500 3000

0 500 1000

® Understanding of local issues

® Reducing bureaucracy

® Creating jobs and economic growth

Easy access to councillors

@ Local decision-making

@ saving money (1-2% budget
reduction)

Reflecting local identities

@ Supporting local businesses

Respondents were clearly overwhelmingly concerned that the new Unitary Councils

and members have good local knowledge (83.2% selecting this in their top 3) with

residents also strongly prioritising locally made decisions (75.1%). This aligns

closelywitht he Whi t e

strengths, and how to harness them.

Shaping
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have local champions who understand their local places, their identities and
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Residents were also aligned with the governn
growth with o6supporting |l ocal business 6and
featured in their top 5 top priorities. This is a particular strength of the three-unitary

model, which has been designed on functional economic geographies of the three

respective areas.

Resident engagement makes clear that residents have a strong preference for a

threecuni t ary model, and also that residentsé d
particular model proposed. It is clear from the scoring above that as well as this

being the strongest scoring model overall, this proposed three-unitary model scores

particularly strongly in the areas that the residents have prioritised most in their

survey responses.

This proposal is the sum of our robust work. By bringing together comprehensive
modelling and analysis of the costs and benefits of reorganisation, together with the
views of stakeholders and residents our plan for three unitary councils for Surrey
ensures that the county is best placed to realise the opportunities of devolution and
unlock economic growth for our residents and businesses.
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Our vision and principles for local government
reorganisation

Summary: Our vision is to transform local government in Surrey to deliver
financially-sustainable, locally-accountable services that drive economic growth and
improve outcomes for residents and businesses. Driving this are our principles for
reorganisation, which are to: support economic growth, unlock the benefits of
devolution, value local identities, ensure strong democratic accountability, secure
financial-efficiency, and deliver high-quality, innovative public services.

The current two-tier system of local government in Surrey has been in place for fifty
years. While it has served us well, it will not be sustainable in the years ahead.

We face a number of challenges in Surrey. These include significant budget
pressures, compounded by increasing demand for services, and the difficulty of
securing sustainable, equitable growth and development in the face of climate and
economic crises.

We believe that LGR is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to improve local
government and public sector service delivery in Surrey, preparing us to meet the
challenges of today and those of an uncertain tomorrow.

We are committed to change and reorganisation. Our proposal is the result of

extensiveandpr oductive coll aboration batween Surr .
engagement with key stakeholders and residents i whose feedback overwhelmingly

supported and shaped our approach.

Through working together and across the political spectrum, we have developed a

vision and series of principles that reflect the aspirationsand needsof Surr ey o6s
communities, guiding the creation of a system of local government that is fit for

purpose, efficient, resilient and can adapt to future needs.

Our vision

Our collective vision is to transform local government in Surrey to deliver financially
sustainable, locally accountable services that drive economic growth. By adopting a
strategic, long-term planning approach across functional economic areas, we aim to
achieve the best outcomes for the residents and businesses of Surrey. Our proposal
will lay the essential foundations for devolution, creating a meaningful economic
footprint and facilitating the establishment of a Mayoral Strategic Authority to further
drive growth across Surrey and the wider South East.

The future of local government in Surrey

1 Three new, financially-viable, successful and efficient unitary local authorities.
9 A structure that serves Su r r dhyeé distinct functional economic geographies
and local identities.
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1 A structure that enables Surrey to fully take advantage of the opportunities
afforded by devolution.

Genuine and meaningful resident engagement and empowerment.

Strong local leadership that drives economic growth through devolution.
Strong governance and accountability.

Improved services, outcomes and value for money.

E R

By reducing duplication, achieving greater economies of scale through operating at
larger geographic footprints, and capitalising on opportunities for transformation and
service improvement, local government reorganisation will result in significant
financial benefits and improved value for money in Surrey.

These financial gains will enable us to deliver high-quality local public services
through holistic, placed-based approaches that empower communities, address local
need, support devolution and drive economic growth.

Principles for reorganisation

Since the invitation to submit proposals for reorganisation was received earlier this
year, local authorities in Surrey have worked closely and collaboratively to develop a
proposal that meets our collective ambitions for reorganisation.

The development of our proposal has involved extensive engagement with residents,
partners and stakeholders. This engagement has informed our guiding principles for
local government reorganisation, which are for a structure that:

1) Supports economic growth, housing and infrastructure delivery.
2) Unlocks the benefits of devolution.
3) Val ues and advocates for Surandepjabes. uni que |
4) Provides strong democratic accountability, representation and community
empowerment.
5) Secures financial efficiency, resilience and the ability to withstand financial
shocks.
6) Delivers high-quality, innovative and sustainable public services that are
responsive to local need and enable wider public sector reform.

Devel oped in alignment with the Secretary of
government, our principles serve as the benchmark which our proposals should be

measured against, ensuring we deliver the very best outcomes for our communities

as we go through reorganisation at pace.
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What must local government reorganisation in Surrey achieve?

Economic growth, housing and | § New unitary authoritiesthatal i gn | ocal government bound

infrastructure delivery distinct economic clusters, creating the conditions for economic growth and strong place-
based leadership.

1 Improved housing delivery through integrating decisions on infrastructure investment and
local planning.

Devolution 1 The creation of strong, sustainable unitary councilst hat cover Surrey
economic areas and are well placed to take theleadont he gover nment 6
agenda.

1 An appropriate balance of unitary authorities and effective representation within the
future Mayoral Strategic Authority, ensuring the benefits of devolution are equitably felt.

1 Alongside the new Mayor and Mayoral Strategic Authority, the new councils will leverage
their powers and local place leadershipt o achi eve the gover nme
devolution through enhancing strategic planning, infrastructure investment, economic
development and employment support.

Values and advocates for 1 Unitary authority boundaries that align with local identity and that address the specific

Sur r ayiqus local identities challenges and opportunities faced by each of Su r r eoyn@uities.

and places 1 The maintenance of strong local connections and decision making, heightening
responsiveness and accountability.

1 Alignment of new unitary populatonnumber s and boundaries w
places.

Strong democratic 1 New unitary authorities that, through being close to the communities they serve, enhance

accountability, representation local connections, accountability and community empowerment.

and community empowerment. | § Strong and effective local place leadership and accountability, with clarity on decision
making and an appropriate ratio of electors to elected councillors.

1 Strengthening the local voice through meaningful local engagement and deliberative
decision-making.
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Financial efficiency, resilience i
and the ability to withstand

Through reducing duplication and increasing economies of scale, improve financial
performance and value for money from one-off and ongoing savings.

financial shocks f Further financial benefits from service transformation opportunities arising from
unitarisation.
1 To create authorities of the right size to balance important considerations of financial
efficiency with serving popul ations that
High-quality, innovative 1 Integrate upper- and lower-tier services, as well as those provided at the Mayoral

sustainable public services

Strategic Authority level, to provide holistic, needs based services that improve outcomes
for Surreybés communities.

Minimised disruption to key services as we go through LGR, includingadul t s 6 a
childrends social <care.

Public sector service delivery transform
residents, including innovative models for delivering services now and in the future.
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Shaping Su r r dwytédre: our proposal for reorganisation

Summary: A three-unitary authority model for Surrey will optimise a financially
sustainable and efficient structure of local government, with each new council
tailored to its distinct human and economic geography. It prioritises genuine resident
engagement and strong local leadership. By ensuring that unitary boundaries align
with coherent economic geographies, it maximises economic growth. By recognising
our local communities, it enables improved services, outcomes and value for money.

Our proposal for local government reorganisation in Surrey is for three new unitary
authorities to replace the 11 district and borough councils and Surrey County Council.
We have drawn this conclusion from detailed analysis and engagement with
stakeholders.

Our work clearly shows that three unitary authorities:

1) aligns the new local authority boundarieswithSur r ey 6s di stinct econon
geographies, facilitating strategic planning and investment. Three unitary authorities
maximises economic growth, housing development and infrastructure
improvements, with each authority able so support local and regional prosperity;

2) are best placed to take advantage of new powers and responsibilities from
devolution. The three-unitary model will enable strong local leadership and strategic
coordination, with a good balance of unitary authorities represented at the future
Mayoral Strategic Authority;

refl ects Surreyds diverse | ocTleeunithrgnt i ti es an
authorities maintains strong local connections and accountability, creating a
system of local government that is responsive to the unique needs and
characteristics of each area;

4) prioritises genuine and meaningful resident engagement and empowerment,
ensuring that local communities have a strong voice in decision making;

5) are efficient, resilient and able to withstand financial shocks. Although the three-
unitary model fallsjusts hort of meeting t he 50®M3er nment 0s
population threshold duetothes i z e o f theidistinet goinsunities, it
achieves substantial savings through reducing duplication and maximises economies
of scale. However, local authority debt is a significant issue in Surrey. To achieve the
benefits of reorganisation, the stranded debt of Woking Borough Council must be
writtenoffas part of t hcensidemtiors withim e fortbcoming
Spending Review;

6) by bringing lower- and upper-tier services together, three unitary authorities enables
more holistic, locally tailored and needs-based service delivery. This will
improve outcomes by providing high-quality, innovative and sustainable public
services that respond to localneedands upport the government s a/
public service reform.

Our evidence and conclusions for each of our principles is set out in the sub-sections
that follow.
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Principle 1 - Supports economic growth, housing and
infrastructure delivery

Summary: This section sets out how our proposed three-unitary model for Surrey
aligns with the county's distinct functional economic geographies, ensuring coherent
and strategic planning for growth, housing, and infrastructure. This model leverages
Surrey's unique economic identities and connectivity, driving sustainable
development and maximising local resources. In contrast, a two-unitary model risks
economic incoherence and diluted strategic focus, undermining effective growth and
investment.

Local government reorganisation provides an unparalleled opportunity to design a

system of local government that is aligned to S u r r thrgedfinctional economic

geographies. In utilising their new powers over these wider geographies, the new

unitary authorities will deliverongover nment 6 s n a improvim@ghiousingi ssi ons
development, accelerating infrastructure delivery and driving economic growth.

The picture in Surrey

Surrey benefits from its strategic location in the south-east of England. Close to
London, Heathrow, and Gatwick Airports, the county has strong connectivity to the
wider south-east with transport infrastructure predominantly being established on a
north-south basis and London being a significant centre of gravity. Surrey has strong
relationships with surrounding areas and plays a crucial role in the economic
success and future growth potential of London and the greater south-east area.

With a population of 1.2 million,Sur r ey i s o0 n eostdénselypapllated d 6 s m
counties. It is characterised by a polycentric settlement pattern, focused on local

town and village centre footprints. The north of the county borders Greater London,

where population and settlement patterns are of a similar nature to suburban outer

London boroughs. The rest of the county is predominantly rural, with communities

centring around towns such as Guildford, Godalming, Camberley, Dorking, Reigate,

Redhill and Caterham.

Surrey is one of the highest performing economies in the country. It benefits from its

strong transport connectivity as well as a highly skilled workforce and high levels of

productivity, contributing over £51 billion annually in GVA (Gross Value Added).

S u r r ecygndrsy is well diversified and is not reliant on one dominant sector. It is

homet o sever al of the UKOG6s | eading businesses
research and innovation assets.

Population and housing growth in Surrey

Unfortunately, the Office for National Statistics (ONS) local authority-based
population projections are significantly out of date, with the last update based upon
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2018 population data (published in March 2020).! The ONS January 2024
projections show the population of England and Wales will rise by 6.6 million (9.9%)
from 2021 to 2036, reaching 73.7 million.? This is a significant increase compared to
the 2018 estimate, which projected this figure to only be reached in 2046, largely due
to underestimated migration effects. Consequently, we expect that when local
authority projections are updated later this year, we expect a similar increase in local
population growth, in line with national trends.

The latest ONS growth figures showthatSur r ey 0 s i cupently growing, n
with a 2022-23 rate of population growth standing at a 1% increase.? It is considered
likely that this rate will continue due to the recently updated ONS population
projections for England and Wales which has projected a very significant increase in
population predominantly driven by inward migration.* Furthermore, there have been
recent changes made to the planning standard methodology for housing which has
provided very significant housing targets for Surrey. This is also paired with the

go v er n me n dgrey belt pocwwhich will release significant land in Surrey which
was historically unavailable for development. The assumptions made by the
government in the Standard Methodology for housing state:

11. We propose 0.8% of existing housing stock in each local planning
authority as the baseline starting point. The most robust data source of stock
levels is the annually published Dwelling stock estimates by local authority
districts and the most recent data published at the time should be used. On
average, housing stock has grown nationally by 0.89% per year over the last
10 years. Using a figure of 0.8% therefore provides a level of increase in all
areas that is consistent with average housing growth over time, a baseline
which banks the average status quo level of delivery, to then be built on
through affordability-focused uplifts.>

Under the Standard Methodology the housing targets for Surrey are 38% higher than

the national average, and therefore it would appear that government is expecting

that that the housing stock in Surrey will increase by 1.104% per annum. Taking this
intoaccount,as well as Surreybds recent population
least 1% population growth will occur year on year is considered highly reasonable.

Surrey is an economically prosperous and attractive place to live. It is possible that
growth could be higher than 1%, given that this population growth rate is already

being achieved with modest Local Plan coverage and the new methodology is likely
to drive greater quantities of development and ensure full and up to date Local Plan

l16Popul ation prajuebbobirons esdr, Odc¢alce for National Stat
26National popul at-bamefdropeeti mds: OPORte for National
S0Popul at i otn, EGftfiintad efsor Nat-[,2003al Statistics, Surrey
46 National popul at-basepdbdboj ©Efi orsf o2ORAti onal Stati st
6Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Fr
s y s t, Blimdiry of Housing Communities and Local Government, 27 February 2025, Chapter 4,

Paragraph 11.
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Coverage. The impact of grey belt changes will also drive additional housing in
Surrey.

A map showing the extent of the existing Green Belt designation across Surrey is
shown below. A comprehensive map showing how much of this land is grey belt
does not currently exist, although this is being established in response to this term
becoming embedded into national planning policy in December 2024. This is on a
case-by-case basis in response to planning applications, and in some areas, at a
strategic level using government funding.

RUNNYMEDE

EUMBRIDGE!

SURREY HEATH

WOKING

REIGATEAND:
BANSTEAD

GUILDFORD
TANDRIDGE

MOLEVALLEY]

WAVERLEY,

However, for the purposes of this paper it is assumed that the population of Surrey
will increase by 1% per annum in line with current trends, national projections and
Surreydés ambitious nationally set housing ta

The maps below show the current delivery rates across Surrey for the 2023/24 year,
as well as the increased delivery targets as a result of recent changes to the National
Planning Policy Framework.
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Housing Delivery (2023-24)
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Significantly boosting the supply of housing across the county above the historic
rates will be vital to address the affordability pressures which exist across the county.
These pressures are at least in part evidenced by the number of households on the
local authority housing waiting lists across Surrey as shown on the map below. At a
more local level, affordability pressures are discussed in more detail in the pen
portraits later on in this submission for each of the proposed 3 unitary authority
areas.
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When considering areas with three or more dimensions of deprivation:
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It is apparent that there are pockets of deprivation across the county. Local housing
market pressures reflect the challenges that pockets of deprivation bring.

The map overleaf demonstrates that homelessness acceptances correlate with high-
cost, urban areas. This is something that is common across Surrey councils now,

with links to deprivation in those areas:
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Local Authority Assessed as Homelessness
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Bringing together the three proposed unitary councils will facilitate local service
delivery to meet bespoke challenges, building resilience in front line services and an
agility in the way services are delivered to meet the needs of communities. This
would be unachievable in larger, more distant unitary council environments.

Surreybés functional economic geographies

Surreyds |l ocal authorities havedawestrong tr a
sustainable economic growth. In 2017, they produced a joint Interim Strategic

Statement whichoutined Sur r ey 6s gr owt h ambi t,isatingsa and sp:;
clear vision of 6 w dulndtioning, wellc onnect ed pl aces and® healthy
The Interim Strategic Statement, along with S u r r supségaient 2050 Place

Ambition, recognises that Surrey contains distinct functional economic areas.’

Those that fall entirely within the existing county and district boundaries are:

New unitary authority Current districts and boroughs

Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate &

East [
ast Surrey Banstead and Tandridge

North Surrey Elmbridge, Runnymede and Spelthorne

66l nterim Local Strat egi20 3Sltda,t ejrmoeinntt [fyo rp rSoudr ur ceeyd 2b0yl 6S u
and Surreyds eleven districts and borough council s.
76Surrey 2050 Placdg2A@Bidt i shmvémasignjdintly produced.

Shaping Surreyodés Future 43




New unitary authority Current districts and boroughs

Guildford, Surrey Heath, Waverley and

West Surrey Woking

The Blackwater Valley, which extends over northeast Hampshire, parts of Bracknell
Forest and Wokingham, also covers areas of Surrey including Guildford, Surrey
Heath and Waverley. The Blackwater Valley area straddles multiple administrative
boundaries and is outside the scope of local government reorganisation in Surrey,
though its significance is noteworthy for the West Surrey area.

The geography of our proposed three-unitary model aligns with the sub-areas
contained in the interim Local Strategic Statement (LSS) for Surrey (2016-2031).
The spatial geography for this unitary configuration is therefore well-
established and well-evidenced.

A description of each functional economic geography is provided below.

East Surrey

East Surrey has a longstanding and well recognised sub-regional identity. The
authorities of Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate & Banstead and Tandridge
have been clustered together as a coherent entity for decades. This area is
recognised by residents, businesses, the voluntary sector and statutory providers,
as is reflected by local institutions such as East Surrey Hospital and East Surrey
College.

There are also clear economic connections across the boroughs and districts,
which substantially compose the northern section of the Gatwick Diamond area.
Residents within East Surrey already show patterns in how they travel to work,
move house and access shops, leisure and other services that clearly identify
interconnectivity within the area that does not exist with wider Surrey. Similarly, the
proximity to London and Gatwick Airport and strong transport links exerts a clear
attraction for clusters of local businesses including financial, technology and
logistics enterprises.

The population of East Surrey is, in general, well-educated, highly-skilled and in
well-paid employment. The area boasts a mix of urban and rural landscapes,
featuring market towns, villages and scenic countryside. Overall, the economy is
strong, including a thriving and diverse rural economy with a robust visitor sector.
Key target growth sectors include professional services, micro businesses,
tourism, retail, specialist manufacturing, and agriculture. The area benefits from
easy access to London, as well as high-quality local services and attractive natural
surroundings.

These features lead to a high demand for local housing and correspondingly high
prices for homes and other proprieties.
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District or Population RQF4 | Earnings by Unemployment
Borough and above® place of rate
residence (gross | (economically
weekly pay, full active
time workers) population aged
16+)
England 47.1% £732.0 4.5%
Epsom & Ewell 50.1% £849.2 2.8%
Mole Valley 49.1% £866.3 3.0%
Reigate & 52.0% £853.3 2.7%
Banstead
Tandridge 44.5% £808.5 3.8%
District or Borough Housing Affordability Ratio®
England 8.32
Epsom & Ewell 13.05
Mole Valley 14.59
Reigate & Banstead 11.11
Tandridge 12.19
District or Borough Current Population® | Population estimates to
2040 assuming 1% growth
p.a.
Epsom & Ewell 81,989 95,271
Mole Valley 88,266 102,565
Reigate & Banstead 155,985 181,255
Tandridge 89,409 103,893
Total for East Surrey 415,649 482,984

However, this overall prosperity also hides pockets of deprivation and poverty.
There are marked areas of deprivation across the local authorities, including six of
the 21 key neighbourhoods within 3Sther
desirability of the area means that market housing is expensive and beyond the
reach of many. Limited land supply only serves to exacerbate this, meaning that
those in greatest need may experience barriers to accessing housing, education
and training, and be at greater risk of poor living environments.

There is a clear need for additional local housing, to support both resident
wellbeing and the potential for future economic growth. However, Local Plans and
associated policies identify challenges in delivering on this need, with

8 All data from area profiles on 2021 Census and Labour Market Statistics, Nomis.

9 Ratio of median house price to median gross annual residence-based earnings by local authority

district. HoGse price to residence-based earnings ratiod Office for National Statistics, March 2025.
10@023midy ear esti mates of the population for England an
L6Surr ey He aBeingStrategd-uWedlalt e 20226, produced coll aborat
Surrey County Council, district and borough councils and wider partners including the voluntary and

community sector and the police.
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considerations around density, transport and infrastructure, and balancing
development needs across an area with pockets of treasured and protected
landscape.

There is a clear connection between the similar housing needs across East

Surrey. In housing market terms, the last national assessment of housing market
areas grouped the districts and boroughs within East Surrey together within most
models.'? The most recently completed housing needs assessment within the East
Surrey area was provided for Reigate & Banstead Council in 2024.%2 This similarly
identified evidence that pointed to a
including Reigate & Banstead in a common housing market area with Mole Valley
and Tandridge. ® and that O06éthere are
betweenthes e aut horities with Crawley and

Building upon the clear East Surrey local identity, across a coherent and sensible
geography, will thus be a key part of meeting housing demand across the area. A
strategic approach which unites this functional geography will help to increase
housing supply and meet local needs, thereby both supporting the overall
prosperity of the area and aiding those facing housing challenges.

East Surrey has a healthy stock and range of business properties.

District or | Total Retail Office Industry Other
Borough rateable
properties4
Epsom & 1,760 600 370 230 560
Ewell (34.1%) (21.0%) (13.1%) (31.8%)
Mole Valley | 3,190 680 830 810 870
(21.3%) (26.0%) (25.4%) (27.3%)
Reigate & 3,660 1,050 840 770 1,000
Banstead (28.7%) (23.0%) (21.0%) (27.3%)
Tandridge | 2,900 600 480 1,030 800
(20.7%) (16.6%) (35.5%) (27.6%)
East 11,510 2,930 2,520 2,840 3,230
Surrey (25.5%) (21.9%) (24.7%) (28.1%)
Total
26Housing mar ket areasé6é, Ministry of Housing,
2010.
BdHousing Needs As s es sloalPtan Biflehce,Reigate anel Bagsteady

Borough Council, July 2024.
14 dNon-domestic rating: stock of properties, 20246, Val uati on Of fi ce
Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.
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District or | Total non- Retail Office Industry Other
Borough | domestic floorspace | floorspace | floorspace | floorspace
floorspace®® | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands
(thousands | of meters of meters of meters of meters
of meters squared) squared) squared) squared)
squared)
Epsom & | 328 111 69 77 71
Ewell (33.8%) (21.0%) (23.5%) (21.6%)
Mole 594 113 220 191 70
Valley (19.0%) (37.0%) (32.2%) (11.8%)
Reigate & | 795 164 243 293 94
Banstead (20.6%) (30.6%) (36.9%) (11.8%)
Tandridge | 419 88 48 193 90
(21.0%) (11.5%) (46.1%) (21.5%)
East 2.136 476 580 754 325
Surrey (22.3%) (27.2%) (35.3%) (15.2%)
Total

East Surrey is synonymous with the quality of its natural environment, including
Surrey Hills and the High Weald, designated National Landscapes, Wealden
Greensand, a National Character Area, and areas of Great Landscape Value.
These, alongside its high levels of connectivity and strong economic base, make it
an attractive place to live and do business. East Surrey is also home to several
significant large firms and international HQs including i Kimberley-Clark,
Santander, AXA, Balfour Beatty Rail, East Surrey College (part of Orbital South
Colleges), Fidelity International, Just, CGl, Bytes Software Services, KBR, SES
Engineering Services, Unum, Atkins, Toyota, Nuffield Health, Aon, Bunzl,
McDermott, Gold Group, Sibelco UK, Monier, Croudace, Linden Homes, Lingfield
Race Course, Bristow Helicopters 1 attracted by the highly skilled population,
proximity to London and Gatwick, good schools, and the quality of the natural
environment and attractive market towns, amongst other factors.

Epsom and Ewell has a Grade 1 racecourse, the home of the Derby, with nine
active trainersdyards supporting around 170 horses using the training grounds. It
also has the world-renowned Laines Theatre Arts and the University of Creative
Arts, which offers the only dedicated business school to that industry in the UK.
The racing and creative arts industries are a key aspect of the economic prosperity
and skills landscape and, alongside the hospital, bring a specific need for worker
accommodation and business premises need in the area.

The valued landscape, including many sensitive or protected locations, some of
which are of National significance, is also a major constraint to growth, both in
absolute, and policy designation terms. This will be best addressed through a
coordinated approach to land use planning across the East Surrey area.

56 Nedmo mestic stock of properties including bu

Agency, 25 May 2023.
Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.
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The area benefits from a highly skilled workforce. Patterns of commuting are
characterised by flows between East Surrey authorities, as well as north into
London and south into Sussex. Gatwick Airport's labour market looks north, to
Surrey, as well as south. There is also significant in-commuting to Surrey from
surrounding authorities, particularly by those in lower paid jobs who cannot access
suitable housing in the region. Commuting patterns outside of London provide
further evidence of the strong interconnectivity of the areas within East Surrey.

District or Top external commuting destinations outside of
Borough London®®
1st 2nd 3rd
Epsom & Ewell Mole Valley Reigate & Elmbridge
Banstead
Mole Valley Reigate & Guildford Epsom & Ewell
Banstead
Reigate & Crawley Mole Valley Tandridge
Banstead
Tandridge Reigate & Crawley Sevenoaks
Banstead
District or London as a proportion of external commuting?'’
Borough
Epsom & Ewell 64.8%
Mole Valley 29.8%
Reigate & 42.8%
Banstead
Tandridge 48.1%
East Surrey 46.4%
East Surreyébés primary towns include B

Horley, Leatherhead, Redhill, Reigate, and Oxted. The area's retail hierarchy is
also interlinked with the surrounding area, both north, to towns in south London,
and south to Crawley, and east to Kent. The towns of Caterham, Dorking,
Leatherhead and Oxted are considered to have more local catchments. It is also
important to note that significant parts of East Surrey are primarily rural in
character, especially within Mole Valley and Tandridge.

Transport links also help to tie together the areas within East Surrey, with the main
east-west road links between Dorking and Oxted passing through Redhill, the
presence of the M25, and the numerous links between the areas around Banstead
and Epsom. Many train connections between destinations with the East Surrey
area also pass through Redhill, which additionally connects services towards
London, Gatwick and the South Coast.

East Surrey has a relatively strong start-up rate with a vibrant number of active
business enterprises at over 22,000.

16 2021 Census. There are some limitations on figures due to the influence of the coronavirus
pandemic, but figures should nonetheless be indicative of the connections between local areas.
17 |bid.

Shaping Surreyodés Future



District or Borough Business Business Count of Active
births, deaths, Business Enterprises,
2023 2023 2023

Epsom & Ewell 415 340 3,925

Mole Valley 465 470 5,440

Reigate & Banstead 760 720 7,440

Tandridge 470 455 5,215

Total for East Surrey | 2,110 1,985 22,020

In wider economic terms, the combined economies of Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley,
Reigate & Banstead and Tandridge comprise a significant contribution to the
national economy, with a joint GVA of almost £16 billion.

District or Borough GVA?®

Epsom & Ewell £ 1,915 million
Mole Valley £ 4,903 million
Reigate & Banstead £ 7,028 million
Tandridge £ 2,148 million
Total for East Surrey £ 15,994 million

East Surrey map with key towns, workplace zones and transport links
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East Surrey map with key development constraints

Development Constraints

zz Surrey Hills National
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Flood Zone 2
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North Surrey

This area, comprising the boroughs of EImbridge, Runnymede and Spelthorne, is
characterised by a tightly interconnected network of small towns and villages
spread across a relatively compact geography. A significant part of this area is
designated Green Belt, which separates the towns and villages and contains the
outward sprawl of London. Gaps between settlements are more limited, especially
in those areas closer to London. Main settlements include Addlestone, Ashford,
Chertsey, Cobham, Egham, Esher, Staines upon Thames, Sunbury, Walton on
Thames and Weybridge.

District or Borough Current Population? | Population estimates to
2040 assuming 1% growth
p.a.

Elmbridge 140,500 163,261

Runnymede 90,442 105,094

Spelthorne 103,954 120,795

Total for North Surrey 334,896 389,149

The River Thames and its tributaries such as the Ash, Bourne, Colne, Mole, and
Wey flow through this area and many homes and businesses are at risk from
fluvial flooding. There are also a number of major reservoirs, other artificial water

2062023yedrd esti mates of the population for England an
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bodies and wetland areas as a result of former mineral workings. This is
particularly true in Spelthorne where 870 ha of its land area is covered by
reservoirs. However,the i nfl uence of rivers
contributes strongly to the sense of place, the abundance of recreational
opportunities, habitat creation and to the pattern of development. This area is the
only part of Surrey containing the River Thames, making it a primary partner in the
River Thames flood alleviation scheme.

and

North Surrey is also home to notable green spaces of heritage, biodiversity and
recreational value, such as the Runnymede Meadows (where the Magna Carta
was sealed in 1215), Claremont Landscape Garden and Staines Moor, as well as
a range of riparian, woodland and heathland habitats.

The area enjoys a coherent confluence of transport networks (M25, M3, Heathrow
and with opportunities for transformational radial links with rail opportunities).
Further opportunities exist for economic development and housing delivery around
enhanced transport hubs and to support new jobs at Heathrow.

North Surrey has strong links to London, with significant commuting patterns to
inner London, with all three current boroughs having strong rail ties to Waterloo.
Rail access and connectivity between the current borough areas could potentially
be strengthened by Heathrow Southern Access railway in the future.

District or Top external commuting destinations outside of
Borough London?

1st 2nd 3rd
Elmbridge Runnymede Spelthorne Woking
Runnymede Elmbridge Spelthorne Woking
Spelthorne Runnymede Elmbridge Slough
District or London as a proportion of external commuting??
Borough
Elmbridge 59.2%
Runnymede 30.3%
Spelthorne 57.8%
North Surrey 50.6%

Its accessible location, together with the diverse natural environment and
prospering economy, means the area offers a good quality of life. While this has
many positive impacts, the desirability of North Surrey as a place to live does
mean that affordability pressures in the area are high. Elmbridge is recognised as
one of the most expensive places to live nationally, and in all three boroughs, as
shown in the table below, house prices are many times higher than median
residence-based annual earnings. Unsurprisingly therefore, pockets of deprivation
exist across the geography.

q

212021 Census. There are some limitations on figures due to the influence of the coronavirus
pandemic, but figures should nonetheless be indicative of the connections between local areas.
22 |bid.
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District or Borough Housing Affordability Ratio?3
England 8.32

Elmbridge 14.34

Runnymede 11.24

Spelthorne 11.18

The area has been considered as a logical grouping in planning terms for many
years, with joint working to address strategic issues and priorities. Collaborative
efforts in plan making, such as joint methodologies for Green Belt Review and
Strategic Land Availability Assessment, further demonstrate an existing strong
commitment to planning at a sub-regional level. The three boroughs are on similar
timelines for local plan preparation, further cementing strong alignment.
Exceptionally, since 2018, the Northern Boroughs have hosted three Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) subject to the Planning Act 2008
Development Consent Order (DCO) process:

1 Heathrow Airport 3" Runway Expansion (2018)
1 Esso Southampton to London (Heathrow) Pipeline (2024)
1 River Thames Scheme (flood alleviation) (2025 - Current)

Further DCOs are expected in the short to medium term, particularly if expansion
at Heathrow Airport is agreed. Unification of the North Surrey authorities will build
on the established cooperation and integration of strategic planning resources to
streamline the DCO delivery process, by providing faster and more cost-effective
delivery of current and future NSIPs to accelerate growth.

Economically, North Surrey benefits from its proximity to Heathrow Airport, which
influences its high-value business base and attractive residential locations. The
area is part of the Heathrow Strategic Planning Group, providing a unified voice in
response to Heathrow expansion. Runnymede and Spelthorne share a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment and previous work has shown that ElImbridge is also
closely aligned with this market area.

North Surrey is also a creative cluster, hosting major film studios like Longcross
Netflix and Longcross South Studios in Runnymede and Pinewood (Shepperton
Studios) in Spelthorne. Royal Holloway University, renowned for innovation
technologies, contributes t o t he area's creative i
growth is supported by a strong private sector presence in high value professional
services, information and communications, utilities, cyber security, scientific,
technical, and wholesale sectors.

The figures below reflect the highly skilled nature of the workforce in North Surrey
which attracts higher than average earnings. Across the area as a whole, the
unemployment rate is below that recorded for England. Figures are also provided
below which show that North Surrey has a healthy overall amount and range of
business properties.

n

23 Ratio of median house price to median gross annual residence-based earnings by local authority
districtt. 6 House pritvastad rasindemgser ati od, Office
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District or Population RQF4 Earnings by place | Unemploymen
Borough and above?* of residence t rate
(gross weekly pay, | (economically
full time workers) active
population aged
16+)
England 47.1% £732.00 3.9%
Elmbridge 56.3% £1010.00 3.2%
Runnymede 45.3% £901.50 3.1%
Spelthorne 47.6% £778.60 4.1%
District or Total non- Retail Office Industry Other
Borough domestic floorspace | floorspace | floorspace | floorspace
floorspace®® | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands
(thousands | of meters | of meters | of meters | of meters
of meters squared) squared) squared) squared)
squared)
Elmbridge 831 196 205 292 139
(23.6%) (24.7%) (35.1%) (16.7%)
Runnymede | 686 91 227 208 161
(13.3%) (33.1%) (30.3%) (23.5%)
Spelthorne | 770 467 168 309 127
(60.6%) (21.8%) (40.1%) (16.5%)
North 2287 754 600 809 427
Surrey (33.0%) (26.2%) (35.4%) (18.7%)
Total
District or Total Retail Office Industry Other
Borough rateable
properties
26
Elmbridge 3870 1160 950 640 1120
(30.0%) (24.5%) (16.5%) (28.9%)
Runnymede 2730 510 700 680 830
(18.7%) (25.6%) (24.9%) (30.4%)
Spelthorne 2450 790 440 590 630
(32.2%) (18.0%) (24.1%) (25.7%)
North Surrey | 9050 2460 2090 1910 2580
Total (27.2%) (23.1%) (21.1%) (28.5%)

24 All data from area profiles on 2021 Census and Labour Market Statistics, Nomis.

6Nedmmestic rating: stock of properties including bu
Agency, 25 May 2023.

Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.

%6Nedmmestic rating: stock of properties, 202406, Valu

Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.
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North Surrey has a strong start-up rate with a healthy number of active business
enterprises at over 19,000, with business births exceeding business deaths in

2023.

District or Borough Business Business Count of Active
births, deaths, Business Enterprises,
202327 2023 2023

Elmbridge 910 895 9270

Runnymede 480 420 4720

Spelthorne 550 505 5050

Total for North Surrey | 1940 1820 19040

In wider economic terms, the combined economies of ElImbridge, Runnymede and
Spelthorne comprise a significant contribution to the national economy, with a joint

GVA of over £18 billion.

District or Borough GVA?Z8
Elmbridge £ 6,788 million
Runnymede £ 7,231 million
Spelthorne £ 4,042 million
Total for North Surrey £ 18,061 million

Combined, these figures reflect the healthy and prosperous nature of the North
Surrey economy.

November
ONS,

UK:
val ue

ONS, 18
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North Surrey map with key towns, workplace zones and transport links
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West Surrey

This area, comprising the boroughs of Guildford, Surrey Heath, Waverley and
Woking, is a dynamic and distinct functional economic area, shaped by its unique
geographical, economic and cultural characteristics.

The area is characterised by its innovative and high-growth activities, particularly
centred around the University of Surrey and its Research Park in Guildford, which
is home to over 200 companies and 4,500 employees. The area contributes

significantly to Surrey's GVA, with G
GVA and 14.5% of jobs.

District or Borough GVA?°

Guildford £ 6,318 million

Surrey Heath £ 3,936 million

Waverley £ 3,806 million

Woking £ 3,192 million

Total for West Surrey £17,252 million

The area hosts strategic clusters in space tech, environment and sustainability,
human and animal health, video games and creative tech, and digital and cyber
security. The innovation ecosystem extends via key transport corridors across
Surrey, clustering at transport hubs in Guildford and Woking and key institutions,
including the University of the Creative Arts in Farnham.

Frimley Health NHS Foundation Trust operates one of its sites at Frimley Park
Hospital near Camberley, located in West Surrey. This hospital provides acute
services to a population of 400,000 across West Surrey, Berkshire and Hampshire
and also hosts the Defence Medical Group South East, providing surgical, medical
and care for military personnel. This facility employs over 5,500 staff.

District or Borough Business Business Count of Active
births, deaths, Business Enterprises,
2023%° 2023 2023

Guildford 690 605 7580

Surrey Heath 490 470 4900

Waverley 710 700 7905

Woking 520 515 5145

Total for West Surrey | 2410 2292 25530

West Surrey benefits from strong infrastructure offering accessibility, attractive to
national and international businesses. Key transport corridors include the A3
Corridor connecting Portsmouth, East Hampshire, West Surrey, and Guildford to
London and the M25; the M3 Corridor connecting Southwest Surrey to other parts
of the South East; and the South West Main Line connecting areas like Woking
and Guildford to London Waterl oo. How
congested in the country, and vital new rail links are needed to Heathrow to
improve access to key growth locations, including the University of Surrey.

d estimat eso, ONS,
ONS, 18 November
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The A3 Corridor is a major road connecting the London to Portsmouth, passing
through key locations such as Kingston upon Thames, Guildford, Haslemere and
Petersfield. This corridor is crucial for the strategic road network in Surrey and
Hampshire, incorporating large areas of Guildford, Waverley, and Woking, and
adjoins Surrey Heath. Major settlements within the corridor include Godalming,
Guildford, and Woking. Guildford and Woking are home to global corporations
located within existing business/research parks or town centres. The Surrey
Research Park is of regional significance with its specialist high-tech and research
industries and maintains close links to the University of Surrey. The corridor
features major visitor attractions such as RHS Wisley and G-live in Guildford and
the New Victoria Theatre in Woking, drawing visitors and increasing the prosperity
of the local economy.

District or Population RQF4 | Earnings by Unemployment
Borough and above3! place of rate
residence (gross | (economically
weekly pay, full active
time workers) population aged
16+)
England 47.1% £732.00 3.9%
Guildford 63.2% £843.90 2.4%
Surrey Heath 47.7% £882.10 2.9%
Waverley 49.2% £956.40 2.3%
Woking 58.5% £833.20 3.4%
District or Borough Housing Affordability Ratio3?
England 8.32
Guildford 11.69
Surrey Heath 10.43
Waverley 11.89
Woking 10.80

The West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015 identifies
Guildford, Waverley and Woking as being within the same housing market area.
This definition reflected evidence of strong migration and commuting links between
Guildford, Waverley, Woking and Surrey Heath and similar housing market
characteristics. Migration flow analysis based on 2011 Census data found there to
be a Acomplex set of interactions and
and Hampshire.

The strongest relationship was between Waverley and Guildford with a gross
migration per head of population of 7.7. Guildford and Woking also had a strong
relationship, with a gross migration per head of 5.1. The relationship was
strongest between Rushmoor in Hampshire and Surrey Heath, with the next
strongest relationship to Woking. The analysis concluded that there are strong

31 All data from area profiles on 2021 Census and Labour Market Statistics, Nomis.
32 Ratio of median house price to median gross annual residence-based earnings by local authority
districtt. 6 House pritvastad rasindemgser ati od, Office
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migration relationships between Guildford, Waverley and Woking with Guildford
being central to these, with strong connections to Surrey Heath.

The SHMA also explored commuting dynamics using 2011 Census data. This
analysis noted a particularly strong relationship between Waverley and Guildford
and confirmed strong functional interactions between Guildford, Waverley and
Woking. S u r rateyshipHvasastrangest with Edst Hampshire, followed
by Woking. Taking account of the MHC
areas should be considered the building blocks for proposals, there is compelling
evidence that for the purposes of LGR Surrey Heath should be considered within
the same housing market area as Guildford, Waverley and Woking.

District or Top external commuting destinations outside of
Borough London3

1st 2nd 3rd
Guildford Waverley Woking Rushmoor
Surrey Heath Rushmoor Woking Guildford
Waverley Guildford East Hampshire Rushmoor
Woking Guildford Runnymede Elmbridge
District or London as a proportion of external commuting3*
Borough
Guildford 17.3%
Surrey Heath 16.4%
Waverley 13.9%
Woking 20.4%
West Surrey 17.0%

The area is one of the least-deprived in the country, although small pockets of
notable deprivation exist. House prices are particularly high, creating affordability
issues for key workers and resulting in high levels of commuting into the boroughs.
The SHMA identifies a significant need for new housing in the area, including a
mix of housing types and tenures.

Identifying both Guildford and Woking as Growth Towns, the former Enterprise M3
LEP has pinpointed the A3 corridor as a significant location for future growth and
investment. The Growth Towns, which fall within the 100 best performing UK
localities, are recognised as crucial to driving economic growth across the South
East. Improving connectivity through transport investment schemes within and
around the Growth Towns is a key aim of the Strategic Economic Plan.3®> The
compact nature of Guildford and Woking mean most in and around them are
already easily accessible, but there remain opportunities for promoting greater use
of sustainable transport.

The A331/31 and A322 corridors provide strong north-south transport links in the
West of Surrey, reflected in the strong bus connections. The efficient local road

332021 Census. There are some limitations on figures due to the influence of the coronavirus
pandemic, but figures should nonetheless be indicative of the connections between local areas.

34 |bid.

56Wor king for a the Erderptise M3 Sfatdgia Ecenomic Plani 2014-2 0 2 0 6,
Enterprise M3 LEP, 2014.
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network enables the high volumes commuting between Guildford, Surrey Heath,
Waverley and Woking. By comparison, east to west road connections are far more
limited.

Similarly, there are strong cycle paths linkages, such as the Basingstoke Canal
route that travels through Guildford, Surrey Heath and Woking

The north of the A3 corridor area benefits from easy access to Heathrow Airport.
Gatwick Airport is also located near the three boroughs and the area retains good
rail connections to London and the South East generally. However, the A3, which
runs through large parts of Guildford, Waverley and Woking, suffers from
congestion and rural areas outside the main settlements generally have limited
access to public transport, creating a car dependency with associated air quality
impacts. Improving rail capacity and securing upgrades to the A3 through
Guildford and the A3/M25 Junction 10 at Wisley are crucial to the future growth of
the area.

District or | Total Retail Office Industry Other
Borough rateable
properties3®
Guildford 4480 870 1310 880 1410
(19.4%) (29.2%) (19.6%) (31.5%)
Surrey 2970 590 780 700 890
Heath (19.9%) (26.3%) (23.6%) (30.0%)
Waverley 3980 960 950 890 1180
(24.1%) (23.9%) (22.4%) (29.6%)
Woking 2800 740 760 480 820
(26.4%) (27.1%) (17.1%) (29.3%)
West 14230 3160 3800 2950 4300
Surrey (22.2%) (26.7%) (20.7%) (30.2%)
Total
District or | Total non- Retail Office Industry Other
Borough | domestic floorspace | floorspace | floorspace | floorspace
floorspace®’ | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands | (thousands
(thousands | of meters of meters of meters of meters
of meters squared) squared) squared) squared)
squared)
Guildford | 1085 247 265 372 201
(22.8%) (24.4%) (34.3%) (18.5%)
Surrey 677 136 140 317 84
Heath (20.1%) (20.7%) (46.8%) (12.4%)
¥6Nedmmestic rating: stock of properties, 202406, Valu
Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.
%6 Nedoomestic rating: stock of properties including bu

Agency, 25 May 2023.
Numbers by category are rounded and may therefore not sum exactly to overall total.
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Waverley | 641 169 95 252 124
(26.4%) (14.8%) (39.3%) (19.3%)

Woking | 768 175 169 350 74
(22.8%) (22.0%) (45.6%) (9.6%)

West Surrey is characterised by areas of countryside, a high proportion of which is
Green Belt, interspersed with urban settlements such as Camberley, Guildford,
Woking and Farnham. Alongside other ecological and landscape designations, this
gives the area distinctive landscape characteristics.

The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) and Wealden Heaths
SPA are located towards the north and south of the A3 corridor respectively, whilst
the Surrey Hills AONB traverses the south of the borough of Guildford and large
parts of Waverley. Many visitors are attracted to the area to pursue leisure and
recreational activities (such as cycling and walking) within the Surrey Hills, whilst
the southern part of Waverley is also commonly regarded as a gateway to the
South Downs National Park.

Almost all the areas of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA in Surrey are within West
Surrey, a significant proportion of which is within Surrey Heath and north Guildford.
This has significant implications for housing development and associated
mitigation.

There is a distinctive military history and MOD presence in the West of Surrey,
including the Sandhurst Royal Military Academy, Cadet training centre Frimley,
Bisley and Ash ranges and Brookwood Cemetery. The importance of these links
with the military is significant, with West Surrey hosting training grounds for
multiple Aldershot and North Camp barracks, as well as the Solider Academy at
ATC Pirbright and Keogh barracks. Additionally, the NRA Olympic base is located
here. The MOD is a significant landowner in West Surrey, and a large swathe of
the Sandhurst Royal Military Academy site, including its main entrance, falls within
the Surrey Heath.

The M3 Corridor, running from Sunbury-on-Thames in Surrey to Eastleigh in
Hampshire, is another vital transport link. The motorway serves the densely-
populated towns in West Surrey, the north of Hampshire and the south of
Berkshire. It also carries traffic heading for busy destinations such as
Southampton, Bournemouth, and Poole via the A31, and the southwest via the
A303. The M3 connects key locations including Staines, Bracknell, Basingstoke,
and Winchester, and is essential for commuting and travel to and from London.

The area is an exceptionally attractive place to live and work, with extensive
designated national landscapes, arts and crafts centred on Farnham, which has
World Craft Town status, and world-famous heritage.

West Surrey has a population of 470,000, which has grown significantly over the
last ten years. Population density is lower than other parts of Surrey, and the
median annual pay for those in employment is relatively high.
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District or Borough Current Population. estimates to
Population® 2040 assumpl)nag 1% growth

Guildford 149,176 173,343

Surrey Heath 92,168 107,099

Waverley 132,146 153,554

Woking 104,636 121,587

Total for West Surrey 478,126 555,582

Despite being an affluent place, West Surrey has pockets of social deprivation,
with significant inequalities in healthy life expectancy between wards. Guildford
has the largest life expectancy gap, with life expectancy 7.8 years lower for men
and 6.9 years lower for women in the most deprived areas compared to the least
deprived.

Housing affordability is a critical issue, with the area having some of the most
expensive places to live in the country. The average house price is significantly
higher than the national average, and the ratio of median house price to median
gross annual residence-based earnings is also higher than the average for the
south east of England. The area has good superfast broadband coverage at 98%,
slightly higher than the English national average, but coverage of 5G is wealk,
particularly in Waverley.

The 2015 West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) defined a
core West Surrey Housing Market Area comprising Waverley, Guildford and
Woking, with strong links to Surrey Heath. This reflects evidence of strong
migration and commuting links between these areas and similar housing market
characteristics. The SHMA also explored commuting dynamics, confirming strong
functional interactions between Guildford, Waverley and Woking, with Surrey
Heath having strong relationships with Woking.

¥62023yedrd esti mates of the population for England an
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West Surrey map with key towns, workplace zones and transport links
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:] Local Natre Reserve
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o Frimley
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S Conservation
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Flood Zone 2
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Work and commuting data

Travel patterns provide an i mportant insight
When looked at through the lens of commuting, they also how illustrate local

economic clusters and identities. Using data from the 2021 Census, we have

compared where people live and work in Surrey. In all districts, most people live and

work locally. Beyond this though, we have denoted (in green in the table below) each

di st r i c tgdentcommating destination outside of their district of residence.

Districts have been ordered onaneasttwe st basi s which il lustrat
three economic clusters, each of which has their own transport priorities, patterns
and identities.

District of work

Surrey
Heath

Reigate and London Out of

Spelthorne |Runnymede| Elmbridge Woking Guildford | Waverley Epsom | Mole Valley Banstead Tandridge boroughs Surrey

Spelthorne v v

Runnymede s v v

Elmbridge v

Surrey
Heath g g 4 g

Woking o

Guildford v v

Waverley v J

District of residence

Epsom v

Mole Valley v

Reigate and
Banstead J ‘(

Tandridge < <

East Surrey: Residents largely work locally or commute to London or Gatwick. There
iS a strong connection to Crawley.

West Surrey: Residents commute within these districts, with the main employment
centre being in and around Guildford.

North Surrey: Most stay local or commute into London boroughs, particularly
Hounslow and Heathrow, which drives considerable economic activity.

These trends are broadly replicated in post-Covid data such as the Office of Rail and
Roadods r ai |l wa y028/24 and aré comsiaténawith tleerpatterns in the
2011 Census.

How our three-unitary model will best drive economic growth, housing and
infrastructure delivery

As the government considers fundamental structural change to local government, it
of fers an unparalleled opportunitegxistng buil d
functional economic geographies, which our proposed three-unitary model mirrors.
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We recognise that local government plays a crucial role in supporting the
government's six missions for the UK. This includes fostering economic growth and
facilitating the delivery of housing and infrastructure.

Our model matchesSur rey6s complexity, scale and di st
economy and geography. For a county with a population that exceeds 1.2 million,

with strong sub-regional economic identities, constrained infrastructure, complex

housing markets and a highly engaged and diverse population, our proposed three-

unitary model is the only structure capable of delivering transformative, locally

grounded and democratically accountable change that will boost growth.

In contrast,atwo-uni t ary model i1 gnores the subtleties
cuts across economic clusters, and would create large, incoherent areas with
internal tensions, impairing the ability to drive focused investment and delivery.

Taking an approach that enables the new unitaries to plan across functional
economic areas will enable us to fully realise the growth potential of these distinct
places and to make maximum use of limited resources. Local authority boundaries
that reflect functional economic areas are better equipped to create and enact policy
that meets the needs of specific areas and enhance our potential for partnership
working, to better enhance strategic decision making in the economic development
of Surrey and the wider South East.

Crucially, this will provide the essential building blocks for devolution and create a
meaningful economic footprint to establish a Mayoral Strategic Authority. With the
new unitary authorities able to take a coherent and strategic approach to planning for
growth, the new strategic mayoral authority will be in the strongest possible position
to focus on using its devolved powers to deliver on the national mission of growth,
making sure of a strategic regional approach to skills, transport and planning.

Three unitary authorities: a functional geography that drives growth
Surrey is clearly not a homogenous geography. As we have seen, it comprises:

1 North Surrey i the current districts of EImbridge, Runnymede and Spelthorne. It
is Heathrow-adjacent, highly urbanised with a close proximity to London.

1 West Surrey i the current districts of Guildford, Surrey Heath, Waverley and
Woking. Innovation and research driven, centred on Guildford and Woking and at
the centre of important regional travel and economic corridors.

9 East Surrey 1 the current districts of Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate and
Banstead and Tandridge. With transport and economic ties to both London and
the Gatwick area and Kent, East Surrey balances rural villages with more major
settlements.

These are not arbitrary lines on a map. They represent functional economic areas,
underpinned by real lives, commuting patterns, infrastructure links, housing market
assessments and business ecosystems. These geographies, as noted, are well-
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established and agreed in Surrey as part of the Interim Strategic Statement for
Surrey (2016-2031). Put simply, there is no alternate unitary authority
geography that does not separate these areas and, as a result, block growth.

To illustrate, each area in Surrey faces many challenges to unlock and deliver
sustainable growth and development.

Each area requires:

1 Significant local infrastructure investment to meet the demands of existing
pressures as well as those arising from new housing delivery and the growth of
neighbouring areas.

1 Housing delivery that is appropriately tailored to the unique character and
demands of each area, including local economic and commuting patterns as
well as local affordability.

1 Atargeted skills pipeline to ensure that skills are available locally to drive
growth.

1 Bespoke business engagement and growth strategies to support businesses
to thrive in a challenging economic environment.

By aligning new unitary authoriteswithSur r ey 6s functi onaJloureconom
three-unitary model ensures that each new council:

1 Operates within a larger, coherent economy and will be able to use all the
levers at its disposal to maximise local growth. This would significantly address a
legacy of disconnected growth and remove obstacles to major projects, as well
as housing and infrastructure delivery.

1 In operating at a considerably larger scale, would have greater resources to
drive growth. The Mayoral Strategic Authority would enable them to achieve
even more collaboratively, facilitating shared strategic investment based on a
joint understanding of how to best promote growth and remove barriers to wider
cross-boundary working.

1 Has shared infrastructure challenges and a greater ability and capacity to
address them. Unlike the current two-tier system of local government, housing,
planning and infrastructure investment decisions would be brought under one
authority to meet the challenges and opportunities of a coherent economic area.
This would help ensure that infrastructure planning is aligned to functional need
and is geared to driving growth in real, recognisable, places.

1 Can lead locally relevant plans and policies to deliver on growth and the
gover nment 6s sThis Wil esabla gpkcy athGiinvestment decisions to
be made to support the priorities and challenges of each part of Surrey. This
includes local plan-making in real housing market geographies, avoiding overly-
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complicated plan-making processes, as well as the pooling of infrastructure funds
(such as CIL, S106, etc.) to unlock strategic sites for development.

Developers would find engagement with local government more straightforward
as they would be able to build stronger strategic relationships with new i and
fewer i councils that are strategically focused and aligned to a functional
economic area.

1 Can effectively advocate for the interests of its area and involve residents
and local stakeholders in decision making. Each new authority would be
deeply rooted in the communities it serves, enabling it to act as a powerful
advocate for its area while placing residents and local stakeholders at the heart of
decision making. By actively involving communities in shaping their future and
places, these authorities can lead on local growth, housing and infrastructure in
ways that reflect the unique character and needs of each place.

This community-led approach ensures that planning and housing policies are not

only locally responsive but also shaped by those who live and work in the area. It
strengthens the authorityés ability to spe
working with national partners, and ensures that local voices are meaningfully

represented in regional strategies i such as the Transport Strategy for the South

East i helping to shape infrastructure that truly serves local needs.

Replacing Surreybds 12 | ocal authorities wit
local priorities and would also facilitate joint working at the Mayoral Strategic

Authority level to achieve shared objectives on wider strategic issues. These

themes are explored in greater detail in the sections of this plan that follow.

1 Is acredible partner to key enabling agencies such as Network Rail,
National Highways and utility providers. This will help ensure effective
collaboration and resource allocation, as well as fostering trust, enabling
smoother project planning, execution and wider strategic planning and policy-
making, which ultimately benefits the community by addressing local needs and
promoting sustainable development.

1 Has the critical mass to respond effectively to the challenges of
development and growth. They would be more able to retain specialists by
offering more attractive career opportunities and professional development. This
would be relevant across several crucial service areas that drive growth,
including planning, transport planning, housing services, and economic
development.
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Inadequacies of the two-unitary authority model

The benefits of our three-unitary model are clear. In contrast, a two-unitary model

that does not align with Surreyo6s functi

incoherence and conflicting growth incentives among the new councils. Unlike the
three-unitary model, this misalignment will hinder the new authorities' ability to plan
effectively for growth. Additionally, it will undermine the effectiveness of a new
Mayoral Strategic Authority, which will first need to address the lack of coherent local
planning for growth before it can effectively utilise its devolved powers.

Only our proposed three-unitary model allows for the necessary degree of strategic
specialisation. A two unitary structure would dilute strategic focus, mix incompatible
economies, and undermine the region's ability to compete for national and global
investment.

We consider case studies from recent examples of local government reorganisation
in a later section as our proposal develops. However, it should be noted that recent
national experience supports this view.

For instance, local government reorganisation (LGR) in Dorset saw slowed economic
progress due to attempts to bridge disconnected economies. The split between rural
Dorset and the urban Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole (BCP) Council left both
authorities managing disconnected economies, weakening regional influence and
stalled efforts to coordinate housing, employment land and infrastructure planning. In
contrast, Buckinghamshire's acknowledged success was built on the alignment
between geography, economic identity and local government, maintaining a
consistent spatial and economic strategy and stronger investor confidence.

Further, local plans in areas that are too large and span multiple housing and
economic geographies, such as those proposed in any two-unitary model, are likely
to face significant challenges. Developing these plans on a foundation that genuinely
captures the uniqueness of the places and the views of the communities they serve,
as required by government under the new planning system, would be extremely
difficult.3®

Previous experiences in Cheshire East, where large size and a lack of shared
housing markets led to friction in plan-making and significant delays, illustrate these
challenges. Cheshire East's divergent housing needs and local plan tensions show
how size and diversity can inhibit housing strategy in large unitary councils. Similarly,

ona

Wiltshireés Area Boards failed to address t

town and rural communities, with centralised planning seen as remote and
ineffective in a 2022 LGA Peer Review.

¥6Government responsemabkbi hherpfopmsedcphaml tati on on

Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government, 27 February 2025 (paragraphs 17 and 18).
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National learning from Somerset and North Yorkshire shows that large unitary
councils struggle to maintain focus on multiple infrastructure demands. In North
Yorkshire, community detachment and slow local decision-making have diluted
leadership attention and investment, while Somerset's leadership fragmentation and
infrastructure gridlock highlight the challenges of managing divergent geographies
within a single council. These experiences demonstrate how remote governance can
erode trust, reduce responsiveness, and impede effective infrastructure planning.

In contrast, our proposed three-unitary model maintains focus and preserves agility,
empowering local leaders to lead from a place of relevance, ensuring that decision
making aligns with real places and real communities.

Conclusion i why three unitary authorities is best for growth

Surreyob6s scale, diversity, anledreformboifldcalon de ma
government that reflects the realities of place and puts people at the heart of

decision making. Our proposal for three unitary authorities is not only strategically

and economically sound, but also essential for strengthening democracy,

empowering communities, and unlocking long-term growth.

This model ensures each authority is closely aligned with distinct functional
economic areas, enabling coherent planning, targeted investment, and responsive
service delivery. It fosters local accountability, ensures decisions are made closer to
the people they affect, and supports genuine community engagement in shaping the
future of their areas.

In contrast, a two-unitary model T misaligned with economic geographies i would
create structural inefficiencies and incoherence, conflicting priorities, and undermine
democratic legitimacy. It would weaken the ability of a future Mayoral Strategic
Authority to act decisively and cohesively, diverting its focus to resolving inherited
misalignments rather than driving growth.
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Principle 27 Unlocks the benefits of devolution

Summary: This section sets out how our proposal for reorganisation will unlock
devolution for Surrey, with the establishment of a Mayoral Strategic Authority by April
2027. Led by the Mayor of Surrey, this new authority will deliver economic growth

and prosperity by |l everaging devolved powers

authorities. This structure will enable a coherent and strategic approach to planning
for growth across Surrey's distinct economic clusters.

Althoughr eor gani sati on (the reconfiguration of
and devolution (the transfer of powers and funding from Westminster to local

leaders) are distinct processes, together they lay the foundations for growth and

prosperity. It is therefore vital that our proposal for reorganisation paves the way for

the timely and seamless establishment of a Mayoral Strategic Authority for Surrey.

Led by the newly created Mayor of Surrey and covering the footprint of the existing
county area, our proposal is that elections to this post should first occur in May 2027,
with the Strategic Authority coming into existence at the same time as the new
unitary councils are vested in April 2027.

Bringing together the mayor with the leaders of the new unitarity authorities as
champions of their respective residents, businesses and distinct economies, the
Surrey Strategic Authority will be able to take the vital macro and strategic decisions
necessary to help to foster growth across Surrey.

Surrey is well-placed to be amongst the first areas nationally to benefit from
devolution and from the wholesale transfer of power from Whitehall to local leaders.
Not only are we undertaking reorganisation at the fastest pace anywhere in England,
the devolution of power to local leaders is already underway, thanks to the county
deal Surrey secured that will see some adult education, housing and regeneration
powers being devolved locally from 2026.

Held on the same geography as the new Surrey Strategic Authority, the effective use
of these new powers rely on collaboration between the existing county council and
districts and boroughs (for example, in their role as local planning authorities); this
collaboration can continue as the shadow unitary authorities are elected in May 2026
and vested in April 2027.

On 1 April 2027, these new powers will be vested to the Surrey Strategic Authority,
complemented by the devolution of further powers in areas such as infrastructure
and transport planning to support growth across the breadth of the strategic

geography.

In line with precedent elsewhere, like the West of England and West Midlands where
strategic authorities are already in place, the Surrey Strategic Authority will be led on
an interim basis for just over a month by the unitary council leaders, until elections
for the new Mayor of Surrey are held in early-May 2027. The interim period will be
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entirely during the pre-election period, limiting the decisions that can be made during
this short, but necessary, transition period. Once elected and with their own
democratic mandate, the new mayor will work together with local council leaders to
deliver their priorities and help foster economic growth.

It is expected that, at the conclusion of the Police and Crime Commissioner for
Surreyb6s term of office in May 20Bwould he pow
also be assumed by the Mayor of Surrey.

Whil st the population of Surrey 1bnilicda mil | i on
population target for Strategic Authorities, the White Paper recognises in some

places this may notbe met. Ho we v e r , eBonamic angl sosial geography

significantly differs from all neighbouring areas, wi t h t he countyds cur
providing a cohesive identity that brings together S u r r eayied and distinct local

communities, that are also coterminous with most other public sector boundaries.

With a GVA of over A5 1 kpotentidlissignficars. Thehewc al e c o
Surrey Strategic Authority would be the sixth largest authority of its kind in England,

contributing around the same to the British economy as Northern Ireland.

Establishing a Strategic Authority using the current county footprint therefore places

the strategic geography in the best possible position to harness the opportunities

presented by LGR and devolution to secure sustainable and long-lasting economic

growth.

Our proposal for three unitary authorities best positions the new Surrey Strategic
Authority to unlock economic growth across the geography. With the new unitary
authorities able to take a coherent and strategic approach to planning for growth, the
new Strategic Mayoral Authority will be in the strongest possible position to focus on
using its devolved powers to deliver on the national mission of growth, ensuring a
strategic regional approach to skills, transport and planning.

Two unitary authorities for Surrey would be too distant from the rich tapestry of
communities each serves to provide meaningful place leadership. As will be
discussed below in Principle 4 (community empowerment) in more detail, evidence
elsewhere has demonstrated that local community networks or boards cannot
replicate this need for coherent empowered local leadership.

Furthermore, a two-unitary model not based on functional economic areas will bake
in economic incoherence and conflicting incentives for growth. By creating local
authority boundaries that split up functional economic areas, local leaders could be
perversely incentivised to make strategic policy decisions that, whilst benefiting their
authority, are to the detriment of growth and the wider economic prosperity of the
region. Not only will this mean that the new authorities are not able to plan as
effectively for growth as a three-unitary model, but it will also undermine the
effectiveness of a new Mayoral Strategic Authority as it will have to first compensate
for the lack of coherent planning at a local level for growth before it can then use its
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devolved powers effectively. This matters, as research by Metro Dynamics shows
that where transport investment and economic collaboration has been working in
Greater Manchester for the longest, productivity has also improved.*°® A three-
unitary model will stimulate and embed meaningful collaboration, providing the best
possible basis for devolution. A two-unitary model will add complexity and make
devolution harder and slower and would complicate and dilute its impact,
undermining the potential for sustainable economic growth that this once-in-a-
generation opportunity brings.

Similarly, if there were only one unitary authority, such an authority would be unable
to effectively represent and foster conditions that catalyse local economic growth
across the strategic geography, continuing the status quo and not supporting
sustainable economic growth in the future.

By creating three new unitary authorities wh
distinct economic clusters, we are ensuring that Surrey is in the best possible

position to deliver devolution and local growth ambitions, for the benefit of residents

across the strategic geography. Fostering growth will require a system wide

approach, and our boundaries are well placed to do this, with coterminous alignment

with other public sector b oDvgichgaandan®ostsuch as
complete alignment with parliamentary boundaries, themselves independently

developed by the Boundary Commission for England based upon local ties and

identities.*!

As research by the Economy 2030 Enquiry has demonstrated, focusing on ensuring
the functional economic area works as a whole to support firms and workers is the
key to unlocking growth.*? This is a key feature of successful places across the UK
and globally. They make effective use of investment and human capital have clear
features, with different parts of economic areas playing distinct roles: they provide
locations (usually clustered around town centre) where large volumes of high-value
activity can cluster; they deliver high rates of return on capital; and that is
underpinned by access to a deep pool of skilled labour in the area which provides
attractive places to live and fast connections to those productive areas. A three-
unitary model i which is based on functional economic areas i would enable
alignment around a coherent economic strategy to deliver this; such close alignment
would not exist in a two-unitary model for Surrey.

“James Gil mour, Mike Emmer ©6how6Ghl bndnt ODda@spoet in Gr
Metro Dynamics, June 2023.

41Guide to the 2023 Review of Parliamentary constituencies, Boundary Commission for England.

The minor deviations in coterminosity between our proposed boundaries and those of parliamentary

constituencies is around the village of Ewhurst, which would be within the South Surrey unitary but

part of the Dorking and Horley parliamentary constituency, and in Farnham and Bordon constituency

and the Windsor constituency, both of whicharec onsti t uenci es that exist acros
boundaries into Hampshire and Berkshire respectively.

42 Paul Brandilyetal, O6A tale of two citiesd, The Economy 2030 E
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The size ratios between the proposed local authorities, set out below, ensure that the

new councils are well balanced.

Local Authority Population*® Gross Value Added*
North Surrey 330,000 £18bn (35%)
West Surrey 480,000 £17bn (34%)
East Surrey 420,000 £16bn (31%)
Surrey Strategic
Authoﬁity g 1.2m £51.3bn
With each of the new unitary authoritesb ei ng f or med around the co
district economic clusters, the new councils will be empowered to make the strategic
decisions that best suit the communities, residents and businesses that they serve.
As a result, the new Mayor of Surrey, working collaboratively wthnew counci | 6s
leaders, will be able instead to focus their attention and resources upon the macro
strategic issues that require a cross-county solution, champion Surrey on the
national stage and deliver major projects and infrastructure in synergy with local
leaders.
¥62023yeadrd esti mates of the population for England an

44 &JK small area gross value added estimates ONS, 2024
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Principle 37 Valuesand advocates for Surre
local identities and places.

Summary: This section sets out how our proposal for reorganisation values and
advocates for Surreyd6s unique | ocal identiti
unitary authorities, we aim to deliver tailored, place-based services that drive

community engagement and improve outcomes. In contrast, a two-unitary model

woul d create arbitrary boundaries, disconnec
undermining effective local governance.

Place-based service delivery

The concept integral tdlpchl goweeninent. ik Surrey, we embrace place
in its fullest sense. Place is something that people relate to and identify with,
encompassing location, culture, economics, ecology and nature, the built
environment, transport infrastructure, housing and much more besides.

We believe that place-based service delivery is a fundamental aspect of good local
government, from delivering social care to homelessness support, highways and
planning.

The concept of place-based service delivery is centred on tailoring public services to
the unique characteristics and needs of specific areas. The approach recognises that
each place and community has its own distinct identity, challenges and opportunities.
By focusing on the specific characteristics of a place, local authorities can design
and implement services that are responsive to local need 1 ultimately making them
more effective and relevant, maximising the health and wellbeing of residents and
the vitality of our places.

To deliver effective and efficient place-based services, a keen understanding of the
local dimension is key. As set out in the recent Devolution White Paper, efficient and
accountable local government and the devolution of power locally is best achieved
with local champions who understand their local places, their identities and strengths
and how to harness them.

We share the governmentoés ambition to align
functional geographies that people understand and identify with. Put simply, we

believe that the closer decisions can be made to the communities they affect, and

the more those communities can be involved in the framing and taking of decisions,

the more effective they will be.

Our proposal to establish three unitary authorities in Surrey is therefore rooted

in our commitment to effective place-based service delivery. By creating new
unitary authorities around Surreybsandthree di
local identities, we will create the conditions for providing services in a locally

tailored and personalised way. This will drive community engagement and
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empowerment and, ultimately, improve outcomes through facilitating a
transformation of wider public sector service delivery.

It is in this way that this principle is best thought of as a fundamental enabler of those
that follow.

Three unitary authorities: a place-based approach to LGR in Surrey

Surrey is a large and diverse county. We have noted in an earlier section that Surrey
has three distinct local identities and places that cover coherent, functional
geographies that residents recognise and identify with.

As set out above, these are:

New unitary authority Current districts Population®

East Surrey Epsom & Ewell
Mole Valley

420,000
Reigate and Banstead

Tandridge

North Surrey Elmbridge
Runnymede 330,000

Spelthorne

West Surrey Guildford

Surrey Heath
480,000
Waverley

Woking

Surrey Strategic Authority 1.2m

As noted in an earlier section, our proposed three-unitary model is supported by
evidence produced collaboratively by all Surrey local authorities in the Interim Local
Strategic Statement for Surrey (2016-2031). The Strategic Statement provides a
unified vision for spatial planning across Surrey, establishing common objectives
among local authorities to manage growth sustainably, support economic
development, improve infrastructure, and protect the environment.

The conclusions drawn in this document concerning the natural grouping of
authorities in Surrey continues to remain valid, logical, and appropriate. The model

%62023yedrd esti mates of the population for England an
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avoids several pitfalls by representing distinct and well-established functional areas
that follow clear and sustainable patterns of where people live and work. These
areas are recognisable and relatable to residents and the proposed new councils'
system partners.

These themes were evident in the outcomes of the engagement activities carried out
by Surreyds district and borougpragposaknd whi ch

Over 3,000 residents from across Surrey participated in our initial engagement
survey. They demonstrated a clear preference for three unitary authorities (63%)
over a two-unitary configuration (17%). Additionally, residents emphasised that their
top priorities regarding local government reorganisation are predominantly local,
underscoring the importance of maintaining a close connection to decision-making
and ensuring that new unitary councils reflect local priorities.

As a result, we believe that the proposed threeuni t ary authorities cov
three functional areas represents the best way for effective and efficient place-based

services to be delivered in Surrey, tailored to the specific challenges and issues

faced in local areas. These include adapting and responding to climate change, local

plan making, housing and infrastructure delivery, economic growth and development,

community engagement, reducing inequalities and improving health and wellbeing

outcomes, among many others.

Appropriately sized and more focused unitary councils would drive greater
collaboration, supporting joint ventures and ensuring meaningful and effective
relationships with local partners. Engaging communities at an appropriate scale
helps identify effective local solutions while reducing the impact on the public purse.
The geography of this model will provide for council areas with common issues
conducive to local decision-making and collaborative working, minimising the risks of
divisions due to competing issues and visions resulting from large geographies and
significantly different identities within unitary groupings. Surreyd places are far from
homogeneous, and local government in Surrey must have the capability to respond
meaningfully to the uniqueness of its different communities.

When considering scale, it becomes clear that a single county unitary authority
would be too large and too detached to effectively respond to and engage with local
communities. It would be unable to deliver appropriately tailored structures to
decision making and service delivery, to authentically demonstrate genuine
connection with and understanding of matters that are important to local people. This
is critical in resident facing services and for decisions that shape communities and
the places they live. Such a model would lack the agility to deliver bespoke place-
based services that residents recognise and engage with.

Further, no two-unitary model in Surrey has been identified that would avoid creating
arbitrary boundaries that disconnect Sur r ey 6 s geagraphital aceasaahd
communities.
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It is recognised, however, that our proposed three-unitary authority configuration
does not meet the 500k population threshold set by government as a guide to local
government reorganisation.

We do not believe that this population level makes sense for Surrey. This is because
it is not possible to achieve it without separating S u r r functiosal communities by
new arbitrary, population driven boundaries.

Our proposed unitary structure therefore represents an appropriate balance, well-
tailored to local circumstance. It has been selected because there is clear and
compelling evidence for why this geography makes sensef or Sur r e mathes
than the arbitrary drawing of boundaries to meet population-based targets.

The themes introduced in this section are explored in greater detail in the sections
that follow.

However, at this point it is imperative to recognise that creating a structure of local

pl ace

government that is built around Surreyods di s

benefits of local government reorganisation. By forming new authorities on the basis
of Surreyod6s distinct human and econ aimi
to drive community engagement and empowerment, transforming public sector
service delivery and improving outcomes in our communities.

Crucially, this conclusion is supported by the recent experience of local government
reorganisation elsewhere in England.

We have these case studies below and which have directly influenced the shaping of
our proposal:

Key lessons from recent local government reorganisation

Dorset i Disconnected Economies, Diluted Growth

Context:

In 2019, Dorset underwent local government reorganisation (LGR), creating two
unitaries: the rural Dorset Council, and the more urban Bournemouth,
Christchurch and Poole (BCP) Council. The intention was to deliver efficiencies
and strategic alignment, but key challenges quickly emerged.

Key Insights:

1 Fragmented Economic Strategy: The split between rural Dorset and the BCP
urban conurbation left both authorities managing disconnected economies.
While BCP focused on regeneration, digital and tourism, Dorset struggled to
establish a growth narrative outside its rural economy and ageing population
needs.

1 Reduced Regional Influence: Stakeholders, including the Local Enterprise
Partnership and investors, found it harder to engage with consistent economic
leadership. There was no clear regional anchor, leading to weakened
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influence at national level and fewer major funding wins compared to other
reorganised counties.

§ Strategic Drift: Efforts to coordinate housing, employment land and
infrastructure planning across council boundaries stalled, as each authority
adopted different timelines, visions, and spatial priorities.

Conclusion:

Dorset 6s model ovérseparatinghireerdepersldnt ecohomic
areas. It illustrates how reorganisation without deep alignment to economic
geography can slow momentum, fragment leadership, and reduce regional clout.

Buckinghamshire i Cohesive Identity, Aligned Growth

Context:

Buckinghamshire became a single unitary authority in 2020, combining its county
and four districts. It is a smaller and more integrated geography than Dorset, with a
population just over 500,000 and a strong economic identity centred around high-
tech, logistics, and London commuter growth.

Key Insights:

1 Strategic Coherence: With clear alignment between governance structures,
transport corridors (M40, M25), and housing growth zones, the new council has
maintained a consistent spatial and economic strategy.

1 Stronger Investor Confidence: Simplified governance has made it easier to
engage developers and strategic investors, supported by a unified Local Plan
framework and joint ventures with Homes England.

1 Local Engagement Sustained: Town and Parish Councils were empowered
through a new devolved model, maintaining community engagement while still
benefiting from strategic oversight.

Conclusion:

Buckinghamshirebs success undercanonvonk e s
when geography, identity, and economy align. It highlights the pitfalls Dorset
faced and reinforces that strategic alignment is non-negotiable for successful
reform.

Cheshire East i Friction in Strategic Housing Planning

Context:

Formed in 2009, Cheshire East Counci l
authorities by population and geography, combining the former boroughs of Crewe
& Nantwich, Congleton, and Macclesfield. Despite early ambitions for streamlined
service delivery, Cheshire East has faced longstanding housing policy and
plan-making challenges.

Key Insights:

1 Divergent Housing Needs: The authority encompasses highly urbanised
areas like Crewe alongside rural villages in the east and affluent commuter
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belts in the north. These sub-areas represent distinct housing markets with
different supply pressures, land availability, and community attitudes to growth.

1 Local Plan Tensions: Delays in adopting the Local Plan (adopted only in
2017) were caused in part by disagreements over housing targets, strategic
sites, and land release, with councillors and communities arguing that one-size-
fits-all planning undermined local character and infrastructure resilience.

1 Loss of Local Voice: Rural communities felt disconnected from decision-
making, with concerns that ACreweos
developers expressed frustration with an inconsistent planning approach.

Conclusion:

Cheshire East shows how size and diversity of need can inhibit housing
strategy in large unitary councils. The three-unitary model in Surrey avoids these
tensions by enabling tailored Local Plans, rooted in functional housing market
areas( e. g. East S dnfluemcgdinarkeBGra Guidfood®Voking tech
corridor).

Wiltshire T Area Boards and the Rural-Urban Divide

Context:

Wiltshire Council became a unitary authority in 2009, replacing four district
councils. It introduced Area Boards to maintain local engagement and
accountability across a large, mostly rural area.

Key Insights:

1 Housing Disconnection: Despite the Boards, housing delivery and
development planning remained centralised. Town and rural communities
struggled to influence spatial strategies, and decisions around site
allocations and infrastructure were seen as remote.

1 Peer Review Feedback: A 2022 LGA Peer Review found the Area Boards
needed to be Areviewed for effective
were not successfully connecting planning policies to lived local
experience.

1 Urban Dominance: Swi ndondés proximity and grdg
county-wide decisions, often to the frustration of communities in rural villages,
who reported difficulty influencing planning frameworks or prioritisation of
affordable housing delivery.

Conclusion:

Wil tshireds exper icomuowmityrengdgementstruceies t h
alone cannot fix strategic disconnects caused by oversized authorities.
Surrey6s pr opos eadprapmately acaledeand ecdanemicalty
aligned, are better suited to bridge town-rural divides and deliver housing that fits
place-based need.
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North Yorkshire i The Challenge of Scale and Community Disconnection

Context:

North Yorkshire became Englandds geog
2023, covering 3,100 square miles and serving over 600,000 residents. While the
reorganisation promised streamlined services and cost savings, early indications
suggest a more complex picture:

Key Insights:

Community Detachment: Residents in smaller rural communities reported feeling
Ainvisibled in the new structur e.vactume
in local representation, with residents unclear where decisions were made or
how to influence them.

Slow Local Decision-Making: The size of the authority has introduced delays in
planning and service responsiveness. Parish and town councils report having to
Ashout | oudero to be heard.

Infrastructure Imbalance: Strategic investment has skewed toward York-adjacent
areas, while parts of the Yorkshire Dales and coastal communities struggle to get
projects prioritised. Competing infrastructure needs across disconnected
geographies dilute leadership attention and investment.

National Learning: Early reviews from Local Government Association (LGA)
peers and | ocal MPs point to a need t
reintroduce more locally accountable structures.

Conclusion:

While North Yorkshire may realise long-term savings, the short-term experience
demonstrates how governance remoteness can erode trust, reduce
responsiveness, and impede effective infrastructure planning. A three-unitary
model in Surrey avoids these pitfalls by aligning governance with real places and
real communities.

Somerset | Fragmentation and Leadership Dilution

Context:

In 2023, Somerset transitioned into a single unitary authority serving over 570,000
people across a largely rural and coastal area. The aim was to unify leadership
and streamline services.

Key Insights:

1 Leadership Fragmentation: Post-reorganisation, there has been tension
between regional leadership priorities 8 urban Bridgwater regeneration vs
rural service delivery. Leaders struggle to deliver consistent messages across
economic zones with little in common.

1 Infrastructure Gridlock: Multiple major infrastructure projects 8 from road
upgrades in Taunton to flood defences in the Levels 8 compete for attention
and resources. With only one Cabinet infrastructure lead, capacity has become
a bottleneck.

1 Loss of Local Identity: Local engagement forums (Local Community
Networks) have failed to gain traction, perceived as tokenistic by community
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groups. A 2024 LGA Peer Review noted
remain to be convinced about the add

1 Savings Under Scrutiny: While back-office functions have merged, the cost of
organisational redesign and democratic dilution is raising serious questions
about value for money.

Conclusion:

Somer set 6s e xpersizedoesenotedqual effciencly.dhe
complexity of managing divergent geographies within a single council leads to
weaker outcomes, slower progress, and fragile community trust. In contrast,
Sur r ey Gusitary imaded maintains focus and preserves agility, while
empowering local leaders to lead from a place of relevance.
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Principle 47 Provides strong democratic accountability,
representation and community empowerment

Summary: This section sets out how our proposal for reorganisation provides strong
democratic accountability, representation, and community empowerment. By
establishing three unitary authorities, we aim to empower local leaders and
communities, ensuring decisions are made close to the people they affect. This
approach will enhance community engagement, improve local decision-making, and
foster resilient communities. In contrast, a one or two-unitary model would be too
large and remote, failing to effectively respond to, and engage with, local
communities.

Place leadership

In the previous principle, we demonstrated how our proposal for three unitary
authorities for Surreyisunder pi nned by Surreybds |l ocal <cir
countyés three functional economic areas. By
local government structure that intended to last for the next fifty years, we can

ensure local leaders are empowered to support economic growth, housing and

infrastructure delivery. However, this cannot be achieved without empowering our

communities.

We are ambitious that the new unitaries for Surrey are exemplars of systematically
shifting institutional power out and drawing community power in. The footprint of the
three new unitary councils will enable us to adopt, embed and accelerate new and
innovative participative methods that will improve local decision making and
community engagement at a neighbourhood level

At the core of local government is a deep commitment to community and people.
Everything we do is designed to empower our residents and businesses, helping to
cultivate an environment where they can thrive and prosper. The extensive range of
services we offer ensures that we are deeply woven into the fabric of our
communities. This unique position enables us to effectively shape and enhance the
places we serve, fostering community empowerment and promoting economic
growth.

A

But i1 tdéds not just abowtOneohlacdc aMe gcoavne rdnomeomt Gosu
greatest powers is providing clear place leadership, convening local partners and

stakeholders from across the system to ensure that collaborate to achieve the best

outcomes for local people and empowering our communities to thrive. The multiple

crises of the first half of this decade - the pandemic, cost of living crisis, and climate

and ecological emergencies - have underscored the urgent need to work actively

with our partners and residents to solve the complex problems faced by our

communities, and the importance of fostering community networks that are resilient.
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This conclusion is supported by the views of Surrey residents over 3,000 of whom,
through our recent resident engagement exercise on local government
reorganisation, told us their top priorities for local government are overwhelmingly
local. Over 60% cited dJnderstanding of local issuesdand d.ocal decision-makingbas
their two highest priorities.

Support for this can also be evidence by our stakeholder engagement survey, where
organisations told us they saw reorganisation as a key opportunity to reinforce
existing professional networks and foster new collaborations between councils,
businesses, and other stakeholders.

This points towards an untapped potential in Surrey to fundamentally rethink how we
in the public sector design services with and for local people and places. Local
government reorganisation provides a once-in-a-generation opportunity to accelerate
community empowerment and strengthen democratic accountability across our
county. It will remove the current duplicative local leadership structures, empowering
the new councils to foster system-wide collaboration.

This can only succeed if the new structures of local government are built around
Surreyo6s dijbsyt rfiocrtmipngacreesw aut horities that
established and recognisable functional areas, as set out in detail above. Each has

their own distinctive identity, strengths, assets and challenges, and best reflects

boundaries that make sense to residents.

Empowering communities

Based on our evidence and key principles for reorganisation, we do not believe that
a one- or two-unitary model for Surrey would provide strong democratic
accountability and foster community empowerment. In both cases, the new councils
would be too remote and too large to respond to, and engage with, local
communities effectively. Spanning unconnected communities and economic clusters
with disparate identities, needs, and challenges, they would be unable to deliver
appropriately tailored-structures to decision-making and service delivery. They would
be unable to develop a genuine connection with, and understanding of, matters that
are important to local people.

Previous cases of local government reorganisation demonstrate that a larger, more
remote, councils result in a democratic deficit. In previous instances, there has been
an attempt to overcome this by developing local area boards or committees i such as
Area Boards established in Wiltshire or Local Community Networks in Somerset.
However, the evidence shows that these are a top-down and ineffective imposition
that are too static and transactional. Rather than empowering communities, they
essentially keep control with the council instead of sharing it with local
communities. Whilst effective in some areas, there is clear evidence that they can
fundamentally fail to compensate for the democratic deficit created by unitary
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authorities which, due to their scale, are too large to reflect local identity and functional
economic areas.

They can also be ineffective at amplifying otherwise unheard voices within

communities and tackling social inclusion. For example, in Wiltshire, a 2022 LGA

Peer Reviewfoundot here i s a need to r dvandtheparhei r r o
they should play in a more strategic “and col

Meanwhile, in Somerset, a 2024 LGA Peer Review found that their6 L o ¢ a |
Community Networks§ designed to empower local communities, instead created
duplication to existing networks and structures, andthat6r esi dent s and part
remain to be convinced abou¥ the added value

Our view is supported by research into area committees undertaken by New Local,
who highlight that such forums serve to disempower communities.*® Community
engagement requires action on more fronts than any unduly large or geographically
awkward unitary structure could hope to deliver. It is not realistic to expect residents
and councillors to attend more meetings, and the evidence suggests that this would
not be effective. These problems can be exacerbated when models are set over
large and arbitrary geographies.

Additionally, across Surrey in many places, parish and town councils already play an
important role. Effective local representation, governance and decision making will
be supported by their presence. However, this will need to be done in such a way
that is reflective of local circumstances and cannot be done in a uniform and top-
down way across the county. Not all parts of Surrey presently have parish or town
councils, with their presence largely concentrated in the more rural areas. Their size
and scale also vary significantly; whilst the average number of households in
parishes across Surrey is around 1,700, there is significant variance, ranging from
less than 100 households in Titsey (Tandridge) and Wisley (Guildford) to over
10,000 households in Farnham (Waverley) and Horley (Reigate and Banstead).*°
That said, there is also the opportunity to carry out community governance reviews
to enhance local democracy and representation in areas that do not already have
these arrangements in place.

46 LGA Corporate Peer Challenge: Wiltshire Council, 8-11 November 2022.

47 LGA Corporate Peer Challenge: Somerset Council, 12-15 November 2024.

“%Catriona Maclay, 6Democratic Dreaming: How to Shake
July 2024.

492021 Census.
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Developing and delivering innovative community engagement across Surrey

We are ambitious to use LGR as an opportunity to create new models of participative
problem solving and decision making, working with local people and with established
community groups. We want to mobilise the already existing and significant capacity
within our communities to give a greater sense of agency to them; co-producing
solutions, taking joint action, and making our places more resilient, equitable and
just.

We have adopted a thoughtful, strategic and evidence-based approach T rooted in
Surreybés distinctive | ocal identities and ex
engagement and community involvement i to meaningfully share power with our

communities and put them in control of the decisions and services that matter most

to them. Our goal is to use the LGR and devolution agenda to share power and

better enable people to participate in the decisions that matter to them, by taking a

values-based relational approach based on collective action and collective

enterprise.

Support for such an approach is evidenced by our stakeholder survey, where
partners could see the potential for improved engagement with residents and local
entities, ensuring that specific areas receive the investment they need. They told us
that advocacy opportunities are vital for ensuring that the needs and voices of local
communities are heard and addressed effectively, particularly in rural communities.
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This engagement is vital for ensuring that the needs and voices of local communities

are heard and addressed effectively. Our proposal for a three-unitary configuration

has been shaped by this feedback, providing the best means to improve

engagement, encourage investment and foster economic growth. Developed to align

with Surreyés functional erowdesdhmbest and soci al
framework by which the voices and needs of local communities can be heard and

acted upon, unlike a two-unitary configuration which would be too large and remote

from local people to respond to their needs, particularly within rural communities.

There is a strong body of research that outline the scope of opportunity to blend the
insights of communities into the strategy, service design and practice of local
services. Recent studies in this from New Local, the Independent Commission on
Neighbourhoods, and global best practice at the Bloomberg Centre for Cities at
Harvard University indicates that the three-unitary model we propose could become
the exemplar of systematically shifting institutional power out and drawing
community power in.%0

Across England, many local authorities are supplementing traditional democratic

representation with ongoing deliberation and participation. C a md e Health and

Care Citizens6Assembly establishedpr i nci pl es that guided the |
wellbeing strategy, while Wakefield trained their staff to hold inclusive community

conversations in an open engagement process which informed priorities. In Test

Valley,ci ti zens 6 assembl i e shavaunderpmmpeeéthe engagement
development of corporate priorities, plans for housing, and town centre

regeneration.>!

These examples are moving beyond traditional one-off consultation exercises and
seek to engage and educate communities about constraints and opportunity to give
them a greater sense of agency. They actively pursue and build an ongoing dialogue
with residents as a core component of strategic decision-making. Such an approach
to engagement and policymaking is not about diminishing, disempowering or diluting
the important role of members. Rather, such approaches seek to enhance and
support the statutory decision-making process and direct discretionary investment in
preventative approaches, giving democratically elected leaders, at all levels, the

%Jessica Studdert, Shaheen Warren and Anna Randl e, OF
Public Servicebo, N e w ; Hollie Russon Gingan, Boeribde dioagr, Archdh Guhd,

Rebecca Rosen, G&iltgn LW.adMoorGa, d& oBloomberglHacvarE ngage menf
City Leadership Initiative, 31 May 2023; 6 Thi nk Nei ghbour hoods: A new approa
countryo6s biggest policy clhdapendennGpramisSionoh nt er i m Report
Neighbourhoods, 5 March 2025.

51 Camden Council: Camden Health and Care Citizens' Assembly, February-December 2020

Wakefield Counci: 6 How We Di d | t: Building intentionally inclu
Local, 4 March 2024.

Test Valley Borough Counci: Adam Lent and Summer Simpson, OAEverythi
communitieso: I nsidlerdekinyaappydaclgrobondommunity eng

20 March 2024.
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tools, information and evidence to make the best decisions for their communities and
places.

Our outcomes for community empowerment in Surrey

We believe that LGR, and the formation of these three distinct, relevant and

cohesive unitary councils in Surrey, based on clear functional geographies, will

provide the best footprint to enable a renewed focus on asset-based community

development. It will work with people at a localised level, in places they recognise

and relate with. It will establish where there is a role for the local authority, and

where the communitiesdéd strengths can be harn
to do more for themselves to meet locally identified needs.

The footprint of the new unitary councils will enable us to adopt, embed and
accelerate new and innovative participative methods that will improve local decision
making and community engagement at a neighbourhood level across six outcomes
which are expanded on below:

1 Advancing equity

Building relationships,

Generating knowledge

Mobilising resources

Creating more resilient communities
Sharing power

= =4 -4 -4 -

We will also be able to upscale existing best practice from across Surrey to rapidly
mobilise our community engagement approaches to support and facilitate this work.

Over the following pages, we expand upon each of these outcomes, setting out
both local and national case studies that powerfully demonstrate what can be
achieved by embedding meaningful community empowerment into the culture
and fabric of local decision making processes.
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Outcome 1: With our communities we will advance equity and inclusion

Our engagement efforts will focus on establishing and promoting equity by
expanding the diversity of representationd and by association, the diversity of
thoughtd and ensuring equitable treatment. We aim to build underrepresented
resident so ciffinn theirgigniyeand aatondmy dhrough inclusion in
decision-making processes. Seeing problems from multiple perspectives to reach
innovative solutions will form the heart of our approach.

Devel oping Runnymededs Cl i in€dseStudyhange
Like many councils, Runnymede Borough Council has declared a climate
emergency and is aiming to reach net zero with its operational emissions by 2030,
and to support the boroughds resident
do this, the council has developed a Climate Change Strategy.

The council cannot achieve its ambitious objectives on its own, however, and so it
sought to mobilise and engage with residents and stakeholders to help develop the
Action Plan which would set out the tangible actions that would be undertaken to
achieve net zero targets. It was important that residents felt empowered to help
shape the Action Plan, ensuring it was reflective of the issues, challenges and
opportunities that local residents, with lived experience, were aware of.

During the summer of 2023, Runnymede ran an extensive range of engagement
activities that sought to engage the community in the development of the Climate
Change Action Plan. This took many different forms, using a blend of digital and
traditional tools, and garnered a wide range of insightful responses. Knowing that
young people were seldom heard in traditional council engagements and
consultations, the council worked hard to ensure their views were sought and
received through targeted methods, including a fun and engaging digital climate
change survey for under 18s. This led to a better quantity and quality of feedback
from young people, with the result being that the Action Plan more extensively
focused on work the council could do with education partners to combat climate
change and encourage behavioural change amongst younger residents to help
support the transition to net zero.
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St Helens Inequalities Commission i Case Study

Facing significant economic and health challenges, and significant inequalities, St
Helens Borough Council worked with partners to establish an independent, multi-
agency Inequalities Commission. The Commission learnt from evidence and experts
as it sought to understand the barriers that prevented people from reaching their
potential. Crucially, it gave all residents, particularly marginalised communities, a
voice, combining their experiences with the knowledge of experts and local leaders
to shape projects and services to build greater equality and make recommendations
to the system.

This approach saw the council win a prestigious MJ Award for their approach in 2023
and demonstrates how seldom heard voices could effectively be empowered by
Surreyds three new unitary authoritie:¢
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Outcome 2: With our communities we will continue to build positive and
long-lasting relationships

We will invest in social and political capital to enable effective governance and build
positive, long-lasting relationships which will move beyond transactional
relationships with residents and local stakeholders. This will forge meaningful
connections with individuals and across sectors to instil a sense of community, build
trust, shore up civic infrastructure, build on strengths and bolster resilience, and
engender public support for innovation, local government and policies.

By working with communities, for communities, meaningfully at a localised place
level, we will increase engagement and give a greater sense of agency to our
residents. We will be visible to our communities, and we will demonstrate through
democratic decisions and new initiatives, that we are listening. By upskilling local
groups and focusing on community strengths and assets, we will support mature
debate, innovation, and empower people to take ownership and control of their
places. In partnership with statutory and voluntary services, our communities will
lead the way. Greater trust will be developed in both democracy and in local
decisions, and resource and capacity will be targeted where it can make the biggest
difference.

Partnership Groups in Reigate & Banstead i Case Study

Using an asset-based community development approach, the council has
established O6Partnership Groupsd in fi
Membership is made up of local organisations and active citizens who develop a
local action plan which helps identify and direct work around local issues and
places, giving people living and working in those communities the ability to

influence outcomes.

These Partnership Groups enabled highly effective collaboration between the
counci l and | ocal groups and resident :
response during the pandemic, and since then have paved the way for genuinely
system wide frontline collaboration between communities, the voluntary and
community sector, local government, the NHS, local policing teams, housing
providers and more.
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Reigate & Banstead Borough Council has also employed a Community
Development Worker for Redhill, who, working with a local GP, and supported by

active citizens of an estate in Redhil
(AWWH). AWWH has encouraged local Asian women to improve their physical and
ment al wel |l being I n-defencd, i impgovingv knowled@es and <

understanding of diabetes, and active participation in community events.

Malvern Hills Connected Communities T Case Study

As a predominantly rural area, districts with a similar profile to Malvern Hills often
experience issues of isolation, poor connectivity, and limited physical
infrastructure. However, Malvern Hills counters this trend by increasing levels of
Voluntary and Community Sector and resident engagement in civic and community
life that is notably higher than the English average.

By taking an appr oaltehs eodh seammiproint Yy ade u
council has focused on identifying, maximising, and benefiting from the existing
resources, skills and experience within their communities. They established a
place-based partnership comprised of the council, VCS, NHS, other partners and
residents to support the design and delivery of integrated services across
communities. Meeting regularly, the partnership identifies priority areas and
formulates a whole-system response to it to allocate resources.

By empowering communities to lead, and working together to identify gaps and
maximising strengths, when significant challenges have occurred, such as
flooding, COVID-19 or the need to accomodate Ukrainian refugees, there has
been the resilience and capacity within communities to respond as one to meeting
these needs.

By harnessing existing local structures and existing resources, rather than
imposingatop-d own structure | i ke community [
authorities will be able to help foster resilient communities within each of their own
distinctive places.
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Outcome 3: With our communities we will generate knowledge which will
help deliver better outcomes

Our residents are experts in their own lives, and learning from these lived
experiences makes better services and council decisions.

We will listen to people. We will share knowledge with them about constraints and
opportunities and engage them to secure the best answers to difficult questions.
We will actively seek their views on experiences they have had, including of
interaction with our services, and of systemic challenges. We will be good and
effective system-partners, and we will engage other agencies and the voluntary
sector to align strategic aims and objectives. By sharing knowledge and
experience, at every level, we will be able to generate an improved perspective on
potential solutions and we will be better placed to break out of policy and strategic
norms, to do more, more efficiently, and with direct connection back to places
people identify with and their communities.

Merstham Health and Wellbeing Champions in Reigate and Banstead i Case
Study

Funded by a bid to the Mental Health Investment Fund, the Merstham Community
Development Worker and Merstham Community Facility Trust worked together to
recruit and train 23 local people to be able to share public health information with
friends and neighbours. These volunteers have become active members of their
community, contributing to work beyond the scope of the original project and
becoming local leaders.
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Bristol s CommunityCaReSudy i ence Fund
Bristol City Council established a £4m Community Resilience Fund to support
community and voluntary organisations with one-off capital grants to recover from
the pandemic, increase their environmental sustainability and/or build their
capacity to work over the long term. The funding was to be targeted at
organisations based in and working with the most deprived areas of the city, and
city-wide equality groups.

In designing the scheme, the council combined traditional evidence and measures
with participatory and deliberative methods, enabling local people and
organisations to shape almost every aspect of the Fund. Over several months,
residents, Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) leaders and elected councillors
took part in a series of facilitated workshops to co-produce the decision-making
process. Following on from this, instead of using usual grading and assessment
methods by council officers and members, decision making on grants was
undertaken by local people and VCS partners, who, together with councillors,
worked deliberatively to decide on grants. Sortition methods were used to ensure
the local people selected represented a true cross-section of the community in the
decision making.

By empowering communities to take ownership of the Fund, the level of interest
and engagement far exceeded those of other council funds that relied on
traditional methods of application and assessment. Furthermore, it strengthened
t he counci |Ip$weth volantaey partreers,svho worked alongside over an
extended period to develop and deliver the Fund and were respected as equal
partners in the process.
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A whole-system approach to tackling rough sleeping in Hampshire i Case
Study

Lower tier and unitary councils in England have the legal duty to provide advice
and assistance to anyone at risk of, or experiencing, homelessness. However,
councils cannot tackle this on their own, or provide assistance in isolation. Those
sleeping rough often having wider, more complex, needs and challenges with their
health and wellbeing that require more than just physical accommodation to
resolve. But with the ability and means to help resolve these issues sitting with
different statutory bodies, support can often be difficult to obtain, leaving some of
our most vulnerable residents to fall through the cracks between services.

In Hampshire, district councils could see that this piecemeal approach to providing
support was having life-and-death implications for rough sleepers. Therefore, they
took a whole-system approach to resolve this issue, bringing partners like health,
social care and other providers of care and support together through the adult
safeguarding board to provide a multi-agency approach to support those rough
sleeping, addressing their needs together, holistically, rather than in isolation
disparately.

By taking a person-centred, strengths-based approach, those experiencing
homelessness were provided with tailored and intensive support to address not
only their housing needs, but also the other challenges they faced. Such an
approach led to improved outcomes for those experiencing homelessness, with
reduced demand on the system as a whole as support was provided across
organisational boundaries based on need, rather than organisations simply
seeking to fulfil statutory duty.

Shaping Surreyodés Future K]




Outcome 4: With our communities we will mobilise resources

We will promote community ownership, working with communities to support them
to take on or contribute to the running of local community assets and services

where it makes sense to do so.

The ability for communities to be autonomous in the delivery of local services,
activities and facilities helps to ensure that, in partnership with the new unitary
authorities, important local activity is preserved or enhanced in truly collaborative,

community led ways.

Adopting models that support transferring the ownership or management of local
community assets, is one approach through which this can be achieved. Whilst
this may be an effective and financially efficient method of delivery, future viability
and sustainability in short, medium and long terms are critical.

With support, communities can continue to deliver affordable activities and

services to residents, with the transfer of decision making on development, growth
and new opportunities in response to unmet local need placed in the hands of
those who understand their communities best.
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Pinewood Lodge in East Hampshire i Case Study

In 2018, Pinewood Village Hall in Whitehill and Bordon shut after many years of
dwindling use as better facilities became available elsewhere in the town. East
Hampshire District Council took a novel approach to redeploying the asset and, in
a national first, worked with a housing manufacturer and local charity to convert the
redundant village hall into modular housing for those facing homelessness.

Now renamed as Pinewood Lodge, and leased to a local homeless charity, the site
provides temporary accommodation to those experiencing homelessness, giving
them their own front door and on-site support to help residents secure more
suitable long term-term accommodation and address any wider wellbeing needs.

The scheme has transformed this once-redundant asset into a valuable community
asset to help relieve homelessness pressures and improve outcomes for
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vulnerable local residents. It has also generated vital income for the council and
has help significantly reduce the coul
homelessness into expensive Bed and Breakfast accommodation.
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Outcome 5: By empowering local people, we will create more resilient
communities

Resilient communities are built through genuine partnership working between local
authorities, voluntary groups, businesses, and residents as equal partners. This
collaborative approach ensures that community responses are locally led and
based on real needs. Empowering the voluntary and community sector with
training, clear roles, and practical tools 1 and including vulnerable groups in the
planning process i enables communities to become active drivers of their own
resilience.

By establishing three | ocal aut horiti
geographies, each council can develop the tools, frameworks, and resources that
best suit their unique local context.

Effective frameworks cannot be imposed in a top-down way but rather, trust and
capacity must be built over time. Regular joint exercises, trusted data-sharing in
emergencies, and clear, accessible communication turn planning into effective

action. When everyone knows their role and feels included, communities become
not just better preparedd they grow more confident, connected, and capable of
leading in times of crisis.

Flood resilience in Runnymede i Case Study

Runnymede Borough Council has worked closely with the Friends group and other
stakeholders in improving the management of the Cabrera Trust Riverside Walk in
Virginia Water to reduce flooding downstream. By bringing together the volunteer
groupwhocarryout tasks on the Trustés | and
management at a number of site meetings to discuss flood dynamics and
resilience, the council has adjusted the land management practices, which helps to
slow the flow of water travelling downstream. This increases the time taken for
peak flood heights to be reached through the rest of the catchment and gives more
time for additional mitigation measures and emergency response to be enacted in
downstream areas. Additional works and funding mechanisms have been identified
via these discussions which will provide further benefits to ecosystem health and
flooding resilience through natural flooding management techniques.
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Community resilience in Test Valley i Case Study

Following significant flooding across the borough in 2014, a number of agencies
came together to look at what had worked well in terms of their response. It soon
became apparent that where local communities had a community resilience plan in
place, they required much less help and support from emergency services and the
council.

In response to this, Test Valley Borough Council established a Community
Resilience forum, a peer learning forum to enable communities to learn from the
experiences and plans made by other places. This peer-to-peer learning resulted
in a significant uptake in the number of communities engaged in local resilience
planning. In other areas of Hampshire, organisations, such as Fire and Rescue,
had promoted the idea of local resilience planning without a great deal of success.

With the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, local community resilience was
severely tested across Test Valley. However, the resilience network at the
community level remained strong, meaning that local authorities in Test Valley had
less direct involvement in providing practical support for residents than elsewhere
and calls for assistance from the borough to the Hampshire-wide helpline were
amongst the lowest in the county.

Their approach has been regionally recognised, with other local authorities seeking
to learn from their experience, which was also highlighted as a nationally
pioneering approach in a 2022 National Preparedness Commission report.
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Outcome 6: With our communities we will share power

We will share decision-making power with residents and give them an opportunity
to see their choices translate into concrete results which will help build civic power
and a sense of self-determination. Such an approach can be most effectively
delivered when the local authorities are themselves local and accessible, built
around functional geographies that are recognisable to local people as their own.

Participatory budgeting in Reigate & Banstead i Surrey Case Study

As part of a project funded by the Health Lottery, the Merstham Community
Devel opment Worker supported the setti
group. This group is now entirely resident-led and regularly holds public meetings,
holding local politicians and other public officials (police, housing associations etc.)
to account. The group have also arranged local hustings at election time. This is a
small-scale project in the most deprived area in Surrey which has led to increased
social capital for people who may not have felt able to challenge those in power.

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council have worked on a number of participatory
budgeting projects in several communities within the borough, placing local people
at the heart of decision making regarding the allocation of grant funding. These
include the Banstead Neighbourhood Fund, the Merstham Community Cashbox
and the Creating Healthy Communities Fund. Residents who have been involved
have provided extremely positive feedback about the experience, increasing their
trust and confidence in public bodies.
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The Cheshire Easti CéeStpdyeds Panel

Having been established as a result of LGR in 2009, Cheshire East Council is the
largest local authority by area in the northwest of England. Its recent creation,
combined with strong local identity (with over 100 parish and town councils) meant

t hat many residents do not see 6Cheshi
their local area or the historical and ceremonial county of Cheshire.

Traditionally, the council had relied upon traditional means of canvassing the views
and needs of residents. Such methods often result in self-selecting groups of
residents having their say, at the expense of some voices in the community; rural
residents or those living in poverty were often shut out of traditional means
engagement. In response, the council worked in partnership with a not-for-profit
organi sation to | aunch a éPeopexegdisywkaa I
could be done to tackle and respond to the cost-of-living crisis. Members of the
Panel were selected to be demographically-representative of the population,
ensuring a true reflection of local views, needs and aspirations could be heard.
Over the course of two weekends, the panel heard from a variety of independent
experts. It then discussed and developed a series of recommendations which were
then prioritised. These were then put to the council, who have progressed and
implemented the recommendations they were able to.

The panel showed that residents of all backgrounds were willing to commit large
amounts of time to develop solutions to big problems and felt empowered to share
deep and powerful personal stories, which would never have been shared in a
survey or by traditional engagement methods. Furthermore, it was well received by
residents and ensur ed -mdkiagwadshaped byahosec i |
who are not usually heard, as well as those who shout the loudest.
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Strong democratic accountability

Our interim plan noted that there are currently 534 elected councillors in Surrey, with
81 at the county and 453 across district and

A

hattersd, meaning that they are both distric

Under our proposed three-unitary model, we recommend that the total number of
councillors be reduced to 243 which creates significant efficiencies and clear lines of
accountability.

Our proposal i1Is to retain Surrey County Coun
which are contiguous with current district boundaries as the fundamental building
blocks of the new unitary authorities.

To reflect the increased responsibilities of the new unitary councils, as well as the
demands placed upon its members, we propose these divisions each have three
elected members.

Ourproposalwi I I support reorganisation at speed.
divisions were reviewed in 2024 and are therefore current, electorally balanced and

reflective of local community identity. This means we will not be required to carry out

a costly and time-consuming boundary review, allowing us to reorganise quickly and

meet the anticipated deadline of holding elections to the shadow unitary authorities

in May 2026.

It also aligns with Local Government Boundary Commission for England guidance.>?
Based on their most recent electoral data, three member divisions would result in the
number of electors per member to be approximately 3,300-3,900.° This is in
alignment with Boundary Commission guidance as well as existing unitary authorities
of a similar size.

Our plan for the future electoral map of Surrey is represented on the following page.

5226 El ect or alT eReéwii &evad Gui dancebod, Local Government Boun
June 2023.
53 |bid.
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Principle 57 Secures financial efficiency, resilience and
the ability to withstand financial shocks.

Summary: This section outlines how our proposal for three new unitary authorities in
Surrey will secure financial efficiency and resilience by reducing duplication,
achieving economies of scale, and addressing budget pressures. The proposal is
financially-viable, promising significant savings compared to the current system,
despite challenges such as existing budget pressures, demand growth, and inflation.
By year four, the three-unitary model is estimated to deliver savings of £22.5m
annually, with a further £39.8m of savings forecast from future transformation. Over
the same period, the two-unitary model could deliver savings of £39.9m annually,
with a further £46.2m forecast from future transformation. Although the two-unitary
model shows slightly better financial results, the three-unitary model offers parallel
significant non-financial benefits, such as improved local representation and
governance.

Our proposed three-unitary authority model for the future of local government in
Surrey will result in significant financial benefits by reducing duplication, achieving
greater economies of scale and capitalising on opportunities for service
transformation and improvement.

We understand the importance of establishing new unitary authorities that are
financially-sustainable and provide value for money. To ensure that reorganisation
and devolution leads to lasting economic growth and high-quality and sustainable
public service delivery, it is crucial that the new structure we establish is built to last.

Our work has found that our proposal for three new unitary authorities is financially
viable, resulting in significant savings compared to the current two-tier system of
local government. In common with the wider sector, however, each council will face
financial challenges. These include:

91 Existing budget pressures, set out in Medium-Term Financial Plans (MTFPs)

T Growth in demand for services, particularil:
1 Inflationary pressures

1 Fair Funding reform

Establishing new unitary authorities in Surrey requires careful consideration of
financial sustainability amidst these significant challenges. The new authorities must
utilise savings from local government reorganisation to address these pressures and
deliver transformational savings to maintain service quality and scope.

In this section we set out our approach for considering the financial sustainability of
the proposed new unitary authorities.

To evaluate the financial viability of both options, we have considered the savings
from transitioning to new unitary authorities. These savings arise from fewer
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elections, councillors, and senior managers, as well as eliminating duplication to
achieve efficiencies in service delivery. We have then offset these savings against
the costs of disaggregating upper-tier services and the costs of implementing the
change, such as redundancies, new digital infrastructure, running a shadow
authority, and project management. This provides us with a net cost/benefit for
implementing the proposals.

Our modelling is based on assessing and analysing the 11 examples of local
government reorganisation that have taken place across England since 2009, along
with the analysis conducted by PwC in their 2020 report on the options for
reorganisation in Surrey.

District and borough Section 151 officers have collaborated closely in the
development of this financial model.

Ultimately, our work has found that our proposal for three new unitary authorities is
financially viable, resulting in significant savings compared to the current two-tier
system of local government. Despite the potential for significant annual savings
through reorganisation and transformation, we note that much of this will be needed
to deal with budget pressures forecast to come down the line. Stranded debt remains
an unresolved issue, on which we would welcome a discussion with government.

Existing budget pressures

The medium-term plans of the twelve current councils have been analysed to
understand the financial challenges already being faced.

The existing projected budget gaps have been adjusted to allow for the use of one-
off funding such as reserves and balances and establish the true base budget
shortfall for each council.

Estimated budget gap across county, districts and boroughs in
Surrey (Em)

2026-27 | 2027-28 |2028-29 | 2029-30 | Total 25/26 - 29/30

43.5 42.9 44 3.5 133.8

Noteit hese figures do not allow for the cost
which is estimated at around £150m per annum.

Growth/demand pressures
Adult social care

Like all authorities across the country, the provision of support for Adult Social Care
has provided a considerable financial challenge to Surrey County Council. This has
only been partly offset by the introduction of the Adult Social Care precept which has
allowed an additional council levy of 2% to be added to bills each year ringfenced for
this specific area of expenditure.
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With significant increases in the elderly population and the complexity of needs,
major pressures are currently around the cost of care package commitments,
contract inflation and workforce pressures.

Childrends services

Similarly, like many authorities across the country, the provision of support for
children with additional needs continues to be one of the biggest challenges and
pressure for Surrey. Much of the cost is met through the high needs block of the
dedicated schools grant (DSG), whilst the staffing pressures relating to
assessments, management and associated transport costs cause pressures in the
general fund.

The largest areas of pressure currently relate to the cost of home to school travel
assistance, which links to the significant growth in the number of children with
additional needs and disabilities in specialist provision and the statutory transport
requirements for those children. Increased costs of social care placements account
for the majority of the remaining pressures.

In addition, the costs of social care placements continue to be a budget pressure
across the MTFS period. Although the number of children in care has fallen, the cost
of very specialist placements continues to rise, in a highly-competitive commercial
market.

These demand pressures on social care and general inflationary pressures have
been built into the MTFS assumptions within each Surrey council& budget.

Homelessness & impact of changes to Homelessness Prevention Grant (HPG)
distribution

The formula for allocating HPG is being updated from 2026-27 as part of the
upcoming spending review. The proposed changed will redistribute funding away
from Surrey and indicate the likely shift of funding which will occur through Fair
Funding Reform.

Debt
Background

The level of local authority debt across the Surrey geography is extremely high, and
ongoing financing costs are disproportionate to the size of the combined net revenue
budgets of the existing authorities.

In June 2023, Woking Borough Council issued a Section 114 Notice, due primarily to

the | evel of debt. I n March 2025, the MHCLG
Value report for Spelthorne Borough Council, indicating that they intend to move

forward with an intervention package linked to debt-related financial issues.
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County-wide, authorities hold £5.7bn of external debt at the end of January 2025,
and have a combined underlying borrowing requirement, known as the Capital
Financing Requirement, based on historic capital investment decisions of £7.8bn.

The underlying need to borrow (CFR) can be further analysed as follows:

1 £0.7bn (9%) of debt relating to Housing Revenue Accounts
1 £3.4bn (44%) of General Fund debt, used to support capital programme delivery
1 £3.7bn (47%) of debt relating to commercial activities/investments

The 2025/26 budgets of the local authorities include combined general fund interest
payable and Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) budgets of £327m. This equates to
22% of the combined Net Revenue Budgets. This percentage will increase
significantly and be concentrated in those unitaries containing high debt levels. In
some borough and districts the gross financing costs are in excess of 100% of their
net revenue budget.

Woking Borough Council have deferred £96m of capital financing costs (MRP) in
2025/26, along with having a Capitalisation Directive of £75m relating mainly to
interest costs. This means that without continued EFS from government, there is a
budget gap of at least £171m to be inherited by one of the new unitaries.

The commercial picture across the county is complex, with over 150 directly owned
investments and at least 37 subsidiary companies. Further analysis will be needed
on the underlying value of these investments and their associated debt to
understand the level of Gtrandedbdebt.

It is accepted that within Woking the level of stranded debt is circa £1.5bn, which will
continue to rise with ongoing exceptional financial support (EFS).

Across the 12 authorities, there is income of cE150m budgeted from interest and
investment income that not only helps repay the debt on commercial investments but
underpins the delivery of services to residents. Any option to transfer or dispose of
commercial assets could lead to further budget pressures.

Debt position

A fundamental objective of local government reorganisation is to create a set of
unitary authorities in Surrey that are financially sustainable and provide value for
money. As part of this, government is keen for the authorities in Surrey to find
solutions to the ongoing risk that this level of capital financing costs create and look
to set up new authorities without an ongoing need for EFS.

The timescales for the final submission to government have not allowed sufficient
time to cover off the detailed analysis required for any consideration of formulated
proposals to address the current and future debt position.
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It has been agreed that a principle should be that, aside from Woking Borough
Council, all councils have set balanced budgets for 2025/26, including budgeted
financing costs and relevant commercial income.

Whilst there is a need for further discussions with government post this submission

on options around managing this level of debt in Surrey, Surrey Leaders continue

their position as outlined in correspondence with the minister, with a focused
requirement for the writing off of the O6stra
Woking Borough Council as partofthegover nment 6s considerations
forthcoming Spending Review.

Without this, any unitary created as part of the LGR process that has Woking
Borough Council within its boundaries, and that inherits its current debt position, will
not be financially-viable, and would require ongoing EFS from government.

We would welcome further discussions with government for dealing with the debt
that enables successful unitary government in Surrey. In the meantime, we would
ask government to look at the current form of any ongoing EFS, ensuring that the
level of stranded debt is not increased in Woking or any successor authority.

Equally, existing and future authorities should be offered an incentive through
permanent Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) discounts where authorities choose to
sell commercial assets to repay PWLB debt early as part of prudently managing debt
and liability profiles.

While the business case has identified efficiencies that can be delivered through
local government reorganisation, these will be primarily needed to support financial
sustainability, given the rising demand and delivery of vital services to residents and
communities in Surrey, as well as to mitigate the anticipated impact on funding from
thegovernment 6s fair funding review.

Costs of LGR transition

We have explored the costs involved in moving to two and three unitary authorities.
The costs are split between three key stages of transition:

1 Planning and pre-planning: the period until April 2026 where authorities will
collaborate and consult on proposals.

1 Shadow: where we prepare for change, align systems and processes and
establish the new shadow authorities

1 Implementation: where we will fully implement the proposals and move to
unitary authorities.

1 The figures in the table below are indicative costs, based on assumptions in the
Surrey CC PwC report and examples of LGR from elsewhere, with some
inflationary adjustments and adjustments to reflect Surrey-specific circumstances.
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Implementation costs Implementation Costs £m

2 unitaries 3 unitaries
Cost category Implementation Implementation
Redundancy and early retirement 10.6 8
Implementation and programme delivery 9.5 12.9
IT consolidation and change 23.2 24.8
Branding and communications 1.3 1.9
Shadow authority(ies) 3 3.2
Creation of new council(s) 2.8 3.4
Closedown of old councils 1.9 1.9
Elections to shadow authorities 3.3 3.4
Total Implementation costs 55.6 59.5

n The costs of implementation are slightly higher for three unitaries than for two,
due to increased costs of programme delivery and IT consolidation. This is
partially offset by the lower costs of redundancy for the three-unitary option.

n Our calculations also assume:

0 Redundancy costs assume 5% and 3.5% reduction in staffing for two and

three unitaries respectively.

0 Shadow costs include all member basic allowances, additional cabinet
allowances and Head of Paid Service costs

o Comms and engagement costs rely heavily on use of internal resource

rather than external.

0 Reorganisation ICT costs exclude staffing.

Savings arising from local government reorganisation

Councillor numbers and governance

Maintaining and improving local democratic representation is crucial in maximising

the benefits of reorganisation and devolutio
devolution are rooted in letting communities take back control from Westminster, and

empowering elected Members to shape decisions affecting their local community. A

move to unitary local government would create clearer lines of accountability,

allowing residents, businesses and stakeholders to clearly understand who is

accountable for service delivery in each new council area.

As noted earlier, there are currently 534 elected councillors in Surrey, with 81 at the
county and 453 across the districts and boroughs. Many of these are @ouble hatterso
meaning they are both district and county councillors, though often not of
coterminous areas. We have identified that reorganisation could reduce councillor
numbers to 243 under both a two- and three-unitary model.
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As also noted earlier, Surrey County Council underwent a boundary review in 2024.

Given the recency of this review, and the need to move at pace to enable LGR, we

are not proposing that the countyds division
These boundaries are also contiguous with districts as the building blocks of the new

authorities.

To reflect the increased responsibility of the new councils, and the demands upon its
members, it is expected there would be up to three members per division. This would
also ensure that the ratio of members to electors is in line with Boundary
Commission guidance and the ratios of existing authorities of a similar size. Two
members per division could also be considered. The ratio of electors per councillor
would be around 5,500. This would be higher than most other councils of a similar
size and, in rural areas especially, councillors would need to cover large
geographical areas, increasing their workload and diluting their ability to act
effectively as the democratically elected leaders within their community.

Effective local representation, governance and decision making will also be
supported by the presence of town and parish councils across much of Surrey.
There is also the opportunity to carry out community governance reviews to enhance
local democracy and representation in areas that do not already have these
arrangements in place.

Membersoballowances

The current cost of members allowances within Surrey mainly consists of Basic
Allowances and Special Responsibility Allowances.

The current cost of basic allowances is around £3.8m per annum with the allowance
much higher for Surrey County Council than for the districts. This has been
benchmarked against the 10 closest existing unitary councils and an average sum
has been estimated for the new council of £14,250 per councillor. Based upon a
reduction from £3.8m for the existing 534 elected councillors to 243, this would give
a saving of £337,250 per annum compared to current costs.

Special Responsibility Allowances (SRAS) are paid to councillors who have a higher
than average workload and/or hold particular positions of responsibility within the
council such as the Leader or committee chairs.

The cost of these within the existing Surrey Councils is £1.467m per annum.
Benchmarking against the 10 closest existing unitary councils suggests an average
cost of around £380k per annum within a similar sized unitary. This would translate
into savings compared to the current costs in either the two- or three unitary models.

Overall Savings: 2 unitaries 3 unitaries
Basic Allowance £337,250 £337,250
Special Responsibility Allowance 707,000 327,000

Total £1,044,250 £664,250
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Elections

There is also an opportunity to streamline the electoral process in Surrey as part of
local government reorganisation. This would result in efficiency savings and,
alongside changes to councillor numbers, support local democratic accountability
through simplifying electoral structures.

The current electoral cycle in Surrey sees a mix of authorities electing in thirds as
well as those that hold all-out elections. Our figures assume that the new unitary
authorities would elect on an all-out basis which is in-line with Best Value guidance.
This would reduce the overall cost of elections by two thirds, saving almost £7m over
the course of a four-year cycle.

While it would be most efficient for elections for the directly elected Mayor to take
place at the same time as those for the new unitary authorities, this is not currently
anticipated in the timescales shared by government. There are savings to be
achieved from moving the current system of county and district elections, where
some elected in thirds and some have all out-elections every four years. Whatever
setup of unitary councils is established, the size of electorate and poll locations are
unlikely to change. The estimated costs of holding an election for each unitary have
been updated to allow for slightly higher costs in multiple areas such as for additional
returning officers although this is still not deemed to be a significant issue.

Estimated cost of elections

Approx
Approx Approx Scheduled cost
Option E'ecf.,?rate cost per cost per local elections per 4- Saving
elector® | election®® per cycle®’ year
cycle
Varies by
Current £3.08m | district/ borough | £9.8m -
arrangements - see above.
1 based on
2 unitary £3.29m assumed cycle | £3.29m | £6.51m
879,000 £3.50 with Strategic
Authority taking
over functions of
PCC and
covering costs
3 unitary £3.40m of their £3.40m | £6.40m
elections.

54 Local Government Boundary Commission for England data on electors for Surrey.

5 MHCLG data on cost of 2019 general election, uprated to 2025 prices by CPI.

56 To reflect the additional costs of more councils, an assumed 7% additional cost for 2 unitaries and a
10.5% additional cost for 3 unitaries has been applied.

57 Excludes general elections, parish elections, any referenda, or by-elections.
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Extra council tax yield

Districts and Borough Councils can only increase council tax by their referendum
limit of 2.99%. Their element of the precept would become part of the new council
precept to which the unitary cap of 4.99% could be applied, as long as the social
care precept could be justified. With increasing social care costs, this is deemed a
safe assumption and has been kept in the financial model.

The benefit would occur every year and compound on the previous benefit. This has
now been included in the model.

Reduced duplication

The biggest saving from local government reorganisation will come from bringing 12
councils together. In addition to savings set out above, additional savings relate
particularly to reductions in back-office functions i such as finance, legal,
governance, HR, procurement i needed to support fewer councils, and other areas
such as contact centres.

From experience elsewhere it is accepted that these savings tend to be delivered in
two distinct phases. Firstly, some immediate savings as vacancies and temps are
removed and some staff retirements agreed. The second phase comes through
transformation whereby new services are formed from fundamental reviews of the
existing ones. This is considered under the transformation section later in this
document.

Prudent assumptions have been used for the value of initial savings which could be
delivered, reflecting what has been delivered through similar LGR processes,
compared to the original business case assumptions.

The budgets for each council have been thoroughly reviewed and broken down
between customer support, service provision and enabling services. An allowance
has then been calculated for a portion of the district and borough costs, with areas
such as debt-servicing costs and benefit payments excluded, as to what could be
delivered in the initial transition stage. A small allowance has been added for savings
which could be generated as the back-office functions from the districts and
boroughs come together with the back office of the county council. These savings
have been scaled depending upon the number of new councils being formed.

Non-
Aggregation Staffing | staffing Total
Savings £m £m £m
2 unitary 12.34 14.51 26.85
3 unitary 8.56 10.16 18.72
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Disaggregation

It will be necessary for upper-tier functions, such as highways, social care and
education, to be disaggregated amongst new unitary authorities, providing
opportunities for better outcomes through service alignment.

The main costs of disaggregation arise from:

1 Recreating senior posts (such as Directors of Children's Services) for each
unitary.

1 Separating regional management lines, and loss of economies of scale from staff
flexibility, for example.

1 Non-staffing such as loss of economies of scale from IT licensing.

Senior posts

We have specifically modelled new senior management structures (top three tiers).
There, disaggregation costs are offset by wider savings, such as reducing the
number of Chief Executives in Surrey from eleven to two or three.

Number of | Current Average Average
. : No. of Total cost
senior Tier 1-3 no. roles cost per
. roles £m . .
teams Staffing per council | council £Em
Surrey
1 County 41 6.3 41 6.3
Council®®
Surrey
10 districts and 129 16.1 12.9 1.6
boroughs®®
11 Total 170 22.4 15.5 2
Number | Proposed Total Average | Average :
. . No. of no. roles | cost per | Saving
of senior | Tier 1-3 cost .
. roles per council £m
teams Staffing £m .
council £m
2 2 unitaries | 74 11.6 37 5.8 10.8
3 3 unitaries | 96 14.3 32 4.8 8.1

58 County council includes Fire roles which would transfer to the Mayoral Authority and continue to
operate on a county-wide footprint.
59 Joint management team exists for Guildford and Waverley borough councils.
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Regional management lines

As can be seen on the maps below, Surrey Cou
functions are already operationally configured to be delivered in a localised way,
rather than on a county-wide basis, which supports disaggregation.

Children’s social care quadrants

Quadrants taken from the Joint
Commissioning Strategy for Children,
Young People and their Families in Surrey
2022

Adults social care -five areas

Geographic split taken from SCC’s
Commissioning Strategy for Older People 2021-
2030

We know that these services are a crucial lifeinetomany of Surreydés most
vulnerable residents, and they rightly expect us to continue providing high quality

services. For this reason, our modelling assumes there would be no net reduction in

frontline spend or staffing levels for these functions. The question of future demand

is a critical one. Initially, we assume that the same level of demand exists, requiring
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similar numbers of frontline staff. Demand will clearly change over time, though a
focus on early intervention and prevention, delivered by new unitaries with a solid
understanding of their local areas, can help offset and agilely respond to these
pressures.

As social care services are already delivered on a regional basis, it has been
assumed that both front line staff such as social workers, and their managers would
be divided between the new councils. This could therefore be done without the need
for additional staff.

Howeverwi t hi n Adul t s& a n, thereaneialnunbes of §pscialsste r vi c e s
roles across the county which would have to be provided in each unitary unless they

could be provided on a shared service basis. An allowance of £0.5m per unitary has

been added to reflect this as an additional disaggregation cost.

For non-social care services delivered countywide, there could be a need to

duplicate a degree of management costs for each unitary. An allowance has

therefore been built in to reflect the manag
staffing within these services. Additional costs added total £3.1m for 2 unitaries and

£5.1m for 3 unitaries.

Non-staffing disaggregation

Costs have been assumed to increase for unavoidable items, such as additional ICT
systems and software which would need to be duplicated. Additional costs of around
£4m per new unitary have been added to reflect this.

Wider considerations to help reduce the potential for costs to increase more than the
latter include the consideration of opportunities for shared services and the ability of
the new councils to reduce some costs which are currently well in excess of
benchmark comparators.

Shared services

The possibility of full shared services, s uch as Chi |l dr elmgedeedr ust mo
discounted at this stage due to the poor performance of these elsewhere. However,
there would be options for shared services for the new councils to consider such as:-

ERP

Shared commissioning
Procurement

Key professionals
Public Health

= =4 4 A 2

Some services are already outsourced e.g. highways, internal audit, so there would
be no need to alter this apart from changing the client from SCC to the new Councils.
Joint waste services have worked well elsewhere and could also be considered.
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Potential cost efficiencies

Benchmarking from Peopletoo and Oxygen show that some current unit costs in

Surrey are far higher than for other comparable councils. There is therefore

significant scope for savings to offset any other potential costs which could be driven

out by the new unitaries over a period of time. These would be achieved through

better cost and demand management throughthel ocal of fer for Chil dr
AdultséServices.

Targeting high-cost and/or high-demand areas through an improved local offer, as
demonstrated in other children's and adults' transformation programmes, can yield
significant savings. Each 1% reduction equates to approximately £9 million in total
expenditure. The local offer involves targeting market supply, managing demand
differently, and focusing on prevention, which we consider later in our proposal.

Enhanced commissioning, procurement, and contract management could generate
substantial savings compared to current costs, which are significantly higher than
those of similar authorities.

In summary, the analysis concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that county
councils achieve lower unit costs due to greater buying power. The analysis
indicates that, except for S251 Residential unit costs, unitary authorities and those
with a population size of 250,000 to 350,000 achieve the lowest unit costs.

Regarding demand for Adult Social Care (ASC), the analysis suggests that while
counties perform well in diverting to universal services, once individuals enter
statutory social care, higher numbers are placed in residential care with fewer
supported in the community, thereby driving up expenditure.

Regarding Surrey specifically, the analysis of high-level expenditure data across
Adult Social Care (ASC) and Children's services provides the following key points:

T Adul dosiad carei As of 31/12/24, the budget stands at £516.8 million, with a
forecast of £520 million, resulting in an overspend of £3.2 million.

1 Expenditure on 18-64 year olds is higher in Surrey compared to their NHS
Nearest Neighbours (17% higher) and the Region (23% higher).

1 Expenditure on 65+ year olds is in line with NHS Nearest Neighbours and
the Region, except where the primary need is learning disabilities, where
spending is 17% higher than the region. This is likely due to the transition
of 18-64 year olds to older age groups.

T Surprisingly, client contributions are lower in Surrey at 16% compared to
20% for NHS Nearest Neighbours. However, published finance data
reveals ASC overdue debt amounting to £23 million, which may indicate
challenges in timely financial assessments and debt management.
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1 Demand for 65+ year olds is lower at 11,345 versus 13,220 per 100,000,
but expenditure per person is higher at £33,192 versus £31,578.

1 Demand for 18-64 year olds is higher at 1,960 versus 1,770, with
expenditure per person at £52,697 versus £44,905.

In summary, for 18-64 and 65+, expenditure per person is higher than NHS Nearest
Neighbours, which suggests there is opportunity to reduce costs of care packages
and for 18-64 opportunity to manage transitions and reduce demand and cost.

T Chil dr ends isAsatBlaP/24cBadget £299.9m, Forecast £308m,
overspend £8.6m.

T Spend on Looked After Children has been increasing in line with the
national picture but at a higher rate in Surrey, 44% versus 31% nationally.

T Weekly outturn costs for Looked After Children are higher than statistical
neighbours i £2,340 versus £2,081 i but residential costs are lower:
£1144 versus £1,365.

T Weekly outturn costs for Special Educational Needs are 27% higher than
statistical neighbours and 45% than England average.

I n conclusion expenditure is higher than sta
Services, and with demand increasing this will be adding significant pressure to the
budget.

2 unitary 3 unitary
SCC di disaggreg
isaggrega ;
Base Budget tion costs | &tion Notes
£m costs
£m £m
Main staffing costs are
0
Staff 0.00% | 245.1 0 0 Socinl workers ot
Same management to
Managers 0.00% |22 0 0 staff ratios would be
maintained
Managers A”OWance fOI’
: duplications of
0
excl. social 6.50% | 45.1 2.9 4.4 managers in non social-
care care areas
Duplication of small
- o number of specialist
Specialist 10.00% | 10 1 1.5 roles if they cannot be
shared
Additional ICT
Non-staff 1.00% 814 8.1 12.2 requirements etc for
multiple councils
Total 12.1 18.1
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Indicative savings

Our analysis shows that there are significant savings to be made across both two-
and three-unitary models. Further savings may also be found from greater
bargaining power on contracts and reducing the number of offices and buildings
required but these are likely to take time and have not been included separately from
the duplication savings projected.

As shown above, the costs of reorganisation are approximately £60m, resulting in a
reorganisation cost benefit analysis that suggests that the costs would be paid off by
2029/30 for two unitaries and 2030/31 for three unitaries. The benefit is roughly
£17m per annum greater for two unitaries than for three.

Potential benefits for transformation range from £40m for three unitaries to £46m for
two unitaries. It is estimated that these savings will be delivered by the end of year 3
after vesting day for the new unitaries.

3 unitaries (Em)

Savings 2025-26 | 2026-27 | 2027-28 | 2028-29 2029-30 | 2030-31 | 2031-32
Councillors 0.664 0.664 0.664 0.664 0.664
Elections 1.600 1.600 1.600 1.600 1.600
Senior Staff 4.045 8.091 8.091 8.091 8.091
Removing duplication 9.360 18.72 18.72 18.72 18.72
Additional Council tax 2.578 5.362 8.364 11.598 15.077
Transition savings 18.248 34.437 37.439 40.673 44.152
Disaggregation -18.107 -18.107 -18.107 -18.107| -18.107
0 0 0.141 16.33 19.332 22.566 26.045
|Cumulative | 0] o] o0.141] 16.47| 35.802| 58.368| 84.413]
Transition costs 5.980 37.100] 16.400
|Cumu|ative 5.980 43.080| 59.480 59.480 59.480 59.480 59.480
Net cost/ (saving) 5.980 43.080 59.339 43.010 23.678 1.112 (24.933)

2 unitaries (Em)

Savings 2025-26 | 2026-27 | 2027-28 | 2028-29 2029-30 | 2030-31 | 2031-32
Councillors 1.044 1.044 1.044 1.044 1.044
Elections 1.627 1.627 1.627 1.627 1.627
Senior Staff 5.433 10.867 10.867 10.867|  10.867
Removing duplication 13.425 26.85 26.85 26.85 26.85
Additional Council tax 2.578 5.362 8.364 11.598 15.077
Transition savings 24.108 45.75 48.752 51.986 55.465
Disaggregation -12.072 -12.072 -12.072 -12.072| -12.072
Net Savings 0 0 12.036 33.679 36.681 39.914  43.394
Cumulative 0] o] 12.036] 45715 82.395] 122.31] 165.703]
Transition costs 5.080 33.600] 16.900

[Cumulative 5.080 38.680| 55.580 55.580 55.580 55.580| 55.580
Net cost/ (saving) 5.080 38.680 43.544 9.685 (26.815) (66.730) (110.123)

Transformation costs and benefits

The approach to delivering transformation is set out in more detail in a later section
of this report.

Our financial modelling is based on the detailed analysis and findings from the
Surrey PWC report in 2020, with refinements made from a review of other
transformation business cases for unitary councils and internal assessments.
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Benefits

Savings have been modelled at 100% / 75% / 50% of the original PWC business
case. A mid-point of 75% has been used for the two-unitary model and 67% for the
three-unitary model which delivers a % reduction in staff and non-staff costs as set
out in the table below. Overall, this delivers a saving of £40m in the three-unitary
model and £46m in the two-unitary model by the end of year three of the new
Council. This is in addition to the savings identified from aggregation / reducing
duplication.

Area Original 2 unitaries 3 unitaries Examples
g (75%) (67%) P
Customer Customer
contact and 10% 7.5% 6.7% services, web
assessment and digital
IT, HR,
Enabling 18% 13.5% 12.1% Finance,
support Legal,
Procurement
Housing,
Service Environmental
. 6% 4.5% 4.0% Services,
delivery : :
Libraries,
Leisure

A prudent approach has been taken to transformation benefits delivery phasing. This
recognises that the focus of the new Councils in the initial period will be on
establishing themselves and delivering the initial benefits of aggregation and
reducing duplication, which are accounted for separately in the model.

Savings have therefore been phased over 3 years as per the table below. It should
be possible to accelerate the delivery of benefits where necessary.

2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031
-26 | -27 | -28 | 29 | -:30 | -31 | -32

Districts and boroughs

. , : 10% | 40% | 40% | 10%
transformation benefits phasing

Districts and boroughs

. . 30% | 50% | 20%
transformation costs phasing
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Delivery costs

The costs of delivery are summarised below. Where possible we have used the
same assumptions as SCC, for example in relation to the costs of IT consolidation
and change and programme delivery. The main difference with the SCC model is a
higher allowance for redundancy and early retirement costs, based on a combination
of a higher level of delivered staff savings and a higher per capita allowance for the
costs of exit.

Implementation Costs £m
Costs incl. transformation
2 unitaries 3 unitaries

Implement | Transform Combi Implement | Transform Combi
Cost Category ation ation ned ation ation ned
Redundancy and early
retirement 10.6 14.0 24.6 | 8.0 11.0 19.0
Implementation and
programme delivery 9.5 140 |235 129 |145 |274
IT consolidation and change | 232 | 7.4 30.6 |248 |145 393
Branding and
communications 13 1.3 1.9 1.9
Shadow authority(ies) 3.0 30 (32 3.2
Creation of new council(s) 28 28 (34 3.4
Closedown of old councils 1.9 19 |19 1.9
Elections to shadow
authorities 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4
Contingency 3.0 3.0 3 3.0
Total Implementation costs | 556 | 384 |94.0 |59.5 |43.0 |1025
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Summary of savings 1 including transformation

3 unitaries (Em)

Savings 2025-26 | 2026-27 | 2027-28 | 2028-29 | 2029-30 | 2030-31 | 2031-32
Councillors 0.664 0.664 0.664 0.664 0.664
Elections 1.600 1.600 1.600 1.600 1.600
Senior Staff 4.045 8.091 8.091 8.091 8.091
Removing duplication 9.360 18.72 18.72 18.72 18.72
Additional Council tax 2.578 5.362 8.364 11.598 15.077
Transition savings 18.248 34.437 37.439 40.673 44.152
Disaggregation -18.107 -18.107 -18.107 -18.107| -18.107
0 0 0.141 16.33 19.332 22.566 26.045
|Cumulative | 0] o] o0.141] 16.47| 35.802| 58.368| 84.413]
Transition costs 5.980 37.100{ 16.400
|Cumu|ative 5.980 43.080| 59.480 59.480 59.480 59.480 59.480
Net cost/ (saving) 5.980 43.080 59.339 43.010 23.678 1.112 (24.933)
Transformation savings (67%) -3.985 -15.941 -15.941 -3.985 0
Cumulative saving -3.985 -19.927 -36.868 -39.854| -39.854
Transformation costs 12.898 21.497 8.599 0 0
Net Transformation cost / saving 8.913 1.57 -27.27 -39.854| -39.854
Cumulative 8.913 10.483 -16.787 -56.64| -96.494
Net cost/ (saving) incl Transformation 5.980 43.080 68.252 53.492 6.891  (55.528) (121.427)
2 unitaries (£m)
Savings 2025-26 | 2026-27 | 2027-28 | 2028-29 | 2029-30 | 2030-31 | 2031-32
Councillors 1.044 1.044 1.044 1.044 1.044
Elections 1.627 1.627 1.627 1.627 1.627
Senior Staff 5.433 10.867 10.867 10.867 10.867
Removing duplication 13.425 26.85 26.85 26.85 26.85
Additional Council tax 2.578 5.362 8.364 11.598 15.077
Transition savings 24.108 45.75 48.752 51.986 55.465
Disaggregation -12.072 -12.072 -12.072 -12.072|  -12.072
Net Savings 0 0 12.036 33.679 36.681 39.914 43.394
Cumulative 0 0| 12.036 45.715 82.395 122.31| 165.703
Transition costs 5.080 33.600{ 16.900
|Cumu|ative 5.080 38.680| 55.580 55.580 55.580 55.580 55.580
Net cost/ (saving) 5.080 38.680 43.544 9.685 (26.815) (66.730) (110.123)
Transformation savings (67%) -4.600 -18.500 -18.500 -4.600 0.000
Cumulative saving -4.600 -23.100 -41.600 -46.200{  -46.200
Transformation costs 11.500 19.200 7.700 0.000 0.000
Net Transformation cost / saving 6.900 -3.900 -33.900 -46.200{ -46.200
Cumulative 6.900 3.000 -30.900 -77.100| -123.300
Net cost/ (saving) incl Transformation 5.080 38.680 50.444 12.865 (57.715) (143.830) (233.423)

Financial sustainability position

The financial modelling shows that significant annual savings are possible through
reorganisation and subsequent transformation. However, it will still leave a significant
budget shortfall for the new councils to deal with due to the existing MTFP gaps and
the likely impact of the Fair Funding Review. In addition, the stranded debt remains
an unresolved issue that LGR can do nothing to mitigate in the current financial
context.

Translating the financial pressures into three new Councils would show the following
position:
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3 unitaries (Em)

2025-26 | 2026-27 | 2027-28 | 2028-29 | 2029-30 | 2030-31
|Mediu m-term Budget Gaps 0.000 43.498 | 86.532 | 130.373 133.851 | 172.951
Transition savings 0.000 0.000 -18.248 | -34.437 -37.439 -40.673
Disaggregation 0.000 0.000 18.107 18.107 18.107 18.107
Transition costs 5.980 37.100 16.400 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual impact 5.980 37.100 | 16.259 | -16.330 -19.332 -22.566
Transformation saving 0.000 0.000 -3.985 -19.927 -35.868 -39.854
Transformation cost 0.000 0.000 12.898 21.497 8.599 0.000
Annual impact 0.000 0.000 8.913 1.570 -27.270 -39.854

Net cost/ (saving) incl Transformation 5.980 37.100 25.172  (14.760) (46.601) (62.419)

The modelling for the two-unitary proposals shows marginally better financial results
but this needs to be considered in the context of the significant non-financial benefits
which the three-unitary model can deliver.

2 unitaries (Em)

2025-26 | 2026-27 |2027-28| 2028-29 | 2029-30 | 2030-31
|Mediu m-term Budget Gaps 0.000 43.498 | 86.532 | 130.373 133.851 | 172.951
Transition savings 0.000 0.000 -24.108 | -45.750 -48.752 -51.986
Disaggregation 0.000 0.000 12.072 12.072 12.072 12.072
Transition costs 5.080 33.600 | 16.900 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual impact 5.080 33.600 4.864 -33.679 -36.681 -39.914
Transformation saving 0.000 0.000 -4.600 -23.100 -41.600 -46.200
Transformation cost 0.000 0.000 11.500 19.200 7.700 0.000
Annual impact 0.000 0.000 6.900 -3.900 -33.900 -46.200

Net cost/ (saving) incl Transformation 5.080 33.600 11.764  (37.579) (70.581) (86.114)

Council tax harmonisation

Council tax is integral for ensuring the financial sustainability of any new unitary
councils.

We understand that ultimately the levels of council tax and speed of harmonisation
will be a political decision for the Shadow Authorities. However, all Surrey Councils
agree that harmonisation of Council Tax on day one would be the desired position.
We have used this assumption in the financial modelling underpinning this proposal.

Day 1 harmonisation would:

1 Ensure equity across the new unitaries, with all service users in a new council
paying the same rate.

1 Maximise income in both year one and every subsequent year
1 Comply with the referendum limits on a weighted average basis

The impact of harmonisation, compared to a 4.99% increase is shown in the tables
below.
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District and borough i three-unitary summary:

B/D 3 Unitary split
Band D council tax
North
District / Borough 25126 Increase/- % 4.99% Total Revised Total
Overall Decrease to increase on increase £ CT increase
£ WA* WA %
£
Elmbridge 2,104.49 -23.73 -1.1% 103.83 80.10 2,184.59 3.81%
Runnymede 2,042.49 38.27 1.9% 103.83 142.10 2,184.59
Spelthorne 2,075.21 5.55 0.3% 103.83 109.38 2,184.59 5.27%
Weighted Average (WA=Total CTR divided by Tax base) Gap from largest to smallest
£2,080.76 £62.00
East
District / Borough 25/26 Increase/- % 4.99% Total Revised Total
Overall Decrease to increase on increase £ CT increase
£ WA* WA %
£
Epsom and Ewell 2,079.27 10.60 0.5% 104.28 114.89 2,194.16
Mole Valley 2,057.63 32.24 1.6% 104.28 136.53 2,194.16 6.64%
Reigate and Banstead 2,111.22 -21.35 -1.0% 104.28 82.94 2,194.16 3.93%
Tandridge 2,098.67 -8.80 -0.4% 104.28 95.49 2,194.16 4.55%
Weighted Average (WA=Total CTR divided by Tax base) Gap from largest to smallest
£2,089.87 £53.59
West
District / Borough 25/26 Increase/- % 4.99% Total Revised Total
Overall Decrease to increase on increase £ CT increase
£ WA* WA %
£
Guildford 2,050.45 33.85 1.7% 104.01 137.86 2,188.31 6.72%
Surrey Heath 2,106.68 -22.38 -1.1% 104.01 81.63 2,188.31 3.87%
Waverley 2,060.21 24.09 1.2% 104.01 128.10 2,188.31 6.22%
Woking 2,144.46 -60.16 -2.8% 104.01 43.85 2,188.31 2.04%
Weighted Average (WA=Total CTR divided by Tax base) Gap from largest to smallest
£2,084.30 £56.23

In the three-unitary model, the weighted averages for the new councils would be
within £9.11 of each other. The maximum increase for an existing district would be
6.96%.

In the two-unitary modelling, the difference between the new unitaries would only be
between £13 and £16. The maximum increase within an existing district area would
be 6.84%.

Surrey County Council i two-unitary summary for East/ West option 2.1:
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Further consideration is needed regarding the Surrey Fire and Rescue Service,
which would require a portion of the Surrey County Council precept to fund its
services, affecting all modelling proportionately. Additionally, attention must be given
to any newly established Parish and Town Councils in currently unparished areas, as
well as any areas with special expenses currently being charged.

Conclusion

In conclusion, our proposed model of three unitary authorities for the future of local
government in Surrey promises significant financial benefits by reducing duplication,
achieving greater economies of scale and capitalising on opportunities for service
transformation and improvement. Establishing financially sustainable and value-for-
money unitary authorities is crucial to ensure lasting economic growth and high-
guality, sustainable public service delivery.

Our analysis confirms that the proposal is financially viable, offering substantial
savings compared to the current two-tier system. However, each new council will
face financial challenges, including existing budget pressures, growth in demand for
services (particularly adult and children's social care), inflationary pressures and the
anticipated impacts of Fair Funding reform.

Our approach to evaluating the financial viability of the proposed unitary authorities
has involved assessing savings from fewer elections, councillors, and senior
managers, and eliminating duplication to achieve service delivery efficiencies. These
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