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FOREWORD

Our story in Surrey is one of ambition,

talent and innovation. A place of thriving
communities and businesses, creative
heritage in the arts and, of course, beautiful
countryside. As we launch our proposal

for a new system of local government,

we set out a vision for our next chapter
with a clear plan to make it happen.

Surrey is undeniably a brilliant place to

live, work, learn and visit but, for some,

life can be challenging. That is why we
want better local government for the
people of Surrey. We want to simplify the
system, save money and, most importantly,
strengthen connections between local
communities and public services.

The need for transformation has become
all the more apparent in recent years;

a period that has seen rapid increases

in demand, challenges for the national
economy and worrying changes to our
climate, alongside a significant squeeze to
public finances. Even with these challenges,
Surrey County Council provides good quality
services, and our finances are stable due
to our focus on service improvement and
transformation over a number of years.

| welcome the opportunity the
government has given us to be on an
accelerated pathway of reorganisation
to unlock devolution for Surrey. Our
strong leadership and management of
countywide services positions us well to
lead a swift and smooth transition that
will enable further service improvements.

This proposal will create stronger, simpler
and more sustainable councils, and will
give Surrey an even brighter future. The
evidence is clear, that two unitary councils,
in partnership with a new Mayor for Surrey,
would bring the most benefits. Two unitary
councils will bring together and simplify
services currently delivered by the district
and borough councils. Combined with the
current county council services, and with
lower disaggregation risks, our proposal
will deliver more efficient services, better
partnership working, millions of pounds

in reduced costs year on year and clarity
for residents when accessing services.

Most importantly, this proposal strengthens
local community engagement. Connections
within, and between, communities must be
meaningful and tailored to the towns and
villages residents relate to. We're proposing
the creation of community level boards
across Surrey to include representation

from councillors, health, police, voluntary
groups, town and parish councils, residents
associations and other stakeholders. They
will focus on the things that matter most and
have an impact in the places they serve.

We stand prepared for
reorganisation, and

we've already set the
foundations. | can think of
no better place to be. In
Surrey, we make it happen.

Councillor Tim Oliver OBE

Leader of Surrey
County Council
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We are proud of our
creative heritage in
the arts, our beautiful
countryside and the
depth of compassion
in our communities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Surrey County Council’s Final
Plan sets out our vision to shape
Surrey'’s future through local
government reorganisation (LGR)
and devolution. Our proposal is a
robust and evidence-based case
for two new unitary councils: East
and West Surrey, which will unlock
devolution on a Surrey footprint.
This significant transformation
will build on, and enhance,
Surrey'’s strengths as a county.

Surrey is a vibrant and dynamic county,
packed with innovative businesses and
inspiring educational opportunities. We
are proud of our creative heritage in the
arts, our beautiful countryside and the
depth of compassion in our communities.

However, some communities across our
county experience significant disparities

in healthy life expectancy, education and
financial stability. As such, there can be

no standing still and no complacency.
After many years of hard work, widescale
transformation and bold thinking, Surrey
County Council is ready and well prepared
to tackle reorganisation with the goal of
delivering better outcomes for our residents,
especially those who need us most.

At present Surrey local government is split
across two tiers. Surrey County Council
delivers countywide services including
Education, Adults and Children’s Social

Care, Waste Disposal and Highways.

There are 11 district and borough councils,
Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Mole
Valley, Reigate and Banstead, Runnymede,
Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Tandridge,
Waverley and Woking, whose services
include Social Housing, Homelessness
services, Leisure and Waste Collection.

The government'’s invitation for Surrey to
join an accelerated LGR pathway that will
lead to further devolution is a significant
opportunity for the county, enabling us

to create more effective and sustainable
local government fit for the future.

We recognise the significant opportunities of
devolving more funding and powers down to
the local level where decisions can be better
made for the benefit of our communities.
Although we remain open to a Mayoral
Strategic Authority (MSA) beyond Surrey's
borders, with no current opportunities for
this, a Surrey MSA is the best option to bring
further devolution to the county. This will
strengthen the ability to deliver key strategic
services such as Transport, Economic Growth
and Strategic Planning. It will also enable
greater partnership working with countywide
services, like Health and Blue Light services.

This historic moment will be a catalyst for
necessary public service reform across

the areq, enabling us to achieve more
aligned services for the benefit of everyone
who lives, works and learns here.
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Moving to unitary local authorities from
the current two-tier system will create
more effective and sustainable local
government. It is a significant opportunity
to bring services closer together. We
need a new system that is more efficient
at channelling scarce resources into
quality services and outcomes, and that
lowers local government running costs.

Our options appraisal, guided by the
criteria set by government, shows that a
two unitary model is the most viable option
to unlock devolution on a Surrey footprint.

Our preferred option is for an East/West
model, titled 2.1 East/West throughout
the report. This option delivers a strong
correlation between Adult Social Care
and Children Social Services budgets
and key funding sources, indicating that
the geography will create authorities
that are the best placed to deliver

high quality services to residents

The new councils will also experience
comparable levels of population,
land areq, total household numbers,
homelessness, house building
targets, waste collection, business
activity, pupil distribution, number of
birth and death registrations, and
total miles of public highways.

Area | Area 2: East Surrey

District and Borough
areas covered

Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell,
Mole Valley, Reigate and
Banstead, Tandridge

LEGEND

O surrey County boundary
M East
B west

Elmbridge

Reigate

an
Banstead

Guildford

E I N

Waverley

Mole Valley

Any model of unitary local authorities will
need an effective community-level layer of
governance and engagement to connect
the unitary councils, and the Mayoral
Strategic Authority, to their local areas. Our
proposal sets out a Community Engagement
Model which will be tested and developed
over the coming months in parallel with
the LGR implementation process, ensuring
the new unitary councils will have a strong
link into local communities from day one.

To deliver against the ambitious timescales,
preparations have begun to plan for the
implementation of the LGR programme.

The Final Plan focuses on our proposed
approach to implementation, to ensure the
new unitary councils are safe and legal on
vesting day, and we expect this to combine
with district and borough council programme
arrangements as the transition progresses.

| Area 1: West Surrey

Guildford, Runnymede,
Spelthorne, Surrey Heath,
Waverley, Woking

Population' 545,798

657,309

T Census 2021 data
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Surrey County Council has an excellent

track record of financial management and
sustained improvements to critical services
such as Adult and Children's Social Care
services. This is down to a relentless focus

on putting outcomes for residents first, using
transformative and innovative approaches to
make the county'’s services better. We work
at pace, with high energy and a mindset

of continual improvement. We also have
strong partner relationships within Surrey
and across the South East, such as the South
East 7 partnership including Hampshire,
Sussex and Kent councils. Reorganising

local government is an opportunity to

apply the same principles to the design

and implementation of the new unitary
councils, with Surrey County Council well
placed to take a leading role in this.

Surrey County Council has the following
key asks of government which are
essential to enabling the success of local
government reorganisation in Surrey:

1 - Write off stranded debt related
to historic commercial activities, in
particular for Woking Borough Council,
as the only viable option to ensure the
financial sustainability of new unitary
authorities and avoid ongoing Exceptional
Financial Support being required.

2 - Provide funding to cover a material level
of Surrey's LGR implementation costs,
modelled at £85 million at mid-point for
two unitaries, to limit the need for reserves
across Surrey'’s local authorities to be used
to fund these costs so reserves can be
maintained to support future sustainability.

3 - Clarify the timelines for discussing the
lead authority or Senior Responsible Officer
(SRO) role and what the associated joint
working arrangements will look like as
preparations for implementation need to
begin prior to a final decision on geography
for the new unitaries. Surrey County Council
has the track record to position us well
to lead the transformation required.

4 - Clarify their preferred position in relation
to establishing any new town and parish
councils through Community Governance
Reviews — and their ability, or not, to
raise an additional local precept.

5 - Clarify the future direction of health
system reforms in Surrey and what
implications this may have for the direction
of devolution and LGR across the area.

This is an historic moment for Surrey. Our
vision is a future where East and West
Surrey unitary authorities deliver quality,
cost effective public services to residents.
The Mayoral Strategic Authority will work
closely with local and regional partners to
deliver strategic priorities, and communities
will thrive with an engagement model that
strengthens preventative activity. Local
neighbourhoods will remain at the core of
public services, empowered and informed
within this new, enhanced structure.

The new unitary councils will have the
opportunity to build on the strong
foundations we have created, to
deliver our county-wide vision and
ambition that no one is left behind.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT REGCRGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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We want Surrey'’s
economy to continue
to thrive, to be strong,
vibrant and successful
and for the county to
be a great place to
live, work and learn
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THE COUNTY OF SURREY

Our shared ambitions

In 2018, partners across Surrey, including
district and borough councils, other public
services, businesses, voluntary, community
and social enterprise organisations engaged
with residents to develop a shared set of
outcomes to focus on recognising that

there are significant pockets of deprivation
right across the county. This resulted in

the Community Vision for Surrey in 2030.

By 2030, we want Surrey to be a place
where everyone has a great start to life,
people live healthy and fulfilling lives, are
enabled to achieve their full potential
and contribute to their community, and
an ambition that no one is left behind.

This means that for the people of Surrey:

+ Children and young people are safe
and feel safe and confident.

+ Everyone benefits from education,
skills and employment opportunities
that help them succeed in life.

+ Everyone lives healthy, active and
fulfilling lives, and makes good
choices about their wellbeing.

+ Everyone gets the health and social
care support and information they
need at the right time and place.

+ Communities are welcoming and
supportive, especially of those most
in need, and people feel able to
contribute to community life.

We want Surrey's economy to continue to
thrive, to be strong, vibrant and successful
and for the county to be a great place to
live, work and learn. A place that capitalises
on its location and natural assets, and where
communities feel supported, and people are
able to help themselves and each other.

Our ambitions for our place
include a county where:

+ Residents live in clean, safe and
green communities, where people
and organisations embrace their
environmental responsibilities.

+ Journeys across the county are
easier, more predictable and safer.

+ Everyone has a place they can call
home, with appropriate housing for all.

+ Businesses in Surrey thrive.

+ Well-connected communities, with
effective infrastructure, grow sustainably.

Unitary local government provides a
stronger foundation for delivering on these
ambitions. It will enable us to bring the
functions of Surrey’s 12 current councils
together. We will transform how we work and
e more aligned with other public services,
enabling us to focus more effectively on

the delivery of our shared ambitions.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT REGHGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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CASE STUDY:

Civic Agreement for Surrey

The Civic Agreement for Surrey was It furthers dialogue and deepens the
signed in September 2024 by Surrey collaboration between these anchor
County Council and the county's three institutions, along with other strategic
leading universities - the University of regional partners. It also leverages the
Surrey, University for the Creative Arts and combined strength of the organisations,
Royal Holloway, University of London. maximising impact to benefit residents,

communities and businesses, and

The Civic Agreement is an existing the environment across Surrey.

county-wide shared public commitment

to working together to bring about By pooling resources and expertise,

real and positive change to the partners are better placed to address
people who live, learn and work in local needs, drive innovation, and create
our communities across Surrey. a more inclusive and resilient Surrey.
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Surrey's population

Surrey is a county to the south-west of London, with an area of 1,663 km2 or 642
square miles. The population is 1,203,108 people with 481,819 households?.

Table 1: Surrey's population (2021 Census) — key facts

Largest local authority Reigate and Banstead: 150,849
by population

Smallest local authority Epsom and Ewell: 80,921
by population

Surrey's population density against | « Surrey: 731 residents per km?

South East and England + South-East: 492 residents per km?
+ England: 438 residents per km?
Projected population by 2043 1,227,467
Largest populations by age + 45 to 49 year-olds
+ 50 to 54 year-olds
Birth rate decline 13,542 (2015) to 11,474 (2023) -15.2% decrease

Life expectancy at birth declining | + Male: 81.7 years (2016-20) to 81.1 years (2020-22)
+ Femalle: 85.0 (2016-20) to 84.7 (2020-22)

Highest vs lowest life expectancy + Male

by ward - Lowest: Portley ward, Tandridge — 77.6 years
- Highest: Warlingham West ward, Tandridge
— 88.0 years
+ Female

- Lowest: Ashford North and Stanwell South and
Stanwell North wards, Spelthorne — 81.2 years
- Highest: Woldingham ward, Tandridge — 93.5 years

Leading causes of mortality - Cancer (239%)

+ Dementia and Alzheimer's disease (14.4%)

+ Ischaemic heart diseases (also called coronary
heart/artery disease) (8.6%)

+ Influenza and pneumonia (5.7%)

+ Cerebrovascular diseases (e.g. stroke) (5.4%)

2 More information about the population of Surrey can be found in the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment

(JSNA).
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Census predictions from 2018 estimated
that Surrey's population would grow from
1189934 in 2018 to 1,227467 by 2043 — just
over a 3% increase. These predictions
suggest the older population will increase,
and that the proportion of the population
across age groups between 0 and

74 years old will become more similar.
Migration into Surrey also remains higher
than migration out which contributes to
population growth. A further factor in
growth will be a requirement for Surrey to
deliver increased annual housing numbers
under National Planning Policy Framework
reforms, rising from 6,346 per year under the
methodology pre-December 2024 to 10,981
per year under the new methodology.

In recent years, Surrey's birth
rate has declined from 13,542
births in 2015 to 1,474 in 2023.
This means the proportion

of people living in Surrey in
older age groups will rise, with
increased likelihood of impacts
on health and care services
due to increased prevalence of
long-term health conditions.

Within Surrey's population, people aged
45 to 49 and 50 to 54 years old are the
two largest five-year cohorts by age. The
population profile is similar to England
with a slightly greater proportion of 5- to
19-year-olds, a much smaller proportion of
20- to 34 year-olds and a greater proportion
of the population aged 40- to 59-year-
olds than in England. Nearly one in five
residents are aged 65 and over, with the
highest proportion of older people living

in Mole Valley and the least in Woking.

Around 14.5% of people in Surrey are from a
minority ethnic group that is not white. 7.7%
of the population reported their ethnicity as
Asian, with 2.9% of the population reporting
as Indian and 1.5% reporting as Pakistani.
Around 3% of the population reported as
mixed ethnicity and 1.7% reported their
ethnicity as Black. There is also a higher rate
of Gypsy or Irish Travellers at 2.2 per 1,000
residents in Surrey compared to England.

Historically, there has been a trend of rising
life expectancy at birth for males and
females across Surrey, mirroring the rest of the
country. For example, children born between
2018 and 2020 are expected to live longer
than children born between 2001 and 2003.
However, recent data collected between
2020 and 2022 shows life expectancy has
started to decrease for people across

Surrey, the South East and England.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT RECFGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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Surrey as a place to live, work
and learn

Surrey is undoubtedly a county that has
beautiful countryside, but we're so much
more than that. Surrey is the second largest
net-contributor to the economy in the
country with a Gross Value Added (GVA) in
excess of £50 billion. We are home to some
of the world's leading high-tech industries in
pharma, gaming, creative, aerospace and
automotive industries. We host over 300 UK
or European business headquarters. We have
three universities, helping Surrey lead the way
in world-class research and development.
Gatwick and Heathrow airports, as well as
the city of London, are on our doorstep.

Surrey is the most wooded county in England,
and residents are surrounded by spectacular
countryside. Over 25% of the county is
designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (National Landscapes), including

the Surrey Hills and High Weald AONB. It
contains extensive areas of high biodiversity
and internationally important habitats.
Residents and visitors can access these
places, using the more than 2,000 miles

of public rights of way to enjoy them.

Local authorities across Surrey own and
manage significant areas of countryside,
parks and open spaces. For example,
Surrey County Council owns or manages
2,630 hectares (or just over 10 square miles)
of countryside where people can walk
and, on some sites, cycle and ride horses.
Popular sites include Newlands Corner,
Chobham Common and Norbury Park.

Surrey also has nationally renowned
natural attractions such as RHS Wisley,
Painshill in ElImbridge and Alice Holt Forest
near Farnham, and major historic and
cultural destinations, such as the Watts
Gallery near Guildford, The Lightbox in
Woking, Lingfield Park Resort in Tandridge,
Brooklands Museum in EImbridge, Brookwood
Cemetery in Woking (the UK's largest) and
the site in Runnymede where the Magna
Carta was sealed by King John in 1215.

Surrey is a large geography with
a mix of rural and urban areas.
The North and parts of the East
of the county are more densely
populated, with more significant
rural areas in the West and South.

Employment rates and qualification levels
among the population are high relative
to the rest of the country, with over 82%
of Surrey's population economically
active as of September 2024.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT REGEGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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Challenges facing
local authorities

LGR in Surrey is taking place during testing
times for councils across the country.

The national economic outlook is
challenging and influences the level of
funding available to local authorities.
Local government funding remains highly
uncertain and insufficient to address
increasing demand for vital services.

The government is undertaking a multi-year
Spending Review, due to conclude in Spring
2025. They intend to re-introduce multi-year
funding settlements for local government,
with potential changes to the formula for how
councils are funded. There are indications
this will be weighted more towards
deprivation, which means Surrey authorities
would be more reliant on council tax to fund
services, with less coming from government
grants. This is why moving to more financially
sustainable local government structures is a
key objective of the reorganisation process.

Demand for services is also unrelenting.
Surrey County Council is continuing to see
exponential increases in key areas such as
Adult and Children’s Social Care, Mental
Health Support and Home to School Travel
Assistance. This means achieving a balanced
budget while delivering high quality

services to all residents that need them

is increasingly more challenging. Bringing
together services through reorganisation
means there will be better chances of
designing and delivering solutions that
emphasise prevention and early intervention.

The current councils, and new authorities
once they go live, will also need to navigate
major government policy changes as LGR
progresses. For example, changes to national
planning policies to accelerate housing
delivery, education reforms affecting local
authorities and changes to employment
legislation are a small snapshot of the
strategic context facing councils. Our
partners are also experiencing changes,
such as changes to NHS England and
integrated care boards, adding complexity
to an already turbulent environment.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT RECRGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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Our ambition is for
Surrey to benefit
from an Established
Mayoral Strategic
Authority (ESA)
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HOW DEVOLUTIONWILL

BENEFIT SURREY

Government have indicated that they
wish to see all of England covered by
further devolution, which requires the
formation of Strategic Authorities across
the country. Two or more upper-tier
local authorities need to combine to
form a Mayoral Strategic Authority.

Unlocking devolution is a key objective
for local leaders. Deeper devolution
into Surrey, building on the County

Deal already agreed with government,
will allow for better alignment of our
public services and greater funding and
powers brought closer to residents.

We want to grasp the opportunity presented
to us through the accelerated pathway, to
reorganise local government to enable the
formation of an MSA on a Surrey footprint,
whilst our neighbours and strategic partners
in Hampshire, Kent and Sussex pursue their
devolution ambitions. This will avoid Surrey
becoming a ‘devolution island’. Whilst

we explore the opportunity for a MSA

on a Surrey footprint, we remain open to
conversations with our neighbours about
devolution on a wider footprint and how we

can maintain our strong working relationships

for the benefit of the wider South-East.

A Mayor promoting the interests of our

area would be a powerful advocate for the
county, sitting on the Council of Nations

and Regions, chaired by the Prime Minister,
and the Mayoral Council, chaired by the
Deputy Prime Minister. Cross-regional
working with other Mayors on issues such as
water, energy supply or emergency response
coordination, would then be possible.

Our ambition is for Surrey to benefit from an
Established Mayoral Strategic Authority (ESA).
A Mayor with greater responsibilities and
increasing funding flexibility in the form of an
Integrated Settlement, and greater influence
over the direction of future devolution will
bring more powers, decision-making and
funding closer to Surrey's local communities.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT RECGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025
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The Case for a Surrey Mayoral
Strategic Authority

Forming an MSA on a Surrey footprint,
in the absence of any other current
options to form a wider MSA, presents
an important opportunity to unify
public services across the county.

The government has specified that the Mayor
will take responsibility for services under the
Police and Crime Commissioner and Fire and
Rescue services (which already operate on

a county-wide footprint). In addition, the
Mayor will have a seat on the Integrated
Care Partnership and will be considered for
the role of Chair or Co-Chair. This will build
on the existing foundations of joint delivery
across Surrey'’s Blue Light services and

the health system, alongside the Mayoral
functions set out in the devolution framework.

Surrey is a robust economic area with

a Gross Value Added (GVA) of just over
£51 billion (2022). With a population of 1.2
million, Surrey is average among existing
Combined Authority® (CA) sizes with

the smallest, Tees Valley CA at 688,000
population, and the largest West Midlands
CA at 2.9 million population. However,
even with an average population size, our
strong economy will mean that a Surrey
MSA ranks number one amongst existing
CAs in GDP per capita at £46,600.

Underpinned by our proposed geography of
two unitary councils covering a population
of 657309 (West Surrey) and 545,798

(East Surrey)* respectively, this model will
deliver the strongest and most sensible
configuration. It will enable unlocking
devolution on the existing economic
footprint of the county, whilst ensuring the
future unitary councils are an appropriate
size to remain sustainable and robust.

The MSA will have three key elements:
the directly elected Mayor, the MSA
executive formed of the two unitary
council Leaders, and the MSA Overview
and Scrutiny Committee. This will
enable close collaboration between the
Mayor and the two councils, ensuring
that strategic decision making at MSA
level is informed by the mandate and
priorities of the two unitary councils,
working alongside other key partners.

Initially, a Strategic Authority for Surrey would
bring enhanced powers and responsibilities
for local transport, infrastructure, housing,
planning, skills, economic growth and
climate change, in addition to control of
devolved funding streams and income
generation levers. The sections below set
out how these powers could be utilised
locally to benefit partners and residents,
with specific reference to areas where the
creation of an MSA across Surrey offers
opportunities to address local challenges.

3 A combined authority (CA) is a legal body set up using national legislation that enables a group of two or
more councils to collaborate and take collective decisions across council boundaries. The English Devolution
White Paper says future CAs will be called Strategic Authorities.

4 Census 2021 population data
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Economy and Skills

Surrey is already an area with many
economic strengths and the second
largest net-contributor to the economy
in the country. There are key local
economic opportunities within Surrey
including specialist emerging sectors,

a highly skilled local workforce, strong
performance in innovation, and

access to key infrastructure assets.

Surrey's economy is driven by high-

growth sub-sectors such as automotive,
cybersecurity, and space, alongside strong
foundational sectors including finance, retail,
and construction. A Strategic Authority

with a single coherent economic vision
offers the greatest potential to maximise
opportunities while directing interventions
to the areas where demand is highest.

Surrey County Council has enhanced the
delivery of economic responsibilities on a
Surrey footprint. For years Surrey was split
between two Local Enterprise Partnerships
rooted in adjoining counties, leading to
inequalities between the west and east
of the county. In 2020, the Surrey Future
Economy Commission, chaired by former
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Lord Philip
Hammond, recommended that action
was needed on a whole Surrey basis to
promote the county as the powerhouse

of the wider UK economy. Surrey’'s County
Deal and the establishment of a Locall
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) for the county
has helped rectify this, with a single focus
now aligned to the strengths, priorities,
and challenges of the county as a whole.

The Surrey Economic Growth Strategy and
Economic Growth Framework now provides
direct and streamline growth-related funding,
focusing on inclusive economic growth.

A countywide focus on targeted employment
and skills interventions helps address
challenges around retention of talent and
inactivity rates. This includes the Surrey
Careers Hub, which supports Surrey schools
and colleges with careers education, and
government-funded skills programmes

like Multiply and Skills Bootcamps,

enrolling over 2,700 residents in 2024/5.

The Adult Skills Fund, part of the County Deadl,
will align training to employer needs across
the county. The Local Skills Improvement Plan
(LSIP) will enable closer working between

the Employer Representative Body and the
Strategic Authority, aligning the plan with

the Mayor's skills and economy functions.

A Strategic Authority with enhanced powers
and funding in employment support, adult
skills, and innovation will further help facilitate
economic growth, local jobs, and skills
provision to tackle economic inequality.
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CASESTUDY:

Developing a
Countywide Business
Support Offer

Surrey has a strong track record of delivering
key economic and skills activity on a

county footprint, led by the countywide
strategic direction. This delivery has
included the establishment of a single
gateway ‘Business Surrey’ offer to replace
the previously fragmented and confusing
landscape caused by the LEP split.

Business Surrey incorporates all business-
to-business services in the county with

a quick and simple customer journey. It
includes a directory of support services,
gated resources and acts as the gateway
to the Surrey Growth Hub service. Less than
a year after launching, Business Surrey has
had more than 23,000 users and supported
nearly 2,000 businesses via the Growth Hub.
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SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Housing, planning and
homelessness

Establishing an MSA will directly enable
housing delivery across the county. Surrey,
like other places, is experiencing a housing
crisis which manifests most critically in the
supply of homes that are truly affordable
for local people. To deliver on Surrey's
ambition for everyone to have access to
appropriate housing, and the government’s
significant housing targets for the areq,

we need a more strategic and joined-up
approach to planning and housing delivery.

A Mayor across the area will have control
over grant funding for housing delivery

and regeneration. This means Surrey can
allocate resources more effectively to

meet local housing needs, ensuring that
funding is directed towards projects that
will have the most impact. Additionally,

the Mayor will oversee the creation of a
Spatial Development Strategy, which will
guide development across Surrey. The newly
formed unitary councils will need to develop
Local Plans that conform to this countywide
strategy, ensuring a cohesive approach

to housing development. This strategic
oversight will be helpful in streamlining
planning and ensuring that housing projects
align with broader regional goals.

As part of the County Deal, the Homes
England Compulsory Purchase Power

is currently being implemented which

could provide greater flexibility to the
county council to assemble land to

deliver county-led programmes such as
Right Home, Right Support and Surrey
Homes for Surrey Children. With the
introduction of the MSA, the Homes England

Compulsory Purchase Power held by the
Mayor could help to unlock key housing
programmes across the county, in line
with the Mayors strategic housing remit.

The MSA will also steer and monitor
affordable housing programmes. Surrey's
housing affordability (which is measured as
a ratio of house prices to income) was 119 in
2023, with median gross annual residence-
based earnings in Surrey at £42,882 and
median house price at £510,000. This ratio
is the highest ratio outside of London,
significantly above the England ratio of

8.2. A Strategic Authority across Surrey

with a focused approach to delivering
affordable housing in a joined-up way,
presents an opportunity to address these
stark housing affordability challenges more
effectively, ensuring that new developments
include a mix of housing options to meet
the diverse needs of our residents.

Once the MSA becomes
established it will receive an
integrated funding settlement
that covers housing, regeneration,
local growth, transport, skills,
and more. This will better
enable the development of
sustainable communities,

as funding can be used in @
coordinated manner to address
multiple aspects of community
development simultaneously.
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SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Transport and local infrastructure

The county's transport networks are
significant both regionally and nationally,
leading to high levels of use, with Surrey
roads carrying over 60% more traffic than
the national average. With ambitious
government housing targets and expected
population growth, further pressure on
existing transport systems could negatively
impact air quality, noise pollution, and
resident health if not managed strategically.
Devolution presents an opportunity to
bring greater strategic oversight to the
aread’s local transport networks, ensuring
transport decisions align with climate
change, housing, and health ambitions.

An MSA will become the Local Transport
Authority responsible for public transport
functions and the Local Transport Plan. This
will enable strategic management of key
local roads in line with demand. Additionally,
the Strategic Authority will hold powers and
responsibilities for public transport provision,
including rail and buses at a strategic county
level, facilitating the integration of railway
with other transport forms and continue

the current decarbonisation of buses to
reduce environmental and health impacts.
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CASESTUDY:

Enhancing the rail offer across the county

Surrey has already established a strong
and collaborative relationship with the rail
industry to enhance services across the
county. Unigue among its neighbouring
counties, Surrey has a high density of rail
stations radiating out from London, with
significant commuter traffic flowing into
the capital. These services not only support
local commuting within Surrey but also
offer long-distance connections to other
parts of the South East and South West.

In recent years, the County Council has
actively shaped planning and investment
decisions concerning radial rail infrastructure
and services, particularly along the South
West Mainline, Brighton Mainline, and routes
connecting key airports. The Surrey Rail
Strategy has been central to this influence.
A notable example of Surrey's leadership

is its role in developing the North Downs

Line, a critical east-west orbital link in the
South East, connecting Reading, Guildford,
Dorking, Gatwick Airport, and surrounding
towns and villages. The North Downs Line

has significant potential to drive economic
growth and contribute to transport
decarbonisation. Local partners are
committed to developing this growth corridor,
working in close collaboration to deliver
benefits for both residents and passengers.

The enhanced rail powers the mayor will
bring into the county will enable even
stronger partnership working to deliver a
joined up and accessible rail service within
the wider ecosystem of transport across
the county. For example, working with
government and other agencies, southern
rail access will be required from Guildford if
expansion of London Heathrow progresses.
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SURREY'S

FUTURE

Climate change and
the environment

Residents across Surrey are already facing,
and will continue to face, the impacts of
climate change. This is seen in the increased
occurrence of flooding and wildfires and

the decline in biodiversity across the

county. We must continue to work towards
becoming a net zero county, ensuring

we are building on existing measures to
strengthen resilience, increase nature
recovery, climate-proof services and
infrastructure, and support the development
of a more streamlined planning system.

It is essential that all tiers of government,
partners, and communities work together if
we are to make the progress that is needed.
A Mayor will work collaboratively with local,
regional and national partners, including
the newly formed unitary authorities, to

deliver on the ambitions to be a net zero
county. This includes a clear mandate to
take a leadership role on delivery of the
Local Nature Recovery Strategy, as well as
wider environmental issues such as flooding,
climate adaptation and air quality.

The Strategic Authority will develop a
Local Environment Improvement Plan
(LEIP), currently part of the Council's
County Deal. The LEIP is a strategic
framework that builds on the Local Nature
Recovery Strategy and will support

the local delivery of the government's
Environmental Improvement Plan.

The Mayor’s seat on the Council of Nations
and Regions and the Mayoral Council, as
well as regional partnerships with other
Mayors in the South East, will be key in
enabling the necessary cross-border

work towards sustainable growth and

net zero for the region and England.
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Health inequalities

Health inequalities in Surrey can be

found across life expectancy, access to
healthcare, and socioeconomic factors.
Wider determinants of health such as quality
of housing, education, and employment
contribute to these disparities, with those in
lower socioeconomic groups facing greater
challenges in accessing quality healthcare
and maintaining good health. Joined up
efforts to address these inequalities, building
on the existing towns and villages work, are
crucial to ensure that all residents have the
opportunity to lead healthy lives in Surrey.

An MSA, alongside the unitary councils, will
play an important role in addressing the
social determinants of health. By leveraging
the Mayor's functions and collaborating
with other local leaders, Surrey can shift
from traditional service delivery methods to
a more holistic, resident-centred approach.
This means taking coordinated action
across the multiple factors - personal,
community and infrastructure - that
influence people's ability to be independent,
thrive and pursue new skills and work.

A Mayor representing our area will be a

key partner in driving forward the existing
approach of 'health in all policies’. This will

be possible through a new bespoke statutory
health improvement and health inequalities
duty and their anticipated role in the
Integrated Care Partnership, giving them a
clear stake in driving local health outcomes.
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The two new unitary
councils, along with
the creation of an MSA,
will be a catalyst for
wider public service
reform across Surrey
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OPTIONS APPRAISAL

In this part we set out our options appraisal
for LGR in Surrey, assessing the relative
advantages and disadvantages of each
option against the government'’s criteria
and principles for reorganisation. We

also set out a financial appraisal of the
costs and benefits for each option.

Based on our assessment, we believe that
reorganising the current 12 councils into
two new unitary authorities is the best
option for Surrey to unlock devolution, realise
improved services, create more financially
sustainable local government and to lay the
foundations for future public service reform.

Options appraisal criteria

We have combined qualitative and
quantitative data sources to support

our appraisal against the criteria set by
Government. Each criteria has between
two and six sub criteria (found in the link
above) which have also been considered:

+ A proposal should seek to achieve
for the whole of the area concerned
the establishment of a single
tier of local government.

+ Unitary local government must be
the right size to achieve efficiencies,
improve capacity and withstand
financial shocks. As a guiding principle,
the government has said that new
councils should aim for a population of
500,000 people or more. They should

also deliver financial efficiencies.

+ Unitary structures must prioritise the
delivery of high-quality public and
sustainable public services to citizens.

+ Proposals should show how councils in
the area have sought to work together
in coming to a view that meets local
needs and is informed by local views.

+ New unitary structures must support
devolution arrangements.

« New unitary structures should enable
stronger community engagement
and deliver genuine opportunity for
neighbourhood empowerment.

We also assessed these options against
our own principles of the need for them

to be coterminous — contained within

the existing Surrey County boundary with
potential to align with the footprints of other
public sector partners — and contiguous —
making sure existing district and borough
boundaries were not split. This is also in line
with government's request that existing
district and borough areas are viewed

as the building blocks for proposails.

A further key principle is that no new
council should be set up to fail. The new
organisations should have relative equity
and parity of financial resilience and
sustainability, service demand levels and
economic prospects from day one.
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SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Reviewing the options

In the context of the above, the
options we have considered are:

+ Assingle unitary authority, which covers
the existing county footprint of Surrey and
the population of over 1.2 million people.

+ Two unitary authorities, covering
populations in excess of 500,000
people in each. In our Interim Plan, we
put forward four potential geographies.
We have refined our analysis since
then and our preferred geography is
titled 2.1 East/West. Our rationale for
this is set out further in this section.

+ Three unitary authorities, covering
populations of upwards of 370,000
people each. We consider the preferred
geography that Surrey’s district and
borough councils are advocating
for in their alternative proposal.

Why we are ruling out a single
unitary authority

Early on, we ruled out pursuing a
single unitary authority option as it
will not unlock the benefits of further
devolution for Surrey residents.

The financial analysis in Appendix 1
benchmarks a single unitary model
covering the Surrey footprint alongside
two and three unitary scenarios.

A single unitary authority would have offered
consistency of services across the whole
county footprint and created a foundation
for a ‘one public sector’ response, aligning
closely with Police and Fire and Rescue
services and with the Surrey Heartlands
Integrated Care System as well as averting
the need to separate services already
provided across the county footprint, such
as Adult and Children's Social Care.

One unitary would also have built on
Surrey County Council's strong track record
of delivery. In recent years, the Council

has built a reputation for sound financial
management, innovation and continued
improvements in critical services, such as
social care. Bringing district and borough
services together with county services
across the existing County Council footprint
would have supported integration of
services countywide, enabling improved
outcomes and streamlined service delivery.

However, government criteria mean that

a single unitary council and Mayoral
Strategic Authority cannot be established

on the same geographical footprint. With
opportunities for MSAs with neighbouring
authorities currently not an option, for Surrey
to access the many opportunities of further
devolution set out earlier, reorganising local
government into multiple unitary authorities
is the only viable option to unlock devolution.
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SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Overview of our assessment

Below is a summary of our options
appraisal for two and three unitary models,
highlighting how each arrangement performs
against the criteria. Where possible the
assessment looks at the performance of
our preferred two unitary geography (East/
West) and the 3 Unitary Geography we
have used for benchmarking and analysis.
This assessment incorporates the results

of the financial assessment, which are
described in detail later in this proposal.

We have scored the criteria for the remaining
options between one and three — one
meaning it meets very few or none of the
criterion’s requirements, two meaning

it meets some of the requirements and

three meaning alignment to most or alll

of the criterion. In the interim proposal we
weighted the criteria based on perceived
relevance to the success of LGR. Following
government's feedback on Surrey's interim
plans we have aligned the options appraisal
more closely with the government’s

criteria and removed the weighting.

The government criteria include a number of
sub-criteria, some of which are addressed
in more detail elsewhere in this document:

+ Criteria Tc — evidence underpinning our
proposals is attached as Appendix 2,
costs and benefits are further detailed
in the financial appraisal, and we set
out further detail on how we have
engaged local stakeholders later in
this proposal and in Appendix 5.

+ Criteria 1d — our section on a vision
for unitary local government in
Surrey discusses how local outcomes
for residents will be improved.

+ Criteria 2b — our proposals are for
unitaries with over 500,000 people in
each, so this criteria does not apply.

+ Criteria 2e and 2f — we address these
issues of financial sustainability,
including debt management, in the
Financial Sustainability section.

+ Criteria 4a — detail on how Surrey's
councils have been working together
are outlined in our partner and
stakeholder engagement section.

« Criteria 5a — Surrey is not part of, or has, a
Combined Authority so this does not apply.

+ Criteria 5¢ — population size as
it relates to the MSA is discussed
in the devolution section.
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SURREY'S
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Two Unitary Councils
(2.1 West/East)

Elmbridge

Reigate

and
Banstead

Guildford
Tandridge

Mole Valley

i . Score

Strengths:

+ Creates sensible economic areas, with growth potential across both
unitary footprints, similarity in business survival rates and similar
size council tax bases. Two authorities encourage more balanced
growth across the county

+ Will deliver economies of scale and financial efficiencies through the
consolidation of existing service arrangements that are currently

1) A proposal . .
) A prop duplicated across the districts and boroughs
should seek . . . . : .

. + Will provide clarity for residents and make it easier for them to
to achieve .

access services

for the whole Unitary councils operating on a larger scale are better positioned
of the area Y P 9 9 P

to identify suitable sites for future housing development and to
overcome delivery challenges, including area restrictions, natural
landscapes, and flood zones. Both councils cover similar land areas,

concerned the
establishment

ft)ife(r](;rlflzl with 46% in the east and 54% in the west

government - Will benefit from closer working between services that are currently
(sub-criteria a divigled betweeo the two tie'rs .

and b) + Resident data will be consolidated which would be more secure,

enable predictive service delivery and improved insight to
commission and deliver services aligned to local need

Weakness:

+ Risk that West Surrey’s economy continues to be disproportionately
more productive than the East. This is explained largely by
innovation assets and connections to our universities (University of
Surrey, Royal Holloway and UCA)

Continued >
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SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

(2) Unitary local
government
must be the
right size

to achieve
efficiencies,
improve
capacity and
withstand
financial shocks
(sub-criteria a, ¢
and d)

Criteria Overview

Score
(1-3)

Strengths:

+ Estimated populations for the new authorities will be between
500,000 and 700,000 and will offer the most equitable population
split (45% in the East and 55% in the West)

« Delivers some financial efficiencies

* Less costly to reorganise and transform compared to three
unitaries,

* Implementation costs lower than three unitaries

+ Larger unitary councils would have increased contract buying
power and a more pronounced say in shaping the market
compared to a three unitary model

Weaknesses:

+ Risk of one authority requiring immediate Exceptional Financial
Support due to inherited debt from Woking Borough Council (unless
solution agreed with government)

+ Costs of disaggregating countywide services

- Inequity in business rates income between authorities (39% in the
East, 61% in the West)

Continued >
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g . Score

Strengths:

+ Multiple council touch points, but fewer than current 12 councils

+ Offers more resilience than three unitaries

+ Enhanced partnership working if delivery footprints align, such as
coterminosity with local police and health service footprints.

+ Offers the most equitable split between population demographics
and future population projections which could impact on future

(3) Unitary service demand

structures must | » Offers an equitable split of households (45.6% in the East and 54.4%
prioritise the in the West) as well as having the closest similarity for owned or
delivery of high shared ownership households

quality and « Offers the most equitable split of demand for Homelessness
sustainable services between both authorities (50.1% in the East and 499% in
public services the West)

to citizens « Offers similar split in total pupil numbers between both authorities
(sub-criteria (45.1% in the East and 54.9% in the West)

a-c¢ Weaknesses:

+ Disaggregation of, and disruption to, crucial services including
Adults Social Care and Children's Services

+ Risk of disparity in service provision due to uneven distribution of
staff with the right knowledge, skills and experience

+ Risk that two unitary councils may take very different approaches
to service delivery, which may create inconsistencies in residents’
experiences living in different parts of the county

Continued >
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Criteria Overview

(4) Proposals
should show
how councils

in the area
have sought to
work together
incoming to a
view that meets
local needs and
is informed by
local views
(sub-criteria b
and ¢)

Score
(1-3)

Weakness:

Strengths:

+ Scale of new unitaries supports flexible deployment of resources
to support partners and communities to work together to bring
improvements and change to towns and villages residents
identify with

+ An East and West unitary cover places local stakeholders identify as
functional economic geographies, using towns and villages as the
focal points for a strengthened community engagement approach

+ Engagement with residents, partners and staff in the available time
has underlined the value people place on efficient and effective
services for their local area — and a willingness to be part of
establishing improved approaches to engagement and involvement

+ Tight timescales have limited the amount of engagement at this
stage of the process, but further engagement is planned

(5) New unitary
structures
must support
devolution
arrangements
(sub-criteria b)

Strength:

+ Two unitary authorities would enable a Strategic Authority across
the county footprint

(6) New unitary
structures
should enable
stronger
community
engagement
and deliver
genuine
opportunity for
neighbourhood
empowerment
(sub-criteria
a-Db)

Total score

CONCLUSION

Strengths:

Weakness:

« Since 2023 towns and villages have been the scale that the county
council, health and other partners have recognised as optimum to
address local priorities

+ Two unitaries, underpinned by a strengthened community
engagement model using the towns and villages approach, will
build on existing work to grow participation and engagement with
the formalisation of non-precepting community boards

+ Two unitaries could be perceived as more remote compared to
three unitary councils — mitigations are detailed in community
engagement section

14

Preferred option — most likely to meet government requirements
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Three Unitary Councils

(1) A proposal
should seek
to achieve

for the whole
of the area
concerned the
establishment
of a single
tier of local
government
(sub-criteria
aand b)

Surrey
Heath

Woking

Reigate

an
Banstead

Guildford
Tandridge

Mole Valley

Waverley

Overview Score
(1-3)

Weaknesses:

* Polycentric nature of Surrey means centres of employment
are more dispersed — three unitary councils may become
overdependent on single economic drivers, e.g., East Surrey reliant
on Gatwick

+ Risk of furthering economic disparities across Surrey, with at least
one authority disadvantaged from having a lower council tax base
relative to the other two

+ Greater risk of uneven asset split, such as employment centres and
innovation clusters

+ Income split across councils means fewer resources for local
government to support investment in the East of the county, which
has historically underperformed economically against the West

* Three unitary councils operating within smaller geographical areas
would face greater difficulties in identifying suitable sites for future
housing development and in overcoming delivery constraints. The
proposed northern unitary would encompass just 14% of Surrey’s
total land areq, while the western unitary would cover 46%. This
would put Surrey's contribution to delivery of national housing
targets at risk

« Smaller authorities based on currently ‘dominant’ business sectors
would reinforce the current productivity within those areas, but also
significantly limit opportunities to drive growth on a larger scale
across several sub-sectors.

Continued >
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Criteria Overview

Weaknesses:
+ Estimated populations for new authorities will be between 350,000

(2) Unitary local
government
must be the
right size

to achieve
efficiencies,
improve
capacity and
withstand
financial shocks
(sub-criteria a, ¢
and d)

Score
(1-3)

« Offers less financial resilience compared to two unitary authorities

* More costly to reorganise and transform than two unitaries

* Higher implementation costs than two unitaries

+ Results in an unequal split of business rate income across the

and 450,000 which will be split unevenly (39% in the West, 27% in
the North and 34% in the East)

High risk reorganisation would lead to net costs long term and
unlikely to lead to financial efficiencies

Risk of at least one authority requiring immediate Exceptional
Financial Support due to inherited Woking Borough Council debt
(unless solution agreed with government)

Disaggregation costs will be greater compared to two unitaries

Operational delivery contracts will need to be duplicated/
multiplied. Less likely to achieve volume and delivery efficiencies
and reduced ability to provide resilience and provide additional
delivery linked to council priorities

Smaller unitary councils may lack the purchasing power to
negotiate competitive prices for services, materials and contracts
which could lead to higher costs for both the council and taxpayer

proposed authorities (40% in the West, 33% in the North and 27% in
the East)

Continued >
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g . Score

Strengths:

+ Multiple council touchpoints, but fewer than current 12 councils
« District and borough services can be combined to create scale
Weaknesses:

(3) Unitary
structures must
prioritise the
delivery of high
quality and
sustainable
public services
to citizens
(sub-criteria
a-c

+ Greater disaggregation and disruption compared to two

+ Duplication of effort for former countywide public services

« Risk of disparity in service provision due to uneven distribution of

+ The benefit from closer working between services that are currently

+ Three unitary councils may take very different approaches to

+ Results in the least equitable split of total households across

unitary authorities

Disaggregation of crucial services including Adults Social Care and
Children'’s services required — additional complexity compared to
two unitary authorities

staff with the right knowledge, skills and experience — this would be
more acute compared to a two unitary arrangement
Presents operational resilience challenges

divided between the two tiers would not be maximised compared
to two unitary councils

Three unitary councils would benefit from resident data
consolidation compared to a two-tier model, but this would be
spread across three separate organisations which may create
difficulties for partners in accessing data and insight across the
Surrey footprint

service delivery, which may create greater inconsistencies in
residents’ experiences living in different parts of the county
Creates a more fragmented approach to transport systems, with
bus and road infrastructure varying across council borders in terms
of standards and resident experience, causing confusion for users
and inefficiencies in travel

Risk that the uneven population age and demographic split
between three unitaries will present increased future demand
pressures

the proposed authorities (38.5% in the West, 269% in the North
and 35.2% in the East). This could impact on a variety of service
demands, such as kerbside waste collection. There are also
considerable variations in the percentage split of social rented
households and privately rented households.

Continued >
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Score
(1-3)

Criteria Overview

(3) Unitary + Results in a more unequal percentage split in homelessness across

structures must
prioritise the
delivery of high
quality and
sustainable
public services
to citizens
(sub-criteria
a-c¢

the proposed authorities (27.6% in the West, 38.6% in the North and
33.8% in the East)

+ Will face variations in the total number of pupils across the

proposed authorities (38.5% in the West, 27.1% in the North and
34.4% in the East).

(4) Proposals
should show
how councils

in the area
have sought to
work together
incoming to a
view that meets
local needs and
is informed by

Strengths:
+ Ability to concentrate resources on the needs and priorities of the

geographies they serve.

+ Unitary councils cover towns and villages that residents recognise

as focal points, though there would be additional costs, and less
flexibility in how resources can be used, to support community
engagement across three unitaries.

+ Engagement with residents, partners and staff in the available

time has underlined the value people place on efficient and
effective services for their local area — and a willingness to be
part of establishing improved approaches to engagement

local views and involvement.
(sub-criteria b Weakness:
and ¢) * Risk that Surrey’s voice on a national scale will be diluted by three

unitary councils that may have opposing views.

(5) New unitary | Strengths:

structures + Three unitary authorities would enable a Strategic Authority across
must support the county footprint

devolution

arrangements

(sub-criteria b)

Continued >
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g . Score

(6) New unitary | Strengths:

structures + Opportunity to adopt the community board model to potentially
should enable mitigate the decreased scale of support and resources on offer
stronger to convene and deliver local improvements in partnership with
community communities

engagement Weaknesses:

and deliver * Less scale to provide support and resources to convene and
genuine deliver local improvements in partnership with communities
opportunity for

neighbourhood

empowerment

(sub-criteria

a-Db)

Total score 10

CONCLUSION Not Viable - Least likely to meet government requirements

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT REGRGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025

_37_




SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Two unitary authorities

Our options appraisal demonstrates that the two unitary model stands up as consistently
favourable against both the government'’s criteria and our local priorities for LGR.

To inform our preferred model we assessed the shortlisted geographies for two unitaries set
out in our Interim Plan.

Option 2.1: West/East Option 2.2: West/East

Option 2.3: North/South Option 2.4: North/South
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This analysis exercise (set out in Appendix
2) looked at the following factors:

+ How the cost of providing key county
services, such as Adults and Children’s
Social Care, aligns with available
funding in each unitary area.

+ Projected housing delivery against National
Planning Policy Framework targets, and
implications for council tax growth.

+ The prospects for economic growth
across the different geographies,
using indicators such as economic
inactivity and the split of key economic
assets, such as innovation clusters.

+ Surrey's debt, and the implications for
each proposed unitary configuration.

The analysis of the scenarios and the

two East/West found that the majority

of evidence suggests the 2.1 East/West
option would create two unitary councils for
Surrey that enable a combination of lower-
tier functions and simpler disaggregation
of upper-tier functions so that each new
authority is well situated to deliver services
effectively, safely and legally from vesting
day onwards, and will be best placed to
continue to adapt to the county’s needs
going forward. The 2.2 East/West model
shares many of the same benefits.

Option 2:1 West/East — Preferred LGR Geography for Surrey

Spelthorne
Runnymede
Surrey Elmbridge
Heath

Mole Valley

Waverley

LEGEND
[ surrey County boundary

M East
I West

Reigate
and
Banstead

Tandridge
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Analysis undertaken shows that the 2.1 East/
West geography should create new councils
that are set up with a broadly equitable
distribution of key services and funding
sources, while minimising the risks that would

adversely affect a larger number of unitaries.

This East/West geography enables both
unitaries to survive independently, to
make use of the neighbouring economic
powerhouses of London, Heathrow airport,
and Gatwick airport, and to have a similar
mix of the urban and rural landscape

that makes our county a beautiful place
to live and work. An MSA would then

be well placed to coordinate strategic
responsibilities on a county footprint to
the benefit of both East and West Surrey.

Population

Population size is a key determinant for
the predictable demand for many local
government services. Calculating the
current (and projected future) volumes
of potential need is important to ensure
the appropriate allocation of budgets
and other resources to each new unitary,
and for each new unitary to understand
the communities they will be serving.

Although the population is measured every
10 years through the census, mid-year
population estimates give us a more up to
date reflection of the current population.

In terms of total population size across all
ages, 2.1 East/West offers an equitable
split, with population being split 55% /45%
between the two unitary councils. Based
on Census 2021 population data, this
would see East Surrey with a population of

545,798 and West Surrey with a population
of 657,309, both meeting the government'’s
criteria that “new councils should aim
for a population of 500,000 or more”.

Place

Land area and population density
considerations are key determinants

for the ability to develop land and to
operate services that will be within
easy reach of potential service users. 2.1
East/West showed the most equitable
balance in population densities.

We can break down the land use of the total
land area in each proposed geography

by purpose, showing us the proportion of
land used for things such as community,
residential, industry and transport. With this
metric, both East/West geographies show
similar levels of variation between East and
West — meaning each unitary would inherit a
similar proportion of land used for community;,
residential, industry and transport.

The areas of Surrey most at risk of flooding
lie primarily in the northwest of the county,
along the rivers Thames, Wey and Mole.
Flood risk is a significant challenge, especially
for future land development for homes and
businesses. To alleviate the flood risk in the
northwest corner of the county, partners,
including the county council, are working on
the River Thames Scheme across an area
that runs through Runnymede, Spelthorne
and Elmbridge. This means under both East/
West geographies, both unitaries, alongside
the MSA, would have a role in coordinating
and completing this national scheme.
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Housing

Government have set annual house building
targets for each local authority, which will

be adopted in aggregated form by the
unitary authorities. Although it is important
to understand how a geographical unitary
split will impact the housing targets for the
new councils, it should be noted that these
are targets which can change based on the
ability to deliver against those targets. In this
analysis, 2.1 East/West is the most equitable
split. For this metric 2.2 East/West has one
of the larger inequity variations with East
Surrey estimated to drive 56.7% of the annual
delivery target and West Surrey 43.3%.

In the current two-tier system, lower-tier
authorities assess people presenting as
homeless and determine whether they are
threatened with homelessness or already
homeless. This duty would be assumed

by the new unitary authorities who would
be tasked with supporting these residents
as appropriate for their circumstances. 2.1
East/West scored the most equitable with
the lowest degree of variation between
residents presenting as already homeless
and at risk of homelessness, meaning
both authorities may experience similar
demands for services to support them.

Economy and Skills

The economy of the new unitary authorities
will be influenced by conditions both
within and outside the county.

Internal influences include the skills

and training of residents as well as
internal business operations and sectors
influenced by the landscape, urban
development, and operating businesses.
External influences include London,
Heathrow Airport and Gatwick Airport.

The health of the business sector is
critically important to the local economy;,
as employers, providers of services, and
payers of Non-Domestic Rates. The health
of the sector can be determined by the
numiber of businesses started, ended and
active. Using this metric, 2.1 East/West is
the most equitable model with the lowest
variation between the two unitaries.

93. Business rates are one of the funding
streams used to fund local government. They
are collected by lower-tier councils and

are often a strong indication of the nature
and size of businesses within each area. In
our analysis of the division of business rates
across the new unitaries, 2.1 performed
better for overall business sector health,
while 2.2 East/West had the most equitable
split in sizes and strength of businesses.
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Service Delivery

Local authorities deliver a range of services
which will be amalgamated from the district
and boroughs and disaggregated from the
county council to be delivered across the
new geographies. The analysis looked at the
geographic distribution of certain resident
groups and service delivery volumes.

Adult Social Care and Children, Families

& Lifelong Learning are the County

Council's two biggest areas of expenditure,
representing 63% of Surrey County Council's
2025/26 net revenue general fund budget.
The two biggest funding sources for this
expenditure are Council Tax income and
social care grant funding. Work has been
undertaken with services to estimate how the
most significant and volatile areas of general
fund expenditure for these services, ASC
care package, Children's Social Care and
Home to School Transport, are likely to split
across potential new unitary geographies, so
this can be compared to the split of Council
Tax income and social care grant funding.

This analysis has found that across both
East/West geographies, there are similar
correlations between the estimated split of
expenditure against the split of council tax
income and social care funding. 2.1 shows a
difference of 0.9% between total expenditure
for all three service areas against Council Tax
income, while 2.2 shows a correlation of 0.7%.

Waste collection (currently delivered by
district and boroughs) and waste disposal
(currently delivered by Surrey County
Council) will be managed by each of the
unitaries across their geography. Our
analysis shows that the division of waste
collected will be close to 46% of current
levels in the East and 54% in the West.

The new unitary councils will take on the
support of state-maintained schools
across their geography. Both East and
West geographies would be supporting
similar pupil numbers taking current
student population and geographical
location of schools into account.

The analysis looked at the division
between registration of deaths, births and
ceremonies. When combining both birth
and death registration each two unitary
split would have at least two legacy
register offices within their geography.

Lastly, the new unitaries will both be
designated as Highways Authorities. They will
inherit a share of over 3,000 miles of public
highways that is currently managed by Surrey
County Council. Under 2.1, East Surrey will
inherit 1,355 miles and West Surrey inheriting
1,666 miles. While this does not factor in the
current backlog of maintenance, it is a long-
term predictor of maintenance requirement.
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Three unitary authorities

Surrey
Huitk

Waoking

Gruiliddord

Woverley

As demonstrated in the options appraisal, a
three unitary council model for Surrey does
not sufficiently meet either the government'’s
criteria or our own priorities for LGR.

Although three unitaries will still allow
Surrey to unlock further devolution through
the creation of an MSA, three unitary
authorities both negate any potential
savings from aggregating district and
borough services and increase the costs
of disaggregating countywide services.

This scenario is also unlikely to deliver
well on efficiencies and cost savings
and does not meet the government'’s
targeted 500,000 population.

LEGEWD
0 swrrey County baundary
W arean
B Areaz
Argal

The three unitary model would create three
very distinctive new communities with
significant variations in key metrics and
characteristics, setting the new councils off
on unequal and unsustainable footings.

Under the three-unitary model, imbalances
in land size and density create challenges
- smaller areas, such as the northern
unitary, may struggle to find housing

sites and meet national targets, while
lower-density authorities face hurdles in
delivering essential services like Home to
School Transport, which is a significant
budget pressure for the county council.
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Flood risk and the River Thames Scheme
under the three unitary model would see

the proposed northern unitary face a
disproportionately higher flood risk compared
to the rest of the county, as well as sole

local authority responsibility for contributing
to the completion of the scheme, which
would likely be financially unviable.

Three unitaries would also lead to uneven
delivery requirements across the authorities
for housing. For example, the northern
authority would have double the housing
target compared to the East and West
authorities while contending with significant
development constraints, including greenbelt
and flood zones. It would also be more reliant
on the Mayoral Strategic Authority to support
delivery and infrastructure investment.

The three unitary structure also leads

to greater disparities in homelessness
rates across the proposed authorities
with the variation in the total number

of cases where Prevention and Relief
Duty is owed is particularly pronounced,
resulting in the least alignment amongst
the three proposed authorities.

Regarding the health of the business sector,
a three unitary scenario has notably higher
variations in the sectors’ health when
compared to both East/West models.

The three-unitary model also struggles

with business rate income equity, with the
western unitary projected to receive nearly
£75 million more than the eastern unitary.

The three-unitary model has a much less
favourable correlation between total
expenditure for Adults Social Care packages,
Children's Social Care and Home to School
Travel Assistance against Council Tax income.

Although the correlation is close for the

West authority (only a 0.6% difference), the
North authority shows a position whereby
relative Council Tax income is 4.5% higher
than combined Adults Social Care, Children's
Social Care and Home to School Travel
Assistance expenditure, whereas collective
expenditure for these services for the East
authority is 5.1% higher than Council Tax
income. This would mean that two of the new
unitaries would be relatively under or over
funded for the biggest areas of social care
expenditure, adversely affecting the financial
sustainability across all the new unitaries.

The three-unitary model also
results in a disproportionately
higher volume of waste
collection in the western unitary
compared to the northern
and southern authorities. This
disparity is evident in total
tonnage collected, including
both household and non-
household waste, as well as
waste sent for recycling and
waste that is not recycled.

Finally, the three-unitary model leads

to substantial disparities in road miles
inherited and maintenance backlog.
Under this structure, the western and
northern unitaries face a difference of £64
million in maintenance backlog, along
with a 719-mile gap in road inheritance.
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Financial appraisal

A financial appraisal has been undertaken
of creating unitary authorities in Surrey with
benefits and costs calculated based on
published 2025/26 planned expenditure
across Surrey's current authorities. Where
information from previous years has been
used for certain areas of the modelling,
this has been inflated to 2025/26 to ensure
a consistency across all data points.

Modelling has been refined from the Interim
Plan including utilising updated budget
information provided by district and borough
councils and consultation with the county
council's directorate leadership teams. A full
breakdown of the updated modelling can
be found in Appendix 1, including a summary
of the changes from the Interim Plan.

The following have been appraised:

Reorganisation benefits — savings assessed
as achievable in the shorter-term from
consolidating leadership and senior
management across the 12 councils, initial
wider workforce savings and non-staffing
expenditure savings due to consolidation,
and savings from reducing the number of
councillors and local elections in Surrey.

Transformation benefits — savings that will
take longer to realise, as they are more reliant
on changes to be delivered after the new
unitary authorities are established. These
include wider workforce and reduction in
non-staffing expenditure savings beyond

the lower level of initial savings achieved
through reorganisation alone, reduction in
property revenue costs through consolidating
Surrey's existing local authority operational
estate and a modest increase proposed

for sales, fees and charges income.

Disaggregation costs — these apply to
scenarios where Surrey's local authorities

are consolidated into two or three unitary
authorities. They represent the estimated
additional cost of splitting services across
the new unitary geographies that are
currently provided or commissioned by Surrey
County Council on a county footprint.

+ Directorate leadership teams have been
consulted to understand the likely impacts
of splitting services into two or three new
unitaries and it is considered that even
after mitigations it will be necessary to
duplicate a relatively small proportion of
current county Council staffing roles, in
particular for management below tiers
1-3, specialist statutory roles/teams and
business partnering support functions.

+ There will also be a small degree in
proportionate terms of unavoidable
non-staffing costs due to loss of
economies of scale and additional
costs of re-procurement, either initially
or when contracts expire and need to
be renewed or recommissioned. Further
information about the areas where it is
anticipated disaggregation costs will
be incurred is set out in Appendix 1.

Implementation costs — these represent
the estimated costs to both enable the
effective creation of the new unitary
arrangements and delivery of the changes
required to achieve the transformation
benefits once the new authorities have
been set up. These costs are summarised
in the implementation section.
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All the above areas have been

modelled to assess the scale of benefits
achievable and costs resulting from
creating unitary local authorities in
Surrey. The following scenarios have been
considered for each unitary option:

- Base scenario — these are more
conservative estimates of potential
savings, and a higher estimated
level of implementation costs.

+ Stretch scenario — these represent
more ambitious scenarios with a higher
level of achievable potential savings
but come with a higher level of risk,
together with a lower level of estimate of
implementation costs based on taking
action to limit these where possible.

+ Mid-point — these represent the mid-point
between the base and stretch scenarios
and are considered a reasonable estimate
balancing prudence and ambition.

Modelling for each unitary option is set

out in the tables below. A single unitary

has been modelled as a benchmark, as
requested by government. The tables show
the estimated ongoing annual net benefits
or costs seven years after the creation of the
new authorities, by when it is anticipated

a new steady state should be reached.
Positive figures in black represent benefits,
while negative figures in red represent costs.
All of the base data used and modelling
assumptions are set out in Appendix 1.

A summary of the cumulative net
cash flows for each option and
scenario is provided, covering
the base year (2025/26) up to
seven years post-implementation
(2033/34). The payback period

is an estimate of the number

of years required for total
cumulative benefits to surpass
cumulative costs, including
implementation costs. Where this
is displayed as "N/A" this means
an option has been modelled as
not paying back by the end of
the seventh year following vesting
day of the new authorities.
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Table 3: 1 Unitary summary modelling (for benchmarking)
................................................................................................... BASE STRETCH MID
Annual reorganisation benefits £25m £30m £28m
Annual transformation benefits £41m £67m £54m

Total ongoing annual steady state net
benefits/costs after five years £66m £97m £82m

Cumulative net cash benefits/costs
after seven years of new organisation(s)
including implementation costs £309m £484m £397m

Payback period within seven years post go live 1.6 years 1.1 years 1.3 years

BASE STRETCH (0 [»)
Annual reorganisation benefits £16m £22m £19m
Annual transformation benefits £32m £53m £42m
Annual disaggregation costs -£47m -£29m -£38m

Total ongoing annual steady state net
benefits/costs £1m £46m £23m

Total implementation costs -£94m -£76m -£85m

Cumulative net cash benefits/costs
after seven years of new organisation(s)
including implementation costs -£118m £162m £22m

Payback period within seven years post go live N/A 3.2 years 6.1 years
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Table 5: 3 Unitaries summary modelling

BASE STRETCH MID
Annual reorganisation benefits £8m £13m £10m
Annual transformation benefits £23m £38m £30m
Annual disaggregation costs -£71m -£43m -£57m
. Total ongoing annual steady state net
. benefits/costs -£41m £8m -£16m
Total implementation costs -£105m -£85m -£95m
: Cumulative net cash benefits/costs
after seven years of new organisation(s)
including implementation costs -£385m -£72m -£229m
Payback period within seven years post go live N/A N/A N/A

Two unitaries are estimated to deliver
ongoing net annual benefits of between
£1 million to £46 million and a cumulative

Due to the lower savings and higher
costs estimated for the creation of
three unitaries, the cumulative cashflow

net cash position after seven years ranging
from a net additional cost of £118 million

in the base scenario to a net benefit of
£162 million in the stretch scenario.

The three unitaries option is the least
favourable financially, with modelling
estimating an ongoing annual net additionall
cost of £41 million in the base scenario,

up to an ongoing annual net benefit

of £8 million in the stretch scenario.

position is significantly less favourable,
ranging from an additional cost of £72
million to £385 million after seven years.
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The mid-point position for each option is summarised in the table below
to demonstrate the scale of difference between the three options:
Table 6: Midpoint Costs
U 2Us 3Us
MID MID MID
Annual reorganisation benefits £28m £19m £10m
Annual transformation benefits £54m £42m £30m
Annual disaggregation costs -£38m -£57m
Total ongoing annual net benefits/
(costs) after five years £82m £23m -£16m
Total implementation costs -£70m -£85m -£95m
Cumulative net cash benefits/costs
after seven years of new organisation(s)
including implementation costs £397m £22m -£229m

Payback period within seven years post go live 1.3 years 6.1 years N/A

In addition to considering the annual
ongoing net impact of the creation of the
new unitary authorities, we have assessed
how quickly benefits will be delivered and
costs incurred. The table above summarises
the modelled cumulative net cash position
up to seven years following the launch

of the new authorities for the mid-point

of each option, with the position for a
single unitary included as a benchmark.

There are two main reasons for the
difference between the different unitary
options. Firstly, the scale of benefits and
secondly, transformation benefits will

take longer to realise than reorganisation
benefits and costs for implementation and
disaggregation. Therefore, the models

for multiple unitaries show a reduced
cumulative cash flow and lower net savings.
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1 Unitary - Mid Point profiled cumulative cashflows up to year 7
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Graph 1: cumulative cash flow 1 unitary
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Graph 2: cumulative cash flow 2 unitaries
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. Total cumulative net cash (costs)/savings

Graph 3: cumulative cash flow 3 unitaries

It is important to note that the financial appraisal is based solely
on the implications of creating one, two or three authorities and
does not consider the direct financial implications of the creation
of a Mayoral Strategic Authority (MSA). Implications for the creation
of an MSA for Surrey will be reviewed when greater clarity is
provided by government about the benefits, costs and timing.
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In summary:

+ The benchmark of a single unitary

authority is modelled as delivering the
greatest financial benefits but is not
being considered as it would not unlock
devolution on a Surrey footprint.

« Two unitaries are estimated to deliver

ongoing net annual benefits of between £1
million in the base scenario to £46 million

in the stretch scenario and a cumulative
net cash position after seven years ranging
from a net additional cost £118 million

in the base scenario, to a net benefit

of £162 million in the stretch scenario.

+ The mid-point of modelled ongoing annual

net benefits for creating two unitaries
between the base and stretch scenarios is
£23 million. In creating two unitaries it will
therefore be important to seek to minimise
disaggregation costs as far as possible
and maximise savings in order to get as
close as possible to the delivery of the £46
million net benefits in the stretch scenario.

+ As set out in the financial sustainability

commentary below, Surrey faces a huge
financial challenge in the years ahead
including existing service pressures,
potential funding reductions when the locall
government funding system is expected

to be reformed in 2026/27 and the burden
of a high level of stranded debt. This
makes it even more important to ensure
LGR delivers savings to mitigate pressures
and help reduce the current medium-term
gap identified across the existing local
authorities in Surrey, alongside government
support on resolving the debt issue.

Options appraisal conclusion

In conclusion, reorganising to two new
unitary authorities is our preferred option
for local government in Surrey. Two unitary
authorities would support a key objective
to unlock further devolution for Surrey

by supporting establishment of a new
Strategic Authority on the current county
footprint. It is also the only option that

will achieve this while also meeting the
government's criteria that new unitary
councils are financially sustainable.

Within the two unitary model, our preference
is for the 2.1 East/West model. The evidence
shows that 2.1 East/West will create
equitable unitary authorities. They will
benefit from equitable division of overall
population, land area and land purpose,
flooding risk and mitigation, total household
numbers, business rate collection, pupil split,
number of birth and death registrations

and total miles of public highways.

If, following government’s consultation on LGR
options for Surrey, they are minded to accept
our proposition for the 2.1 East/West split,
careful planning will be required to mitigate
risks and disruption from the disaggregation
of countywide services, particularly
considering the needs of vulnerable residents
that depend on them. We cover this in

more detail in the implementation section.
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The two new unitary
councils, along with

the creation of an MSA,
will be a catalyst for
wider public service
reform across Surrey |
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Two new councils, a fresh start
for Surrey

The two new unitary councils, along with

the creation of an MSA, will be a catalyst

for wider public service reform across Surrey.
The two councils will help to simplify and
unify public services across the county and
enable greater service integration and
innovation, while building on the strengths of
the current 12 councils and other public and
voluntary and community sector partners.

The two new unitaries will work closely with
the communities they serve, effectively
tapping into the knowledge, skills and
experiences of residents to better understand
and respond to the issues that matter to
them. They will provide the scale, resilience
and sustainability to act efficiently and
consistently across their places.

This section of the proposal does not
presume to set the strategies and
operating models for the new councils.
Those will be a matter for elected Members
within the new organisations. What we
propose here are the strategic principles
and opportunities that are open to

the new local authorities to adopt to
ensure that residents and businesses

retain access to high quality services.

Two unitaries will strengthen,
save and simplify

Ultimately, residents want LGR to simplify
Surrey’s complex system, improve public
services, and ensure better value for money.
Establishing two new unitary councils offers
the least disruption while maintaining
financial benefits, ensuring councils work
closely with residents and partners to deliver
responsive, outcome-focused solutions.
Overall, it represents the opportunity that

is most likely to strengthen, save money
and simplify local government in Surrey.

Strengthen

Safe and legal services from day one — Our
most important priority for reorganisation

is that the services from the new councils
are "safe and legal” from day one. We will
not allow the disaggregation of county
council services to squander the hard-
earned improvements gained for county
services in recent years, in particular the
improvements in practice and focus for
Surrey County Council's Children's Services.
As we transition to the new councils, we will
ensure that everyone currently receiving
support from services continues to do so,
and will not fall through any gaps during this
period of change. We say more on how we
will do this in the implementation section.
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Clear strategic priorities - The new
councils will set clear long-term strategic
visions for their areas, working with the
Mayoral Strategic Authority and other local
stakeholders. They will identify and respond
to the key priorities for their residents and
businesses, and coordinate activity and
investment for everyone across the county
to ensure equal chances to thrive.

Resilience to external financial shocks

- The integration of part of the current
Surrey County Council with relevant district
and borough councils in each new unitary
area will mean that the larger combined
organisations in each area will be better
placed to collectively withstand financial
shocks or manage pressures such as
government funding changes or additional
demand for key services, such as Social Care
and Homelessness. However, it is important to
be clear that, as set out in the section below
on how the councils will achieve financial
sustainability, without government write off
or another sustainable solution for stranded
debt related to historic commercial activities
it will not be possible to achieve financial
sustainability locally, and at least one new

authority willimmediately require exceptional
financial support. Even if a solution is found
for the stranded debt, the remaining financial
challenge related to service pressures and
the expected impact of local government
funding reforms cannot be underestimated..

Insight and intelligence — Two councils
operating at scale will work with the new
Mayor and other partners to develop
breadth of insight to see the bigger
picture in Surrey. Building a single picture
of the county together will enable more
evidence-led, preventative interventions
before issues get worse and additional
opportunities for collaboration and
innovation that would be more complex and
challenging with three unitary authorities.

Better protection and support for
vulnerable children and young people -
A further example where integration will
add value is within Children’s Services.
Alignment of county services with district
and borough services such as Leisure,
Early Help and Housing, should lead to an
enhanced preventative early help offer
to families, closer to their communities.
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CASESTUDY:
Surrey-i

The Surrey-i website is a well-established
resource and trusted brand promoting
openness and transparency in public
sector data and ease of access and use
of statistics relevant to the county.

Currently operated by Surrey County Council
for the wider partnership, it provides a single
route for accessing published statistics and
insight from multiple sources. The site is
widely used by Surrey councils, as well as

by partners including the voluntary sector.

The site will continue working with the two
councils and the new Mayor to support
them most effectively. This will not only
improve efficiency and reduce duplication
from having the councils develop their
own, but will also bring standardised

accuracy of all analysis and insight which
can be made available for all partners
and the public e.g. Census releases,
Indices of Multiple Deprivation, population
estimates etc. In addition, it can be the
single portal to share evidence and insight
for policy and operations, including the
joint strategic needs assessment (JSNA).

This will ensure that parties retain access to
high quality analyses and insight supporting
their work and decisions to improve Surrey
for its residents and serve as a strategic
single view of population demographics,
community needs, outcomes and more,
similar to the GLC London Datastore

or The Greater Manchester Combined
Authority Office of Data Analytics.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT REOSGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025

_56_



https://www.surreyi.gov.uk/
https://data.london.gov.uk/
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/research/office-of-data-analytics/

CASESTUDY:

Joining up early help with health prevention

services in Woking

In Woking the Family Centre, based in one of
the Core20 (deprived) wards, has become a
hub of support for local families. The Surrey
County Council team works in a building
owned by Woking Borough Council and
engages with partners, including health
visiting teams and community support
services. A contract agreement was
established with the NHS and two rooms

in the same building were leased to the
midwifery service to run clinics from the site,
enabling opportunities for close integration.

Joining the Children's Social Care Early
Help services with the local health and

prevention work in the community has
enabled families to have easy access to the
support they need. This includes access to
the leisure centre and holiday clubs, cooking
classes through a local charity group, and
targeted health services for families in the
area from ethnic minority backgrounds
including yoga and bike riding lessons.

Moving to two unitaries in Surrey will create
opportunities to make this approach more
consistent across the county as we integrate
further and harness the opportunities

from the Department for Education social
care reforms and family hub model.
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Delivering more fit-for-purpose homes

for vulnerable residents — \We support the
government's strategy to drive up housing
standards, and in the case of those families
in temporary accommodation, bringing
together Housing, Children's and Adult Sociall
Care services will help improve children’s
health and development. In addition,
bringing together Housing, Planning and
Adult Social Care services could mean the
two councils can develop more housing
solutions that meet the needs of an ageing
population, people of working age with
physical, mental and learning disabilities
and young people transitioning to Adult
Social Care. This includes more homes with
telecare and other preventative measures
designed to support people to maintain their
independence for as long as possible. This
will help streamline and accelerate much
needed specialist accommodation, building
on initiatives such as the County Council’s
Right Homes, Right Support strategy to build
additional Extra Care housing across Surrey.
For people with long-term health conditions,
changing how these services work for greater
integration and collaboration will make a
significant positive difference to their lives.

Accelerating housing delivery - The
unitaries will develop local housing plans
that align with the needs of their locall
populations and the county-wide strategic
planning framework set by the Mayor.

They will have a role in enforcing planning
regulations and ensure the necessary
infrastructure and facilities are provided

to support new housing developments.

Combined waste services — Bringing
together county and district and borough
council responsibilities provides an
opportunity for more streamlined and
efficient service delivery. Streamlined
operations and reduced administrative
overheads can lead to cost savings,
reduced duplication and increased
consistency of service delivery. For
example, joining up Waste Collection and
Disposal services could lead to improved
recycling rates, lower levels of waste going
to landfill and financial efficiencies.

Planning and delivery to respond to each
area's economic needs - The two new
councils will cover functional economic areas,
working in partnership with the new MSA to
further drive growth across Surrey. There is
potential for continued growth across each
council area, with Runnymede, Spelthorne
and Woking having the strongest levels of
high-tech industry employment. Each unitary
will set out their economic priorities, designed
on a suitable geographic area, and aligned
to a strategic economic plan at the Mayoral
level. Coordination with businesses and wider
stakeholders will be at a suitable scale and
reflect an aggregated voice to be heard by
the Strategic Authority, building on the work
initioted by the One Surrey Growth Board.
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B
CASESTUDY:

Health, social care and housing uniting to help
people with mental health challenges secure

a home

Surrey's 12 councils, the Surrey and Borders to help people find accommodation
Partnership NHS Foundation Trust and to support recovery and reduce their
five acute care hospitals in Surrey (Royal risk of becoming homeless. It also aims
Surrey, Epsom, East Surrey, St Peter's and to prevent evictions from tenancies
Frimley Park) have agreed the Surrey and decrease the risk of cuckooing.

Mental Health and Housing Protocol. This
sets out how partners will work together
to support people who find it difficult to
secure long-term housing because of the
mental health challenges they face.

Two unitaries will enhance this and

similar partnership projects through

the integration of county, district and
borough services opening up more
opportunities, and will simplify approaches
Strengthened coordination across Health, to working with partners going forward.
Social Care and Housing services aims
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Integration will enhance Surrey’s cultural
services offering - Bringing together Cultural
and Leisure services will offer great potential
for supporting residents’ physical, mental
and social wellbeing, designing a more
cohesive, accessible and clear offer that
draws on the various strengths and benefits
of these services. This will support the
aspirations of the Surrey Cultural Strategy,
which aims to nurture and champion Surrey
as a vibrant, creative set of communities,
with their own histories and untold stories.

Strengthened community safety and public
protection - For example, Trading Standards
and Licensing teams could work together

to tackle underage sales of illegal tobacco
and vapes, sharing information and expertise
to target offending businesses. Trading
Standards and Environmental Health teams
would also work together to carry out joint
visits to support high street food businesses
around issues such as hygiene or allergen
labelling. Community safety partnerships
would also be rationalised, bringing together
partners and resources over a larger scale to
tackle issues such as domestic abuse, child
exploitation and anti-social behaviour.

Maintaining the safety and dignity of the
deceased and supporting delivery of the
judicial function of His Majesty's Coroner
for Surrey - The Surrey Coroner’s Service
carries out sensitive and difficult work to
investigate unexplained deaths, as well as
supporting bereaved families. The Coroner's
area is a judicial one and cannot be varied
or amended by local authorities. As local
government is reorganised, the service will
continue as normal with no disruption and
residents will not notice any change in the
delivery. It is also essential that the Coroner’s
statutory and legal responsibilities continue
to be carried out. In other places where the
service spans local authority boundaries,
typically one of the authorities acts as host,
with a shared funding and governance
model agreed between the authorities in
the Coroner's jurisdiction. Engagement with
stakeholders on a new model for Surrey will
be undertaken by the Shadow Authorities
ahead of vesting day for the new councils.

Dependable in emergencies - The new
councils will be key partners to support local
organisational and community resilience,
particularly in emergency situations. In
partnership with a new Strategic Authority,
as well as other key partners, the unitaries
will be well placed to share information with
their residents and coordinate with other
organisations in emergencies. Local partners
will build on a strong track record of Surrey's
Local Resilience Forum, taking the lead

in supporting partners and communities

to prepare for emergency situations.
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Save

Economies of scale in commissioning -
Two authorities will offer significant scale
that will enable financial efficiencies
through greater buying power. District and
borough spend that is commissioned 11
times across the county can be brought
together into two larger contracts, leading
to economies of scale. Contracts can be
tailored to the needs of the different unitary
areas while delivering wider efficiencies.
This can enable better control over key
markets, such as for waste collection
contracts where commissioning at greater
scale can achieve financial efficiencies
and improve outcomes for residents.

Maximising use of available income and
funding - Two unitaries will provide a
balance of enhanced regional leadership
and strategic oversight to maximise the

use of income and funding available. For
example, development funding, such as the
community infrastructure levy and section
106 agreements, can be allocated in a more
streamlined way and prioritisation of local
infrastructure needs would also be simplified.

Creating commercial opportunities -
Bringing together services from the current
councils opens new opportunities for
income generation. In addition to business
rates and council tax, the new councils will

adopt commercial mindsets taking bold,
yet risk-informed, decisions to find new
ways to support the sustainability of each
organisation through shared, hosted or
traded ventures with other organisations.

Leaner workforce - There is significant
duplication of roles and responsibilities

at executive levels across the 12 councils.

A redesign through the two new councils

will enable delivery of financial efficiencies
through streamlined staffing arrangements,
and to build in strategic capacity for
managing services across the geographies of
the two unitaries. These will set the conditions
for the new councils to harness the best

of existing practice from the old councils,
creating opportunities to shape new career
pathways to attract and retain talent.

Shared IT and digital services - It is
proposed that both authorities develop a
single service for IT and Digital to support
each council's operations. This model has

a track record of delivering high quality
services to Surrey County Council, East
Sussex County Council and Brighton and
Hove City Council. Advantages of this model
include simplified governance structures,
operational efficiencies, enhanced service
delivery through leveraging pooled resources,
expertise and technology, and increased
buying power across any future partnership.
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Prioritising the most efficient and effective
delivery models — The new councils will
always carry out due diligence to make
sure services' operating models deliver their
intended benefits. For example, shared
service models are not always the most
effective model for service delivery, nor would
they necessarily help mitigate completely
the risks of disaggregating county-wide
services. Examples from across the country
in areas such as social care services have
not demonstrated clear benefits and may
inadvertently add complexity and cost to
the system. One example is the tri-borough
shared social care service that sought

to combine delivery across Westminster
City, Hommersmith and Fulham and
Kensington and Chelsea Councils. This
arrangement dissolved following complex
challenges with governance and service
delivery, as well as increased costs.

Savings in property and assets -
Moving to two unitary authorities will
create opportunities to rationalise the
local government estate in Surrey by
optimising the number of buildings

required for the new councils to deliver
their work, while supporting greater
value for money and environmental
sustainability in the asset base. Projects
to join up regeneration initiatives, as well
as procurement and capital contracts,
will also lead to financial efficiencies.

Leveraging the Surrey Pension Fund to
stimulate local growth - Under the new
arrangements, the Surrey Pension Fund

will have to be established under a new
Administering Authority. It should be
focused on supporting local growth and
sustainability for Surrey as well as the best
interests of residents and fund members.
Subject to exploring further legislative
parameters, the preferred option is to
establish a Single Purpose Pension Authority
for optimal governance, to align with
current government intentions for pension
scheme reforms and an unfettered ability to
explore appropriate local growth investment
opportunities in Surrey. Full engagement,
including with pension fund stakeholders,
will inform the final recommendation.
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Simplify

Clearer responsibilities - Residents
consistently say that the current two-

tier structure of local government in

Surrey is confusing. By moving from 12
councils to two, it will be much clearer for
residents which organisation is responsible
for council services in their places.

Better resident experience - Knowing there
is only one council to contact instead of
being passed between the county and
district and borough councils will simplify
residents’ experiences in accessing the
right services at the right time. For example,
consolidating parking services under each
authority means residents will no longer
need to navigate between different systems
for on-street and off-street parking. The
operating models of the new councils

will prioritise simplicity, accessibility and
inclusion, using digital technology to
enhance this where appropriate.

Maintaining a clear digital and physical
presence — Residents expect to interact with
our services through digital communication.
At the same time, physical service access
points will be geographically spread

to ensure clear points of contact for
protecting the most vulnerable, and
especially for those who are homeless.

Joined up processes - From day one the
new councils will take opportunities for
enhanced resident satisfaction, improved
by joining up disparate processes such as
social care assessments, grants, benefits,
housing and planning applications.

Models of service delivery will be designed
to reflect what residents say is important
to them and what makes an excellent
service experience from their point of view.

Strong local democracy - The new councils
will have clear democratic structures that
make it easy for residents to know who to
hold accountable for service performance.
They will act transparently, helping to build
trust in local democracy and confidence
in the new councils' ability to deliver.

Each council will have robust scrutiny
arrangements to hold decision-makers to
account and ensure services are focusing
on the right outcomes for residents while
maximising value for money. We also
propose to hold whole council elections
every four years to add consistency and
predictability to the local electoral cycle.

Operating as a single public service system
- We want to build on our ambitions for
Surrey's public services to work as one across
the county to support closer alignment of
planning and delivery across the county's
geography. Two unitary authorities will

help us to move closer to this. This will

be further enhanced when a new MSA is
established. Partnerships will also be more
effective, with fewer local government
stakeholders helping to simplify the local
public service landscape. A simpler, more
aligned system at scale will be particularly
important in supporting strategic goals
such as the shift within the NHS towards
more preventative neighbourhood health
and care, getting people healthy and

into work, and developing housing and
infrastructure to meet pressing needs.
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Target operating models for the
new councils

Creating two new councils presents an
opportunity to design new organisations
that use their scale and resources to respond
to the unique needs of their residents.

To support and help guide decisions the
new authorities will make on structures
and services, we are proposing a set of
key operating model design principles
that draw on best practices within Surrey
and elsewhere. These will help ensure
high quality council services that are
part of an effective integrated wider
public service offer in Surrey, including
the new Mayoral Strategic Authority.

Operating model design principles
for the new councils:

+ Focus on outcomes - for individuals,
families, neighbourhoods, and communities.

+ Shift to prevention - understanding the
root causes of problems and acting early
to the benefit of residents and communities
and more effective use of resources.

+ Balance scale with strong local community
engagement - using economies of scale
to deliver consistent high-quality services,
while working alongside residents, groups
and other partners to address locall
priorities and build capacity for action.

+ Join up resident experiences - connecting

resident access points and data insights

to enable a simplified and more proactive
approach, acting on feedback and
delivering services that meet people’s
needs at the right time and in the right way.

+ Grow stronger partnerships - delivering

critical services the councils are
responsible for while also working in
partnership with all other agencies -
including the MSA - to support improved
outcomes. In addition to direct service
delivery this will sometimes involve
coordinating, convening, influencing,
signposting or regulating, enabling
communities, town and parish councils
and wider partners to take the lead.

+ Embed high performance cultures -

ensuring a culture of high expectations and
values-based support where employees
put the needs of residents first, collaborate
effectively with others, and are supported
with a strong career development offer,
flexibility and rewarding job roles.

+ Strengthen commissioning - developing

smart commissioning approaches

that maximise economies of scale -
including big picture insights, strategic
collaboration with providers, and market
shaping alongside the MSA — and use
local insight and co-design techniques
so services and offers are responsive and
effective for residents and communities.
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 Leverage dataq, digital and technology
- using digital, data and technology
to drive innovation, meeting residents’
needs in ever more efficient, accessible
and effective ways, and strengthening
engagement and collaboration.

+ Optimise use of land and assets —
making best use of physical locations
to simplify and improve resident’s
experiences and create a resilient,
modern, more environmentally sustainable
and value for money asset base.

+ Financial sustainability - ensuring sound
and effective financial management
and governance that can underpin
the delivery of high quality, sustainable
and value for money public services.

These design principles are
illustrated in Appendix 4.

Democracy and governance

With two new councils, local democracy for
Surrey will be strengthened, giving residents
more clarity on who their local councillors

are and supporting Members in their roles

to champion the needs of their places. They
will be a dedicated link between the new
councils and residents and businesses in their
divisions, as well as enabling strengthened
relationships with other public service
providers, such as town and parish councils.

We propose retaining the county council
electoral divisions in the new unitary
arrangements, as these were agreed

as part of the 2024 Local Government
Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE)
Boundary Review for Surrey °, and were
due to be implemented for the May
2025 county elections. This review is the
most recent that has been undertaken
across all Surrey councils and is therefore
based on recent electorate data.

To ensure we can progress LGR at pace,
we are also not proposing arrangements
that would require a boundary review

or that any of the county or district and
borough boundaries are split or changed.

At present, there are 81 county councillors
and 464 district and borough councillors
across Surrey. To enable strong democratic
representation and close ties to the
community for the new unitary councils, we
propose a minimum of two councillors per
division would be appropriate. Countywide,
this would lead to 162 councillors across
the Surrey footprint with, on average,

5,542 electors (or voters) per councillor
based on current 2025 data from the
electoral roll obtained from district and
borough councils, and an average of

5956 electors per councillor, based on
2029 projections (as referenced in the
recent LGBCE Boundary Review).

5 Surrey LGBCE Review 2024: https.//www.lgbce.org.uk/sites/default/files/2024-05/surrey fr_long_report _-_fi-

nal.pdf
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This is level of representation and councillor - electorate ratio is in line with research into

other LGR areas, such as Cornwall, North Yorkshire and Buckinghamshire. Our proposal also
maintains effective representation for each division within the new councils. This aligns to the
government's ambition, as set out in the English Devolution White Paper, that fewer politicians,
with the right powers, will streamline local government to focus on delivering for residents.

We have also modelled what representation could look like for three councillors per division.
This is captured in Table 7 and would increase the number of councillors in Surrey from 162

to 243.

While we have modelled councillor numbers, the LGBCE will take the final decision on the right
level of democratic representation in the new unitaries and we welcome their views on the
number of members per division.

Local democracy

in Surrey

Current
arrangements

Proposed
arrangements for

Proposed
arrangements for

No. of divisions/
wards

81 county electoral
divisions

187 district & borough
electoral wards

East Surrey unitary:

36 electoral divisions

West Surrey unitary:

45 electoral divisions

No. of councillors

81 county councillors

464 district &
borough councillors

72 councillors (2 per
division)

108 councillors (3 per
division)

90 councillors (2 per
division)
135 councillors (3 per
division)

Table 7: Proposed councillor numbers

To ensure effective scrutiny and facilitate more stable and strategic leadership, we also
propose adopting a model of whole council elections every four years, like those used by
Epsom and Ewell, Guildford, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, and Waverley borough councils as
well as Surrey County Council. This is preferred over the current system in some districts

and boroughs where elections are held in thirds. Whole council elections will create clearer
accountability for residents, lowering costs by reducing frequency of elections and reducing
voter fatigue with the aim of seeing increased voter participation at each election.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMEINT RECGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025

_66_




As part of Surrey'’s
Local Government
Reorganisation,
agreement will be
needed with DfE about
how SCC's current DSG
funding is split between
the new unitaries,
including the HNB.
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HOW THE NEW COUNCILS WILL
BE FINANCIALLY SUSTAINABLE

Surrey's Local Government Reorganisation
will be taking place in the context of the
significant financial challenges already facing
Surrey's existing local authorities. There are
four key existing financial challenges:

+ Service demand and cost
pressures exceeding funding

* Potential funding reductions for
Surrey as part of the government’s Fair
Funding Reforms which are expected
to come into effect in 2026/27

+ The high level of debt, and particularly
the stranded debt relating to
Woking Borough Council

+ Pressures for Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities (SEND), in particular for
the High Needs Block (HNB) and the Safety
Valve agreement currently in place with
Surrey County Council to help manage this

More information about each of
these challenges is set out below.

Excluding Woking Borough Council’s
additional budget gap, which is largely
caused by stranded debt, it is estimated
that an annual budget gap of c. £263million
would accrue by the end of 2029/30 across
Surrey's 12 existing local authorities.

This gap is due to two main factors:

+ The estimated increase in service
expenditure driven by demand pressures,
particularly for social care, and increased
costs across all services including
budgeted inflation exceeding budgeted
levels of increased council tax income.

+ The anticipated impact of the
government'’s Fair Funding Reform of the
local government funding system. This
is due to come into effect in 2026/27
and potentially lead to a funding
reduction collectively across business
rates income that is retained by Surrey's
authorities and government grant
funding which would increase the budget
gap caused by service pressures

Surrey's 12 existing local authorities held £5
billion of external debt including Housing
Revenue Accounts at the end of January
2025 and have an underlying borrowing
requirement based on historic capital
decisions of £7.8 billion known as the the
Capital Financing Requirement. Of this
47% (£3.7 billion) relates to commercial
activities. The gross revenue debt servicing
costs for debt that should be financed

by General Fund revenue budgets are
£327 million, which equates to 22% of the
total 2025/26 net revenue budget across
Surrey’s 12 existing local authorities..
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£171 million of these debt servicing costs
relate to stranded debt for Woking
Borough Council that is currently subject
to Exceptional Financial Support agreed
by the Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government (MHCLG). This very
high level of debt servicing costs is the

key cause of Woking Borough Council’s
budget gap which as set out in Table 8
overleaf is estimated to be £165 million in
2026/27, reducing slightly to £151 million by
2027/28 based on the Asset Rationalisation
and Debt Reduction plan agreed with
MHCLG's Commissioners. There are also
significant risks in relation to debt held by
other local authorities. The full position
regarding debt across Surrey’s 12 existing
local authorities is set out in Appendix 3.

Like most local authorities with responsibilities
for funding Special Educational Needs and
Disabilities (SEND), Surrey County Council has
a deficit for the High Needs Block (HNB) of its
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG). At the end of
2024/25 the cumulative deficit is expected to
be £140 million, and it is currently anticipated
to grow to £165 million by the end of 2026/27
prior to creation of the new unitaries. Unlike
many authorities, Surrey County Council

has built up an earmarked reserve to help
mitigate the HNB deficit. On 31 March 2025
the reserve balance was £144 million.

In addition to this reserve, the council has
negotiated a Safety Valve agreement

with the Department for Education (DfE).
This agreement provides £100 million of
transitional funding to support reaching a
balanced position on the HNB including use
of the council's planned £144 million reserve.
£82 million of the Safety Valve funding

has been received and the remaining £18
million is expected in 2025/26 and 2026/27.

Under the terms of the current Safety Valve
agreement the council is due to draw
down its £144 million reserve in 2026/27

to balance the cumulative HNB deficit.

However, SEND HNB pressures have grown
above the trajectory in the original Safety
Valve agreement original Safety Valve
agreement and Surrey County Council has
requested that the agreement is extended
with drawdown of the reserve to achieve

a balanced position now proposed in
2031/32, along with a contribution from the
Schools Block to help achieve a balanced
position. The Council is also yet to receive
funding to deliver three additional specialist
schools, making their delivery challenging.

As part of LGR, agreement will be needed
with DfE about how the current DSG funding
is split between the new unitaries, including
the HNB. We will work with DfE to ensure
that this is done on an equitable basis

in line with the split of SEND expenditure.
The HNB deficit reserve would also need

to be split and transferred to the new
unitaries in line with the split of expenditure
and DSG funding, unless DfE require the
council to draw down the reserve prior to
vesting day. Based on the current plan

an unfunded SEND HNB deficit pressure
should not transfer to the new unitaries, but
there is a risk that the current trajectory
could see spending increase above the
latest planned profile. The council will work
diligently to mitigate this as far as possible,
but if additional pressures do emerge prior
to vesting day then Surrey would ensure
this pressure is split equitably between
authorities to avoid any one authority
being disproportionately disadvantaged.
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The table below summarises these financial challenges across all local authorities
against the benefits modelled for creating two unitaries in Surrey.

Total per
year by
2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 Apr2030

Incremental amounts in each year

Existing budget gap due to service
pressures (including identified
efficiencies) andpotential loss of

funding under Fair Funding Reforms £70m £62m £64m £67m £263m
Impact of Dedicated Schools Grant Zero assuming plans to manage this are achieved
High Needs Block deficit on General (noting there is a risk that pressures could emerge)

Fund revenue budget

Total revenue budget challenge
excluding additional Working
BC budget gap subject to EFS £62m £64m £67m

Additional Woking BC budget gap

subject to Exceptional Financial

Support, primarily related to debt

servicing costs for stranded debt* £165m -£13m £151Tm

Total revenue budget challenge

including additional Woking BC
budget gap subject to EFS

Profiled LGR net (savings)/costs across
two unitaries by this time excluding
implementation costs** -£4m -£2m £8m -£12m -£10m

Remaining budget challenge for
new unitary authorities including
extra Council Tax income £231m £46m £73m £55m £405m

Additional Council Tax income
above current MTFS assumptions
assuming maximum increases*** -£29m -£34m -£36m -£39m -£138m

*The reduction of £13 million shown in 2027/28 relates to Woking BC's current approved Asset Rationalisation and Debt
Reduction plans, recognising that these plans will need to be reviewed by the relevant new unitary authority
**This is less than the £23 million of net annual ongoing benefits set out for two unitaries shown in the financial appraisal section
¢ above as the full value of benefits is not expected to be achieved until 2032/33. It is assumed that implementation costs will be
i funded using any government funding received, Surrey local authority reserves or other one-off resources and so are excluded
: from the budget challenge.
i ***299% for district & borough councils and 4.99% for Surrey County Council in 2026/27 and then 4.99% per year for the two new
unitary authorities from 2027/28 assuming the current referendum threshold remains unchanged. This is shown for illustrative
purposes only and will be for new unitaries to decide.

Table 8: Budget challenges for new unitaries Continued >

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNME ~T RECHGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025

-70 -




SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

Incremental amounts in each year

2026/27

Total per
year by
2027/28 2028/29 2029/30

Remaining budget challenge for new
unitary authorities including extra
Council Tax income including
additional Woking BC budget gap

Apr 2030

subject to EFS £201Tm £13m £37m £17m £267m
Remaining budget challenge

excluding additional Woking BC

budget gap subject to EFS £37m £26m £37m £17m £116m

Prior to factoring in benefits from LGR or
additional council tax income there is an
estimated annual budget challenge of £263
million by the end of 2029/30 if no action

is taken to address the pressures currently
identified, which is equivalent to 18% of the
total 2025/26 net revenue budget across
Surrey's 12 existing local authorities. The
revenue budget challenge by the end of
2029/30 increases to £415 million (28%)
when Woking Borough Council’'s additional
budget gap subject to Exceptional Financial
Support is included. Even when both the
modelled LGR benefits for two unitaries and
potential additional Council Tax income
assuming maximum increases per year are
factored in, the budget challenge is £267
million, 18% of the total 2025/26 net revenue
budget across Surrey. Although Surrey's
existing authorities and future new unitaries
will work to identify further efficiencies and
other mitigations to reduce the budget
gap, realistically it is not going to be
possible to address a budget challenge of
this scale locally on a sustainable basis.

Surrey County Council has two key requests
of government to avoid the need for

immediate Exceptional Financial Support
for at least one of the new unitaries:

+ Write off existing stranded debt related
to historic commercial activities as the
only viable option to ensure the financial
sustainability of new unitary authorities
and avoid ongoing exceptional financial
support. This conclusion is in line with
the conclusion of the commissioners
for Woking Borough Council.

+ Provide funding to cover a material
level of Surrey's LGR implementation
costs, modelled at £85 million at mid-
point for two unitaries as set out in the
implementation section below, to limit
the need for reserves across Surrey's
local authorities to be used to fund these
costs so reserves can be maintained
to support future sustainability.

If government agrees to these two requests
then although a very significant financial
challenge would remain, it is considered
that the two new unitaries created as

part of Surrey's LGR proposal can take
action to secure the future financial
sustainability of local government in Surrey.
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For instance, if Woking's stranded debt

is written off therefore largely addressing
Woking Borough Council's additional budget
gap current subject to Exceptional Financial
Support, then the remaining annual financial
challenge by the end of 2029/30 including
LGR benefits and potential maximum
additional council tax income would be
reduced to £116 million, equivalent to 8%

of the total 2025/26 net revenue budget

for Surrey, which is still a substantial issue
but more manageable for authorities of

the size of the 2 new proposed unitaries.

If the government doesn’'t agree to these

2 requests, then the scale of the financial
challenge becomes insurmountable meaning
that at least one of the 2 new unitary
authorities would immediately require
Exceptional Financial Support which is likely
to impact on the broader sustainability of
local government finance across Surrey.

Council tax harmonisation

A further key consideration for ensuring
financial sustainability of the new councils is
the level of council tax income they require,
and how this affects what residents will

be required to pay in the future. Currently
council tax band Ds differ between Surrey's
11 district and borough councils. As part of
LGR in Surrey, the combined current council
tax band Ds for district and borough councils
and Surrey County Council will need to be
harmonised to a single set of charges for
each unitary within 7 years after vesting day.

The new unitary authorities will need
to decide how to harmonise council
tax for their areas. Modelling has
been undertaken to illustrate the
options open to those authorities.

Until rates are harmonised in an area there
will be a degree of difference in the increases
to council tax between the districts and
boroughs in each new unitary area.

New unitary authorities may want to
harmonise over a longer period in order to
limit increases in areas where current council
tax bands are lower. It is important to note
though that the longer the time period

over which harmonisation is completed, the
greater the reduction in income available to
fund vital services. For instance, modelling
undertaken for Surrey County Council's
preferred unitary geography, option 2.1 East/
West, indicates that harmonising council
tax bands in both unitaries in year 2 rather
than year 1 would result in £13 million less
income in total across both unitaries, and
harmonising in year 5 rather than year 1
would result in £60 million less income.

Given the acute financial challenges set out
in the financial sustainability section above,
and that council tax income is the biggest
source of funding for Surrey's local authorities,
the Surrey County Council’s section 151
officer recommends that council tax bands
should be harmonised as quickly as possible
in year 1to ensure equity across the new
unitaries, maximise income to help mitigate
the significant financial challenges that

the new unitaries will face and keep within
referendum threshold limits on a weighted
average basis, whilst noting that this will be
a matter for the new unitaries to determine.

DEVOLUTION AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT REC FGANISATION - FINAL PLAN - MAY 2025

-72 -




Surrey's geography,
reflecting its history, is
one of multiple towns

and villages rather

than single centres
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STRONGER COMMUNITY

ENGAGEMENT

Empowering Surrey's towns
and villages

We are committed to using LGR to build
stronger and simpler arrangements for local
community engagement and neighbourhood
empowerment, using a wide range of
inclusive approaches that leverage current
good practices across the county. This

will unlock even smarter use of collective
resources and collaboration with residents
to improve the places they live, support
civic pride, and achieve better quality of
life.Crucially, Surrey is blessed with a rich
civic life, including community groups and
forums, residents’ associations, voluntary,
community, social enterprise and faith
organisations, town and parish councils,
business forums and many more. The two
new unitary authorities will ensure effective
collaborative arrangements with these vital
community-based groups and associations.

Surrey's geography, reflecting its history, is
one of multiple towns and villages rather
than single centres. These towns and
villages are typically the “real places”
that people identify with, over and
above any administrative boundaries.
They are also the key building blocks

at which practical outcomes can be
delivered for residents at a local level.

In recent years, all Surrey’'s councils have
worked ever closer alongside communities
and other organisations at these meaningful
local scales — and crucially local NHS
partners have aligned into this model to
develop integrated neighbourhood teams,
better joining up care and support.

The government'’s forthcoming 10-Year
Health Plan for the NHS is expected to
further emphasise a local neighbourhood
focal point and will continue to encourage
whole-person health and wellbeing,

not just medical interventions. We

have made positive progress on this

front already in Surrey with nationally
recognised examples of good practice.
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CASESTUDY:

Horley community-led improvements

Horley, in Reigate and Banstead, was
identified as a priority town for community-
led improvements and socio-economic
development in 2021/22 given the impact

of Covid-19 on nearby Gatwick Airport
which is central to the local economy and
jobs. Surrey County Council, Reigate and
Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) and East
Surrey NHS committed to a joint focus on
the town. RBBC's longstanding commitment
to community development and the local
NHS's focus on community-led health
creation meant there was a strong base

for establishing even better connections
with the local community. With dedicated
additional expertise and resource from SCC,
a wide range of local groups were convened,

including the Voluntary, Community, and
Social Enterprise (VCSE), Town Council,
businesses and local schools among others.

Local conversations, including with young
people, helped shape a clear shared vision
for the town. This helped to coordinate

a range of strategic investments into
practical projects across the partnership
that are: improving the public realm;
creating a town centre offer for young
people; opening up a new commercial
space; providing better active travel
options; and supporting more community-
based support for health and wellbeing.

This model is replicated in a number
of other towns across the county.
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Two unitary councils will work with partners
and residents to deepen collaboration
across Surrey’s towns and villages so
public services are locally responsive,

more joined up and more effective in
prioritising and delivering the outcomes
that matter most to communities.

Community engagement model

To achieve this a strengthened community
engagement model will be further developed
through the implementation stage, drawing
on national examples, learning from work in
Surrey, and insights from local councillors.

In initial discussions with councillors

and other stakeholders a range of
potential ways to strengthen local
engagement and democratic decision-
making have been shared, including,
but not limited to, the following:

e

-
o
-

+ Town and Parish Councils

+ Local Committees (comprising all unitary
councillors representing communities within
previous district and borough boundaries
or smaller areas as appropriate)

« Community Area Partnerships and Boards

« Structures involving local elected
representatives associated with
the current Surrey County Council
Delivering in Partnership Strategy (the
Towns and Villages approach).

It is clear there will need to be an effective
community-level layer of governance

to connect the unitary councils — and

the Mayoral Strategic Authority — to

more local areas. The diagram below
illustrates this and underlines how a
community board or equivalent will help
convene the range of partners to work
together alongside communities.
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Given the importance of involving locall
councillors, communities and partners in the
development of the community engagement
model we are testing the approach in the
autumn, starting in a number of localities.

By using a structured and practical “test,
learn and grow” process we will generate
learning in these initial local areas on key
considerations such as geographic coverage,
decision-making parameters, officer support
requirements, and costs. This will then inform
the detailed approach. Prior to launching

the pilots, we are engaging with councillors,
partners and residents to shape this initial
work and will continue to involve stakeholders
in their ongoing development and delivery.

To stimulate this practical testing and
development work we have set out a
clear vison and set of key principles
for community-level boards.

Vision

Bring together local partners to understand
the key issues, agree priorities and drive
collaborative action that promotes
preventative activity and supports

thriving communities; where everyone can

access effective early support, fulfil their
potential, and no one is left behind.

Core principles for community boards

+ Community focused

+ Councillor-led as part of a strong model
of democratic local community leadership

+ Electoral Divisions as the building blocks
for logical geographies of collaboration*

+ Fully inclusive all of partners

« Enable direct representation from residents

+ Data and evidence informed

+ Draw on insights from a range of
creative and inclusive local engagement
methods, in person and digital

+ Agree areas of local priority focus
within the wider strategic frameworks
set by the Unitary Councils

+ Drive action and improvement

+ Connected to local service delivery teams;
but not an additional management layer

+ Ensure productive collaboration with
Town and Parish Councils and Residents
Association where they operate

+ Operate within a framework of defined
parameters for the appropriate
range of responsibilities and
delegated budgets, to enable the
arrangements to have real impact

*unless there is strong consensus for
deviation from this
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Meaningful
engagement has been
carried out both in
person and online for
all audience groups,
which has helped to
shape this proposal
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HOW WE HAVE ENGAGED
STAKEHOLDERS ONOURPROPOSALS

The engagement of residents, staff, the

voluntary sector, local businesses, community

groups and councils, and public sector
providers such health, police and fire

has been at the forefront of our work in
shaping the future of local government in
Surrey. An extensive programme of insight,
communications and engagement has
been carried out to inform the development
of this business case, and to understand
what matters most to the people of Surrey.
This insight will also help future unitary
councils set their direction and values.

Staff and resident
engagement programme

Insight and engagement to shape
proposals - Meaningful engagement has
been carried out both in person and online
for all audience groups, which has helped
to shape this proposal. This includes work
led by Surrey County Council's Resident
Intelligence Unit (RIU), which aims to
ensure residents’ voices are front and
centre in shaping and delivering policy:

+ The RIU carried out research with a
representative sample of residents via
our online panel to help us understand
the outcomes they would most like to see

resulting from LGR. The panel is comprised
of around 1,400 residents that are broadly

representative by core demographics. It
found that residents care most about:

- Better value for money when
delivering services (60%)
- Clearer accountability (45%)
- A more financially resilient council (37%)

- We've tracked comments on social

media to understand resident feedback
and sentiment when helping to shape
proposals. Over 1,200 comments have
been received from nearly 500 residents
on social media between 1 January and

15 April 2025. All comments have been
read and over 200 enquiries have had

a direct response via social media.
In-person events were hosted in libraries to
understand residents preferred principles
for the future shape of local government in
Surrey. Questions were largely about how
services would change, debt management
and election postponement. For residents
that can’t make it to one of the in-

person events, we are organising a live
event to learn more and ask questions.
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Tailored approach - Communications and
engagement has been tailored based on
questions residents and staff have asked,
including via ‘explainer videos' which simply
explain the process and answer frequently
asked questions. The videos have been
viewed over 80,000 times as of 17 April.

Staff are vital to the success of change,

so extensive work has been undertaken to
ensure they understand any impact to their
particular area of work, particularly around
the disaggregation of services. Following
regular updates and a webinar for over
2,700 staff, 87% of attendees felt more
informed about devolution and LGR. At this
event, senior leaders in Social Care talked
about the disaggregation of services and
relevant colleagues have been part of a
working group to shape this proposal. Over
50 questions from staff have been logged,
answered and used to shape proposals.
Over 65% of our staff in Surrey are residents,
and have good relationships with partners
and their networks, so they also helped

to engage and cascade information.

Accessible content - Accessibility remains a
priority of all engagement to ensure those
who are digitally excluded or require tailored
communications have been thoughtfully
included throughout. Surrey has 52 libraries
across the county and staff are equipped
to answer questions and posters have been
shared in community spaces to signpost
residents to offline information sources. The
‘explainer’ videos were shared with British
Sign Language interpretation alongside
them and an easy-to-read final proposal
summary leaflet will arrive in every Surrey
household in summer 2025. Engagement
with media has resulted in leading local
media outlets covering Surrey's LGR story

in radio, online and print news to ensure
harder to access and offline residents had
access to updates. We've also shared

a series of videos specifically for young
people, created by young people to ensure
they receive content relevant to them.
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Partner and key stakeholder
engagement programme

The engagement of partners in the
development of this proposal has been
critical. The primary mechanisms for
engagement has been through the
Combined Health and Wellbeing and
Integrated Care Partnership Board who have
met regularly to discuss the development
of proposals. Membership includes the
NHS, voluntary sector, Surrey Police, Surrey
Fire and Rescue Service, district and
boroughs and town and parish councils.

A number of dedicated partner
briefings were led by the Leader
of Surrey County Council,
updating key partners on the
implications of the English
Devolution White Paper, the
opportunities presented by the
two unitary model, and the model
for community engagement
through local community boards.

In addition, items have been taken to
existing or focused partner meetings,
presenting on the developments of this
work and the potential implications on
specific partners. Dedicated sessions

with Surrey Association for Local Councils,
Surrey Heartlands, voluntary sector
infrastructure organisations and the Surrey
Charities Forum have taken place.

Surrey County Council elected members
were regularly engaged through All Member
Briefings which updated members on the
development of the Interim and Final Plan
and the community engagement model.

The Select Committees Chairs and
Vice Chairs group was engaged
throughout the development of the
Final Plan, enabling scrutiny of the
analysis informing the final proposal.

Both the Interim and Final Plan were taken to
full Council, and to Cabinet for the executive
decision to submit the plans to government.

District and borough Leaders and Chief
Executives were engaged as part of the
joint submission for the interim proposal.
Following the Interim Plan subbmission

the county council and some district

and borough councils focused on the
development of their respective preferred
options. However, communication between
local authorities in Surrey continued during
this period through existing forums such as
communications meetings, monitoring officer
meetings, and financial officer meetings.
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Design and more
detailed planning
work will begin once
the government has
decided on the future
structure of local
government in Surrey
by the autumn of 2025

Pagedls



SHAPING
SURREY'S
FUTURE

IMPLEMENTATION

High Level Plan

The diagram below sets out the key phases and milestones for local government
reorganisation and establishing a new Mayoral Strategic Authority.

AM JJasio/ND|JsFMAMIIASOND]|JIFMAMIJIASOND

ylory)

Business Case Preparation for Shadow Authorities & Unitary
F & Mobilisation Implementation Implementation Authorities

Mayoral Strategic Authority Preparation

Post go live

Stabilisation & Transformation

9 May 2025 {  April/May 2026 i Jan/Feb 2027

Final business i Establish Shadow Authorities  : Budgets for Unitary
case submission : & hold Shadow Elections Authorities Approved
May - Aug2025 : May 2026 - March 2027 L April 2027
Government Appointments to Senior Vesting Day for unitary
Consultation i Council Officer Roles Councils

Sept 2025 :  May2027

Government : Mayoral Elections
decision on :

proposal to be
implemented

Image 3: Implementation Timeline
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Implementation plan -
detailed phases

Phase 1 - Business case and mobilisation
During this phase:

+ This Final Plan will be submitted to
government by the 9 May deadline.

+ Government will then consider all proposals
received from the area before taking
decisions on how to proceed. This will likely
involve government running a consultation
over the summer of 2025 on this proposal
and any alternative proposals put forward.

+ The Devolution & Local Government
Reorganisation (D&LGR) programme
structure and Programme Management
Office (PMO) will be established to oversee
and drive delivery and provide oversight
of the entire programme. This only relates
to Surrey County Council at this stage, but
we would expect it to combine with district
and borough programme arrangements.

+ Information gathering on key data will
progress on areas such as budgets,
staffing numbers, contracts and IT systems.

We will engage with stakeholders on
an ongoing basis in this phase, to raise
awareness of the coming change, and
to build cooperation and consensus
between key stakeholders across
central and local government.
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Phase 2 - Preparation
for Implementation

Design and more detailed planning work
will begin once the government has
decided on the future structure of local
government in Surrey by the autumn of
2025. New governance arrangements will
be put in place under a proposed Surrey
Leaders' Implementation Oversight Group
to ensure each council is represented and
to reflect the political makeup of the area.

Activities will begin to focus on establishing
the unitary authorities, with cross-

council coordination and delivery

across all twelve current authorities.

Activities that will take place
during this phase include:

+ Establishing formal governance
and programme management
arrangements to be taken forward
into new shadow authorities

e ——————

+ Developing and agreeing a detailed

programme of implementation plans

+ Confirming future service requirements and

target operating models, work will start on
detailed service transition planning. This
will include planning for the disaggregation
of county services for example, designing
new leadership and wider team structures
and operating models. Planning will also
be undertaken for the aggregation of
services where they will come together.

+ Aligning existing change activity

across constituent authorities

+ Reviewing baseline IT architecture and

planning for operational issues, such
as new email addresses and access
to building WIFI & systems for day 1

+ Baselining property portfolio

and commencing planning

+ Agreeing an external communications

strategy, as well as ongoing staff and trade
union communications and engagement

+ Agreeing high level HR transition plans

S
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Phase 3 — Shadow Authorities

Shadow authorities are set up to support a
smooth transition when local government

structures are changed. They are responsible

for preparing for the new unitary authorities
to take on full local government functions
for Surrey by Vesting Day in April 2027, It is
expected these authorities will be in place
one year prior to the vesting date. This will
include elections to shadow councils.

The shadow authorities will be made
up of councillors and appointed officers
who will oversee key activities, such as:

+ Detailed integration planning and
transition of services to the new unitary
authorities. This includes consideration
of disaggregation of county services,
aggregation of district and brough
services and common services
where they exist in all councils

POLLINGY
STATIONE

D LOCA OVER

Organisation and operating model design,
refining initial structures for the new
authorities set out in the previous phase
Appointment of Chief Executives

and other senior leadership roles

+ Staff transition processes, focused on

the need to retain a skilled workforce
with the right culture and planning

for TUPE of staff to new authorities
Ongoing staff and trade union
engagement and communications
Budget setting for the new authorities,
including consolidation of funding
arrangements such as council tax
harmonisation and business rates collection
Establishment of payroll arrangements
Management of data as part of

initial IT systems transition

Ongoing stakeholder engagement,
including reinforcing current
partnerships and formation of new
partnerships, where appropriate




Phase 4 - Launch of the new councils

At the point that new authorities formally
come into existence on vesting day in April
2027, greater focus can be placed on the

long-term strategy for the future authorities.

Authorities will need to determine
likely activities that could include:

+ Establishing a transformation programme,
within each unitary, with responsibility
for confirming and implementing a
target operating model for the new
authorities. This is likely to include
detailed transformation of:
- Resident contact
- Service delivery
- Back office/enabling services

SHAPING
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IT and data strategies

People, organisational

development and culture

Estates

Optimisation of aggregated services

+ Implementation of new Enterprise

Resource Planning /Customer Relationship
Management systems, or further
consolidation of current systems

+ Detailed review of existing contracts

and third party spend, consolidating
and rationalising spend whilst seeking to
take advantage of economies of scale

+ Consolidation of fees and charges
+ Alignment of pay, terms and conditions
+ Ongoing change management

and communications
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Phase 5 - Mayoral Strategic Authority

While the process is separate, starting
work on the Mayoral Strategic Authority
will commence on a similar timeline

to LGR, before the new unitaries are
vested. Our preference is for Mayoral
elections to take place by May 2027 to
support a swift and smooth transition.

Activities include:

« Confirmation of services that form

part of the Strategic Authority

+ Organisation and operating model design,

and initial structures for the new authorities

+ Appointment to senior roles
+ Staff transition processes, focused on

the need to retain a skilled workforce
with the right culture, and planning for
TUPE of staff to the Shadow Authority

+ Ongoing stakeholder engagement,

including reinforcing current
partnerships and formation of new
partnerships, where appropriate

+ Budget setting for the new

Strategic Authority.
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Implementation Programme
and Workstreams

We propose setting up a programme to
oversee and deliver the changes across
both unitary councils to ensure the most
efficient use of resources and keep costs
to a minimum. We will identify work that
can be paused or stopped within existing
authorities to repurpose resources that are
already in the establishment. It is recognised
that additional capacity may be required
at certain points during the programme.
Implementation costs assume delivery will
take place mainly using internal resources,
but the future authorities may decide to
invest some of the cost in external support.

A Programme Management Office (PMO)
will be setup to oversee and manage the
transition programme for a minimum of

two years. This will consist of a team of
change and transformation experts such as
Programme Director, Programme Managers,
Business Analysts, PMO specialists and
Change Managers. Whilst there will be

a core PMO team, other subject matter
experts and specialist resources will be
seconded to the programme at appropriate
times, as not all resources will be required
for the full length of the programme. Where
possible it is expected that the capacity
required will be created by redeploying
existing resources onto the Programme

and stopping or pausing other change

and transformation activities, although it
is possible that some additional capacity
maybe required over and above this.

Surrey County Council has a strong track
record of delivering large scale, impactful,
efficiency related transformation with both
significant improvements made to service
quality and performance together with
driving multiple millions of savings and cost
avoidance. The Council has a dedicated
and hugely experienced transformation
team which is recognised by peers as

one of the leading services of this type in
the country with strong links to the LGA
and other nationwide organisations.

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) will also
work with the programme team to ensure
the appropriate level of capacity and
expertise within specific workstreams. They
will be seconded and backfilled where
necessary, with a likely need for external
capacity and recruitment throughout

the lifecycle of the programme.

As part of initial planning, several
workstreams have been identified

to support detailed planning. These
workstreams are described below. During
Phase 1and 2 activities will be delivered
by the current councils. At the start of
Phase 3, when shadow authorities form,
most activities will take place within and
between unitaries and the workstreams
will be adjusted as necessary.
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Table 9: Proposed Implementation Workstreams

Workstream

Workstream Scope

Service Delivery /
Operating Model

By far the largest and most complex area of focus is on the resident
facing services such as Adult Social Care, Children’s Social Care,
Education and Place Services (Environment, Trading Standards,
Planning, Assets etc) from a county perspective, and district and
borough services such as Waste Collection, Housing and Planning,
Leisure and Revenue and Benefits.

In a two unitary model, the county council's services will need to be
disaggregated while the district and borough services will need to
be aggregated across the new unitary footprints.

In both instances, it is important that all existing services are aligned
to new policies and processes.

Legal, Democratic
and Governance

Establish the constitutions of the new authorities. Manage alll
changes required to deliver elections under the new structure.
Supporting the development of strong Overview and Scrutiny
functions in both unitaries. Ensure that effective governance
structures are established in the new unitary authorities.

Finance and

Manage the financial transition to the new authorities, including

Commercial setting the first budget for each of the new authorities. Develop and
deliver a financial strategy for each of the new authorities.
Resident, Develop and deliver a communications strategy. Engage with staoff,

Communications
and Engagement

Members, communities, parishes, towns and businesses. Plan, design
and deliver the new approach to resident engagement in each
authority across all services.

Workforce
(operating
model and HR)

Plan and manage the HR process and overall people and cultural
change for each of the new authorities. Carry out staff and trade
union engagement.

IT, Digital, Systems
and Data

Review the existing IT assets, systems and architecture before
designing and implementing the IT solutions for the new authorities,
linked to the target operating model. Ensure that data is transferred
and managed effectively during the transition, setting the
authorities up to become data driven organisations.
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Table 7: Proposed Implementation Workstreams

Procurement and
Contracts

Property and Estates

Mayoral Strategic
Authority and
Devolution

Manage the contractual changes required and ensure that the
two new authorities are set up to take advantage of commercial
opportunities.

Analyse the estate portfolio of the constituent authorities and
determine the appropriate estate strategy for each of the new
authorities.

Plan for the creation of the Mayoral Strategic Authority,
disaggregating required functions from the county council (e.g.
Surrey Fire and Rescue Service), district and borough councils
and supporting the transition of the Office of the Police and
Crime Commissioner.
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Implementation costs

We anticipate that investment and resourcing for implementation will be a
collaborative approach between all Surrey councils, with a multi-disciplinary
change team being setup with representatives from all 12 councils.

A summary of estimated implementation costs is set out in the table below. Our modelling
covers all potential costs (such as branding, creating the new councils, closing down old
councils and IT) along with a programme delivery team. These estimated costs cover
early planning through to delivery of planned transformation benefits which are likely to
be realised over several years following the creation of the new unitary authorities.

Cost category 3Us
Stretch Stretch |Base

Mid-point Base & Stretch
Stretch | 1U 2Us 3Us

Costs estimated
in the period
2025/26 - 2026/27

-£28m -£24m -£35m -£28m -£40m -£32m -£26m -£32m -£36m

Costs estimated
from 2027/28
onwards -£45m -£43m -£58m -£48m -£65m -£53m -£44m -£53m -£59m
Total estimated
implementation
costs

-£70m -£85m -£95m

Table 10: Implementation Costs

Costings for the base scenarios represent the
higher end of estimates on a more prudent
basis and costings for the stretch scenarios
represent the extent it is considered it

may be possible to contain costs. The
contingency is set at 10% of all costs
excluding redundancy and early retirement,
which is costed based on the average cost
of redundancies for Surrey County Council
and directly linked to the level of modelled
workforce savings for each option. At this
point, implementation costs for a Mayoral
Strategic Authority have not been included.

A further breakdown of the estimated
implementation costs can be found in
Appendix 1. Subject to any funding provided
by government, costs in the period 2025/26
— 2026/27 will need to be funded by Surrey's
twelve existing local authorities out of
reserves or other one-off resources and
costs from 2027/28 onwards will need to

be funded by the new unitary authorities.
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Managing disaggregation and
transition of services

Disaggregation and transition of county
council services, including social care, will
require careful handling to minimise any
disruption for residents and enable service
quality to be maintained. It is vital that the
transition is undertaken effectively and with
positive resident outcomes at the forefront
of the changes. Three key enablers to

achieving a successful transformation will be:

1. Teams within services requiring
disaggregation will lead the design,
planning and change implementation,
supported by the wider LGR Programme
team. This ensures the right skills and
capabilities are in place while recognising
that those with the most knowledge
and experience are best placed to
shape the future operating model.

2. Effective governance boards providing
robust challenge and oversight, aided
by additional expertise as needed.

3. Resident and stakeholder engagement
with clear communications to those that
might or will be affected by the transition.

We envisage the key activities for managing
disaggregation of services will include:

+ Reviewing the current locality structure
and workforce to identify appropriate
allocation to future authorities

« Agreeing future organisation design
and delivery structures with service
providers and shadow authorities

+ Refining functional operating models and
services, aligned to new geographies

+ Reviewing and refining service policies,
systems, processes and procedures

+ Restructuring membership of boards
and reviewing local representation

+ Detailed transition planning development
to ensure continuity of services

+ The disaggregation of social care
services for Children and Adults comes
with some significant potential risks and
we remain open to exploring models
that mitigate any negative impacts

However, through early exploration we
have found that a shared service model is
unlikely to be the right solution for Surrey.
Examples from shared service models

for social care across the country do not
show clear benefits, with many shared
service arrangements breaking down or
generating additional complexity, leaving
them ineffective, burdensome and costly.

Within this there is some nuance, especially
for highly specialist services, such as
Emergency Duty and Approved Mental
Health Professionals in Adult Social Care,
where special arrangements may need

to be explored for Day 1to ensure there

is time to recruit and establish a safe and
legal operation in each new unitary.

Risks have also been noted in the
disaggregation of the county’s social care
and learners single point of access contact
centres. These teams, who are specially
trained to be the first point of contact

for Surrey’s most vulnerable residents, will
need to be carefully disaggregated. Until
sufficient capacity is built up within the new
authorities there is a risk around uneven
geographical demand distribution which
could lead to operational backlogs and
safeguarding issues if not mitigated against.
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First point of contact arrangements
will need to be designed into the new
social care service delivery models
for the unitary authorities to ensure
demand is managed and social care
teams do not become overwhelmed.

Culture is a vital part of our community
infrastructure and disaggregation of Cultural
services, such as Libraries, will need to be
managed carefully. There are a number of
specific cultural offerings that are funded on
a county footprint, or where infrastructure
has been built with a county-wide footprint
in mind. As such, careful consideration will
need to be given as to how disaggregation
should be managed, exploring the possible

role of a lead authority or alternative models.

Our Highways services, which will be
disaggregated across the new unitary
councils, currently has vital assets across
the county which do not neatly align

with any unitary split. Assets include the
Laboratory, the Network Management
Centre and the Emergency Control Hub
which cannot possibly be duplicated

ahead of vesting day given the costs and
timeframes involved in building these assets.

Waste services are also designed around
infrastructure that is unequally distributed
around the county, such as community
recycling centres. The existing assets

make the disaggregation of these services
across any new geographical configuration
difficult. Models including ‘pay to use’

or shared services for authorities to use
assets that cannot be replicated ahead

of vesting day, such as the Highways
Network Management Centre, will need to
be explored for the initial implementation
period. This is to ensure service delivery isn't
disrupted whilst the new unitary councils
decide how to navigate this long term.
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Key risks

We will adopt and apply the principles of effective risk management to support
the transition to the new unitary authorities and Strategic Authority. This approach
follows the council’s risk management framework which reviews risks at a corporate,
directorate and service level while also ensuring that cross-cutting risks are
captured to ensure appropriate assessment, mitigation, review and scrutiny.

Table 11: Key Risks

Key Risk Mitigation

Scale, complexity and pace of change Our proposal lays the foundations for a swift
and smooth transition as soon as a decision
is made. This will require robust programme
management to ensure the right skills,
capabilities and governance are in place to
deliver the complexity of the change. Surrey
County Council is well placed to lead the
transition given our successful track record
on large, impactful transformation and
service improvement programmes that have
also delivered significant efficiency savings.

There will be a significant amount of change
in a relatively short period of time which will
have ramifications for the way services are
integrated and disaggregated.

Stakeholder support We will work closely with stakeholders both
internally and externally to build consensus
and trust, identifying where there are
different targets and agreeing approaches
to resolve. A communications strategy will
be established to further support clear and
consistent messaging.

There are a number of stakeholders who
may have differing goals and priorities while
involved in Devolution and LGR. This may
lead to disagreements in approach and
preferred solution(s).

Decision making and governance A framework will be established setting
out the governance including roles and
responsibilities (terms of reference for
Boards, Committees etc.). Learning from
other authorities that have been through
this process will be support planning and
development of a safe and legal setup for
day 1.

There needs to be clarity on who takes
responsibility for making decisions and
that they are taken with the appropriate
authority and consideration. This may
otherwise lead to potential delays in
implementing Devolution and LGR and
confusion on the way forward.
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Table 11: Key Risks

Performance

A large number of services will be impacted
by the changes from Devolution and

LGR. During implementation there is a risk
that some areas may see a dip in service
performance levels.

Additional performance and monitoring
controls will be put in place to track service
performance levels and to quickly identify
any areas that may be dropping with a
follow up to resolve the underlying causes.

Staffing

There will be implications for staff from
Devolution and LGR. This may cause anxiety,
lower morale and higher levels of staff
turnover due to these changes. Moreover,

it is vital that the right skills and experience
are in place to support the new authorities.

Staff across all future authorities will need
to be involved in informing and designing
the new authorities. The HR process will be
designed to support managers and staff
both with frequent and consistent messages
as well as supporting specific individuals
who may have concerns or worries.
Recruitment will be undertaken in any areas
where staff turnover means additional skills
and experience are needed, and retention
activity increased in areas where high
turnover is anticipated.

Finance

While a budget is set to implement LGR
there is a risk that this may be insufficient
especially if there are unforeseen activities
required. Moreover, there are significant
debt levels within some authorities which
require addressing in preparation for the
new structure.

There will be close monitoring of costs of
LGR implementation to quickly identify
any potential shortfalls or funding gaps.

In addition, a request has been made to
government to provide support in resolving
debt levels.
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In our joint Interim Plan, we put forward + Provide funding to cover a material level
a number of key issues to explore further of Surrey's LGR implementation costs,
with government. These have been revised modelled at £85 million for two unitaries
based on further analysis and feedback from as set out in the implementation section
government to date. We would welcome below, to limit the need for reserves across
further discussion with government on Surrey'’s local authorities to be used to
these key issues after our submission. fund these costs so reserves can be

Lo i . maintained to support future sustainability.
Avoiding the need for immediate

Exceptional Financial Support -
debt and funding

Aligned to the above we would
welcome further consideration of
Based on the detailed financial sustainability the impqct of the government’s

analysis completed we would welcome fundi £ includi th
further discussions with government to unding rerorms including the

ensure that the new councils will not Fair Funding Review and the
immediately require Exceptional Financial SEND (Specicﬂ Educational
Support. This must include consideration Needs and Disobilities) High

of the following options for at least
one of the new unitary councils: Needs Block (HNB) Sqfety Valve
agreement currently in place

+ Write off the existing stranded debt . .
o with Surrey County Council.

related to historic commercial activities

as the only viable option to ensure the
financial sustainability of new unitary
authorities and avoid ongoing exceptional
financial support. This conclusion is in line
with the conclusion of the commissioners
for Woking Borough Council.
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Swift and smooth transition
— harnessing Surrey County
Council's track record of
improvement and delivery

For the transition to unitary local government
to be as swift and smooth as possible, in our
Interim Plan we asked government whether
they had intentions to appoint a lead
authority. In their feedback document, they
said they will discuss the best approach for
the transition following the final decision on
proposals, which could include a lead SRO
(senior responsible officer) at a council.

Surrey County Council has delivered
significant financial efficiencies and

service improvements over a number of
years. Between 2018/19 and 2024/25 we
delivered financial efficiencies of £316
million, whilst improving Adults, Children’s,
Fire and Rescue and other services for
residents, and our track record positions us
well to lead the signification transformation
required to transition the 12 current councils
through LGR. We would welcome clarity
from government on the timelines for

discussing the lead authority or SRO role
and what the associated joint working
arrangements will look like as preparations
for implementation need to begin prior to a
final decision on geography being made.

Community governance reviews

In lieu of the publication of the
government's Communities White Paper,
we would welcome clarity on the preferred
position in relation to establishing any
new town and parish councils through
Community Governance Reviews — and
their ability, or not, to raise an additional
local precept. This clarity will help alll
partners and local communities in Surrey
to focus limited time and resources
effectively as we develop an enhanced
model for community engagement.

Impact of Health System Reforms
on devolution and LGR

We would welcome clarity from government
on the future direction of health system
reforms in Surrey and what implications

this may have for the direction of
devolution and LGR across the area.
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CONCLUSION

Our Plan for LGR in Surrey represents

a transformative vision for the future
across the area. By transitioning from
the current two-tier system to two new
unitary authorities, this proposal aims to
streamline operations, enhance service
delivery and unlock financial efficiencies.

The process of LGR should, as a priority,
unlock devolution for the county, enabling
the transition of significant powers and
funding from central government to the
local level to deliver more effectively in line
with local priorities. To create a Mayoral
Strategic Authority on a Surrey footprint,
we have had to explore the creation of
two or more unitary councils, ruling out

a single unitary authority for Surrey.

With the two unitary model
standing up favourably
against the government
criteria and our priorities for
a robust and sustainable
local government structure,
our proposed geography is
for two new councils: East
Surrey and West Surrey.

East Surrey and West Surrey will be equipped
to provide enhanced service delivery
achieved through the integration of services
currently divided between county and district
& borough councils, leading to more cohesive
and efficient operations. This integration

will particularly benefit critical areas such

as Housing, and Waste Management.

Financial sustainability is an important
consideration in this process. A two unitary
model is projected to deliver financial
savings through economies of scale,
reduced duplication, and more effective
use of resources. These savings will be
crucial in addressing existing budget gaps
and ensuring long-term financial health.

However, the significant cumulative
debt position of Surrey local authorities
and the potential impacts of the Fair
Funding Review mean that the financial
benefits of LGR would likely not be fully
realised without tailored support from
government, to ensure the new unitaries
are on stable financial footing.

Our proposed approach to stronger
community engagement emphasises the
importance of local engagement and
empowerment. By establishing community
boards and enhancing local partnership
working, residents will have a clearer voice
in decision-making processes, fostering
greater accountability and responsiveness.
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The transition to the new unitary authorities will need to be carefully managed to minimise
disruption and ensure continuity of services. A phased approach, supported by robust
governance and stakeholder engagement, will guide the implementation process.

Our LGR Plan is a bold, forward-thinking, and evidence-led
plan that seeks to modernise local government, improve service
delivery, and create a more sustainable and resilient future for

Surrey. By embracing this reorganisation, Surrey will be better
positioned to meet the evolving needs of its residents, drive
economic prosperity, and enhance the quality of life for all.
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Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

This document summarises the data used and assumptions applied to generate the modelled benefits and costs of
implementing one, two or three unitary authorities in Surrey that is summarised in Surrey County Council’s final plan for Local
Government Reorganisation.

Base data used

Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sources and
borough Councils local authorities in Surrey assumptions

Surrey County Council

Planned 2025/26
netf revenue £1,274.7m £191.0m £1,465.6m
expenditure

2025/26 published
budget papers

Surrey County Council
income is based on
2025/26 budgeted fees
and charges income in
the approved 2025/26
budget, excluding
Adult Social Care
assessed charges

6¢T abed

Estimated 2025/26
sales fees and
charges income,

. £59.3m £139.7m £199.0m which are set within
excluding Adult . .
. strict national
Social Care .
regulations.

h
assessed charges District and borough

income is based on
2023/24 revenue
outturn, inflated by 6%
to estimate total
2025/26 income.




Area

Breakdown of
2025/26 budget

Total for all 11 district &

S County C il
virey Sounly Lounc borough Councils

Gross Income Net Gross Income Net

Gross staffing
expenditure

£449.3m £449.3m

£230.5m £230.5m

Gross service
delivery non-staff

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Total for all 12
local authorities in Surrey

Sovurces and
assumptions

Breakdown of 2025/26
approved net revenue
expenditure budgets
based on published

Gross Income Net

£679.8m

£679.8m

£1,467.1m £1,467.1m | £253.6m £253.6m

Income within net
revenue budget
for staffing and
non-staffing
expenditure

-£744.5m -£744.5m

-£299.7m | -£299.7m

Ogero’rionol

pr@perty revenue
=

ex@endifure

HoTJsing benefits
payments and
reclaims

budget papers and
information provided
by local authority
finance teams.

£1,720.7m £1,720.7m

-£1,044.1m | -£1,044.1Tm
The budget figures
included for Woking
Borough Council
include the

Exceptional Financial

-£25.8m £25.9m

£163.3m | -£163.3m

Debt servicing
costs (interest and
Minimum
Revenue
Provision)

Support (EFS) currently
agreed by
government fo

£163.3m

-£163.3m £0.0m

£89.7m

Interest
receivable and
net investment
income

-£21.5m -£21.5m -£126.8m | -£126.8m

manage Woking's
budget gap, including
stranded debt. As
such, the debt
servicing costs
included for Woking
here are the residual
costs planned to be
funded by the

£161.7m £161.7m

-£126.8m -£126.8m




Surrey County Council

Total for all 11 district &
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Total for all 12

Sources and
assumptions

Other corporate

borough Councils

local authorities in Surrey

Council's General Fund

£31.6m £31.6m | £38.3m £38.3m £69.9m £69.9m .
budgets budget after taking
into account EFS.
Woking's actual
Total planned 9 -
current debt servicing
2025/26 net £2,045.9m | -£771.2m | £1,274.7m | £801.4m | -£610.4m | £191.0m | £2,847.3m | -£1,360.1m | £1,487.1m . .
expenditure costs without EFS are in
P the debt servicing
section below.
The estimated current
cost of the Corporate
Leadership Team (CLT)
o in each authority (Chief
= Executive and their
2 direct reports) and posts
w that form part of the
Y
Total base senior management
2025/26 structure, reporting into
leadership and £6.3m £16.1m £99 4m each organisation's CLT.

senior
management
expenditure

Surrey County Council
roles are based on the
cost of the relevant
roles in the Council's
Strategic Leadership
Group (tiers 1-3) plus
other senior
management roles that
it is considered may
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Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sources and

borough Councils local authorities in Surrey assumptions
need to be duplicated
in multi-unitary
scenarios. 2024/25 pay
has been used with an
estimated inflation
factor applied for
2025/26.

Surrey County Council

District and borough
roles are based on the
cost of leadership fiers
1-3 for each authority
inflated to 2025/26 as
reviewed by the districts
and boroughs.

ZeT abed

Base cost for the
application of LGR
savings assumptions
and disaggregation
costs for Surrey County
Council net revenue
non-staffing service
delivery expenditure.

2025/26 net
revenue non-
staffing service £805.3m
delivery
expenditure




Surrey County Council

Total for all 11 district &
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Total for all 12

Sovurces and

Total estimated
nef revenue

borough Councils

local authorities in Surrey

assumptions
Gross staffing
expenditure excluding
externally funded
staffing or income that
could be lost if staffing
levels were reduced,
minus leadership and
senior management

staffing tiers 1-3 costs, minus
expenditure that £315.9m £190.0m £505.9m . i .
any services that LGR is
LGR could
. not expected to
generate savings .
o generate savings for
% (e.qg. Fire services in
[N Surrey County Council
% which are expected to
move up to the
Mayoral Strategic
Authority).
Proportion of in Front Office: handling
scope net customer enquiries,
revenue staffing 6.9% 4.5% 6.0% booking appointments,
expenditure that taking customer
is front office payments,
Proportion of in Service delivery (core
scope net 64.5% 62.9% 63.9% service functions

revenue staffing

including assessing




w
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Total for all 11 district &
borough Councils

Total for all 12
local authorities in Surrey

Sources and
assumptions

Surrey County Council

expenditure that people’s needs,
is service delivery regulatory services,
waste collection,
Proportion of in housing etc, and
scope nef including
Bl staffing 28.6% 32.6% 30.1% commissioning).
expenditure that
is support Support functions: all
functions enabling functions
Total in-scope net (e.g. HR, Procurement,
revenug staffing 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% Legal, Finance, Land &
ex@endl’rure Property, IT&D,
pfgportions Performance etc),
Est‘rSno’red in- general admin support
scBpe f@n’f office 291 9m £8.5m £30.4m outside of front office,
net staffing back office (e.g.
expenditure business operations,
Estimated in- payroll etc) plus areas
scope service such as strategic
delivery net £203.7m £119.6m £323.3m planning.
staffing
expenditure Proportion in each
Estimated in- category based on
scope support review of services by
functions net £90.2m £61.9m £152.Tm Surrey County Council
staffing and districts and
expenditure
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Surrey County Council Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sources and
borough Councils local authorities in Surrey assumptions
boroughs. Front office
likely to be

understated to some
extent as some
aspects of this will likely
be contained in roles
classified as service
delivery.

The ‘total net revenue

Total estimated staffing expenditure’
nebrevenue proportions line
s’r%ﬂng . £315.9m £190.0m £505.9m demonstrates that the
expenditure for total of all these
Wk%h LGR could categories adds up to
generate savings 100% of total net

revenue staffing
expenditure.

The %s for each
category are then
applied to total
staffing expenditure
excluding leadership
and senior
management.




Area

2025/26 net
revenue
expenditure spent
on staffing
excluding central
budgets

Surrey County Council

£366.6m

©
Msc%us cost of
legdership and
w_ .
sedor fiers 1-3

-£6.3m

Minus 2025/26
budgeted net
staffing
expenditure for
Fire services and
Economic Growth

-£44.4m

10
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Total for all 12
local authorities in Surrey

Sources and

assumptions
Total Surrey County
Council net revenue
expenditure excluding
central budgets such
as corporate charges
and levies and the
secondary pension
contribution.

The cost of tiers 1-3
should be excluded
from Surrey County
Council wider
workforce
disaggregation costs
as leadership and
senior management
tiers 1-3 changes are
modelled separately.

These costs are
excluded from Surrey
County Council wider
workforce
disaggregation costs
as it is assumed Fire
services and Economic
Growth will move up to
the Mayoral Strategic
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Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sovurces and

Surrey County Council

borough Councils local authorities in Surrey assumptions

Authority and remain
countywide prior to
the MSA being formed.
Total net revenue This represents Surrey
expenditure to County Council's
apply Surrey budgeted net staffing
Couh’ry Councill £315.9m expenditure to which.
staffing Surrey County Council
disaggregation disaggregation cost
cog assumptions assumptions can be
tQ applied to.
:i Based on average
! redundancy costs for
Average Surrey County Council
redundancy cost 13.0% 43.0% 43.0% which has be.en
as a % of the applied consistently
salary cost saving across all Surrey local
authority staff.
Gross debt Based on the
servicing costs as 279 0m £89 7m 2161 7m approved 2025/26
per approved budgets and the
2025/26 budget actual level of debt




Surrey County Council

Total for all 11 district &

w
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Total for all 12

Sovurces and

Additional gross
debt servicing
costs for Woking
Borough Council
currently deferred
or subject to a
capitalisation
directive as part
of Exceptional
Financial Support

borough Councils

£171.0m

local authorities in Surrey

£171.0m

To:rgl gross debt

segvicing

Q.

induding

adilitional debt
. .

servicing costs for

Woking Borough

Councill

£72.0m

£260.7m

£332.7m

Gross debt
servicing costs as
a % of total
2025/26 net
revenue budget

5.6%

136.5%

22.7%

Budgeted
2025/26 total
interest
receivable and

-£21.5m

-£126.8m

-£148.3m

assumptions
servicing costs for
Woking Borough
Council excluding the
Exceptional Financial
Support that
government has
currently approved.

It is important to note
that commercial
investment income
can be subject to
considerable volatility
and so gross debt
servicing costs as a %
of the General Fund
budget is considered a
better measure to use
in judging the long-
term financial
sustainability of local
authorities.

12
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Total for all 12

Sovurces and

net investment
income

borough Councils

local authorities in Surrey

Total net debt
servicing costs
including interest
receivable and
net investment
income

£50.5m

£133.9m

£184.4m

Net debt
servicing costs as
a % of total
202b/26 net
b%ge’r

4.0%

70.1%

12.6%

assumptions

Ctuof)fen’r number
ofwouncillors

81

453

534

As reported by each
local authority

Total 2025/26 cost
of basic
allowances for
current
councillors

£1.2m

£2.9m

£4.1m

Total 2025/26
current cost of
special
responsibility
allowances for
councillors

£0.2m

£0.9m

£1.1m

Based on the latest
allowances and other
costs published by
each local authority
with estimated inflation
applied up to 2025/26

13
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Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sovurces and

Total 2025/26
current cost for
current number of
councillors

£1.4m

assumptions
Total of basic
allowances + special
responsibility
allowance + other
directly associated
councillor costs

borough Councils local authorities in Surrey

£3.8m £5.2m

T obed

C@en’r estimated
cost per year of
the current local
authority
electoral system
in year

£0.6m

Cost of planned Surrey
County Councill
election for 2025 used,
plus election cost
information gathered
for districts and
boroughs from
budgets and
accounts,

The total cost of the
current electoral
system over a four year
cycle is estimated to
be £9.88m, equating to
an annual cost of
£2.47m which is the
total amount that
would either need to
be spent or put in
reserves to fund
election costs each

£1.8m £2.5m

14
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Total for all 11 district & Total for all 12 Sources and
borough Councils local authorities in Surrey assumptions
year, noting that
currently there is a mix
of all out elections and
elections in thirds

Surrey County Council

T¥T abed
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Benefits and disaggregation costs of unitarisation
An inifial financial appraisal has been undertaken of moving to one, two or three unitary authorities in Surrey.

We have assessed the following as part of the financial appraisal:

e Reorganisation benefits — savings assessed as achievable in the shorter-term from consolidating leadership and senior
management across the 12 councils, initial wider workforce savings and non-staffing expenditure savings due to
consolidation, and savings from reducing the hnumber of councillors and local elections in Surrey.

¢ Transformation benefits — savings that will take longer to realise, as they are more reliant on changes to be delivered after
the new unitaries go live. These include wider workforce and reduction in non-staffing expenditure savings beyond the
lower level of initial savings achieved through reorganisation alone, reduction in property revenue costs through
consolidating Surrey’s existing local authority operational estate, and a modest increase proposed for sales, fees and
charges income.

e Disaggregation costs — these apply to scenarios where Surrey’s local authorities are consolidated into two or three unitary
authorities. They represent the estimated additional cost of splitting services across the new unitary geographies that are
currently provided or commissioned by Surrey County Council on a county footprint. Directorate leadership teams have
been consulted to understand the likely impacts of splitting services into two or three new unitaries and it is considered
that even after mitigations it will be necessary to duplicate a relatively small proportion of current County Council staffing
roles, in particular, for management below tiers 1-3, specialist statutory roles/teams and business partnering support
functions. There will also be a small degree in proportionate terms of unavoidable non-staffing costs due to loss of
economies of scale and additional costs of re-procurement, either initially or when contracts expire and need to be
renewed or recommissioned. Further information about the areas where it is anticipated disaggregation costs will be
incurred is set out further down in this financial appraisal appendix.

¢ Implementation costs — these represent the estimated costs to both enable the effective creation of the new unitary
arrangements, and delivery of the changes required to achieve the transformation benefits once the new authorities
have been set up.

16
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All the above areas have been modelled to assess the scale of benefits achievable and costs resulting from the creation of
one, two or three unitary local authorities in Surrey. The following scenarios have been considered for each unitary option:

> Base scenario — these represent more conservative estimates of potential savings, and a higher level of implementation
costs estimated as being required.

» Stretch scenario - these represent more ambitious scenarios with a higher level of potential savings still judged to be
achievable, but come with a higher level of risk, together with a lower level of implementation costs being required
based on taking action to limit costs where possible.

» Mid-point — these represent the mid-point between the base and stretch scenarios and are therefore considered a
reasonable estimate balancing prudence and ambitions.

Summary of modelling assumptions
The following overarching assumptions have been applied:

e Inflation - all base data used to model the benefits and costs of LGR is for 2025/26, either representing budgeted costs or
income for 2025/26 or where data for prior years has been used this has been inflated to 2025/26 to ensure there is a
consistent starting point for all LGR modelling assumptions. Benefits and costs in future years have not been inflated and
represent the relevant proportion of 2025/26 expenditure or income modelled to be saved or incurred. Implementation
costs are intended to be sufficient to cover inflation in future years, and the 10% contingency included can be used to
help manage any additional inflationary pressures.

e Shared services — while the creation of shared services such as for support functions or other countywide arrangements
such as trusts for Children’s and Adult Social Care services could be a means to potentially mitigate Surrey County
Council disaggregation costs, this is not factored into the County Council's LGR modelling. This is because decisions
about these areas will need to be made by the new unitaries, and for current planning purposes it is considered prudent
to assume that each authority will require its own services to enable clear sovereign decision making and alignment with
the strategic objectives of each new unitary authority.

The following terminology is used in this appendix to refer to different potential future unitary make-up in Surrey:
1U — a single new unitary authority. 2Us — two new unitary authorities. 3Us — three new unitary authorities.

17
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A single unitary authority has been modelled to provide a benchmark for comparative purposes.

18
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The following assumptions have been applied for different aspects of modelled LGR benefits and costs:

Category

Leadership
and senior
management
savings

Sub-
category

Modelling
aspect

Reorganisation
benefits

Summary of assumptions applied

The overriding assumption for LGR modelling purposes is that each new unitary will require
its own leadership and senior management feames.

The base scenarios are based on a new leadership and senior management structure
which has been estimated, based on all of the core roles required for any local authority
and adjusted to cover the functions integrated in the new unitaries from those currently
delivered by Surrey County Council and district and boroughs.

The 2Us and 3Us base scenarios reflect two or three times the number of roles compared to
the 1U base scenario with the exception of Fire services which is currently anticipated to
remain at countywide level (likely moving into the Mayoral Strategic Authority).

The stretch scenarios assume that each authority would only require one leadership/senior
management role for environment (including leisure) and community services (compared
to two roles in the base scenarios) and assume that for larger services with larger senior
management teams at Tier 3 level (Adult Social Care, Children's, Highways) only 75% of the
roles would be required in 2Us/3Us compared to the base scenario.

Wider
workforce
savings below
leadership and

Surrey
County
Council

Reorganisation
benefits

Assumed that initial reorganisation will not in itself lead to any savings for Surrey County
Council's wider workforce as savings will only be realised through a review of requirements
and changes in ways of working after the integration of district and borough services
alongside Surrey County Council services.
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Category

senior
management

Sub-
category

Modelling
aspect

Transformation
benefits

w

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Summary of assumptions applied

The following levels of savings are assumed through ‘transformation; after reorganisation
has taken place for a single unitary:

> Front office: 5-10% (base - stretch) where it is considered there is greatest potential for
savings for current Surrey County Council staffing costs through the integration of County
Council and district and borough teams.

> Service delivery: 1-2% (base - stretch) where it is considered there is the least potential for
savings for current Surrey County Council staffing costs through the integration of County
Council and district and borough teams due to the different nature of services provided.

> Support functions: 5-7.5% (base - stretch) where it is considered there is modest potential
for savings for current Surrey County Council staffing costs through the integration of
County Council and district and borough teames.

Assumed that 80% of the savings above for 1U could be achieved for 2Us and 60% for 3Us.

Wider
workforce
savings below
leadership and
senior
management

District
and
boroughs

Reorganisation
benefits

Transformation
benefits

Overall, it is assumed there is greater potential for savings for district and borough staffing
than for Surrey County Council due to the aggregation of 11 teams of staff into 1/2/3 new
unitaries.

The following levels of savings are assumed combined across "reorganisafion” and
"transformation" for a single unitary:

> Front office: 10-15% (base - stretch) where it is considered there should be reasonable
scope for savings through aggregation of functions.

> Service delivery: 5-10% where it is considered there is least potential for savings through
aggregation of functions.

> Support functions: 15-25% where it is considered there is likely to be most potential for
savings through aggregation of functions.

Assumed that 80% of the savings above for 1U could be achieved for 2Us, and 60% for 3Us.
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Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Summary of assumptions applied

category

aspect

Assumed that around 25% of the savings could be achieved more quickly through initial
reorganisation with the remaining 75% reliant on tfransformation changes.

Non-staffing

Assumed that initial reorganisation will not in itself lead to any savings for Surrey County
Council's current service delivery non-staffing expenditure.

service Surrey . Suggested that even through transformation changes the benefits that would directly
delivery County Tronsf.ormo’non accrue as cost reduction savings (as opposed to cost containment benefits) for current
. . benefits . . . . . .
expenditure Councill County Council service delivery non-staffing expenditure would be marginal.
savings Assumed a saving of 0.75-1.25% (base - stretch) of total Surrey County Council net revenue
expenditure for 1U, with 75% of this assumed to be achieved for 2Us and 67% for 3Us.
ReoIganizaiion The broad assumption is that there is greater potential for savings for reductions in district
benefits and borough non-staffing service delivery expenditure through the aggregation of current
Non-staffing district and borough services into 1/2/3 unitaries. These savings could be achieved through
service District things like renegotiation of contracts for a larger footprint to reduce unit prices, reduction
delivery and in IT system costs, broader economies of scale benefits, etfc.
expenditure boroughs | Transformation | A saving of 5-7.5% (base - stretch) is assumed for 1U, with 20% of this deemed to be
savings benefits achievable more quickly through reorganisation and the remaining 80% is reliant on
transformation changes.
75% of the 1U savings assumed to be achieved for 2Us and 50% for 3Us.
21
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Summary of assumptions applied

Property
revenue costs
savings

category

aspect

Transformation
benefits

It is estimated that through consolidating operational property portfolios and continuing to
embrace agile working, it would be possible to reduce property revenue costs by 10-15%
for 1U. Assumed that 75% of this would be achievable for 2Us and 50% for 3Us on the basis it
is likely more buildings would be required to service the needs of multiple organisations.

Councillors -
new costs and
savings

Reorganisation
benefits

Used current Surrey County Council councillor costs +15% for Leader(s) and +5% for alll
other costs to reflect greater combined responsibilities in a unitary and applied these costs
to the estimated number of new councillors across unitaries (162 in total for each of 1/2/3
unitary scenarios — equivalent to two councillors per current county division).

Base councillor allowance is therefore assumed to be just under £16k at the start of the
new unitaries.

Assumed Area committees would be required in unitaries for each current district and
borough footprint, plus Housing and Licensing committees in addition to Surrey County
Council's current committees.

Costs higher for 2/3Us due to more Leaders, Cabinet Members and Committee Chairs and
Vice-chairs.

Elections - new
costs and
savings

Reorganisation
benefits

Average cost per voter 18+ of current district and borough elections calculated based on
reviewing published district and borough cost information (£3.42 per eligible voter) used to
estimate the cost of holding elections for new authorities. Assumed that all new authorities
will hold one all out election every four years.

Base new election costs should be the same for 1/2/3 Us, but 5-10% (base - stretch)
additional overhead applied to the cost of elections for 2Us and 10-20% additional
overhead costs (base - stretch) for 3Us.
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Sub-
category

Modelling
aspect

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Summary of assumptions applied

Assumed that consolidation into 1/2/3 Us should afford at least some marginal
opportunities to increase sales, fees & charges income, for instance in relation to

Increase in harmonising charges and/or ensuring wherever possible full cost recovery.
sales, fees & Transformation | Adult Social Care assessed charges levied by Surrey County Council are excluded as they
charges benefits are confrolled by strict national regulations.
income A 1-2% increase in income across Surrey County Council and district and boroughs is
estimated for 1U, and assumed that 75% of the saving for 1U could be achieved for 2Us,
and 67% of the saving for 1U could be achieved for 3Us.
Based on consultation with Surrey County Council’'s Directorate Leadership Teams as set
out in the disaggregation costs section below, it is anticipated that a degree of additional
staffing costs would need to be incurred in order for services to function effectively if
services currently operated on a county footprint are split into two or three unitaries.
Surrey County Staffing disaggregation costs have been estimated for 2Us by assuming in the base
Council scenario that 50% of more senior management roles below Tier 3 would need to be
workforce duplicated, 33% of more junior management roles would need be duplicated, and an
disaggregation _ ‘ allowance for specialist roles that need to be duplicated would also need to be included.
costs Disaggregation | ¢o the 2Us stretch scenario it is assumed costs could be contained fo a third less than the
excluding et base. This results in total additional staffing costs equivalent to 6.4-9.6% (stretch - base) of

leadership and
senior

Surrey County Council’s total net staffing expenditure excluding Fire and Economic Growth
services which are anficipated to move up to the Mayoral Strategic Authority and

management leadership and senior management tiers 1-3 costs which are factored into the leadership
and senior management costs above.
For 3Us, the level of duplication is increased by 50% compared to the base and stretch
scenarios for 2Us to account for the fact that there will be a further level of duplication in
addition to what is estimated as necessary for 2Us.
23
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Sub- Modelling
category aspect

Category

Summary of assumptions applied

Based on consultation with Surrey County Council’s Directorate Leadership Teams as set
out in the disaggregation costs section below, it is anticipated that there will also be a
degree of additional non-staffing costs incurred due to loss of economies of scale, re-
procurement costs (either initially or when contracts come up for renewal) and other
factors if services currently operated on a county footprint are split intfo two or three
unitaries.

Costs have been estimated for each service based on whether there are considered to be
more marginal, moderate, significant or if it is considered there would not be any impacts.

Surrey County ) . . -
Council non- The updated cost estimates in the final submission equate to a range of 1.1-2.2% (stretch —
staffing service Disaggregation base) (?f Surrey Coyn’ry Counql s total net non—s’r.offlng serwcg delivery expenglfure

. excluding leadership and senior management tiers 1-3 and Fire and Economic Growth
expenditure costs ) o . i . .
disaggregation services which it is assumed will be moving up to the Mayoral Strategic Authority.
costs Assumed that the cost impact would be 50% higher for 3Us compared to the base and

stretch scenarios for 2Us to account for the fact that there will be a further level of
additional costs to what is estimated as necessary for 2Us.

This an estimate of the level of disaggregation cost that is unavoidable, so after taking into
account actions to mitigate disaggregation costs.

There is a risk that disaggregation costs could be higher, which will continue to be explored
as part of LGR planning to identify potential impacts and seek to put in place mitigations
wherever possible.
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Surrey County Council disaggregation costs — context and examples

It is important to view disaggregation costs in the context of the size of Surrey County Council. The County Council employs
over 8,500 staff at a cost of £450 million and spends almost £1.5 billion gross on non-staffing service delivery costs. A small %
of additional costs for Surrey County Council will therefore still lead to a material level of disaggregation costs that would
reduce the net benefits delivered through LGR if two or three new unitary authorities are set up in Surrey.

It is possible that some of the disaggregation costs included in Surrey County Council’s Final Plan could be mitigated by
creating shared services or other shared arrangements across the new unitaries. However, as set out at the start of this
modelling assumptions section, this is not factored into Surrey County Council's LGR modelling. This is because decisions
about any such arrangements will need to be made by the new unitaries, and for current planning purposes it is considered
prudent to assume that each authority will require its own services to enable clear sovereign decision making and
alignment with the strategic objectives of each new unitary authority. Even if shared service arrangements are created, it is

;_)U considered likely that this would not avoid all disaggregation costs, as servicing the needs of two or three unitary authorities

® as opposed to a single organisation will lead to some additional overnead and support costs at the very least. For the

o purposes of Surrey County Council’'s Final Plan though, shared service arrangements have not been factored into the
modelled costs for the reasons set out above.

25



w

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

The table below sets out some of the areas where Surrey County Council’s Directorate Leadership Teams consider there will

be disaggregation costs.

Directorate

Staffing disaggregation costs

Non-staffing disaggregation costs

Adults, Wellbeing &
Health Partnerships

2025/26 budgeted
gross expenditure
£741m, net
expenditure £529m

ZST abed

Additional management posts will be required for a
range of functions currently operated on a
countywide basis including Mental Health services,
Learning Disability & Autism Assessment and Care
Management teams and Commissioning &
Brokerage.

Specialist functions will need to be duplicated to a
substantial degree including the Emergency Duty
Team, Safeguarding function, Deprivation of Liberty
Safeguards Team, Adult Social Care Business
Intelligence (Performance) Team and the Financial
Assessment and Income Collection Service.

There will be a need to duplicate some degree of
the specialist business partnering support AWHP
receives across a range of support functions
including Finance, Legal, IT & Digital, Procurement
etc.

It is considered that with appropriate
mitigations it should be possible to contain non-
staffing costs to a more marginal impact on the
assumption that prices currently being paid for
care packages based on the location of where
services are delivered across the Surrey
footprint, can be maintained through novating
confracts without the need to retender.

There will likely be additional IT and other system
costs due to having to set up additional systems
in more than one authority.
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Directorate

Children, Families &
Lifelong Learning

2025/26 budgeted
gross expenditure
£745m, net

Appendix 1: Financial Appraisal of LGR in Surrey

Staffing disaggregation costs
It is considered that there would be lots of roles that
would need to be doubled/tripled relating to both
statutory roles (e.g. Virtual Head of School,
safeguarding lead etc) and each unitary requiring
sufficient management tier posts for Social Care and
Education functions, and likely also for
commissioning roles.

Current countywide services will need to be split and
this will likely have a cost impact including; Children
with Disabilities team, LIFE service, Surrey Outdoor
Learning and Development, various specialist in-
house children’s residential provision, virtual school,

Non-staffing disaggregation costs

Home to School transport routes may need to
be decommissioned to reflect changed
geography and implications of children within
the different new unitaries who currently have
places on the same route. Any route
recommissioning is likely to add costs.

There will be significant IT and other
system/governance implications, likely leading
to some unavoidable additional costs.

Similar to Adult Social Care packages, it is

expenditure £314m n hc?use fostering. odophon >ervice, youTh.Ju.s’nce considered that impacts would be more
service, appeals functions (transport, admissions), ) .
. . marginal for other key non-staffing costs such as
Information Governance (especially SARS). : \ : .
Children’s Social Care placements, as prices
. . . - negotiated for each placement should not

CFLL requires support services with specialist .

. change directly as a result of LGR, on the
knowledge (Legal, Finance, HR, Comms, .

. D assumption that current contracts can be
Procurement etc) and there will be some duplication novated 1o the new unitaries
of this required (similar to AWHP above). ’
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Directorate Staffing disaggregation costs Non-staffing disaggregation costs
There will likely be increased contract overhead
costs due to providers having to work across

Place more than one authority, even if a single
2025/26 budgeted Tiers 4 and 5 of management across the directorate | contract is retained.

gross expenditure will likely need to be duplicated to a significant Significant countywide contracts such as for
£245m, net extent Waste will need to be reviewed due to LGR and
expenditure £198m it is likely any changes to the structure of

contfracts and/or the way they are managed
will incur additional costs.

£42m of the £46m net budget relates to Fire services
which are excluded from LGR disaggregation costs
on the assumption they will be moved up to the
Mayoral Strategic Authority which is outside the
scope of Surrey County Council’s Final Plan.

There would though be a need to create separate
Emergency Management Team in each unitary, as
well as some additional costs for Trading Standards.
The service business partner model will require a
reasonable degree of duplication as dedicated
capacity is required for different services with
specialist knowledge.

Even if there was a shared service model, it is not
realistic to expect effective business partnering if
people are asked to work across more than one
unitary.

There is a risk that income could be lost for
Trading Standards due to loss of economies of
scale in being able to cover such a wide
breadth of work when the service is split info 2/3
unitaries. There will also be some additional
costs such as IT systems and required regulatory
subscriptions.

Community Protection
& Emergencies

2025/26 budgeted
gross expenditure
£58m, net
expenditure £46m

Areas where additional costs are likely to be
incurred include insurance (current insurance
arrangements for the County Council across
Surrey would likely need to be re-tendered for
the new unitaries), IT and Digital,
Communications & Public Affairs, and People &
Change overhead costs.

Resources
2025/26 budgeted
gross expenditure
£126m, net
expenditure £81m
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Modelled ongoing annual (benefits)/costs of unitarisation once a steady state had been reached

The table below summarises the modelled ongoing benefits and costs per year of the creation of one, two or three unitary
authorities based on the assumptions set out above once a steady state has been reached. As set out in the profiling
section below, the time taken to reach a steady state varies between the different unitary options.

1 Unitary 2 Unitaries 3 Unitaries

Mid-point of Base & Stretch

Base Stretch Base Stretch Base Stretch 1U 2Us 3Us
ANNUAL REORGANISATION BENEFITS
Leadership and senior management £15.1m | £155m | £8.4m| £102m| £1.7m| £44m| | £153m| £9.3m £3.0m

savings/(additional costs)

Wider workforce savings excluding leadership
and senior management through reorganisation £40m | £7.2m £3.2m £5.7m £2.4m £4.3m £5.6m £4.5m £3.4m
onl\g-?prior to transformation changes

Redwction in non-staffing revenue expenditure
thrgggh reorganisation only prior to £2.6m | £3.9m £2.0m £2.9m £1.3m £2.0m £3.3m £2.4m £1.6m
trar€formation changes

Reduction in democratic costs (councillors and

. £3.5m | £3.5m £2.9m £2.9m £2.2m £2.3m £3.5m £2.9m £2.2m
elections)
IT;?L:‘;:SS“MATED ANNUAL REORGANISATION £25.3m | £30.1m | £16.5m £21.7m £7.7m | £12.9m £27.7m | £19.1m £10.3m

ANNUAL TRANSFORMATION BENEFITS

Wider workforce savings excluding leadership

and senior management beyond initial savings £19.7m | £33.7m £15.8m £27.7m | £11.8m | £20.7m £26.7m | £21.7m £16.3m

achieved through reorganisation

Reduction in property revenue expenditure £2.6m | £3.9m £1.9m £2.9m £1.3m £1.9m £3.2m £2.4m £1.6m
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2 Unitaries

3 Unitaries

Mid-point of Base & Stretch

Area Base Stretch Base Stretch Base \ Stretch 1U 2Us 3Us
Reduction in non-staffing revenue expenditure
beyond initial savings achieved through £16.5m | £25.7m £12.4m £19.3m £82m | £12.9m £21.Im | £15.8m £10.5m
reorganisatfion
Increase in sales, fees & charges income £20m | £40m| £1.5m|  £30m| £1.3m| £27m| | £0m| £2m|  £2.0m
excluding Adult Social Care assessed charges
TOTAL ANNUAL TRANSFORMATION BENEFITS £40.8m | £67.2m | £31.6m £52.8m | £22.7m | £38.2m £54.0m | £42.2m £30.5m
ANNUAL DISAGGREGATION COSTSA
Wlo!er workforce costs excluding leadership and £30.1m £20.9m | -g45.9m | -£30.3m £95.1m £37.7m
senior management
Incrgased non-staffing revenue expenditure -£17.3m -£8.7/m | -£26.0m | -£13.0m -£13.0m -£19.5m
TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL DISAGGREGATION -£47.4m -£28.8m | -£71.1m | -£43.3m -£38.1m -£57.2m
cofts
>
| NET ANNUAL UNITARISATION BENEFITS / (COSTS) ‘ £66.1m | £97.4m £0.6m £45.7m | -£40.8m £7.9m ‘ ‘ £81.7m | £23.2m -£16.5m

N Disaggregation costs for Surrey County Council's current leadership and senior management costs are included in the leadership and

senior management (savings)/costs within the annual reorganisation benefits for two and three unitaries scenarios and therefore are

not included as part of disaggregation Costs here.
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Costs necessary to effectively establish either one, two or three new unitaries as well as enable the delivery of the modelled
transformation benefits have been estimated and are summarised below.

1 Unitary 2 Unitaries 3 Unitaries Mid-point of Base & Stretch
Cost category Base Base ‘ Base U 2Us 3Us
Redundancy and early £167m | -£242m | -£11.8m| -£187m| -£69m| -£12.6m £20.5m | -£153m |  -£9.8m
retrement
implementation and £212m | -£159m | -£26.8m | -£20.1m| -£31.3m | -£23.4m £18.6m | -£23.5m | -£27.4m
programme delivery team
IT consolidation and change -£22.9m | -£15.6m | -£37.6m | -£23.7m | -£46.4m | -£32.2m -£19.2m | -£30.6m | -£39.3m
Branding and £20m| -£1.5m| -£20m| -£1.5m| -£20m| -£1.5m £1.7m | -£1.7m|  -£1.7m
communications
Shadow authority(ies) -£0.7m -£0.7m -£1.3m -£1.3m -£2.0m -£2.0m -£0.7m -£1.3m -£2.0m
Creation of new council(s) -£1.0m -£1.0m -£2.0m -£1.5m -£3.0m -£2.3m -£1.0m -£1.8m -£2.6m
Closedown of old councils -£1.4m -£1.1m -£1.4m -£1.1m -£1.4m -£1.1m -£1.2m -£1.2m -£1.2m
Hlections fo shadow £33m| €33m| -£3.6m| -£3.5m| -£40m| -£3.6m £33m| -€35m| -£3.8m
authorities
Contingency -£4.9m -£3.6m -£7.1m -£4.9m -£8.6m -£6.3m -£4.2m -£6.0m -£7.4m
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION
°© ° -£93.5m | -£76.3m -£70.5m -£84.9m -£95.2m

COSTS
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The further table below summarises the basis used to estimate these costs.

Cost category

Redundancy & early retirement

1 Unitary

Base

2 Unitaries

Base

3 Unitaries

Base

Rationale

Leadership and senior
management

-£6.5m

-£6.7m

-£3.6m

-£4.4m

-20.7m

-£1.9m

Reorganisation wider workforce
savings excluding leadership and
senior management

-£1.7m

-£3.1m

-£1.4m

-£2.5m

-£1.0m

-£1.9m

Transformation wider workforce
savings excluding leadership and

Kr management
;iredundancy and early

retirement

32

-£8.5m

-£16.7m

-£14.5m

-£24.2m

-£6.8m

-£11.8m

-£11.9m

-£18.7m

-£5.Tm

-£8.9m

Estimated as 43% of the salary cost saving on
average based on review of Surrey County
Council redundancies.




Cost category

Implementation and programme

delivery team
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1 Unitary

Base

2 Unitaries

Base

3 Unitaries

Base

Rationale

-£21.2m

-£15.9m

-£26.8m

-£20.1Tm

-£31.3m

-£23.4m

Estimated additional costs above the cost of
existing resources that could be deployed to
work on LGR for a core implementation
team, the programme team to support go-
live of new authorities, and delivery of
fransformation benefits and professional
expertise across support functions such as
Finance, HR, People & Change,
Procurement, Legal, Land & Property efc.
Costings are based on internal delivery and
include initial estimates about the level of
backfill required where it is anficipated
support will be drawn from existing local
authority staff as well as recruitment to
additional roles. Some of the estimated cost
could be spent on engaging external
support if authorities chose to do so.

Stretch costs at 75% of base costs.




Cost category

IT consolidation and change

Branding and communications
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1 Unitary

Base

2 Unitaries

Base

3 Unitaries

Base

Rationale

-£22.9m

-£15.6m

-£37.6m

-£23.7m

-£46.4m

-£32.2m

Estimated costs for setting up an ERP system
solution in each authority (assuming Surrey
County Council's current Unit4 system
architecture is used as the basis rather than
creating separate standalone systems in
each unitary), hygiene costs relating to
unification of core infrastructure and
standardisation of Microsoft 365 licensing to
facilitate data management and cyber
security, aggregation of current district and
borough systems into single service systems
as necessary for each unitary, and creating
additional systems in 2/3 Us where required
for current County Council services (e.g.
Adult Social Care, Children Families and
Lifelong Learning, Highways etc).
Collectively this should enable delivery of
the LGR benefits reliant on effective IT
systems.

-£2.0m

-£1.5m

-£2.0m

-£1.5m

-£2.0m

-£1.5m

Costs to cover re-branding (physical and
virtual) for new authorities, resident
communication and associated staffing
costs. Assumed costs will broadly be the
same in all 1/2/3 Us scenarios. Stretch costs
set at 75% of base costs.
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1 Unitary

Base

Cost category

2 Unitaries

Base

3 Unitaries

Base

Rationale

Shadow authority(ies) -£0.7m

-£0.7m

-£1.3m

-£1.3m

-£2.0m

-£2.0m

Assumed that each authority would employ
a Leader, Deputy Leader, 3 Cabinet
Members, a Chief Exec and at least two
other senior officers in the shadow year
following elections in May 2026.

Creaotion of new council(s) -£1.0m

-£1.0m

-£2.0m

-£1.5m

-£3.0m

-£2.3m

Costs include legal costs, confract novation,
development of new constitutions. Initial
cost estimate based on reviewing business
cases for other authorities that have been
through LGR.

Assumed costs are double for 2Us and triple
for 3Us as they related to the creation of
each new authority. Stretch costs for 2/3Us
set at 75% of base costs.

-£1.4m

Closedown of old councils

-£1.1Tm

-£1.4m

-£1.1Tm

-£1.4m

-£1.1Tm

Costs for closing down old authorities
including completing final accounts with
external audit, plus legal and other costs.
Costs assumed to be £100k for each district
and borough and £250k for the County
Council. Assumed in stretch scenario costs
could be reduced by 15%.
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1 Unitary 2 Unitaries 3 Unitaries
Cost category Base Base Base Rationale
Elections fo shadow authorities £33m | £33m | £3.4m| £35m| -£40m| -g3.6m |mated costofelectionsfoshadow
authorities in May 2026.
10% i dded to all t
Contingency £49m| -£3.6m| -£7.1m| -£49m| -£8.6m| -863m | 0% confingency addedtoall costs
excluding redundancy and early retirement.

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COSTS -£74.6m  -£62.3m -£86.9m -£67.2m -£95.0-m -£70.8m

29T abed
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The table below sets out the assumptions applied to estimate how quickly savings will be achieved or costs incurred.

Base
year

Area

Category

NUleRelelSle[elgll 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 203]/32‘

Cumulative % of savings achieved / costs incurred

Shadow
year

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Profiling assumptions

Reorganisation
savings

Leadership and
senior
management

£9T1|9bed

Reorganisation
savings

Wider workforce

Reorganisation
savings

Non-staffing
expenditure

0%

20%

80%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Assume some
turnover in 2026/27,
with the new
leadership in place
from 1st April 2027,
but some roles
staying for handover

0%

10%

40%

920%

100%

100%

100%

Assume there would
be some turnoverin
2026/27, taking up to
the end of year 2 to
fully achieve savings

0%

0%

25%

75%

100%

100%

100%

Assume no savings
prior to go live of
new unitaries and it
would take up to the
end of year 2 to fully
achieve the savings
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Cumulative % of savings achieved / costs incurred

Shadow
year

Base
year

Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 @ Profiling assumptions

Area

Category

Sub-category

2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32‘

Reorganisation
savings

Councillors

R@orgonisoﬂon
sgvings
o)

¥oT

Elections

Transformation
savings

Wider workforce

Transformation
savings

Property
expenditure

0%

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Reduction in
councillor costs
should be achieved
in full in year 1 of the
new unitary
authorities

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Reduction in election
costs should be
achieved from
2025/26 as any
planned elections
have been
cancelled

0%

0%

15%

45%

75%

100%

100%

Lead fime up to year
4 assumed due to
changes needed to
enable delivery and
review of savings
delivery for other
authorities

0%

0%

20%

60%

100%

100%

100%

Assume it will take 2-3
years to fully deliver
savings
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Cumulative % of savings achieved / costs incurred
Base  Shadow

Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 @ Profiling assumptions
year year
Area Category NV oRelel(lelelgM 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 \
Considered likely to
have the longest
lead time for delivery
Transformation | Non-staffing due to the
savings expenditure 0% 0% 10% 30% 50% 70% 100% complexity of
achieving savings
QACross so many
services.
Transformation | Sales, fees & Assume it will fake 2
. T 0% 0% 25% 75% 100% 100% 100% | years to deliver
savings charges income .
D savings
2
®
[Bgaggrego’rion . Assume that
ot Wider workforce 0% 0% 33% 100% 100% 100% 100% disaggregation costs
will be incurred fairly
quickly from go live
Disaggregation | Non-staffing as they are
P expenditure 0% 0% 33% 100% 100% 100% 100% necessary for
authorities to
function
imolementation Redundancy Leadership &
P and early senior 0% 50% 100%
costs . i
retirement management Based on the profile
imolementation Redundancy Reorganisation of workforce savings
P and early wider 0% 25% 65% 95% 100%
costs .
retirement workforce

7 =]
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Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 @ Profiling assumptions
year year
Area Category NUeRelelCle[elgl 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 \
Imolementation Redundancy Transformation
P and early wider 0% 0% 30% 60% 88% | 100%
costs .
refirement workforce
. Based on
Implementation Implementation implementation &
P and programme 22% 81% 100% P
costs programme team
team
workplan
[aalell=laatETaitelile]al T consolidation Based on estimated
costs and change 0% 9% 36% 54% 74% 88% 100% | profile of different
elements of IT costs
Assume sizeable % of
Ihﬂiplemenfoflon Brondmg'onq 10% 40% 75% 100% spepd required pre
costs communications go live and also in
year 1
laglelClaatElaltelifela® Shadow Only applies to
o 0% 100%
costs authority(ies) shadow year
Assume costs will be
Implementation Creohgn of new 0% 50% 100% spread across
costs council(s) shadow year and
year 1
[aglell=lgaleTaifelilelal Closedown of AsSUME some Costs in
P . 0% 25% 75% | 100% shadow year, bulk in
Ccosfts old councils -
year 1, restin year 2
Imolementation Allocated fairly
co?’rs Contingency 5% 15% 40% 60% 80% 100% evenly across time
period
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Summary modelled benefits and costs

The overall position modelled for each unitary option is set out in the tables below. The total ongoing annual benefits or
costs of each option represent the modelled ongoing annual position after the end of year seven after creation of the
unitary authorities, by which time it is expected a steady state position should have been reached. The cumulative net cash
flows for each option and scenario are based on the profiling assumptions set out above, covering the base year (2025/26)
up to seven years post-implementation (2033/34). The payback period is an estimate of the number of years required for
total cumulative benefits to surpass cumulative costs. Where this is displayed as ‘N/A’ this indicates that an option has been
modelled as not paying back by the end of year 7 post go live 2033/34.

1 Unitary summary modelling

Base Stretch Mid
Annual reorganisation benefits £25m £30m £28m
Annual tfransformation benefits £41m £67m £54m

Total ongoing annual steady state net
benefits/(costs)

Total implementation costs -£74m -£67m -£70m

Cumulative net cash benefits/(costs) after seven

£66m £97m £82m

years of new organisation(s) including £309m £484m £397m

implementation costs

Payback period within seven years post go-ive 1.6years | 1.1 years | 1.3 years
4]



2 Unitaries summary modelling
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Base Stretch Mid
Annual reorganisation benefits £16m £22m £19m
Annual transformation benefits £32m £53m £42m
Annual disaggregation costs -£47m -£29m -£38m
Total ongoing annual steady state net £1m £46m £23m
benefits/(costs)
Total implementation costs \ -£94m -£76m -£85m
Cumulative net cash benefits/(costs) after seven
years of new organisation(s) including -£118m £162m £22m
implementation costs
Payback period within seven years post go live N/A 3.2 years | 6.1 years

89T abed
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Base Stretch Mid
Annual reorganisation benefits £8m £13m £10m
Annual transformation benefits £23m £38m £30m
Annual disaggregation costs -£71m -£43m -£57m
Total ongoing annual steady state net £41m £8m _£16m
benefits/(costs)
Total implementation costs \ -£105m -£85m -£95m
Cumulative net cash benefits/(costs) after seven
years of new organisation(s) including -£385m -£72m -£229m
implementation costs
Payback period within seven years post go-live N/A N/A N/A

69T abed
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1U 2Us 3Us
Mid Mid Mid

Annual reorganisation benefits £28m £19m £10m
Annual transformation benefits £54m £42m £30m
Annual disaggregation costs -£38m -£57m
Total ongoing annual steady state net £82m £23m _£16m
benefits/(costs)
Total implementation costs \ -£70m -£85m -£95m
Cumulative net cash benefits/(costs) after seven
years of new organisation(s) including £397m £22m -£229m
implementation costs
Payback period within seven years post go-live 1.3 years | 6.1 years N/A

0.1 abed

The table and graphs below compare the modelled cumulative cash position for each option.

1 Unitary 2 Unitaries 3 Unitaries
Base Stretch elY-3Ml Stretch Stretch 1U 2Us 3Us
Cumulative net cash benefits/(costs) after
seven years of new organisation(s) including £309m £484m | -£118m | £162m | -£385m | -£72m £397m £22m -£229m
implementation costs
Payback period within 7 years post go-live -6 I N/A 3.2 N/A 13 6.1 N/A
years years years years years
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[(Costs) f Savings

£500m

£400m

£300m

£200m

£100m

E0m

-E100m

1 Unitary - Mid Point profiled cumulative cashflows upto year 7

E467m
£385m £397m
£304m £315m
£227m £233m
£147m £154m
F82m FB3Im
- £33m £27m {W
£2m Fm
_ — [] ]
|| l‘—'
- 5E3Im £20m 1 7m
£27 -£46m -
£27m -£33m -£63m -£E8m “£70m £70m £70m
Basevyear Shadowwear  Yearl Year2 Yeard Yeard Years YearG Year7

2025/26 2026/27 2027/28

OReorganisation & transform ation savings

2028/25 2025/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34

B Implementation costs OTotal cumulative netcash (costs) fsavings
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(Costs) f Savings

£400m

£300m

£200m

£100m

Fim

-E100m

-E200m

-E300m

2 Unitaries - Mid Point profiled cumulative cashflows up to year7

£348m
E287m B
F226m [ ]
F164m B
£108m
EG0m
£2m £5m £24m £22m
— |
L1
-E4m '-'2 m -£13 n.‘,_._l |—|I|—| ;4_,1”1 24m I-E]m
-£6m _£32m E42M _eoyml g5em w: --52m
cry -EB1m -£B5m -EB5M £A5m
i EB5m - T
-£E89m 12/m £165m
£203m —
-£241m
Baseyear Shadow vear Yearl Year2 Year3d Yeard Years YearG Year7
2025/26 2026/27 202728 202829 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 203233 2033/34

O Reorganisation & transformation savings O Disaggregation costs

B Im plementation costs O Total cumulative netcash (costs) f savings
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(Costs) f Savings

£300m

£200m

£100m

com

-E100m

-E200m

-E300m

-EA00m

3 Unitaries - Mid Point profiled cumulative cashflowsup toyear7

F228m
F188m —
£147m
F106m
= Eom
im
,_--.'EEm '?'*Em ’r'll_:l|—| |_|I|_| I I I I
~=dm -E£36m -EGAm -E7Em
-£80m -£71m -£S ESH -$95m -425m
¥~ -1'-' 147m
11om c100 E 175 . - L
il — -E136m | |.£212m £99g
£248m | —
£305m ||
-£362m
Baseyear Shadow year Yearl Year2? Yeard Yeard Years YearG Year7
202526 202627 2027128 2028/29 2025/30 203031 203132 2032/33 2033/34

O Reorganisation & transformation savings

B Implementation costs

O Disaggregation costs
O Total cumulative netcash (costs) fsavings
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Comparison of latest modelled LGR benefits and costs against Surrey County Council’s interim LGR
submission

The table below compares the latest modelled ongoing annual net benefits/costs at mid-point of the modelled scenarios
for each unitary option against what was included in Surrey County Council’s interim subbmission.

Mid-point of Base & Stretch

U 2Us 3Us

Surrey County Council interim submission net ongoing

. 27.4 -£8.
annual benefits/(costs) £90.1m | £27.4m £8.3m

Surrey County Council final submission net ongoing annual

£81.7 £23.2 -£16.5
benefits / (costs) m m "

Changes from interim submission -£8.4m | -£42m | -£8.2m

Explanation of changes

Removal of benefits previously included for reduction in
debt servicing costs as the collective Surrey debt position -£10.3m | -£7.7m | -£6.9m
is being assessed separately

Adjustment to workforce and non-staffing savings based
on updated base data and refinement of what is £1.9m £6.0m £2.5m
considered achievable in each 1/2/3 Us option

Refinement of Surrey County Council disaggregation costs
incorporating feedback from consultation with Surrey -£2.5m -£3.8m

County Council directorate leadership teams

-£8.4m | -£4.2m | -£8.2m
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The table below compares the latest modelled implementation cost at mid-point of the modelled scenarios for each
unitary option against what was included in Surrey County Council’s interim sulbbomission.

Mid-point of Base & Stretch

1U 2Us 3Us

§urrey Coun’r}/ Council interim submission total s48.6m | -£75.3m | -£79 3m
implementation costs
.Surrey Counfy Council final submission total £70.5m | -£84.9m | -£95.9m
implementation costs
Changes from interim submission -£1.9m -£9.6m | -£15.9m
Explanation of changes
Increase to estimated IT implementation costs following a
fuller assessment by Surrey County Council's IT & Digital -£1.7m -£7.8m | -£13.9m
drawing on information shared by district and boroughs
!nclumon of the cost of elections to the shadow authorities £3.3m £3.5m £3.8m
in May 2026
Changes to redundancy and early retirement costs

-£0. -£2. -£2.2
based on updated modelled workforce savings £0.0m £2.0m £2.2m
Refinement of estimates for additional cost of
programme implementation and fransformation -£0.6m -£0.6m -£0.6m
resources
R tion to th ti f 20% to 10% in light of

educ. ion to the contingency from 20% to 10% in light o £3.8m e43m e4.5m

the refinement of costs

-£1.9m -£9.6m | -£15.9m
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The proposal scenarios:

Our proposed geographies involved grouping existing lower-tier authorities whilst
maintaining existing border definitions. This means LGR in Surrey would be able to
progress without complex boundary changes, as well as enabling existing statistics
and data to be used to inform the decisions.

There are two variations on an East/West Surrey model, two variations on a
North/South Surrey model, and one three unitary grouping as below.

Option 2.1: East / West

Option 2.2: East / West

LEGEND
O Surrey County boundary
W Areat
W area2

uuuuuuu

Option 2.3: North / South

UEGEND
[0 Surrey County beundary
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Summary

A key driver of Local Government Reorganisation is the realisation of greater
efficiencies in delivering public services.

In the Surrey context, we are both aggregating lower-tier functions and
services together into fewer delivery units and also disaggregating upper-tier
functions and services to a larger number of delivery units. Bringing services
together offers greatest chance of creating associated cost savings from
economies of scale. Conversely, disaggregating county council functions will
necessitate additional costs.

The smaller the number of unitaries, the greater the potential savings from
aggregation, and the smaller the additional costs arising from disaggregation.
This is a strong argument for a two, rather than three, unitary model.

As well as unlikely to deliver well on efficiencies and cost savings, the three
unitary model would create three very distinctive new communities with
significant variation in key metrics and characteristics.

We favour a two unitary proposal. Having tested two North/South scenarios
against two East/West scenarios, the majority of evidence suggests that an
East/West model would create the two most similar unitary councils for Surrey,
enabling the simplest combination of lower-tier functions and the simplest
disaggregation of upper-tier functions so that each new unitary is well situated
to deliver services effectively, safely and legally and be best placed to
contfinue to adapt to the county’s needs going forward.

This model preserves a similar mix of benefits and opportunities to successor
councils, while minimising the risks that would adversely affect a larger number
of unitaries. An East/West model would enable both unitaries to thrive
independently, to make use of the neighbouring economic powerhouses of
London, Heathrow airport, and Gatwick airport, as well as having a similar mix
of the urban and rural landscape that makes our county a uniquely beautiful
place to live, work, and serve. A Mayoral Strategic Authority would then be
well placed to coordinate and direct county-wide matters to the benefit of
both East and West Surrey.
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POPULATION: Size, and demographics of residents

Population size is a key determinant for the predictable demand for many
local government services. Census enumeration of population size is
conducted once every ten years; subsequent population estimates are
calculated for the mid-year position of each year. Forward population growth
projections are calculated by the Office for National Statistics for future years
and rebased after each Census.

The demands for many services are predictable based on the number of
people (of a particular age group, or facing particular circumstances), or
upon the number of households in which they live. Quantifying the current
(and projected future) volumes of potential need is critical for ensuring the
appropriate allocation of budgets and other resources to each unitary, and
for each new unitary to understand the communities they will be serving.
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POPULATION: Total population size - all ages .

Population size is a key determinant for the predictable demand for many local
government services. A sensible population ratio between unitaries would best
support the operations of a Mayoral Strategic Authority in coordinating strategic
functions across and between the new unitaries.

Total Total

population population

(all ages) (all ages)

Census 2021 Mid Year

2023

Elmbridge 138,754 140,500
Epsom and Ewell 80,938 81,989
Guildford 143,649 149,176
Mole Valley 87,386 88,266
Reigate and Banstead 150,846 155,985
Runnymede 88,079 90,442
Spelthorne 102,956 103,954
Surrey Heath 90,453 92,168
Tandridge 87,874 89,409
Waverley 128,229 132,146
Woking 103,943 104,636
SURREY County 1,203,108 1,228,671

Total Total Percentage | Percentage

population population split split

(all ages) (all ages)

Census Mid Year (Census) (MYE 2023)

2021 2023
2.1 East West: East 545,798 556,149 45% 45%
2.1 East West: West 657,309 672,522 55% 55%
2.2 East West: East 648,754 660,103 54% 54%
2.2 East West: West 554,353 568,568 46% 46%
2.3 North South: North 667,834 680,876 56% 55%
2.3 North South: South 535,273 547,795 44% 45%
2.4 North South: North 529,080 540,376 44% 44%
2.4 North South: South 674,027 688,295 56% 56%
Three unitaries: West 466,274 478,126 39% 39%
Three unitaries: North 329,789 334,896 27% 27%
Three unitaries: East 407,044 415,649 34% 34%

In terms of this metric, 2.2 East West has the least variation between the two unitaries.
The three unitary model fails to deliver on the government’s favoured 500,000
population test, with all three areas falling behind this number, and two of three areas
falling significantly so.

Source: Population and household estimates, England and Wales: Census 2021 - Office for National /il

Statistics o1,
Estimates of the population for England and Wales - Office for National Statistics ‘



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationandhouseholdestimatesenglandandwalescensus2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationandhouseholdestimatesenglandandwalescensus2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
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POPULATION: Population size by broad age bands: children,
working age, retirement (Mid year 2023)

Population size is a key determinant for the predictable demand for many local
government services. For individual aspects of local government functions, the size of
population by particular age group is also an important consideration.

Children Working Pensioners
(0-17) age (65 or
(18-64) above)

Eimbridge 33,692 81,150 25,658
Epsom and Ewell 18,921 48,227 14,841
Guildford 28,732 94,768 25,676
Mole Valley 17.329 49,485 21,452
Reigate and Banstead 35,258 92,694 28,033
Runnymede 17,666 57,289 15,487
Spelthorne 22,473 62,812 18,669
Surrey Heath 19.258 54,136 18,774
Tandridge 19,681 50,763 18,965
Waverley 29,263 73,634 29,249
Woking 23,399 63,427 17.810
SURREY County 265,672 728,385 234,614

Children

(18-64)

Working
(0-17) age

Pensioners
(65 or
above)

split

Percentage

(children)

Percentage

age)

Percentage

(pensioners)

2.1 East West: East 124,881 322,319 80,949 47% 44% 46%
2.1 East West: West 140,791 406,066| 125,665 53% 56% 54%
2.2 East West: East 147,354 385,131 127,618 55% 53% 54%
2.2 East West: West 118,318| 343,254 106,996 45% 47% 46%
2.3 North South: North 145,220| 413,582 122,074 55% 57% 52%
2.3 North South: South 120,452 314,803 112,540 45% 43% 48%
2.4 North South: North 111,528| 332,432 96,416 42% 46% AN%
2.4 North South: South 154,144 395,953| 138,198 58% 54% 59%
Three unitaries: West 100,652| 285,965 91,509 38% 39% 39%
Three unitaries: North 73,831 201,251 59.814 28% 28% 25%
Three unitaries: East 91,189 241,169 83,291 34% 33% 36%

In terms of this metric, 2.2 East/West has the least variation between population
proportions across all three age bands. Individually, for children, 2.1 East/West is
closest; for working age, 2.2 East/West is closest; and for older people, 2.3 North/South
is closest. Taken with whole population (previous page), East/West models show the
least variation.

Source: Estimates of the population for England and Wales - Office for National Statistics



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
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POPULATION: Projections for future years (2018 based)

In 2020, the Office of National Statistics released local authority level population
projections (estimates of population numbers for future years).

Note that these estimates will soon be superseded by a new set, rebased on more
recent real information. Nonetheless, they provide an indication of what populations
might be served by the new unitaries in vesting year, and the near future thereafter.

2027 2030 2040

Population Population |Population

projection projection | projection
Eimbridge 137,537 137,164 136,986
Epsom and Ewell 82,364 82,756 83,406
Guildford 149,092 149,232 148,927
Mole Valley 87.102 87.101 87,839
Reigate and Banstead 155,523 157,050 161,635
Runnymede 91,230 91,980 92,953
Spelthorne 100,707 100,809 101,284
Surrey Heath 88,661 88,383 88,254
Tandridge 90,681 91,427 93,741
Waverley 127,620 127,749 128,266
Woking 99.895 99.297 98,742
SURREY County 1,210,411 1,212,948 1,222,034

2027 2030 2040 Percentage

split (c)

Percentage Percentage
split (b)

Population | Population Population split (a)

projection | projection projection

2.1 East West: East 553,207| 555,498| 563,608 45.7% 45.8% 46.1%
2.1 East West: West 657,205 657,450 658,426 54.3% 54.2% 53.9%
2.2 East West: East 653,913| 656,307 664,892 54.0% 54.1% 54.4%
2.2 East West: West 556,498| 556,641| 557,142 46.0% 45.9% 45.6%
2.3 North South: North 667,121 666,865| 667,146 55.1% 55.0% 54.6%
2.3 North South: South 543,290| 546,083 554,888 44 9% 45.0% 45.4%
2.4 North South: North 529,585| 529,701 530,160 43.8% 43.7% 43.4%
2.4 North South: South 680,827| 683,247| 691,874 56.2% 56.3% 56.6%
Three unitaries: West 465,268 | 464,661 464,189 38.4% 38.3% 38.0%
Three unitaries: North 329,473 329,953| 331,223 27 .2% 27 .2% 27.1%
Three unitaries: East 415,670 418,334 426,622 34.3% 34.5% 34.9%

In terms of this meftric, the East/West models show the least variation between the two
unitaries with 2.2 being marginally closest to begin with. The East unitary in both
models is predicted to maintain and increase its share of the county’s population,
meaning a marginally faster rate of anticipated increase in that geography may
need to be considered when planning future service delivery, or for Mayoral Strategic
Authority considerations.

Source: Subnational population projections for England - Office for National Statistics M)



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/bulletins/subnationalpopulationprojectionsforengland/2018based
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PLACE AND HOUSING: A Place to live

This section focuses on the environmental space that makes up the county, as the
backdrop place to live for all residents, and examines the personal space in which
people live: their homes.

Rural Urban Classification (2021)

Rural Rural Urban Classification (2021)
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Almost ?0% of Surrey is classified by the Office for National Statistics as “urban”. The
rural versus urban split of the county’s territory is depicted in the above map (Rural
Urban Classification in Surrey | Surrey-i).

The distribution of these urban areas is clearly skewed towards the north of the
county, adjoining the large conurbation of London, with areas to the south being
predominantly rural in nature.

Current land use, the mixture of built-up and natural environments, the location of
existing fowns and villages, and the underlying geology and natural landscapes are
an essential consideration for the proposed unitary authorities, shaping as they do so
many fundamental aspects of future development.

Councils in the North West of the county in particular are constrained by green belt,
flood risk, and physical barriers such as the river Thames and road network including
the M25. Constrained authorities are more likely to see widespread change to the
character, appearance and feel of their existing communities in order to
accommodate future growth and investment.



https://www.surreyi.gov.uk/dataset/2n6p3/rural-urban-classification-in-surrey
https://www.surreyi.gov.uk/dataset/2n6p3/rural-urban-classification-in-surrey
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PLACE: Land area and Population density (MYE 2023)

Land area and population density considerations are key determinants for the ability
to develop land and to operate services that will be within easy reach of potential
service users.

Total area Total area Population

(hectares) (km?2 density
2023
(people per
km?2)
Eimbridge 9,633.41 96.3 1,458.5
Epsom and Ewell 3,407 .91 34.1 2,405.8
Guildford 27,093.11 270.9 550.6
Mole Valley 25,832.13 258.3 341.7
Reigate and Banstead 12,914.39 129.1 1,207.8
Runnymede 7.804.07 78.0 1,158.9
Spelthorne 5116.14 51.2 2,031.9
Surrey Heath 9,509.3 95.1 969.2
Tandridge 24,819.46 248.2 360.2
Waverley 34,517.02 345.2 382.8
Woking 6,360.35 63.6 1,645.1
SURREY County 167,007.29 1,670.1 735.7
Total area Total area Population Percentage Ratio split
(hectares) (km?2 density split (Total (population
2023 areaq) density)
(people per
km?2)
2.1 East West: East 76,607.3 766.1 726.0 46% 1.00
2.1 East West: West 90,400.0 904.0 743.9 54% 1.02
2.2 East West: East 81,723.4 817.2 807.7 49% 1.21
2.2 East West: West 85,283.9 852.8 666.7 51% 1.00
2.3 North South: North 65,516.4 655.2 1,039.2 39% 1.93
2.3 North South: South 101,490.9 1,014.9 539.7 61% 1.00
2.4 North South: North 55,883.0 558.8 967.0 33% 1.56
2.4 North South: South 111,124.3 1,111.2 619.4 67% 1.00
Three unitaries: West 77,479.8 774.8 617.1 46% 1.00
Three unitaries: North 22,553.6 225.5 1,484.9 14% 2.41
Three unitaries: East 66,973.9 669.7 620.6 40% 1.01

In terms of this metric, 2.1 East/West is the most similar model for population density,
whereas 2.2 East/West shows the greatest similarity in fotal land area between the
proposed unitaries.

Land size is extremely imbalanced between unitaries for both the North/South models
and for the three unitary option. Population densities in these models also varies ‘
strikingly between unitaries. i

o

Source: Open Geography Portal Population estimates for England and Wales - Office for National

Statistics



https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/search?categories=%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F1998%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2009%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2011%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2012%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2013%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2014%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2015%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2016%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2017%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2018%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2019%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2020%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2021%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2022%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2023%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252F2024%2C%252Fcategories%252Fboundaries%2520-%2520administrative%252Fwgs84&collection=Dataset&tags=all(PRD_SAM)
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/populationestimatesforenglandandwales/mid2023
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PLACE: Land use statistics

The amount of land in each council area used for different purposes is known. This
can be used to determine the total areas in each proposed unitary, and the
proportion of land in each area given over to that use.

Land use in hectares for each category:

g 2 | B85 2 t8 | s% - ¢ |55 [EB. | g -

Z HAEHIEER: GE | G5z Esz % °SEE| 8% |5E& |g8 |= §

£ 2| 2E| 55 % §2 |£Tf|eE3 ¢ 5B 5% |35 |2 |% g

8 SlES| £ & FE |58 8 |2 5% |°8 &% |E e =
Elmbridge 287100 61.2| 0.0 518.3 880.1 326.3| 2,083.2| 2,0785| 2,118.0 844.1 | 2,288.6 195.5 7,524.7 | 255
Epsom and Ewell 1297 [ 0.1] 216 2389 356.0 106.6 852.9 661.3 373.7 638.7 870.7 2.3 2,546.8 83
Guildford 399.7 | 0.0| 827|424 471.8 | 1,443.7 562.5| 3,002.8| 10,292.8| 9,134.8| 1,429.7| 2,906.8 270.5| 24,034.6 | 55.7
Mole Valley 205.6 -| 408| 3.8 337.4 | 1,084.1 480.6 | 2,152.4 | 12,604.2 | 7,716.5 8980.9 | 2,330.6 134.5 | 23,676.7 3.0
Reigate and Banstead 2502 0.1 544 | 6.8 466.0 | 1,023.3 353.3 | 2,154.0 | 5,028.2| 22686 898.1| 2,302.3 233.6| 10,731.7 | 28.7
Runnymede 2496 | 0.2 59.2| 148 283.7 663.5 3437 | 1,6146| 1,788.1| 1,8425| 1,108.8| 1,258.3 165.4 6,164.0 | 255
Spelthorne 122.3 -| 653| 6.1 2794 541.4 316.0 | 1,330.6 861.3 | 1,528.0 307.4 836.9 241.5 3,776.1 9.5
Surrey Heath 165.0 [ 0.5| 55.9| 1.7 318.2 803.0 280.8 | 1,625.1| 1,719.0| 3,726.5 761.3| 1,5431 116.0 7,866.0 | 18.2
Tandridge 271.9 -| 449| 0.8 3179 | 1,158.8 539.7 | 2,334.1 | 14,076.6 | 4,886.0 937.0 | 2,403.3 168.1| 22,471.1| 143
Waverley 534.0| 02| 474|174 499.7 | 1,665.9 563.5 | 3,328.2 | 13,668.5 | 12,134.5| 1,508.1| 3,633.9 282.9| 31,1289 | 599
Woking 261.9 -| 472 18 3124 540.7 198.0 | 1,362.1| 1,342.1| 1,284.3 875.2 | 1,366.9 113.0 4,981.5 | 16.8
SURREY County 2,877.1 | 1.1 | 580.7 | 95.7 | 4,043.8 | 10,170.5 | 4,071.0 | 21,840.0 | 64,022.6 | 47,014.4 | 10,200.3 | 21,741.4 | 1,923.3 | 144,902.0 | 265.3

=3 o
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1 East West East 1.49%| 0.00%| 0.29%| 0.01%| 2.45%| 5.89%| 2.36%| 12.50%| 44.97%| 22.66%| 5.49%| 13.31%|  0.96%| 87.39%| 0.10%
2.1 East West: West 1.92%| 0.00% 0.40%| 0.09%| 2.40%| 6.26%| 2.50%| 13.57%| 32.71%| 32.80%| 6.63%| 12.77% 1.32%| 86.23%| 0.21%
2.2 East West: East 1.55%| 0.00% 0.35%| 0.02%| 2.64%| 6.18%| 2.60%| 13.35%| 43.21%| 23.12%| 5.53%| 13.50% 1.19%| 86.54%| 0.11%
2.2 East West: West 1.89%| 0.00% 0.34%| 0.09%| 2.21%| 6.00%| 2.28%| 12.82%| 33.67%| 32.98%| 6.66%| 12.56% 1.11%| 86.97%| 0.21%
2.3 North South: North 2.27%| 0.00% 0.57%| 0.10%| 3.33%| 7.45%| 3.09%| 16.82%| 27.60%| 29.97%| 8.13%| 15.57% 1.68%| 82.95%|( 0.23%
2.3 North South: South 1.37%| 0.00% 0.21%| 0.03% 1.83%| 5.21%| 2.01%| 10.66%| 45.27%| 26.98%| 4.80%| 11.37% 0.81%| 89.22%| 0.11%
2.4 North South: North 2.14%| 0.00%| 0.56%| 0.12%| 2.98%| 7.14%| 3.04%| 15.99%| 28.64%| 31.35%| 8.02%| 14.16%|  1.62%| 83.79%| 0.22%
2.4 North South: South 1.51%| 0.00% 0.24%| 0.03%| 2.14%| b5.56%| 2.13%| 11.61%| 43.21%| 26.54%| 5.14%| 12.44% 0.92%| 88.26%| 0.13%
Three unitaries: West 1.76%| 0.00%! 0.30%| 0.08%| 2.079%| b5.75%| 2.07%| 12.03%| 34.75%| 33.92%| 5.90%| 12.20% 1.01%| 87.78%|( 0.19%
Three unitaries: North 2.92%| 0.00% 0.82%| 0.09%| 4.80%| 9.29%| 4.37%| 22.30%| 20.96%| 24.34%| 10.03%| 19.44% 2.87%| 77.44%| 0.27%
Three unitaries: East 1.28%| 0.00% 0.24%| 0.02%| 2.03%| 5.41%| 2.21%| 11.19%| 48.33%| 22.76%| 5.02%| 11.81%) 0.80%| 88.73%| 0.08%

In terms of this metric, the two East/West models have most similarity between
unitaries.

2.2 East/West shows the most similarity between unitaries, with the proportions of land
in both East and West given over to each use having the lowest variation. For
example, 1.55% of 2.2 East is developed for community use, as is 1.89% of 2.2 West.
These proportions differ the least of any proposal model.

The variation within the three unitary model is only most similar in ferms of the
proportion of land (miniscule in itself) given over to defence use.

Source: Land use in England, 2022 - GOV.UK
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/land-use-in-england-2022
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PLACE: Flood risk

Surrey County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority for Surrey and is responsible
for coordinating Flood Risk Management across the county. Our locations of greatest
risk lie in the northwest of the county, along the rivers Thames, Wey, and Mole. Flood
risk of course poses a challenge / threat to land development for homes and
businesses.
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Surrey County Council and partners are working with the Environment Agency on the
River Thames Scheme to alleviate flood risk in this particular corner of the county. This
area covers Runnymede and Spelthorne - two of three unitaries in the unitary model,
part of the North unitary in both North/South models, and part of the West unitary in
proposal 2.1 East/West. Only the 2.2 East/West model would include both proposed
unitaries (and presumably the devolved Mayoral Strategic Authority) in completing
and coordinating this national scheme. Containing this scheme entirely within one
unitary may be advantageous.

Source: Map - Flood map for planning = GOV.UK
River Thames Scheme



https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/map?seg=fz&cz=514779.4,154454,11.321112
https://www.riverthamesscheme.org.uk/

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

HOUSING: Number of households by tenure type (Census 2021)

The number of households in each lower-tier authority was accurately determined in
the 2021 Census, including the form of tenure. Households are an important indicator
of service demand e.g. for kerbside waste collection schemes.

Total Total Total Total
Households owned or social private
shared rented rented
ownership or rent
free
Eimbridge 55,587 | 40,227| 5,608 | 9,752
Epsom and Ewell 31,321 23,525| 2,743 | 5,053
Guildford 55,760 37,713| 7,066 | 10,981
Mole Valley 37,139 27,569| 4,327 | 5,243
Reigate and 59,849 43,539| 6,907 | 9,403
Banstead
Runnymede 34,838| 23,647 4,499 | 6,692
Spelthorne 41,804 29,000| 5296 | 7,508
Surrey Heath 36,008| 27,015| 3,449 | 5,544
Tandridge 35,623 26,941 3,939 | 4,743
Waverley 52,448 | 38,279| 6,427 | 7,742
Woking 41,438 27.869| 4,792 | 8,777
SURREY County 481,815| 345,324| 55,053 | 81,438
Total Total Total Total % split % split | % split  Z%split
Households owned or social private |Total owned @ social private
shared rented rented |HHs or rented rented
ownership or rent shared / rent
free free
2.1 East West: East 219,519 161,801 23,524 | 34,194 |45.6%| 46.9%| 42.7% | 42.0%
2.1 East West: West 262,296| 183,523| 31,529 | 47,244 |54.4%| 53.1%| 57.3% | 58.0%
2.2 East West: East 261,323| 190,801 28,820 | 41,702 |54.2%| 55.3%| 52.3% | 51.2%
2.2 East West: West 220,492| 154,523| 26,233 | 39,736 |45.8% | 44.7%| 47.7% | 48.8%

2.3 North South: North 265,435| 185,471| 30,710 | 49,254 |55.1%| 53.7%| 55.8% | 60.5%

2.3 North South: South | 216,380| 159,853 | 24,343 | 32,184 |44.9%| 46.3%| 44.2% | 39.5%

2.4 North South: North 209,848 | 145,244 | 25,102 | 39,502 |43.6% | 42.1%| 45.6% | 48.5%

2.4 North South: South | 271,967 200,080| 29,951 | 41,936 |56.4%| 57.9%| 54.4% | 51.5%

Three unitaries: West 185,654| 130,876| 21,734 | 33,044 |38.5%| 37.9%| 39.5% | 40.6%
Three unitaries: North 132,229 92,874| 15,403 | 23,952 |27.4%| 26.9%| 28.0% | 29.4%
Three unitaries: East 163,932 121,574\ 17,916 | 24,442 |34.0%| 35.2%| 32.5% | 30.0%

In terms of this mefric, the East/West models show least variation. 2.2 East/West has the
closest similarity for total current households, social rented households, and private

rented households; 2.1 East/West has the least variation for number of owned homes.
Under model 2.2. East/West, the proposed East unitary has a greater number of

homes owned outright/on a mortgage/in shared ownership schemes (55% of county

total); such homes indicate greater affluence and generally lower need for certain i
services. 1 o

Source: Housing, England and Wales - Office for National Statistics



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/bulletins/housingenglandandwales/census2021

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

HOUSING: Homelessness assessments 2023-2024

Lower-tier authorities currently assess people presenting as homeless, and determine
whether they are threatened with homelessness and therefore owed a Prevention
Duty of support, or actually homeless and therefore owed a Relief Duty of support.

Numbers presenting vary, so have been standardised as a rate per thousand

households in each area.

* Prevention Duty

** Relief Duty

Households
assessed as
threatened with

homelessness
per (000s) *

Households
assessed as
homeless per
(000s) **

Eimbridge 3.41 3.21
Epsom and Ewell 2.84 4.25
Guildford 4.71 3.28
Mole Valley 5.48 2.07
Reigate and Banstead 5.06 4.65
Runnymede 3.61 5.71
Spelthorne 8.04 3.99
Surrey Heath 1.34 2.11
Tandridge 4.64 2.87
Waverley 3.27 2.36
Woking 5.99 3.97
SURREY County 4.44 3.49

Households
assessed as
threatened with
homelessness
per (000s) *

Households
assessed as
homeless per
(000s) **

Percentage split

Percentage
split
Threatened*

Homeless**

2.1 East West: East 433 3.50 48.9% 50.1%
2.1 East West: West 4.53 3.49 51.1% 49.9%
2.2 East West: East 4.90 3.58 55.8% 51.3%
2.2 East West: West 3.88 3.39 44 2% 48.7%
2.3 North South: North 4.54 3.65 51.3% 52.4%
2.3 North South: South 4.32 3.31 48.7% 47 .6%
2.4 North South: North 4.85 3.77 54.0% 53.4%
2.4 North South: South 4.13 3.29 46.0% 46.6%
Three unitaries: West 3.94 2.94 29.2% 27 .6%
Three unitaries: North 4.89 412 36.3% 38.6%
Three unitaries: East 4.64 3.60 34.5% 33.8%

In terms of this metric, 2.1 East/West is the model with the lowest total variation
between Prevention and Relief Duty owed being closest between proposed unitaries.

Source: Tables on homelessness - GOV.UK
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

HOUSING: Government housing targets — indicative annual Local
Housing Need

Government has set annual house building targets for each local authority, which will
become adopted in aggregate form by the new unitaries. Under the new method for
determining targets, each area now has a much larger volume to deliver annually.

Old Method New Method

(before ligelag!
December December
2024) 2024)
Eimbridge 653 1,562
Epsom and Ewell 569 889
Guildford 743 1,170
Mole Valley 460 833
Reigate and Banstead 644 1,306
Runnymede 546 626
Spelthorne 631 793
Surrey Heath 320 684
Tandridge 634 843
Waverley 710 1,481
Woking 436 794
SURREY County 6,346 10,981
Old Method New Method Percentage Percentage
(before (from split split
December December
2024) 2024) Old method  New method
2.1 East West: East 2,960 5,433 46.6% 49.5%
2.1 East West: West 3,386 5,548 53.4% 50.5%
2.2 East West: East 3,591 6,226 56.6% 56.7%
2.2 East West: West 2,755 4,755 43.4% 43.3%
2.3 North South: North 3,329 5,629 52.5% 51.3%
2.3 North South: South 3,017 5,352 47 .5% 48.7%
2.4 North South: North 2,676 4,067 42.2% 37.0%
2.4 North South: South 3,670 6,914 57.8% 63.0%
Three unitaries: West 2,209 4,129 34.8% 37.6%
Three unitaries: North 1,830 2,981 28.8% 27.1%
Three unitaries: East 2,307 3,871 36.4% 35.3%

In terms of this metric, 2.1 East/West shows the least variation between the new
targets, being almost exactly equally shared between the proposed unitaries.
Variation is greatest in 2.2 East/West and the three unitary model. Having larger
unitaries to deliver these new builds, potentially under the steer of the Mayoral
Strategic Authority, will arguably make targets easier to attain. The North unitary in the
three unitary model in particular would face especially challenging developmental
constraints (for example from flood risk areas and national landscapes).

Wy,
1y //'
117

Source: Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning
system - GOV.UK



https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/proposed-reforms-to-the-national-planning-policy-framework-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/proposed-reforms-to-the-national-planning-policy-framework-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system
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HOUSING: Local Housing Need and the future

Meeting the annual additional housing targets will have further infrastructure
development requirements over time, such as the creation of additional schools,
school places, roads, shops and services, as well as Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace mitigations to relieve pressure on existing protected green spaces. The
physical size and characteristics of Surrey’s lower-tier authorities make some unitary

models more suitable for achieving local housing need increases.

New homes, | New homes, % New
per year next 15 years | Greenbelt homes
per km?

Eimbridge 1,562 23,430 57% 243
Epsom and Ewell 889 13,335 46% 391
Guildford 1,170 17,550 83% 65
Mole Valley 833 12,495 76% 48
Reigate and Banstead 1,306 19,590 70% 152
Runnymede 626 9,390 74% 120
Spelthorne 793 11,895 65% 233
Surrey Heath 684 10,260 44% 108
Tandridge 843 12,645 94% 51
Waverley 1,481 22,215 60% 64
Woking 794 11,910 63% 187
SURREY County 10,981 164,715 72% 99

New homes,

per year

New homes,
next 15 years

%
Greenbelt

New
homes

per km?

2.1 East West: East 5,433 81,495 77% 106
2.1 East West: West 5,548 83,220 67% 92
2.2 East West: East 6,226 93,390 76% 114
2.2 East West: West 4,755 71,325 67% 84
2.3 North South: North 5,629 84,435 69% 129
2.3 North South: South 5,352 80,280 73% 79
2.4 North South: North 4,067 61,005 71% 109
2.4 North South: South 6,914 103,710 72% 93
Three unitaries: West 4,129 61,935 66% 80
Three unitaries: North 2,981 44,715 65% 198
Three unitaries: East 3,871 58,065 80% 87

Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace mitigations would be required for the

maijority of development in ElImbridge, Runnymede, Guildford and for virtually all new
development in Surrey Heath and Woking. This would create additional challenges to
housing delivery as well as the necessary supporting infrastructure in the three unitary
model for the North unitary in particular. This unitary would be constrained by green

belt, flood risk, and road network yet with double the housing target of neighbouring :
authorities. il

Source: ElImbridge Borough Council, SCC
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ECONOMY AND SKILLS: A place to work and a place for business

Most similar model: 2.1 East West / 2.2 East West

Surrey is an area of many economic strengths, with more than 110,000 businesses, a
highly skilled workforce and an enviable location.

The county is exceptionally well connected, globally because of the proximity of
Heathrow and Gatwick airports, as well as to London and the south east coastal ports.

It also boasts a long and successful history of attracting international businesses while
nurturing some of the UK’s most successful and innovative companies. These include
Amazon, Pfizer, Toyota, McLaren, Haleon and Samsung. Surrey is also home to world-
class clusters in sectors such as automotive, cyber security, space, health, and
creative industries.

It all contributes to an economy worth £50 billion a year, making it one of the largest
regional economies in the country.

Surrey’s economic strengths lie in its breadth and depth, with the highly mixed and
polycentric economy nurturing the development of several nationally significant
sectors. Surrey’s economy does not rely on one or two sector strengths. Instead, there
are strong foundational sectors, like health and social care, retail, and construction,
operating alongside innovative high-growth sub-sectors, such as gaming and cyber
security which interconnect across the county.

The economy of Surrey and its successor councils is influenced by conditions both
within and outside the county. Internal influences include the skills and training of
residents as well as intfernal business operations and sectors influenced by the
landscape, urban development, affordability and operating businesses.

External influences include most notably the adjoining economic powerhouse of
London, which benefits and influences primarily those districts which sit immediately
around it: primarily Spelthorne, ElImbridge, and Epsom and Ewell, but also Reigate and
Banstead, Tandridge, and to a lesser extent Mole Valley. Spelthorne is also well
placed to benefit from Heathrow airport, and any proposed expansion. Similarly,
Reigate and Banstead, and Mole Valley are well situated to benefit from possible
Gatwick airport expansion.

The University of Surrey (in Guildford), University for the Creative Arts (in Waverley and
Epsom & Ewell) and Royal Holloway University (in Runnymede) as well as a variety of
colleges and schools serve to increase skills and pull in business. Surrey County Council
is preparing to adopt recently devolved powers to administer the Adult Skills Fund
across the county, powers that presumably will transfer to the Mayoral Strategic
Authority.
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Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

Geographic variation

West Surrey’s economy is disproportionately more productive than those in the east
explained largely by innovation assets and connections to our universities (University
of Surrey, Royal Holloway and UCA).

The largest areas of business cluster activity and assefts (in terms of scale and number
of sectors) is in the North West of the county. There is an additional concentration in
the South West around Guildford and Farnham. The business cluster activity and assets
which are much smaller and contain a cluster in only one sector are all in the east.

This economic split is also highlighted in the percentage of high growth businesses,
with 2022 data showing four of the five districts with the lowest percentage of high-
growth businesses were in the four east Surrey districts (Mole Valley, Reigate &
Banstead, Epsom & Ewell and Tandridge). Business count data also shows the highest
growth areas are Guildford, Woking and Surrey Heath, which are all in the west.

This divide has been exacerbated in the last decade with Surrey split into two Local
Enterprise Partnerships with Tandridge, Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley and Reigate &
Banstead in West Sussex-based Coast 2 Capital; and the remaining districts in
Hampshire-based Enterprise M3. The devolved responsibilities secured through the
County Deal has changed this focus, with strategic economic functions increasingly
being delivered across a single Surrey footprint for the first time — which has been
welcomed by businesses, academia and employer representative groups. There
remains a role for a county wide strategic economic function within the Mayoral
Strategic Authority.

Two unitary authorities, operating across largely functional economic geographies,
encourages more balanced growth and opportunities to leverage economies of
scale to create a more cohesive and inclusive Surrey economy. There is a risk of LGR
creating a separation of innovation assets which are crucial to driving future growth.
There is also risk that an eastern authority would include the two districts (ElImbridge
and Spelthorne) with the highest levels of economic inactivity. However, grouping
these areas in the same authority could allow for more targeted interventions led by a
Strategic Authority due to the similarities in challenges and demographics.

Creating three unitary authorities based on currently ‘dominant’ business sectors
would reinforce the current productivity within those areas, but also significantly limit
opportunities to drive growth on a larger scale across a number of sub-sectors. Three
unitaries would also reinforce economic disparities — Epsom & Ewell, Tandridge, and
Reigate & Banstead sit in the bottom five areas with the lowest percentage of high-
tech industry employment (an indicator of future growth potential). Conversely,
Woking, Spelthorne and Runnymede have the strongest levels.

L)
1y //'
117




Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Business births, deaths, and enterprises

The health of the business sector is critically important to the local economy, as
employers, providers of services, and payers of Non-Domestic Rates. As a proxy for
the health of the business sector we examine the latest data on the number of
businesses started (‘births’), ended (‘deaths’), and active at year end. A high number
of births will include businesses that will struggle to stay alive as well as those that go
on to significant success.

Business | Business | Active

births, deaths, Business
2023 2023 enterprises,
2023

Eimbridge 210 895 9.270
Epsom and Ewell 415 340 3,925
Guildford 690 605 7.580
Mole Valley 465 470 5,440
Reigate and Banstead 760 720 7.440
Runnymede 480 420 4,720
Spelthorne 550 505 5,050
Surrey Heath 490 470 4,900
Tandridge 470 455 5,215
Waverley 710 700 7,905
Woking 520 515 5,145
SURREY County 6,460 6,095 66,590

Business | Business Active % split | % split % split

births, deaths, Business (births) | (deaths) (Active)

enterprises,

2.1 East West: East 3,020 2,880 31,290| 46.7% 47 .3% 47 0%
2.1 East West: West 3,440 3,215 35,300| 53.3% 52.7% 53.0%
2.2 East West: East 3,570 3,385 36,340| 55.3% 55.5% 54.6%
2.2 East West: West 2,890 2,710 30,250 44.7% 44.5% 45.4%
2.3 North South: North 3,640 3,410 36,665| 56.3% 55.9% 55.1%
2.3 North South: South 2,820 2,685 29,925\ 43.7% 44.1% 44.9%
2.4 North South: North 2,730 2,515 27,395| 42.3% 41.3% AN 1%
2.4 North South: South 3,730 3,580 39.195| 57.7% 58.7% 58.9%
Three unitaries: West 2,410 2,290 25,530| 37.3% 37.6% 38.3%
Three unitaries: North 1,940 1,820 19,040 30.0% 29.9% 28.6%
Three unitaries: East 2,110 1,985 22,020 32.7% 32.6% 33.1%

In terms of this metric, 2.1 East/West is the model with least variation between the two
unitaries for both business births, business deaths, and active businesses. 2.2 East/West
model is next in line, followed by 2.3 North/South.

Source: Business demography, UK - Office for National Statistics
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/activitysizeandlocation/bulletins/businessdemography/2023#:%7E:text=2.-,Business%20birth%20and%20death%20rates%2C%202018%20to%202023,(11.9%25%20to%2010.8%25).
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ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Business enterprises by indusiry group, 2024

The county’s business enterprises span multiple industry groups, reflecting the diverse
nature of the county, with rural and urban businesses operating. The greater the
mixture of industry types, the more resilient an area will be to adverse conditions that
might impact differentially on different industries. A model with the least variation
between new councils would reflect the most resilient option. Lower-tier values are
reproduced below; the second table aggregates these to unitary models and
describes the variation.
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2.1 East West: East 385 980 4,535 640 az20 1,640 625 1,140 2,750 730 1,290 65,505 2,925 35 575 | 1175 2,125 | 28,975
2.1 East Wast: West 420 1,320 4,575 305 1,085 1,935 1,100 1,395 3,615 1,355 1,360 65,820 3,225 45 635 [ 1,165 2,335 | 33,290
2.2 East West: East 400 1,170 5,380 805 1,070 2,000 1,000 1,365 3,270 780 1,420 7,150 3,295 35 645 [ 1,305 2,420 | 33,510
2.2 East Wast: West 405 1,130 3,730 740 935 1,575 725 1,170 3,085 1,305 1,230 6,175 2,855 45 565 [ 1,035 2,040 | 28,755
2.3 North South: North 285 1,255 4,660 865 1,150 1,995 1,165 1,425 3,745 685 1,390 7,255 3,400 25 630 [ 1,260 2,415 | 33,605
2.3 North South: South 520 1,045 4,450 680 855 1,580 560 1,110 2,620 1,400 1,260 5,070 2,750 55 580 | 1,080 2,045 | 28,660
2.4 North South: North 240 1,020 3,695 745 885 1,510 1,010 1,120 2,810 475 940 5,040 2,465 25 485 940 1,760 | 25,165
2.4 North South: South 565 1,280 5,415 800 1,120 2,065 715 1,415 3,555 1,610 1,710 8,285 3,885 55 725 | 1,400 2,700 | 37,100
Triple: West 360 955 3,018 580 745 1,320 5158 975 2,640 1,225 1,040 5,455 2,395 45 485 875 1,750 | 24,375
Triple: North 105 800 2,525 445 605 1,100 740 725 1,810 340 770 3,580 1,765 - 295 610 1,240 | 17,355
Triple: East 340 745 3,570 520 655 1,155 470 835 1,815 520 840 4,290 1,990 35 430 855 1,470 | 20,535
% %o % % % %o % % % %o %o % % % %o Y% % Yo
2.1 East West: East 47.8% | 42.6% | 40.8% | 41.4% | 45.9% | 45.9% | 36.2% | 45.0% | 43.2% | 35.0% | 48.7% | 48.8% | 47.6% | 43.8% | 47.5% | 50.2% | 47.6% | 46.5%
2.1 East West: West 52.2% | 57.4% | 50.2% | 58.6% | 54.1% | 54.1% | 63.8% | 55.0% | 56.8% [ 65.0% | 51.3% | 51.2% | 52.4% | 56.3% | 52.5% | 49.8% 52.4% | 53.5%
2.2 East West: East 49.7% | 50.9% | 59.1% | 52.1% | 53.4% | 55.9% | 58.0% | 53.8% | 51.4% | 37.4% | 53.6% | 53.7% | 53.6% | 43.8% | 53.3% | 55.8% | 54.3% | 53.8%
2.2 East West: West 50.3% | 49.1% | 40.9% | 47.9% | 46.6% | 44.1% | 42.0% | 46.2% | 48.6% | 62.6% | 46.4% | 46.3% | 46.4% | 56.3% | 46.7% | 44.2% 45.7% | 46.2%
2.3 North South: North 35.4% | 54.6% | 51.2% | 56.0% | 57.4% | 55.8% | 67.5% | 56.2% | 58.8% | 32.0% | 52.5% | 54.4% | 55.3% | 31.3% | 52.1% | 53.8% | 54.1% | 54.0%
2.3 North South: South 64.6% | 45.4% | 48.8% | 44.0% | 42.6% | 44.2% | 32.5% | 43.8% | 41.2% | 67.1% | 47.5% | 45.6% | 44.7% | 68.8% | 47.9% | 46.2% 45.9% | 46.0%
2.4 North South: North 20.8% | 44.3% | 40.6% | 48.2% | 44.1% | 42.2% | 58.6% | 44.2% | 44.1% | 22.8% | 35.5% | 37.8% | 40.1% | 31.3% | 40.1% | 40.2% | 39.5% | 40.4%
2.4 North South: South 70.2% | 55.7% | 59.4% | 51.8% | 55.9% | 57.8% | 41.4% | 55.8% | 55.9% | 77.2% | 64.5% | 62.2% | 59.9% | 68.8% | 59.9% | 59.8% 60.5% | 59.6%
Three unitaries: West 44.7% | 41.5% | 33.1% | 37.5% | 37.2% | 36.9% | 20.9% | 38.5% | 41.5% | 58.8% | 39.2% | 40.9% | 38.9% | 56.3% | 40.1% | 37.4% | 39.2% | 39.1%
Three unitaries: North 13.0% | 26.1% | 27.7% | 28.8% | 30.2% | 30.8% | 42.9% 28.6% | 30.0% | 16.3% | 29.1% | 26.9% | 28.7% 0.0% | 24.4% | 26.1% 27.8% | 27.9%
Three unitaries: East 42.2% | 32.4% | 39.2% | 33.7% | 32.7% | 32.3% | 27.2% 32.9% | 28.5% | 24.9% | 31.7% | 32.2% | 32.4% | 43.8% | 35.5% | 36.5% 33.0% | 33.0%

In terms of this metric, both the East/West models show the least variation between
the two unitaries, indicating the most similar mix of industries. 2.1 East/West is more
similar for large scale sectors: professional, scientific and technical, construction, and
business administration. The North/South models show distinct differences, as does the
three unitary model.

Source: UK business: activity, size and location - Office for National Statistics
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/activitysizeandlocation/datasets/ukbusinessactivitysizeandlocation

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Highest level of qualifications, Census 2021

The 2021 Census established very detailed information on the highest level of
qualifications held by all residents aged 16 or older. This is a key consideration when
considering the skill level of potential employees. Numbers for each local authority
are provided here as background to the unitary aggregated values for each model
shown in the second table.

In this classification: Level 1 is equivalent of low grade / small number of GCSEs
Level 2 is equivalent to high grade / larger number of GCSEs
Level 3 equates to A-Levels
Level 4 equates to a degree or higher degree

No Level 1 and Level 2 Apprenticeship | Level 3 Level 4 Other Total: All usual
qualifications | entry level qualifications qualifications | qualifications | qualifications | residents aged
qualifications 16 years and
over

Elmbridge 11,753 7,048 12,442 3,515 14,811 56,677 2,528 108,774
Epsom and Ewell 8,246 5,106 8,177 2,628 10,110 28,642 1,698 64,607
Guildford 13,540 8,646 13,528 4,686 23,554 52,620 2,783 119,357
Mole Valley 8,901 6,236 9,857 3,209 11,182 31,214 1,740 72,339
Reigate and Banstead 15,765 10,997 17,047 5,244 19,632 48,338 3,106 120,129
Runnymede 10,528 6,543 9,130 3,400 15,509 25,643 1,864 72,717
Spelthorne 14,012 9,231 12,028 4,367 13,227 27,996 2,501 83,362
Surrey Heath 9,643 7,076 10,557 3,326 12,377 28,929 1,876 73,784
Tandridge 9,787 6,662 10,727 3,098 12,267 26,516 1,769 70,826
Waverley 11,859 7,531 13,644 4,078 15,825 48,292 2,405 103,634
Woking 10,993 7,003 10,324 3,209 12,138 37,112 2,202 82,981
SURREY County 125,027 82,079 127,461 40,760 160,632 411,979 24,572 972,510

No Level 1 and entry Level 2 Apprenticeship Level 3 Level 4 Other Total: Allusual

qualifications level qualifications qualifications qualifications gualifications qualifications residents aged 16

years and over

2.1 East West: East 54,452 36,049 58,250 17,684 68,002 191,387 10,841 436,675
2.1 East West: West 70,575 46,030 69,211 23,066 92,630 220,592 13,731 535,835
2.2 East West: East 68,464 45,280 70,278 22,061 81,229 219,383 13,342 520,037
2.2 East West: West 56,563 36,799 57,183 18,699 79,403 192,596 11,230 452,473
2.3 North South: Narth 70,469 45,547 68,009 22,503 91,616 228,977 13,854 540,975
2.3 North South: South 54,558 36,532 59,452 18,257 69,016 183,002 10,718 431,535
2.4 North South: Narth 58,716 38,499 55,567 18,988 76,805 172,300 11,326 432,201
2.4 North South: South 66,311 43,580 71,884 21,772 83,827 239,679 13,246 540,309
Triple: West 46,035 30,256 48,053 15,299 63,894 166,953 9,266 379,756
Triple: North 36,293 22,822 33,600 11,282 43,547 110,316 6,993 264,853
Triple: East 42,699 29,001 45,808 14,179 53,191 134,710 8,313 327,901

% split % split % split % split % split % split % split % split
2.1 East West: East 43.6% 43.9% 45.7% 43.4% 42.3% 46.5% 44.1% 44.9%
2.1 East West: West 56.4% 56.1% 54.3% 56.6% 57.7% 53.5% 55.9% 55.1%
2.2 East West: East 54.8% 55.2% 55.1% 54.1% 50.6% 53.3% 54.3% 53.5%
2.2 East West: West 45.2% 44.8% 44.9% 45.9% 49.4% 46.7% 45.7% 46.5%
2.3 North South: Narth 56.4% 55.5% 53.4% 55.2% 57.0% 55.6% 56.4% 55.6%
2.3 North South: South 43.6% 44.5% 46.6% 44.8% 43.0% 44.4% 43.6% 44.4%
2.4 North South: Narth 47.0% 46.9% 43.6% 46.6% 47.8% 41.8% 46.1% 44.4%
2.4 North South: South 53.0% 53.1% 56.4% 53.4% 52.2% 58.2% 53.9% 55.6%
Three unitaries: West 36.8% 36.9% 37.7% 37.5% 39.8% 40.5% 37.7% 39.0%
Three unitaries: North 29.0% 27.8% 26.4% 27.7% 27.1% 26.8% 28.5% 27.2%
Three unitaries: East 34.2% 35.3% 35.9% 34.8% 33.1% 32.7% 33.8% 33.7%

For this metric, 2.2 East/West is the most similar model with least variation in the
number of potential employees (those aged 16 or above) and amongst those with
higher (Level 3 or Level 4) qualifications. 2.4 North/South shows the least variation
between unitaries for no and low qualifications. Variation increases in other proposals
and is greatest in the three unitary model.

Source: Highest level of qudlification - Office for National Statistics



https://www.ons.gov.uk/datasets/TS067/editions/2021/versions/3

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Resident occupations

Surrey residents are employed in a wide range of jobs and industries, some of which
are indicative of higher skills or experience, and some of which therefore provide
greater income. Data below examines the number of residents of each district and
borough by the type of occupation they held at the time of the 2021 Census. This
classifies employment into nine standardised categories, with those on the left side of
the table typically reflecting higher skill levels and greater remuneration. Conversely,
the categories gradually transition to lower skill levels towards the right of the table.
Numbers for each local authority are provided here as background to the unitary
aggregated values for each model shown in the second table.

Managers, Professional | Associate Administrative | Skilled trades | Caring, leisure Sales and Process, Elementary | Total
directors occupations | professional | and occupations | and other customer plantand | occupations | (in
and senior and secretarial service service machine employment)
officials technical occupations occupations occupations operatives
occupations
Elmbridge 16,432 17,652 10,820 5,545 4,189 4,495 3,001 1,828 3,018 66,980
Epsom and Ewell 7,020 10,663 5,958 4,095 3,242 3,304 2,031 1,404 2,192 39,909
Guildford 12,141 18,410 11,207 5,849 5,682 5,465 4,077 2,338 4,605 69,774
Mole Valley 8,321 10,140 6,392 4,063 4,156 3,429 2,168 1,285 2,387 42,341
Reigate and Banstead 13,005 18,485 11,393 7,387 6,461 6,726 4,104 2,957 4,607 75,125
Runnymede 7,078 9,235 6,344 4,175 4,010 3,716 2,756 1,872 3,271 42,457
Spelthorne 7,477 10,061 7,719 6,055 5,064 4,417 3,397 3,250 4,099 51,539
Surrey Heath 8,378 10,390 7,054 4,490 3,889 3,743 2,736 1,824 2,859 45,363
Tandridge 8,361 9,177 6,669 4,498 4,144 3,565 2,157 1,679 2,326 42,576
Waverley 12,671 15,528 9,256 4,951 5,301 4,737 3,027 1,710 3,541 60,722
Woking 8,666 13,423 7,777 4,879 4,298 4,299 3,190 2,500 3,709 52,741
SURREY County 109,550 143,164 90,589 55,987 50,436 47,896 32,644 22,647 36,614 589,527
Managers, Professional | Associate Administrative | Skilled Caring, Sales & Process, Elementary | Total
directors & | occupations | professional | & secretarial trades leisure & customer plant & occupations | (in
senior &technical | occupations occupations | other service | service machine employment)
officials occupations occupations | occupations | operatives
2.1 East West: East 53,139 66,117 41,232 25,588 22,192 21,519 13,461 9,153 14,530 266,931
2.1 East West: West 56,411 77,047 49,357 30,399 28,244 26,377 19,183 13,494 22,084 322,596
2.2 EastWest: East 60,616 76,178 48,951 31,643 27,256 25,936 16,858 12,403 18,629 318,470
2.2 East West: West 48,934 66,986 41,638 24,344 23,180 21,960 15,786 10,244 17,985 271,057
2.3 North South: North 60,172 7917 50,921 30,993 27,132 26,135 19,157 13,612 21,561 328,854
2.3 North South: South 49,378 63,993 39,668 24,994 23,304 21,761 13,487 9,035 15,053 260,673
2.4 North South: North 43,740 61,519 40,101 25,448 22,943 21,640 16,156 11,784 18,543 261,874
2.4 North South: South 65,810 81,645 50,488 30,539 27,493 26,256 16,488 10,863 18,071 327,653
Triple: West 41,856 57,751 35,294 20,169 19,170 18,244 13,030 8,372 14,714 228,600
Triple: North 30,987 36,948 24,883 15,775 13,263 12,628 9,154 6,950 10,388 160,976
Triple: East 36,707 48,465 30,412 20,043 18,003 17,024 10,460 7,325 11,512 189,951
% split % split % split % split % split % split % split % split % split % split
2.1 East West: East 48.5% 46.2% 45.5% 45.7% 44.0% 44.9% 41.2% 40.4% 39.7% 45.3%
2.1 East West: West 51.5% 53.8% 54.5% 54.3% 56.0% 55.1% 58.8% 59.6% 60.3% 54.7%
2.2 EastWest: East 55.3% 53.2% 54.0% 56.5% 54.0% 54.2% 51.6% 54.8% 50.9% 54.0%
2.2 East West: Wast 44.7% 46.8% 46.0% 43.5% 46.0% 45.8% 48.4% 45.2% 49.1% 46.0%
2.3 North South: North 54.9% 55.3% 56.2% 565.4% 53.8% 54.6% 58.7% 60.1% 58.9% 55.8%
2.3 North South: South 45.1% 44.7% 43.8% 44.6% 46.2% 45.4% 41.3% 39.9% 41.1% 44.2%
2.4 North South: North 39.9% 43.0% 44.3% 45.5% 45.5% 45.2% 49.5% 52.0% 50.6% 44.4%
2.4 North South: South 60.1% 57.0% 55.7% 54.5% 54.5% 54.8% 50.5% 48.0% 49.4% 565.6%
Three unitaries: West 38.2% 40.3% 39.0% 36.0% 38.0% 38.1% 39.9% 37.0% 40.2% 38.8%
Three unitaries: North 28.3% 25.8% 27.5% 28.2% 26.3% 26.4% 28.0% 30.7% 28.4% 27.3%
Three unitaries: East 33.5% 33.9% 33.6% 35.8% 35.7% 35.5% 32.0% 32.3% 31.4% 33.9%

In terms of this metric, 2.2 East/West shows the least variation in terms of overall
number of people in employment, as well as a more even distribution in the numbers
employed in three of the nine categories. 2.1 East/West shows similar variations, but
the least variation for the highest professional group. Variation increases in models 2.4
North/South, 2.1 East/West, and 2.3 North/South (in that order) and is greatest in the
three unitary model. Generally, the East/West models show less variation across a
wider range of occupations than the North/South.

Source: Labour market and travel to work: Census 2021 in England and Wales - Office for National ,“’”’

Statistics



https://www.ons.gov.uk/releases/labourmarketandtraveltoworkcensus2021inenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/releases/labourmarketandtraveltoworkcensus2021inenglandandwales

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Claimant counts

Not everyone shares equally in Surrey’s economic success, with sizeable portions of
our residents relying on benefits as their primary or only source of income, or to top up
their income where low pay or living conditions such as disabilities mean they are
eligible. While not everyone's circumstances will be identical, claimant counts are a
good indication of low income and additional needs. These in turn can be used as a
proxy indicator for those most likely to be harshly impacted by price increases seen
during the cost-of-living crisis, and therefore most likely to require hardship support.

UB, PIP DLA in UB =
March | claimants, payment, unemployment
2025 Jan 2025  Aug 2024 benefit claimants
Elmbridge 2,095 3,669 1,855 PIP = Personal
Epsom and Ewell 1,095 2,418 1,272 Independence
Guildford 1,980 4,281 2,338 Payment claimants
Mgle Valley 1,035 2,797 1,358 DLA = Disabiity
Reigate and Banstead| 2,095 5,363 2,684 Living Allowance,
Runnymede 1,485 3.018 1,567 claims in payment
Spelthorne 2,325 4,329 1,999
Surrey Heath 1,320 2,655 1,500
Tandridge 1,325 3,110 1,620
Waverley 1,510 3,483 2,057
Woking 1,790 3,278 2,001
SURREY County 18,055 38,394 | 20,251

us, PIP DLAiIn % split % split % split

March | claimants, payment, UB PIP DLA

2025 Jan 2025  Aug 2024
2.1 East West: East 7,645\ 17,357 8,789| 42.3%| 45.2% 43.4%
2.1 East West: West 10,410] 21,044 | 11,462| 57.7%| 54.8% | 56.6%
2.2 East West: East 9,970 21,686 | 10,788| 55.2%| 56.5% | 53.3%

2.2 East West: West 8.085| 16,715 9,463| 44.8%| 43.5% 46.7%

2.3 North South: North |10,995| 21,230 | 11,260| 60.9%| 55.3% | 55.6%
2.3 North South: South | 7,060 17,171 8,991| 39.1%| 44.7% 44.4%

2.4 North South: North | 8,900 17.561 9,405| 49.3%| 45.7% 46.4%
2.4 North South: South | 9,155 20,840 | 10,846| 50.7%| 54.3% 53.6%

Three unitaries: West 6,600 13,697 7.896| 36.6%| 35.7% 39.0%
Three unitaries: North 5,905 11,016 5421 32.7%| 28.7% 26.8%
Three unitaries: East 5,550 13,688 6,934 30.7%| 35.6% 34.2%

In terms of this metric, 2.4 North/South is the most similar model for unemployment benefit
claimants, and Personal Independence Payment claimants, with variation lowest between the
two unitaries. 2.2 East/West has least variation for Disability Living Allowance claimants. Note
that these are simple snapshots, and the number of claimants will vary from month to month.

Source: DWP Stat-Xplore
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Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

ECONOMY AND SKILLS: Adult Skills Fund learners

Surrey County Council has recently received devolved powers to deliver the
Education and Skills Funding Agency funded Adult Skills Fund. The purpose of Adult
Skills Fund is to support adult learners in non-devolved areas to gain skills which will
lead them to meaningful, sustained and relevant employment, or enable them to
progress to further learning which will deliver that outcome. Within the scheme, further
provision for tailored learning is available that supports wider outcomes such as to
improve health and wellbeing, equip parents/carers to support their child’s learning
and develop stronger communities.

Number of Individual Learners under

Adults Skills Fund
(2024/25 academic year)

ElImbridge 1,689
Epsom and Ewell 646
Guildford 1,832
Mole Valley 210
Reigate and Banstead 2,716
Runnymede 1,172
Spelthorne 1,509
Surrey Heath 1,554
Tandridge 1,149
Waverley 2,407
Woking 1,909
SURREY County 17,493

Number of Individual Learners under Percentage split

Adults Skills Fund
(2024/25 academic year)

2.1 East West: East 7,110 40.6%
2.1 East West: West 10,383 59.4%
2.2 East West: East 8,619 49 .3%
2.2 East West: West 8,874 50.7%
2.3 North South: North 9,665 55.3%
2.3 North South: South 7,828 44.7%
2.4 North South: North 7,976 45.6%
2.4 North South: South 9,517 54.4%
Three unitaries: West 7,702 44.0%
Three unitaries: North 4,370 25.0%
Three unitaries: East 5,421 31.0%

In terms of this metric, 2.2 East/West has least variation between the two unitaries for the

number of Individual Learners currently being funded through the Adults Skills Fund. It is

currently unclear if the scheme administration will remain a county-wide function under the

Mayoral Strategic Authority or be disaggregated to the new unitaries. The current very equal
balance renders either of these approaches more simplistic to roll into. A Mayoral Strategic

Authority role would negate the differences between unitaries. 1 i

1y,
o

Source: Internally generated analyses of Adult Skills Fund data, SCC




Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

. INCOME AND EXPENDITURE: Local government finances

Most similar model: 2.2 East/West

Local government is predominantly funded through:

. Council Tax

. National Non-Domestic Rates (‘Business Rates’)

J Cenftral Government Funding

. Local income from fees and charges, and asset disposal

Expenditure is determined by:

. Demand for services (particularly statutory duties)

. The associated staffing, fleet and facilities management costs required to
deliver said services

. Costs of borrowing and debt servicing

The ability to collect sufficient income to meet service demands will be essential for
the new unitaries. They will most likely inherit the assets and debts of legacy councils,
so creating a sound financial footing in advance is imperative.
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Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

INCOME / ECONOMY: Non-Domestic Rates (‘Business rates’)

National Non-Domestic Rates represent the income collected by current lower-tfier
local authorities on behalf of government. While this income does not remain with the
councils, it is a strong indication of the nature and size of businesses within each area,
as well as a proxy for future income streams. Business rates collection is a lower-tier
council function; we would expect cost savings from aggregation to a smaller
number of unitaries, and the associated standardisation of process, records, and so

on.

Net amount Income from Non-

receivable from Domestic Rates

Non-Domestic Rates

(estimated, 2025-26) (estimated, 2025-26)
Eimbridge £67,134,532 £67,161,253
Epsom and Ewell £25,934,298 £25,906,453
Guildford £88,778.508 £88,852,964
Mole Valley £43,527,107 £43,964,813
Reigate and Banstead £60,000,829 £60,027,098
Runnymede £62,492,820 £62,124,913
Spelthorne £54,840,614 £57,073,946
Surrey Heath £39,595,261 £39,594,379
Tandridge £21,317,477 £21,600,278
Waverley £41,022,034 £41,086,369
Woking £56,812,024 £56,927,085
SURREY County £561,455,504 £564,319,551

Net amount
receivable from Non-
Domestic Rates

(estimated, 2025-26)

Income from Non-
Domestic Rates

(estimated, 2025-26)

Percentage
split

(Net amount
receivable)

Percentage
split

(Income)

2.1 East West: East £217,914,243 £218,659,895 39% 39%
2.1 East West: West £343,541,261 £345,659,656 61% 61%
2.2 East West: East £272,754,857 £275,733,841 49% 49%
2.2 East West: West £288,700,647 £288,585,710 51% 51%
2.3 North South: North £369,653,759 £371,734,540 66% 66%
2.3 North South: South £191,801,745 £192,585,011 34% 34%
2.4 North South: North £302,519,227 £304,573,287 54% 54%
2.4 North South: South £258,936,277 £259,746,264 46% 46%
Three unitaries: West £226,207,827 £226,460,797 40% 40%
Three unitaries: North £184,467,966 £186,360,112 33% 33%
Three unitaries: East £150,779.,711 £151,498,642 27% 27%

In ferms of this metric, 2.2 East/West is the most similar model, with Business rates
income spread almost exactly equally between the two unitaries.

Source: National non-domestic rates collected by councils - GOV.UK



https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-non-domestic-rates-collected-by-councils

Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

SERVICE DELIVERY: Local government service provision and
residents

Lower-tier authorities deliver a range of services within their own borders, and Surrey
County Council delivers its services across the whole of the county.

Services may be universal or targeted to those with particular needs. The new
unitaries will need to amalgamate and standardise lower-tier services across their new
geographic footprints and take up disaggregated services from the county council.
In the case of the latter, it is essential that county budgets be appropriately divided
based on established patterns of historic and current demands as well as (to some
extent) anticipated future needs and demands.

This section examines the geographic distribution of selected service delivery
volumes.
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Appendix 2 — Evidence base for our preferred geography

SERVICE DELIVERY: Adult Social Care .
. . . % split
Estimated splif of Estimated split of % split
total ASC net
total ASC net . OfASC
2025/26 budget Council o i

. 2025/26 care 7 elarve
excluding ASC ax Need

package budget i ~ome eeas

granfs Formula
2.1 East West: East £252m 49% £218m 49% 47% 45%
2.1 East West: West £264m 51% £221m 51% 53% 55%
2.2 East West: East £287m 56% £246m 55% 55% 55%
2.2 East West: West £230m 44% £193m 45% 45% 45%
2.3 North South: North £243m 47% £201m 46% 55% 57%
2.3 North South: South £273m 53% £238m 54% 45% 43%
2.4 North South: North £203m 39% £168m 39% 42% 45%
2.4 North South: South £314m 61% £271m 61% 58% 55%
Three unitaries: West £198m 38% £166m 38% 38% 38%
Three unitaries: North £107m 21% £88m 20% 27% 30%
Three unitaries: East £211m 1% £185m 1% 34% 33%

Adult Social Care (ASC) is the county council’'s biggest area of expenditure, with
£516m of net general fund revenue expenditure budgeted in 2025/26 excluding ASC
grant funding.

The biggest and most volatile area of ASC expenditure is on care packages with total
net expenditure of £439m budgeted in 2025/26.

For financial sustainability purposes, ideally there would be as close a correlation
between the split of expenditure and key funding sources to avoid any one new
unitary being relatively over or under-funded.

East/West 2.2 shows the closest correlation between the estimated split of ASC

expenditure and the two key funding sources — Council Tax income and ASC grants.
East/West 2.1 has the next best correlation. There is less correlation and therefore 1 i
greater financial risk for North/South and the three unitary model.

Source: Surrey County Council Finance team
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Children’s Social Care

Split of Split of CSC

Estimated split of total

CSC 2025/26 Council Relative
R Tax Needs
expenditure q

income Formula
2.1 East / West: East £42m 44% 47% 45%
2.1 East / West: West £53m 56% 53% 55%
2.2 East / West: East £53m 55% 55% 55%
2.2 East / West: West £43m 45% 45% 45%
2.3 North / South: North £54m 57% 55% 54%
2.3 North / South: South £41m 43% 45% 46%
2.4 North / South: North £42m 44% 42% 43%
2.4 North / South: South £53m 56% 58% 57%
Three unitaries: West £36m 37% 38% 38%
Three unitaries: North £30m 31% 27% 28%
Three unitaries: East £30m 31% 34% 35%

Children’s Social Care (CSC) is one of the two key areas of the County Council’s
Children, Families & Lifelong Learning General Fund revenue expenditure, with £95m
of expenditure budgeted in 2025/26 excluding CSC grant funding.

For financial sustainability purposes, ideally there would be as close a correlation
between the split of expenditure and key funding sources to avoid any one new
unitaries being relatively over or under-funded.

East/West 2.2 shows the closest correlation between the estimated split of CSC
expenditure and the two key funding sources — Council Tax income and CSC grants.

All the other geography options show less correlation with the three unitary option
having the greatest degree of difference between how it is modelled and how CSC
costs may be split (subject to shadow authority decisions) compared to funding splits.

Source: Surrey County Council Finance team
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Home to School Transport

Estimated split of total Split of

Home to School Council
Transport 2025/26 Tax

expenditure income
2.1 East / West: East £33m 44% 47%
2.1 East / West: West £43m 56% 53%
2.2 East / West: East £41m 54% 55%
2.2 East / West: West £35m 46% 45%
2.3 North / South: North £42m 54% 55%
2.3 North / South: South £35m 46% 45%
2.4 North / South: North £34m 45% 42%
2.4 North / South: South £42m 55% 58%
Three unitaries: West £29m 38% 38%
Three unitaries: North £21m 28% 27%
Three unitaries: East £26m 34% 34%

Home to School Transport is one of the two key areas of the county council’s Children,
Families & Lifelong Learning General Fund revenue expenditure, with £77m of
expenditure budgeted in 2025/26 excluding CSC grant funding.

For financial sustainability purposes, ideally there would be as close a correlation
between the split of expenditure and key funding sources to avoid any one new
unitary being relatively over or under-funded.

North/South 2.3 shows the closest correlation between the estimated split of Home to
School Transport expenditure and the two key funding sources — Council Tax income
and government grants.

The correlation is also fairly close for the three unitary model and East/West 2.2
options. There is less correlation for the North/South 2.4 and East/West 2.1 options.

Source: Surrey County Council Finance team
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Adult Social Care packages, Children’s Social

Care and Home to School Transport combined

25/26 25/26 25/26 Total ASC
Unita ASC net Children’s | Home to care % of Council
o ﬁoZ Unitary care Social School packages, total Tax Difference
P packages Care Transport CSC & spend income
spend spend spend H2ST

East £218m £42m £33m £293m 48% 47% 0.9%
SR west £221m £53m £43m £317m 52% 53% 0.9%

Total Surrey £439m £95m £77m £610m 100% 100%

East £246m £53m £41m £339m 56% 55% 0.7%
@Qeff’“ 7| west £193m £43m £35m £271m 44% 45% 07%

Total Surrey £439m £95m £77m £610m 100% 100%

North £201m £54m £42m £296m 49% 55% -6.1%
gfu'ﬁhc’”h 71 south £238m £41m £35m £314m 51% 45% 61%

Total Surrey £439m £95m £77m £610m 100% 100%

North £168m £42m £34m £243m 40% 42% -1.8%
zaromn/ | soutn £271m £53m £42m £367m 60% 58% 1.8%

Total Surrey £439m £95m £77m £610m 100% 100%

West £166m £36m £29m £23Tm 38% 38% -0.6%
Three
unitaries North £88m £30m £21m £139m 23% 27% -4.5%
West / East £185m £30m £26m £241m 39% 34% 51%
North / East

Total Surrey £439m £95m £77m £610m 100% 100%

Looking at the total position for the three biggest areas of General Fund expenditure
on ASC and Children Families and Lifelong Learning services, the two East/West
options show the best correlation between the modelled split of costs compared to
how Council Tax income as the biggest source of funding is split.

North/South (particularly option 2.3) and three unitary model show less correlation
and are therefore not recommended as this would result in atf least one unitary being

relatively over or under funded.

Source: Surrey County Council Finance team
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Waste collection and disposal, 2023/24

Waste collection and disposal is a key function for all twelve Surrey councils. The
lower-tier local authorities are waste collection authorities, with key responsibility for
roadside collection of waste from homes. Surrey County Council is a waste disposal
authority, with responsibilities for the ultimate removal of waste collected. New
obligations to standardise collections apply by March 2026 and 2027 (Simpler
Recycling in England: policy update - GOV.UK).

Total LA Household Non- Sent for Notsent % sent for % not
collected | totalwaste | household | recycling/ for recycling / sentfor | Note: Surrey County Council is
waste (tonnes) totalwaste | composting/ recycling | composting/ | recycling aWaste DISPOSAL Authority:
(tonnes) (tonnes) reuse (tonnes) | (tonnes) reuse
Elmbridge 53,265 53,112 154 28,806 24,459 54.1% 45.9% 528,719 tonnes total
Epsom and Ewell 29,679 27,907 1,772 14,869 14,810 50.1% 49.9%
Guildford 55,684 | 51,389 4,295 30,629 25,056 | 55.0% 45.0% | of which:
Mole Valley 32,939 32,813 126 18,545 14,394 56.3% 43.7% 509,064 tonnes Household waste
Reigate and 56,378 | 53,851 2,527 29,343 27,036 | 52.0% 48.0% | 19 656 tonnes nan-housshold waste
Runnymede 30,457 28,296 2,161 13,327 17,130 43.8% 56.2%
Spelthorne 35,680 35,119 572 15,698 19,992 44.0% 56.0% 284,189 sent for recycling / composting
Surrey Heath 32,200 | 32,060 141 18,014 13,286 58.7% 41.3% | /reuse (53.8%)
Tandridge 33,148 32,598 550 18,903 14,246 57.0% 43.0%
Waverley 46,371 46,292 79 26,383 19,988 56.9% 43.1% 244,530 not sent for recycling (46.2%)
Woking 36,469 35,409 1,060 19,998 16,471 54.8% 45.2%
2.1 EastWest: East 205,409 200,281 5,129 110,466 94,945 54% 46%
2.1 East West: West 236,871 228,565 8,308 124,949 111,923 53% 47%
2.2 EastWest: East 241,099 235,400 5,701 126,164 114,937 52% 48%
2.2 East West: West 201,181 193,446 7,736 109,251 91,931 54% 46%
2.3 North South: North 243,765 235,385 8,383 127,372 116,394 52% 48%
2.3 North South: South 198,515 193,461 5,054 108,043 90,474 54% 46%
2.4 North South: North 190,500 182,273 8,229 98,566 91,935 52% 48%
2.4 North South: South 251,780 246,573 5,208 136,849 114,933 54% 46%
Three unitaries: West 170,724 165,150 5,575 95,924 74,801 56% 44%
Three unitaries: North 119,412 116,527 2,887 57,831 61,581 48% 52%
Three unitaries: East 152,144 147,169 4,975 81,660 70,486 54% 46%

Surrey County Council waste management will still need to be quantified and sabarated for disaggregation of duties to the new unitaries.

Total LA Household Non-household Sent for recycling Not sent for
collected total waste  total waste / composting / recycling
waste (tonnes) (tonnes) (tonnes) reuse (tonnes) (tonnes)
2.1 East West: East 46.4% 46.7% 38.2% 46.9% 45.9%
2.1 East West: West 53.6% 53.3% 61.8% 53.1% 54.1%
2.2 East West: East 54.5% 54.9% 42 4% 53.6% 55.6%
2.2 East West: West 45.5% 451% 57.6% 46.4% 44 4%
2.3 North South: North 55.1% 54.9% 62.4% 54.1% 56.3%
2.3 North South: South 44.9% 45.1% 37.6% 45.9% 43.7%
2.4 North South: North 43.1% 42.5% 61.2% 41.9% 44 4%
2.4 North South: South 56.9% 57.5% 38.8% 58.1% 55.6%
Three unitaries: West 38.6% 38.5% 41.5% 40.7% 36.2%
Three unitaries: North 27.0% 27.2% 21.5% 24.6% 29.8%
Three unitaries: East 34.4% 34.3% 37.0% 34.7% 34.1%

In ferms of this metric, 2.1 East/West is the most similar model, with the least variation in
total tonnage collected, proportion deriving from households and non-households,
and recycling / composting / reuse rates between the two unitaries. Note however
that variation in both East/West unitary models is generally close to a 55:45 split, and
that non-household waste collection has the least variation for 2.2 East/West.

Both North/South models have increasing variation (with most waste generated in the
North for 2.3 and the South for 2.4), and the three unitary model has an excess of ‘
waste collection in the West compared to the other unitaries in the model. )

Source: Local authority collected waste management - annual results - GOV.UK Bt



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/simpler-recycling-in-england-policy-update/simpler-recycling-in-england-policy-update
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/simpler-recycling-in-england-policy-update/simpler-recycling-in-england-policy-update
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-collected-waste-management-annual-results
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Support to Schools

Currently, the county council provides support to state-maintained schools across the
county; this function will move to the new unitaries. The tables below show the
number of current school places, by location of the school.

Number of Published Admission Numbers (Pupil places) by school type, 2024-25

academic year

Academy Community Foundation Free ‘ Voluntary ‘ Voluntary = TOTAL | Percentage
Aided Controlled PUPILS | of all pupils

ElImbridge 9.799 2,188 2,190 | 1,413 1,110 638 | 17,338 10.7%
Epsom and Ewell 9.975 1,322 840 12,137 7.5%
Guildford 13,079 2,590 240 35 1,363 360 | 17,667 10.9%
Mole Valley 6,272 1,971 147 1,983 428 | 10,801 6.7%
Reigate and Banstead 9,999 5,946 420 | 1,620 3.780 21,765 13.5%
Runnymede 7,557 2,370 900 840 11,667 7.2%
Spelthorne 10,772 1.885 630 1,494 14,781 9.2%
Surrey Heath 9.973 685 840 630 12,128 7.5%
Tandridge 7,734 1.015 210 1,835 10,794 6.7%
Waverley 13,243 1,037 1,020 2,442 210 | 17,952 11.1%
Woking 9.800 9200 1,500 780 990 420 | 14,390 8.9%
2.1 East West: East 43,779 12,442 2,820 | 3,180 9,548 1,066 | 72,835 45.1%
2.1 East West: West 64,424 9,467 4,230 | 1,715 7,759 990 | 88,585 54.9%
2.2 East West: East 54,551 14,327 3,450 | 3,180 11,042 1,066 | 87,616 54.3%
2.2 East West: West 53,652 7,582 3,600 | 1,715 6,265 990 | 73,804 45.7%
2.3 North South: North 60,980 10,618 5,400 | 3,128 6,427 1,418 | 87,971 54.5%
2.3 North South: South 47,223 11,291 1,650 | 1,767 10,880 638 | 73,449 45.5%
2.4 North South: North 51,181 8,430 3,210 | 1,715 5,317 780 | 70,633 43.8%
2.4 North South: South 57,022 13,479 3,840 | 3,180 11,990 1,276 | 90,787 56.2%
Three unitaries: West 46,095 5,212 3,600 815 5,425 990 | 62,137 38.5%
Three unitaries: North 28,128 6,443 2,820 | 2,313 3,444 638 | 43,786 27.1%
Three unitaries: East 33,980 10,254 630 | 1,767 8,438 428 | 55,497 34.4%

In terms of this meftric, 2.2 East/West shows the least variation in pupil numbers
between unitaries, marginally more similar than 2.3 North/South and 2.1 East/West.

The support required from different school types will vary.

Academies: funded directly by the government and have more independence. They
are not required to follow the national curriculum, although they must teach certain
core subjects.

Community Schools: Controlled by the local council and not influenced by businesses
or religious groups.

Foundation Schools: Similar to community schools, but with more freedom to make
their own decisions.

Voluntary Aided Schools: Funded by the local authority, but with a foundation or trust
(often religious) contributing to building costs and having significant influence.

Voluntary Controlled Schools: Similar to voluntary aided schools, but with less
autonomy.

Source: internal data supply, Surrey County Council i
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Libraries

Library services are a statutory function delivered across the county by Surrey County
Council from 52 distinct sites and the Library Direct Home Service. Size of libraries vary

significantly, with our two largest flagship libraries located in Guildford and Woking,
and ten Community Partnered Libraries — run by volunteers but supported by Surrey
County Council staff. The service also currently serves prison libraries under contract
(two in Reigate and Banstead, one in Guildford, one in Surrey Heath).

Annual Annual Current

library library registered

issues footfall borrowers
Elmbridge 617,362 342,508 41,029
Epsom and Ewell 396,189 | 298,128 17,303
Guildford 366,761 171,991 46,395
Mole Valley 365,396 210,190 16,084
Reigate and Banstead 563,806| 377,645 41,721
Runnymede 200,222 145,515 18,605
Spelthorne 291,559 185,528 20,424
Surrey Heath 235,962 119,242 24,103
Tandridge 295,900 140,694 12,918
Waverley 569,909 323,943 34,442
Woking 463,586 266,318 47,759
SURREY County 4,366,652 2,581,702 | 320,782

Annual
library
issues

Annual
library
fooftfall

Current | % split
registered (issues)

borrowers

% split | % split
(footfall) | (borrowers)

2.1 East West: East 2,238,653 1,369,165 |129,054 51.3% 53.0% 40.2%
2.1 East West: West 2,127,999 1,212,537 191,728 48.7% 47 0% 59.8%
2.2 East West: East 2,530,212| 1,554,693 | 149,478 57.9% 60.2% 46.6%
2.2 East West: West 1,836,440| 1,027,009 |171,304 42.1% 39.8% 53.4%
2.3 North South: North 2,175,452 1,231,102 198,315 49 8% 47 7% 61.8%
2.3 North South: South 2,191,200| 1,350,600 |122,467 50.2% 52.3% 38.2%
2.4 North South: North 1,558,090 888,594 | 157,286 35.7% 34.4% 49.0%
2.4 North South: South 2,808,562 | 1,693,108 |[163,496 64.3% 65.6% 51.0%
Three unitaries: West 1,636,218 881,494 | 152,699 37.5% 34.1% 47.6%
Three unitaries: North 1,109,143 673,551 80,058| 25.4% 26.1% 25.0%
Three unitaries: East 1,621,291 1,026,657 88,025| 37.1% 39.8% 27 A%

In terms of this metric, 2.3 North/South is the most similar model for the number of issues and
footfall, with 2.4 North/South most similar for the number of registered borrowers. Note though
that both borrowers and visitors are not restricted to Surrey residents. Continued membership
of the South East Libraries Management Services consortium is envisaged such that users
would remain free to use any site regardless of their originating authority. Also note that no
model supports an easy disaggregation of assets and stock.

Source: Surrey County Council Libraries services, internal data provision s
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Registrations of births, deaths and ceremonies

Surrey Register Offices operate out of five locations, covering births, deaths and
ceremonies for the whole of the county. Each proposed unitary would include at least
one of the legacy offices, at least two for each of the two unitary models.

Live births Deaths Registry
registered, registered, Offices
2023 2023
Elmbridge 1,285 1,172 1
Epsom and Ewell 745 687
Guildford 1,320 1,174 1
Mole Valley 675 963 1
Reigate and Banstead 1,545 1,357 1
Runnymede 880 827
Spelthorne 1,155 874
Surrey Heath 850 871 1
Tandridge 850 897
Waverley 1,090 1,356
Woking 1.080 813
SURREY County 11,475 10,991 5

Live births

registered,
2023

Deaths
registered,

Registry
Offices

% split
(births)

% split
(deaths)

% split
(offices)

2.1 East West: East 5,100 5,076 3| 44.4% 46.2% 60%
2.1 East West: West 6,375 5,915 2| 55.6% 53.8% 40%
2.2 East West: East 6,255 5,950 3| 54.5% 54.1% 60%
2.2 East West: West 5,220 5,041 2| 45.5% 45.9% 40%
2.3 North South: North 6,570 5,731 3| 57.3% 52.1% 60%
2.3 North South: South 4,905 5,260 2| 42.7% 47 9% 40%
2.4 North South: North 5,285 4,559 2| 46.1% 41.5% 40%
2.4 North South: South 6,190 6,432 3| 53.9% 58.5% 60%
Three unitaries: West 4,340 4,214 2| 37.8% 38.3% 40%
Three unitaries: North 3,320 2,873 1 28.9% 26.1% 20%
Three unitaries: East 3,815 3,904 2| 33.2% 35.5% 40%

In terms of this meftric, the North/South models best approximate equity for the volume
of annual births and deaths: 2.4 North/South is the most similar for birth numbers, 2.3
North/South most similar for death numbers. However, 2.2 East/West shows lower
variation across both measures combined. Both East/West models show low variation
between unitaries; the gap between 2.3 North/South and 2.4 North/South is wider.
Source: Live births - Office for National Statistics

Death reqistrations and occurrences by local authority and health board - Office for National Statistics
Birth, death and ceremonies - Surrey County Council



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/livebirths
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/causesofdeath/datasets/deathregistrationsandoccurrencesbylocalauthorityandhealthboard
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SERVICE DELIVERY: Highways maintenance

As the Highways Authority for the county, Surrey County Council
currently maintains over 3,000 miles of public highways. A
separation by lower-tier authority has been supplied by the
Highways service beneath.

Miles of | Backlog,

road £M
EiImbridge 249 19.7
Epsom and Ewell 132 18.2
Guildford 426 38.9
Mole Valley 332 28.1
Reigate and 305 32.5
Banstead
Runnymede 174 11.9
Spelthorne 175 22.7
Surrey Heath 235 17.7
Tandridge 337 24.0
Waverley 466 39.8
Woking 190 21.9
SURREY County 3,021 275.4
Miles of Backlog, % split % split
road £M (miles) (backlog)
2.1 East West: East 1,355 123 | 44.9% 44.5%
2.1 East West: West 1,666 153 | 55.1% 55.5%
2.2 East West: East 1,530 145 | 50.6% 52.7%
2.2 East West: West 1,491 130 | 49.4% 47.3%
2.3 North South: North 1,449 133 | 48.0% 48.2%
2.3 North South: South 1,572 143 | 52.0% 51.8%
2.4 North South: North 1,200 113 | 39.7% 41.1%
2.4 North South: South 1,821 162 | 60.3% 58.9%
Three unitaries: West 1,317 118 | 43.6% 43.0%
Three unitaries: North 598 54 19.8% 19.7%
Three unitaries: East 1,106 103 | 36.6% 37.3%
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In terms of this meftric, 2.2 East/West shows the least variation between modelled
unitaries for inheritable road miles, with this being distributed almost exactly between
unitaries. The associated backlog of maintenance spend on these roads is divided
most equitably for model 2.3 North/South — note that this represents anticipated
expenditure on a backlog of repair works, and actual road mileage and regular
traffic use would be a better long-term predictor of requirement.

Source: Surrey County Council Internal dataset, Highways department

Pothole reports and repairs statistics | Surrey-i
Road lengths in Great Britain: 2023 - GOV.UK
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https://www.surreyi.gov.uk/dataset/vd30o/pothole-reports-and-repairs-statistics
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/road-lengths-in-great-britain-2023/road-lengths-in-great-britain-2023
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DEMOCRACY AND GOVERNANCE .

Currently, the two-tier nature of local government in the county means separate and
distinct elections for the political representation on eleven lower-tier authorities and
the county councillors.

There are currently 81 county councillors, 453 district and borough councillors, in
addition to 87 parish councils. Parish councils will continue in their current form, but
the 534 existing lower-tier and upper-tier elected members will reduce significantly to
one set of councillors per unitary authority, and a county-wide Elected Mayor.

2,
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17
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DEMOCRACY AND GOVERNANCE: Number of currently elected
councillors, and Parish councils

Although the exact number and nature of elected seats for each unitary remains to
be finalised, a comparison of the current number of elected councillors and of parish
councils to each proposed unitary is informative as to the likely equity of each model.

Number of | Number of Number
Borough / | County of Parish

District Councillors  Councils
Councillors
Elmbridge 48 9 1
Epsom and Ewell 35 5 0
Guildford 48 10 23
Mole Valley 39 6 13
Reigate and Banstead 45 10 2
Runnymede 41 6 0
Spelthorne 39 7 0
Surrey Heath 35 6 4
Tandridge 43 6 22
Waverley 50 9 22
Woking 30 7 0
SURREY County 453 81 87
Number of Number of Number % split % split % split
Borough / | County of Parish | (B/D (County (e [{Hy}
District Councillors | Councils councillors) Councillors) councils)
Councillors
2.1 East West: East 210 36 38 46.4% 44.4% 43.7%
2.1 East West: West 243 45 49 53.6% 55.6% 56.3%
2.2 East West: East 249 43 38 55.0% 53.1% 43.7%
2.2 East West: West 204 38 49 45.0% 46.9% 56.3%
2.3 North South: North 241 45 28 53.2% 55.6% 32.2%
2.3 North South: South 212 36 59 46.8% 44.4% 67.8%
2.4 North South: North 193 36 27 42.6% 44.4% 31.0%
2.4 North South: South 260 45 60 57.4% 55.6% 69.0%
Three unitaries: West 163 32 49 36.0% 39.5% 56.3%
Three unitaries: North 128 22 1 28.3% 27.2% 1.1%
Three unitaries: East 162 27 37 35.8% 33.3% 42.5%

In terms of this metric, the two East/West models tie exactly for closeness to equity on
the number of parish councils each unitary would need to work alongside. The 2.2
East/West model also shows least variation for the current fransposition of county
councillor seats to the new unitaries. 2.3 North/South comes closest to equity for a
division of existing borough and district councillors. Both North/South models carry
significant variation for the number of parish councils, as does the three unitary
model.

Source: Internal Surrey County Council data, sourced from individual council websites, March 2025
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Appendix 3: Borrowing position in Surrey

The level of 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 level of debt. In March 2025, the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) responded to the Inspectors’
Best Value report for Spelthorne Borough Council, proposing a minded to
intervention package linked to debt related financial issues.

County wide authorities held £5.7 billion of external debt at the end of January
2025 and have a combined underlying borrowing requirement, known as the
Capital Financing Requirement (CFR), based on historic capital investment
decisions of £7.8 billion.

The underlying need to borrow (CFR) can be further sub-categorised as
follows:
- £0.7 billion (9%) of debt relating to Housing Revenue Accounts.

-  £3.4 billion (44%) of General Fund debt, used to support capital programme
delivery.
- £3.7 billion (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 £327
million'. This equates to 22% of the combined Net Revenue Budgets. This figure
will increase significantly and be concentrated in those unitaries containing
high debt levels. In some district and boroughs the gross financing costs are in
excess of 100% of their net revenue budget.

As part of Exceptional Financial Support (EFS) agreed with government,
Woking Borough Council have deferred circa £96 million of capital financing
costs, (MRP) in 2025/26, along with having a Capitalisation Directive of £75
million relating mainly to interest costs. In the absence of continued EFS, the
new unitaries will inherit a budget gap of at least £171 million.

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

I Note this includes the full amount due for Woking's debft, of which c£96m is unbudgeted ‘1 11241
as has been deferred as part of the Exceptional Financial Support in place. i
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It is accepted that within Woking the level of stranded debt is circa £1.5 billion,
which will continue to rise with ongoing EFS.

Across the 12 authorities, there is income of circa £150 million 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 would therefore lead to
further budget pressures.

Jointly agreed position for final submission

A fundamental objective of LGR 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 solutfions 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.

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 the letter to the Minister, with a
focused requirement for writing off the ‘stranded’ debt identified above in
relation to Woking Borough Council as part of the government’s considerations
within the 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 also 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 managed debt and liability profiles.
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While the business case has identified efficiencies that can be delivered
through LGR, 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 the government’s Fair Funding Review (FFR).
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Annex: Debt position in proposed unitary options

The tables below, show indicative splits of the capital financing costs
associated with the existing borrowing across Surrey local authorities, across 1,2
and 3 unitary options.

Notes:
¢ The allocation of Surrey County Council’s Net Revenue Budget and capital

financing costs is based on Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) weighted
population for illustrative purposes only. Final allocations will require
significant further work and decisions made by shadow authorities on
capital and revenue budgets.

e The tables below show the gross borrowing costs. It should be noted that
the local authorities across Surrey have 2025/26 budgeted income of circa.
£150m from interest and investment activities. This has not been taken into
account below as it fluctuates from year to year and commercial income is
subject to particular volatility.

e 2025/26 capital financing costs have been used to illustrate current scale, it
is also important to note that due to the use of annuity methodology for
Minimum Revenue Provision calculation in a number of authorities policies,
the capital financing costs are not flat and gradually increase over the
medium-term planning period.

e The figures for Woking Borough Council exclude the deferral of financing
costs as part of EFS, so represent the total due, not total budgeted.

1 Single unitary

Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsasa%
Financing Revenue  of Net D i
Costs  Budget Revenue I s B
£m £m Budget »

Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12% B 4
Epsom & Ewell 2.7 10.3 27% e
Guildford 3.2 17.9 18%
Mole Valley 3.4 12.1 28% Sridtent
Reigate & Banstead 1.1 22.4 5%
Runnymede 18.3 10.8 170%
Spelthorne 38.5 17.1 225%
Surrey CC 72.0 1,274.7 6%
Surrey Heath 9.8 21.8 45%
Tandridge 2.6 13.8 19%
Waverley 1.1 17.5 6%
Woking 171.7 23.6 728%
Total 327.4 1,465.7 22%
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22% of the total combined net revenue budget would be required to cover
the annual capital financing costs of the existing debt.

2 Unitaries

East / West (2.1)
Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsasa%
Financing Revenue of Net
Costs Budget Revenue
£m £m Budget —
East Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12% ey oy Rty
Epsom & Ewell 2.7 10.27 27% Lt
Mole Valley 3.4 12.12 28%
Reigate & Banstead 1.1 22.35 5%
Tandridge 2.6 13.84 19%
Illustrative SCC split 32.2 570.13 6% o
45.0 652.4 7% . Fondeidge
West Guildford 3.2 17.92 18%
Runnymede 18.3 10.76 170%
Spelthorne 38.5 17.14 225%
Surrey Heath 9.8 21.82 45%
Waverley 1.1 17.46 6%
Woking 171.7 23.58 728%
Illustrative SCC split 39.8 704.57 6%
282.4 813.3 35%

With 35% of the net revenue budget needing to be spent on capital financing costs, it
is likely that the West unitary would require EFS.

East / West (2.2)
Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsasa%
Financing Revenue of Net
Costs Budget Revenue
£m £m Budget
East Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12%
Epsom & Ewell 2.7 10.27 27%
Mole Valley 3.4 12.12 28%
Reigate & Banstead 1.1 22.35 5%
Spelthorne 38.5 17.14 225% e
Tandridge 2.6 13.84 19%
Illustrative SCC split 39.5 699.07 6%
90.7 798.5 11%
West Guildford 3.19 17.92 18%
Runnymede 18.34 10.76 170%
Surrey Heath 9.82 21.82 45%
Waverley 1.11 17.46 6%
Woking 171.67 23.58 728%
Ilustrative SCC split 32.50 575.63 6%
236.6 667.2 35% n
7
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With 35% of the net revenue budget needing to be spent on capital financing costs, it
is likely that the West unitary would require EFS from government.

North / South (2.3)

Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsasa%
Financing Revenue of Net
Costs Budget Revenue

£m £m Budget
North Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12% D) s o s
Guildford 3.2 17.9 18% =
Runnymede 18.3 10.8 170%
Spelthorne 38.5 17.1 225%
Surrey Heath 9.8 21.8 45%
Woking 171.7 23.6 728% et
Illustrative SCC split 40.3 713.6 6%
284.7 828.5 34%
South Epsom & Ewell 2.74 10.27 27%
Mole Valley 3.4 12.12 28%
Reigate & Banstead 1.13 22.35 5%
Tandridge 2.6 13.84 19%
Waverley 1.11 17.46 6%
Illustrative SCC split 31.67 561.07 6%
42.7 637.1 7%

With 34% of the net revenue budget needing to be spent on capital financing costs, it
is likely that the North unitary would require EFS from government.

North / South (2.4)

Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsasa%
Financing Revenue of Net
Costs Budget Revenue

LEGEND
£m £m Budget E —
North  Guildford 32 179 18% =
Runnymede 18.3 10.8 170% Smisige

Spelthorne 38.5 17.1 225%
Surrey Heath 9.8 21.8 45%
Woking 171.7 23.6 728%
Illustrative SCC split 32.8 581.1 6%
274.3 672.3 41%
South Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12%
Epsom & Ewell 2.7 10.3 27%
Mole Valley 3.4 12.1 28%
Reigate & Banstead 1.1 22.4 5%
Tandridge 2.6 13.8 19%
Waverley 1.1 17.5 6%
Ilustrative SCC split 39.2 693.6 6%
53.0 793.3 7%

With 41% of the net revenue budget needing to be spent on capital financing costs, it i
is highly likely that the North unitary would require EFS from government. iz
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3 Unitaries

Gross
Financing
Total Net Costsas a
Financing Revenue % of Net
Costs Budget Revenue

£m £m Budget
North Elmbridge 2.9 23.7 12%
Runnymede 18.3 10.8 170%
Spelthorne 38.5 17.1 225%
Illustrative SCCsplit 20.6 364.2 6%
80.3 415.8 19%
East Epsom & Ewell 2.7 10.27 27%
Mole Valley 3.4 12.12 28%
Reigate & Banstead 1.1 22.35 5%
Tandridge 2.6 13.84 19%
Illustrative SCCsplit 24.7  437.62 6%
34.6 496.2 7%
West Guildford 3.2 17.9 18%
Surrey Heath 9.8 21.8 45%
Waverley 1.1 17.46 6%
Woking 171.7 23.6 728%
Illustrative SCCsplit 26.7 472.9 6%
212.5 553.7 38%

With 38% of the net revenue budget needing to be spent on capital financing costs, it
is highly likely that the West unitary would require EFS from government, it is also likely
that the North would also struggle with financial sustainability with capital financing
costs af 19%.
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. Appendix 4 — Target operating models for the new councils

Appendix 4: Target operating models for the
new councils

Operating model design principles for the new unitary councils

Outcomes
Shift to prevention

Community engagement

Customer experience

Partnerships People & Culture Commissioning

Finances

1 e Focus on outcomes - for individuals, families,
neighbourhoods, communities and businesses

o Shift to prevention - understanding the root causes of
problems and acting early to the benefit of residents and
communities and more effective use of resources
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2 ¢ Balance scale with strong local community engagement -
using economies of scale to deliver consistent high-quality
services, while working alongside local residents, groups
and other partners to address local priorities and build
capacity for action

3 e Join up customer experiences - connecting customer
access points and data insights to enable a simplified and
more proactive approach, acting on feedback and
delivering services that meet people's needs at the right
time and in the right way

4 e Grow strong partnerships - delivering critical services the
councils are responsible for while also working in partnership
with all other agencies - including the Mayoral Strategic
Authority (MSA) — to support improved outcomes. In
addition to direct service delivery this will sometimes involve
coordinating, convening, influencing, signposting or
regulating, enabling communities and partnerships to take
the lead

5 e Embed high performance cultures - ensuring a culture of
high expectations and values-based support where
employees put the needs of residents first, collaborate
effectively with others, and are supported with a strong
career development offer, flexibility and rewarding job roles

6 ¢ Strengthen commissioning - developing smart
commissioning approaches that maximise economies of
scale —including big picture insights, strategic collaboration
with providers, and market shaping alongside the MSA —
and use local insight and co-design techniques so services
and offers are responsive and effective for residents and
communities

7 e Leverage dataq, digital and technology - using digital, data
and technology to drive innovation, meeting residents’
needs in more efficient, accessible and effective ways, and
strengthening engagement and collaboration
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8 e Optimise use of land and assets - making best use of
physical locations to simplify and improve the customer
experience and create a resilient, modern, more
environmentally sustainable and value for money asset
base

9 ¢ Financial sustainability - ensuring sound and effective
financial management and governance that can underpin
the delivery of high quality, sustainable and value for
money public services

The relationship between the MSA and new unitary authorities will be a crucial
part of the operational designs for the new councils and will feature in all the
design principles set out here.
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Appendix 5: Our approach to engagement

Resident Engagement

Face to face
engagement:
“Let’'s Talk”
sessions

During April, we ran drop-in sessions in libraries across Surrey
to meet directly with residents and explain the proposals in
detail.

The sessions will continue during the summer months, both
within libraries and at a wide range of community events
across the county.

The first event at Staines library was attended by 20 residents
and questions mostly centred on how services would
change, debt management and election postponement.

Face to face
engagement:
library staff

Library staff at Surrey’s 52 libraries were among the first to be
briefed on LGR, in anticipation of those who may be
digitally excluded (without access to a computer, smart
phone or the internet) and enquiring directly with libraries.

Library staff have been updating residents face to face
throughout the process, offering both printed versions of
proposals and assisting visitors with accessing the proposals
and FAQs online, via the library computers available in
every Surrey library.

Surrey’s libraries will hold printed versions of the final plans
and will continue with face to face briefings.

Face to face
engagement:
Community Link
Officers

Surrey County Council’'s network of Community Link Officers,
based in District and Boroughs, have been engaging
directly with residents, answering questions and pointing
them to more information on the Surrey County Council
website.

Local media
coverage

Media coverage has been secured in news outlets,
including:
e Localradio statfions, local papers and locally-focused
websites
¢ National media coverage such as BBC News and its
websites
e Local magazines and opinion columns

Media coverage can be tracked against a rise in web visits
to the bespoke LGR pages on Surrey County Council’s
website. This is seen in early February where a high point in
online media coverage is mirrored in the Surrey County
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. Council LGR webpage visit figures.

There have been 447 Surrey County Council related LGR
media items across, print, TV, online, radio and magazines,
with a cumulative potential audience reach of 6.9 million
people (1 January — 15 April).

Digital We actively manage a wide range of social media sites on
engagement: multiple platforms and post bespoke information, static
social media posts and explanatory videos that encourage very high

engagement. We also post into other social media
community groups where discussions have ‘tagged’ Surrey
County Council and have created content specifically for
young people and shared this on our dedicated social
media channel for that audience.

We are actively listening to residents on social media and
responding to questions quickly and accurately. Responses
are written by named individuals who consistently use a
professional and warm tone to effectively aid online
discussions, pointing to facts and further information
sources. For example;

Comment:
What does the reorganisation mean for SEND
children and parentsg

Response:

Hi Angela - there are no immediate changes to the
operation of our services. Throughout this
reorganisation, our vital work supporting residents
will continue. Local government reorganisation has
faken place in several areas in the last decade,
including Dorset, Cumbria, Northamptonshire and
Wiltshire. We'll be talking fo colleagues in other parts
of the country to understand their experience and
fo ensure a smooth transition of services. Thanks,
Sally

Questions that have not been raised previously are added
to our online FAQs, for others to view.

Between 1 and 28 February 2025 we were tagged into 594
comments about local government reorganisation and
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devolution. 427 of these messages were on Facebook,
analysed and responded to, as appropriate.

We are posting and responding on all our social media
platforms.

Digital As of the start of April, 10,592 unique visitors have visited
engagement: Surrey County Council's LGR dedicated webpage. Since 5
website February, those pages have generated over 500 responses
feedback via the *Was this page helpfule’ feedback tool.

Digital Our award-winning newsletter is sent directly to 222,000
engagement: residents inboxes every month, and has regularly featured
Surrey’s digital information about devolution and LGR.

newsletter

Surrey Matters

Open rate on LGR articles is consistently high and generates
questions from residents that are fed back into proposals
and FAQs:

February: 9,024 clicks

March: 6,366 clicks

April: 2,730 clicks

Telephone
engagement:
contact centre

Our customer contact centre has received five emails and
three calls so far (as of 10 April 25). The majority of these
enquiries required further information or saw the customer
referred to the website.

Representative
surveying via
our online panel

We have undertaken some initial research with a
representative sample of residents via our online panel to
understand what outcomes they would most like to see
resulting from LGR, and this has helped to shape this
proposal.

The panel is comprised of ¢.1,400 residents that are broadly
representative of Surrey’s core demographics.

This is a fool we will continue to use to understand resident
views. So far, the three outcomes most important to
residents are:

1. Better value for money when delivering services (60%)
2. Clearer accountability (45%)
3. A more financially resilient council (37%)

558 residents were interviewed between 12-26 February.
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Schools Regular updates provided to over 500 Surrey schools via our
weekly School’s Bulletin, with signposts to more information
and support.

Business Updates have been provided to local businesses via

engagement established networks, and through three partner briefings.

Some local businesses have engaged with us on social
media.

Surrey County Council Staff Engagement:

Bespoke intranet
hub

A bespoke staff intfranet hub was created holding all LGR
related information, including regularly updated FAQs.

Views up to15 April exceed 4,500.

Dedicated inbox

A dedicated internal email inbox receives all LGR
enquiries and responses are given within five days

Bespoke town

Over 2,700 staff members attended an in-person and

hall session online bespoke town hall session. Feedback identified that
86% of staff surveyed felt informed about the LGR process
following the session.

Manager’s Surrey County Council managers have attended monthly

briefing session

briefing sessions and provided with a regularly updated
managers’ information pack.

Directorate
specific
communications

Surrey County Council’s directorate leads have been
proactive in presenting LGR information directly to their
staff, to ensure tailored information on the process is
received and that open lines of communication are
available. Public Health, Children’s and Adults services
and Land and Property have all held specific sessions on
LGR. Further work on the staff infranet’s dedicated LGR
pages will allow for directorate specific questions and
answers, as every department’s staff have bespoke
queries as to their future work and the broader future of
the organisation.
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Partner and External Stakeholder Engagement

Engaging
strategic
partners

The primary mechanism for engaging key partners in the
process of developing the interim plan and the final
proposal for LGR in Surrey was through items to the Health
and Wellbeing and Integrated Care Partnership Board
(HWB/ICP). This group’s membership includes the NHS,
voluntary sector, Surrey Police, Surrey Fire and Rescue
Service, education partners and district and borough
councils. As such, it acts as a key mechanism for keeping
key partners informed and engaged.

Alongside the HWB/ICP items, dedicated partner briefings
were hosted by the Leader of Surrey County Council. One
briefing took place prior to the submission of the interim
plan and focused on updating partners on the impact of
the English Devolution White Paper and the ongoing work
to submit an interim plan to Government. The second
briefing covered the work to develop the final plan and
the impact this would have on Surrey, its residents and
partners. The briefing took a specific focus on community
engagement and asked partners to help shape how the
newly formed unitary councils would build on the towns
and villages approach to build robust and effective links
intfo local communities.

Furthermore, items on LGR have been presented into
existing partner meetings including Surrey Heartlands
meetings, the Surrey Interfaith Forum, the Surrey Forum,
and the Surrey Charities Forum, allowing information to be
cascaded out to wider partners where they already meet.

Engaging Surrey
County Council
elected
members

Surrey County Council elected members were kept
engaged through regular All Member Briefings.

Two briefings took place prior to the submission of the
interim plan which engaged members on the initial
options appraisal and the infended submission content.

Two further briefings were held ahead of the final plan
being submitted. The first focused on towns and villages
and the importance of local community engagement
under the new unitaries. The second focused on the
further analysis that had taken place, and informed the
case being put forward to government in the final
proposal for LGR in Surrey.

In addition, scrutiny was a key part of the engagement of
this work. Prior to the submission of the interim plan, a
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. Member Reference Group was engaged. This group
included Select Committee Chairs and Vice Chairs, as
well as the Group Leaders. The group successfully
reviewed and commented on the interim plan before its
submission to government. In the leadup to the final plan
deadline, the existing Select Committee Chairs and Vice
Chairs group was asked to review and comment on the
work to develop the final plan.

Ahead of both the interim plan and final plan submission,
the proposals and a commentary report were taken
through Full Council ahead of Cabinet. This allowed all
Surrey County Council elected members to discuss the
proposals prior to Cabinet deciding whether they should
be submitted.

A bespoke Members' Infranet Hub was created to
provide them with direct access to all Surrey’s LGR
information and bespoke Member's FAQs that are
regularly updated. Updates will be shared through this as
well as Members’ regular newsletter.

Engaging with The Interim Plan consisted of a joint Part A and two
district and separately authored Part Bs. In order to discuss and reach
borough council | consensus of the joint Part A. Surrey Leaders and Chief
Leaders and Executives regularly met to discuss and agree on its

Chief Executives | contents. This led to a successful joint submission of Part A
of the Interim Plan.
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Jim McMahon OBE MP
» Minister of State for Local Government and
.. . English Devolution
M|n|St|’y Of HOUSIng, EoMngtr)snham Street
Communities & SW1P 4DF
Local Government

To: Leaders of all two-tier councils and
neighbouring unitary authorities

16 December 2024

Dear Leaders

The English Devolution White Paper published today sets out how the Government
plans to deliver on our manifesto pledge to transfer power out of Westminster
through devolution and to fix the foundations of local government. You will receive
under separate cover a letter outlining the ambition and key elements of the White
Paper, but | also wanted to write to areas which might be in scope for a joint
programme of devolution and local government reorganisation, to set out a clear
process and key milestones.

The Government’s long-term vision is for simpler structures which make it much
clearer for residents who they should look to on local issues, with fewer politicians
able to focus on delivering. Local government reorganisation, alongside devolution
over a large strategic geography, can drive economic growth whilst delivering
optimal public services. To help deliver these aims, we will facilitate local
government reorganisation in England for two-tier areas and for unitary councils
where there is evidence of failure, or where their size or boundaries may be
hindering an ability to deliver sustainable, high-quality public services.

Given how much interest there has been, and will continue to be in this programme, |
am writing now to all councils in two-tier areas, and to neighbouring smaller unitary
authorities, to give you further detail and to set out our plans to work with you over
the coming months.

Local government reorganisation

My intention is to formally invite unitary proposals in January 2025 from all councils
in two-tier areas, and small neighbouring unitary councils. In this invitation, | will set
out further detail on the criteria | will consider when taking decisions on the proposals
that are submitted to Government. | intend to ask for interim plans by March 2025.
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As set out in the White Paper, new unitary councils must be the right size to achieve
efficiencies, improve capacity and withstand financial shocks. For most areas, this
will mean creating councils with a population of 500,000 or more. However, there
may be exceptions to ensure new structures make sense for an area, including on
devolution. Final decisions will be made on a case-by-case basis. We will ask you to
work with other councils in your area to develop unitary proposals that are in the best
interests of the whole area, rather than developing competing proposals.

Devolution

We are clear that reorganisation should not delay devolution. Plans should be
complementary, with devolution remaining the overarching priority. In January, we
will therefore also set out which areas will be included in our Devolution Priority
Programme, aimed at places ready to come together under the sensible geography
criteria set out in the White Paper and wishing to progress to an accelerated
timescale. This will be with a view to inaugural mayoral elections in May 2026. This
is an exciting programme and there has already been significant interest even before
the White Paper was published.

| am aware that different places will be in different stages of their devolution journey.
While some will already have an existing strategic authority, others may be in the
process of establishing one, and others still may need reorganisation to take place
before they can fully benefit from devolution.

| also understand that delivering these ambitious plans for devolution and for local
government reorganisation will be a significant change. It will be essential for
councils to work with local partners, including MPs, to develop plans for sustainable
unitary structures capable of delivering the high-quality public services that residents
need and deserve.

Transition and implementation

We are under no illusion about the scale of issues facing local government. It is in all
our interests to make sure we are avoiding unnecessary spend at a time when
budgets are already tight, so we will be working with sector partners to avoid use of
expensive consultants wherever possible.

My department will be working closely with the Local Government Association,
District Councils Network, County Councils Network and others, to develop a shared
understanding of how reorganisation can deliver the best outcomes for local
residents and businesses. We have a collective responsibility to ensure councils are
better supported throughout reorganisation. This will include preparing robust
proposals with evidence, standing up new unitary councils ready for vesting day and
work to deliver the significant opportunities that are possible by creating suitably
sized unitary structures. We will take a phased approach and expect to deliver new
unitary authorities in April 2027 and 2028.
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Timelines and next steps

| have heard from some areas that the timing of elections affects their planning for
devolution, particularly alongside reorganisation. To help manage these demands,
alongside our objectives on devolution, and subject to meeting the timetable outlined
in this letter, | am minded-to lay secondary legislation to postpone local council
elections from May 2025 to May 2026.

However, | will only do this where this will help the area to deliver both reorganisation
and devolution to the most ambitious timeframe — either through the Devolution
Priority Programme or where reorganisation is necessary to unlock devolution or
open up new devolution options. There will be two scenarios in which | will be willing
to postpone elections;

- Areas who are minded-to join the Devolution Priority Programme, where they
will be invited to submit reorganisation proposals to Government by Autumn
2025.

- Areas who need reorganisation to unlock devolution, where they will be
invited to submit reorganisation proposals to Government by May 2025.

For any area in which elections are postponed, we will work with areas to move to
elections to new ‘shadow’ unitary councils as soon as possible as is the usual
arrangement in the process of local government reorganisation.

For all other areas elections will take place as scheduled in May 2025, and | will
invite in January proposals for reorganisation to be submitted to Government by
Autumn 2025.

To lay the relevant legislation to postpone elections, | will need a clear commitment
to devolution and reorganisation aims from upper-tier councils in an area, including a
request from the council/s whose election is to be postponed, on or before Friday 10
January. This request must set out how postponing the election would enable the
council to make progress with reorganisation and devolution in parallel on the
Devolution Priority Programme, or would speed up reorganisation and enable the
area to benefit from devolution as quickly as possible once new unitary structures
are in place.

| am working together with my colleague and fellow Minister, Baroness Taylor, who
will host a webinar with leaders and chief executives of councils to discuss the next
steps | have outlined in this letter. | hope you will be able to attend that

discussion.

| welcome your views on any matters raised in this letter. As set out above, | will
require a clear commitment to delivering both reorganisation and devolution to the
most ambitious timeframe, with any request to delay council elections by Friday 10
January. Please respond or direct any queries to
EnglishDevolutionLGEnquiries@communities.gov.uk.

Page 234


mailto:EnglishDevolutionLGEnquiries@communities.gov.uk

| look forward to working with you to build empowered, simplified, resilient and
sustainable structures for local government. | am copying this letter to council Chief
Executives, and where relevant to Best Value Commissioners. | am also copying this
letter to local Members of Parliament, and where relevant to Mayors of combined
(county) authorities, and Police (Fire) and Crime Commissioners.

Yours ever,

= meadon .

JIM MCMAHON OBE MP
Minister of State for Local Government and English Devolution
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Clir Tim Oliver OBE

Leader of Surrey County Council

S U R R E Y Woodhatch Plac.e
COUNTY COUNCIL 11 Cockshqt Hill
Reigate

Surrey

RH2 8EF

02085418003

tim.oliver@surreycc.gov.uk

Jim McMahon OBE MP
Minister for Local Government and English Devolution
[by email]

Wednesday 8 January 2025

Dear Minister,
RE: Devolution and Local Government Reform for Surrey

| welcome the clarification contained in the English Devolution White Paper of the Government’s
commitment to transfer power closer to communities, helping all places in England to realise their
full potential. | share the Paper's ambitions for boosting the country’s economic prospects and
reforms to strengthen the efficiency and effectiveness of our public services.

In March 2024, Surrey County Council agreed a Level 2 Devolution Framework Agreement and
implementation is well underway. It is clear to me that reforming the structure of local government is
an enabler to unlocking the full benefits of further devolution for the county. This was recognised at
meetings of our Council and Cabinet on 8 January. The Leaders of all councils in Surrey also met
on 7 January to discuss how we can collectively harness the opportunities presented through the
White Paper.

The current two-tier structure of local government in Surrey, comprising 12 sovereign local
authorities, is fragmented and in a number of areas inefficient which inevitably diverts resources
away from delivering the services that residents rightly expect. | believe reorganisation would provide
more streamlined and cost-effective services for Surrey, enabling us to achieve further efficiencies
and deliver better outcomes for our residents and communities.

Local government reorganisation is a crucial stepping stone to further devolution for Surrey, to
enable our communities to take more control of their own destinies. This county already has a very
strong track record for growth, delivering over £50 billion of Gross Value Added every year, but
further and deeper devolution could lead to even better returns to support this Government’s Plan
for Change to kickstart economic growth.

| am therefore writing to ask you to exercise your Ministerial powers to lay the necessary legislation
to postpone the County Council elections in Surrey, which are due to take place in May 2025. This
will give us the time to work with the Leaders of Surrey’s District and Borough Councils to put together
proposals for local government reform that are necessary to unlock further devolution for Surrey.

Our current two-tier structure will require reorganisation to enable the development of a Mayoral
Strategic Authority (MSA) for Surrey. New unitary elections could then take place in 2026 and a
Mayoral election in 2027. However, mindful of the White Paper’s reference to MSAs usually covering
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places with populations larger than 1.5 million it would also make sense to engage concurrently with
neighbouring authorities to explore the benefits of forming, or joining, an MSA over a larger footprint.

A postponement of the county elections will also allow time to give consideration in any business
case to how we can best manage the unique, significant financial risk of the level of debt currently
held across the Surrey local government footprint. Any proposals for local government reorganisation
will need to adequately consider how to ensure the sustainable operation of any new authority/ies
and we will request the government to write off those debts.

In addition to working with District and Borough Councils, | will also work with MPs, Town and Parish
Councils, businesses, the Police and Health Authorities, the Voluntary, Community and Social
Enterprise sector, and our residents, to build on our ambition of a more integrated set of public
services across the county.

| look forward to starting the conversation with you on the future of Surrey. | am copying this letter to
all Surrey MPs, as well as District and Borough Leaders.

Yours sincerely,

| -

Clir Tim Oliver OBE
Leader of Surrey County Council
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_‘ Jim McMahon OBE MP
. & Minister of State for Local Government and
English Devolution
- ' 2 Marsham Street
Ministry o.f. Housing, - ondon
Communities & SW1P 4DF
Local Government Our reference: MC2025/03733

To: Leaders of two-tier councils in Surrey:
Elmbridge Borough Council
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council
Guildford Borough Council
Mole Valley District Council
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
Runnymede Borough Council
Spelthorne Borough Councll
Surrey County Council
Surrey Heath Borough Council
Tandridge District Council
Waverley Borough Council
Woking Borough Council 5 February 2025

Dear Leaders,

This Government has been clear on our vision for simpler, more sustainable, local
government structures, alongside a transfer of power out of Westminster through devolution.
We know that councils of all political stripes are in crisis after a decade of decline and
instability. Indeed, a record number of councils asked the government for support this year
to help them set their budgets.

This new government will not waste this opportunity to build empowered, simplified, resilient
and sustainable local government for your area that will increase value for money for council
taxpayers. Local leaders are central to our mission to deliver change for hard-working people
in every corner of the country through our Plan for Change, and our councils are doing
everything they can to stay afloat and provide for their communities day in, day out. The
Government will work closely with you to deliver these aims to the most ambitious timeline.

| am writing to you now to formally invite you to work with other council leaders in your area
to develop a proposal for local government reorganisation, and to set out further detail on
the criteria, guidance for the development of proposals, and the timeline for this process. A
formal invitation with guidance for the development of your proposals is attached at Annex
A. This invitation sets out the criteria against which proposals will be assessed.

Developing proposals for reorganisation

We expect there to be different views on the best structures for an area, and indeed there
may be merits to a variety of approaches. Nevertheless, it is not in council taxpayers’ interest
to devote public funds and your valuable time and effort into the development of multiple
proposals which unnecessarily fragment services, compete against one another, require
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lengthy implementation periods or which do not sufficiently address local interests and
identities.

The public will rightly expect us to deliver on our shared responsibility to design and
implement the best local government structures for efficient and high-quality public service
delivery. We therefore expect local leaders to work collaboratively and proactively, including
by sharing information, to develop robust and sustainable unitary proposals that are in the
best interests of the whole area to which this invitation is issued, rather than developing
competing proposals.

This will mean making every effort to work together to develop and jointly submit one
proposal for unitary local government across the whole of your area. The proposal that is
developed for the whole of your area may be for one or more new unitary councils and
should be complementary to devolution plans. It is open to you to explore options with
neighbouring councils in addition to those included in this invitation, particularly where this
helps those councils to address concerns about their sustainability or limitations arising from
their size or boundaries or where you are working together across a wider geography within
a strategic authority.

| understand there will be some cases when it is not possible for all councils in an area to
jointly develop and submit a proposal, despite their best efforts. This will not be a barrier to
progress, and the Government will consider any suitable proposals submitted by the relevant
local authorities.

Supporting places through change

It is essential that councils continue to deliver their business-as-usual services and duties,
which remain unchanged until reorganisation is complete. This includes progress towards
the Government’s ambition of universal coverage of up-to-date local plans as quickly as
possible. To support with capacity, | intend to provide some funds for preparing to take
forward any proposal, and | will share further information later in the process.

Considering the efficiencies that are possible through reorganisation, we expect that areas
will be able to meet transition costs over time from existing budgets, including from the
flexible use of capital receipts that can support authorities in taking forward transformation
and invest-to-save projects.

The default position is that assets and liabilities remain locally managed by councils, but we
acknowledge that there are exceptional circumstances where there has been failure linked
to capital practices. Where that is the case, proposals should reflect the extent to which the
implications of this can be managed locally, including as part of efficiencies possible through
reorganisation, and Commissioners should be engaged in these discussions. We will
continue to discuss the approach that is proposed with the area.

| welcome the partnership approach that is being taken across the sector to respond to the
ambitious plans set out in the White Paper. My department will continue to work closely with
the Local Government Association (LGA), the District Councils Network, the County
Councils Network and other local government partners to plan how best to support councils
through this process. We envisage that practical support will be needed to understand and
address the key thematic issues that will arise through reorganisation, including managing
service impacts and opportunities for the workforce, digital and IT systems, and leadership
support.
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Timelines and next steps for interim plans and full proposals

We ask for an interim plan to be submitted on or before 21 March 2025, in line with the
guidance set out in the attached Annex. My officials will provide feedback on your plan to
help support you to develop final proposals.

Given the urgency of creating sustainable unitary local government for Surrey, | have
decided to make legislation to postpone the local elections in your area from May 2025 to
May 2026 to provide additional capacity for speeding up reorganisation. This will also enable
Surrey to benefit from devolution as quickly as possible once new unitary local government
is in place. My department will now work with your area to facilitate reorganisation to the
most ambitious timeframe possible.

| will expect any full proposal to be submitted by 9 May. If | decide to implement any
proposal, and the necessary legislation is agreed by Parliament, we will work with you to
move to elections to new ‘shadow’ unitary councils as soon as possible as is the usual
arrangement in the process of local government reorganisation.

Following submission, | will consider any and all proposals carefully before taking decisions
on how to proceed. My officials are available throughout to discuss how your reorganisation
and devolution aspirations might work together and what support you think you might need
to proceed.

This is a once in a generation opportunity to work together to put local government in your
area on a more sustainable footing, creating simpler structures for your area that will deliver
the services that local people and businesses need and deserve. As set out in the White
Paper, my commitment is that clear leadership locally will be met with an active partner
nationally.

| am copying this letter to council Chief Executives, and to Best Value Commissioners. | am
also copying this letter to local Members of Parliament, and the Police and Crime
Commissioner.

Yours sincerely,

JIM MCMAHON OBE MP
Minister of State for Local Government and English Devolution
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Annex A

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN HEALTH ACT 2007

INVITATION FOR PROPOSALS FOR A SINGLE TIER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government, in exercise of
his powers under Part 1 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act
2007 (‘the 2007 Act’), hereby invites any principal authority in the area of the county of
Surrey, to submit a proposal for a single tier of local government.

This may be one of the following types of proposal as set out in the 2007 Act:

Type A — a single tier of local authority covering the whole of the county concerned

Type B — a single tier of local authority covering an area that is currently a district, or two
or more districts

Type C — a single tier of local authority covering the whole of the county concerned, or
one or more districts in the county; and one or more relevant adjoining areas

Combined proposal — a proposal that consists of two or more Type B proposals, two or
more Type C proposals, or one or more Type B proposals and one or more Type C
proposals.

Proposals must be submitted in accordance with paragraphs 1 to 3:

1.
2.

Any proposal must be made by 9 May 2025.

In responding to this invitation an authority must have regard to the guidance from the
Secretary of State set out in the Schedule to this invitation, and to any further guidance
on responding to this invitation received from the Secretary of State.

An authority responding to this invitation may either make its own proposal or make a
proposal jointly with any of the other authorities invited to respond.

Signed on behalf of the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government.

UV

F KIRWAN

A senior civil servant in the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government

5 February 2025
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SCHEDULE

Guidance from the Secretary of State for proposals for unitary local
government.

Criteria for unitary local government

1. A proposal should seek to achieve for the whole of the area concerned the
establishment of a single tier of local government.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Proposals should be for sensible economic areas, with an appropriate tax base which
does not create an undue advantage or disadvantage for one part of the area.

Proposals should be for a sensible geography which will help to increase housing
supply and meet local needs.

Proposals should be supported by robust evidence and analysis and include an
explanation of the outcomes it is expected to achieve, including evidence of estimated
costs/benefits and local engagement.

Proposals should describe clearly the single tier local government structures it is
putting forward for the whole of the area, and explain how, if implemented, these are
expected to achieve the outcomes described.

Unitary local government must be the right size to achieve efficiencies,

improve capacity and withstand financial shocks.

a)
b)

c)

d)

As a guiding principle, new councils should aim for a population of 500,000 or more.
There may be certain scenarios in which this 500,000 figure does not make sense for
an area, including on devolution, and this rationale should be set out in a proposal.
Efficiencies should be identified to help improve councils’ finances and make sure
that council taxpayers are getting the best possible value for their money.

Proposals should set out how an area will seek to manage transition costs, including
planning for future service transformation opportunities from existing budgets,
including from the flexible use of capital receipts that can support authorities in taking
forward transformation and invest-to-save projects.

For areas covering councils that are in Best Value intervention and/or in receipt of
Exceptional Financial Support, proposals must additionally demonstrate how
reorganisation may contribute to putting local government in the area as a whole on
a firmer footing and what area-specific arrangements may be necessary to make new
structures viable.

In general, as with previous restructures, there is no proposal for council debt to be
addressed centrally or written off as part of reorganisation. For areas where there are
exceptional circumstances where there has been failure linked to capital practices,
proposals should reflect the extent to which the implications of this can be managed

locally, including as part of efficiencies possible through reorganisation.
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3. Unitary structures must prioritise the delivery of high quality and sustainable
public services to citizens.

a)

b)

c)

Proposals should show how new structures will improve local government and
service delivery, and should avoid unnecessary fragmentation of services.

Opportunities to deliver public service reform should be identified, including where
they will lead to better value for money.

Consideration should be given to the impacts for crucial services such as social care,
children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and for wider public services including
for public safety.

4. Proposals should show how councils in the area have sought to work
together in coming to a view that meets local needs and is informed by local
views.

a)

b)

c)

It is for councils to decide how best to engage locally in a meaningful and constructive
way and this engagement activity should be evidenced in your proposal.

Proposals should consider issues of local identity and cultural and historic
importance.

Proposals should include evidence of local engagement, an explanation of the views
that have been put forward and how concerns will be addressed.

5. New unitary structures must support devolution arrangements.

a)

b)

Proposals will need to consider and set out for areas where there is already a
Combined Authority (CA) or a Combined County Authority (CCA) established or a
decision has been taken by Government to work with the area to establish one, how
that institution and its governance arrangements will need to change to continue to
function effectively; and set out clearly (where applicable) whether this proposal is
supported by the CA/CCA /Mayor.

Where no CA or CCA is already established or agreed then the proposal should set
out how it will help unlock devolution.

Proposals should ensure there are sensible population size ratios between local
authorities and any strategic authority, with timelines that work for both priorities.

6. New unitary structures should enable stronger community engagement and
deliver genuine opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment.

a)
b)

Proposals will need to explain plans to make sure that communities are engaged.

Where there are already arrangements in place it should be explained how these will
enable strong community engagement.

Developing proposals for unitary local government
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The following matters should be taken into account in formulating a proposal:

Boundary Changes

a) Existing district areas should be considered the building blocks for your proposals, but

where there is a strong justification more complex boundary changes will be considered.

b) There will need to be a strong public services and financial sustainability related

justification for any proposals that involve boundary changes, or that affect wider public
services, such as fire and rescue authorities, due to the likely additional costs and
complexities of implementation.

Engagement and consultation on reorganisation

a)

b)

d)

f)

We expect local leaders to work collaboratively and proactively, including by sharing
information, to develop robust and sustainable unitary proposals that are in the best
interests of the whole area to which this invitation is issued, rather than developing
competing proposals.

For those areas where Commissioners have been appointed by the Secretary of State
as part of the Best Value Intervention, their input will be important in the development of
robust unitary proposals.

We also expect local leaders to engage their Members of Parliament, and to ensure there
is wide engagement with local partners and stakeholders, residents, workforce and their
representatives, and businesses on a proposal.

The engagement that is undertaken should both inform the development of robust
proposals and should also build a shared understanding of the improvements you expect
to deliver through reorganisation.

The views of other public sector providers will be crucial to understanding the best way
to structure local government in your area. This will include the relevant Mayor (if you
already have one), Integrated Care Board, Police (Fire) and Crime Commissioner, Fire
and Rescue Authority, local Higher Education and Further Education providers, National
Park Authorities, and the voluntary and third sector.

Once a proposal has been submitted it will be for the Government to decide on taking a
proposal forward and to consult as required by statute. This will be a completely separate
process to any consultation undertaken on mayoral devolution in an area, which will be
undertaken in some areas early this year, in parallel with this invitation.
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Interim plans

An interim plan should be provided to Government on or before 21 March 2025. This should
set out your progress on developing proposals in line with the criteria and guidance. The
level of detalil that is possible at this stage may vary from place to place but the expectation
is that one interim plan is jointly submitted by all councils in the area. It may be the case
that the interim plan describes more than one potential proposal for your area, if there is
more than one option under consideration. The interim plan should:

a)
b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

identify any barriers or challenges where further clarity or support would be helpful.

identify the likely options for the size and boundaries of new councils that will offer the
best structures for delivery of high-quality and sustainable public services across the
area, along with indicative efficiency saving opportunities.

include indicative costs and arrangements in relation to any options including planning
for future service transformation opportunities.

include early views as to the councillor numbers that will ensure both effective
democratic representation for all parts of the area, and also effective governance and
decision-making arrangements which will balance the unique needs of your cities,
towns, rural and coastal areas, in line with the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England guidance.

include early views on how new structures will support devolution ambitions.

include a summary of local engagement that has been undertaken and any views
expressed, along with your further plans for wide local engagement to help shape your
developing proposals.

set out indicative costs of preparing proposals and standing up an implementation team
as well as any arrangements proposed to coordinate potential capacity funding across
the area.

set out any voluntary arrangements that have been agreed to keep all councils involved
in discussions as this work moves forward and to help balance the decisions needed
now to maintain service delivery and ensure value for money for council taxpayers, with
those key decisions that will affect the future success of any new councils in the area.
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\ G0 Jim McMahon OBE MP

h % Minister of State for Local Government and
- . ) English Devolution

Ministry of Housing, 2 Marsham Street

Communities & SW1P 4DF

Local Government

Our reference: MC2025/02958

Councillor Tim Oliver OBE,
Leader of Surrey County Council

5 February 2025

Dear Clir Oliver

On 16 December 2024 | wrote to you advising that | was considering laying secondary
legislation to postpone local council elections from May 2025 to May 2026, only in those
areas where | am certain that postponing the election is necessary to help the area to
deliver both reorganisation and devolution to the most ambitious timeframe — either through
the Devolution Priority Programme or where reorganisation is necessary to unlock
devolution or open up new devolution options.

Thank you for your subsequent letter to me setting out your request to postpone the Surrey
County Council election from May 2025 to May 2026. | am very conscious of the work you
would have undertaken locally to support such a letter and am grateful for your commitment
and rapid engagement. | have carefully considered your request and given the urgency of
creating sustainable unitary local government for the county area of Surrey, | have decided
to agree to postpone the county election from May 2025 to May 2026. This will provide
councils in this area additional capacity for speeding up reorganisation, and it will also
enable Surrey to benefit from devolution as quickly as possible once new unitary local
government is in place.

There was rightly a very high bar for postponing any local election and | am clear
postponing the election to 2026 will support Surrey to deliver both reorganisation and
devolution to the most ambitious timeframe.

| am laying the legislation necessary to postpone the May 2025 election for one year and to
extend councillors’ terms of office accordingly. The legislation will also postpone the
changes to the County’s electoral divisions made in recent boundary changes legislation,
so they come into effect alongside the May 2026 election. This will ensure that any
vacancies arising before May 2026 will be filled at by-elections on the current boundaries.

Today | provided an update on how the Government is taking forward its commitment to
deliver the most ambitious programme of devolution this country has seen, and manifesto
pledge to fix the foundations of local government. You will receive your statutory invitation
for local government reorganisation separately, alongside all councils in your area, which
will set out next steps for developing new unitary proposals.
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| remain grateful for the leadership and commitment you have demonstrated on progressing
with devolution and reorganisation and look forward to working with you to deliver these
changes.

| am copying this letter to your Chief Executive. | am also copying this letter to the Surrey
District and Borough Leaders, the Commissioners at Woking Borough Council, Surrey
Members of Parliament and Police and Crime Commissioners.

Yours sincerely,

/M m covatonta

JIM MCMAHON OBE MP
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__ Jim McMahon OBE MP
& Minister of State for Local Government and
English Devolution
MInIStry Of HOUSIng’ Ministry of Housing, Communities
Communities & and Local Government
2 Marsham Street
Local Government London SW1P 4DF

www.gov.uk/mhclg
Leaders of Surrey Councils
By email
24 March 2025

Dear Leaders,

Thank you for sharing your progress on the development of your proposals for local
government reorganisation by 21 March. | am grateful for your hard work and commitment
to get to this stage. | look forward to reading your interim plan for simplifying local
government structures, to more sustainably and efficiently deliver for your communities.

Taken together this represents the largest single package of reform of local government in
England for over a half a century, and it provides a once in a generation opportunity to
rebuild the foundations of local government so that is it is fit to face the challenges ahead
with confidence.

To support the continued development of proposals, my department will provide feedback
on your interim plan. You can expect to receive this next week. My officials will also schedule
meetings with your officers to discuss the feedback and any further support we can offer
during that week. My department will continue to be available throughout the process to
discuss your plans for local government reform and devolution. | encourage you to draw
upon them as you continue to develop your proposals.

My department, in collaboration with the Local Government Association, is hosting a webinar
to discuss the next steps for the LGR programme following the submission of interim plans.
The webinar will also outline the support plans moving forward. The webinar is scheduled
for Thursday 3 April, from 2:30pm to 3:30pm and is intended for officers. An invitation will
be sent to your Chief Executives shortly.

| look forward to receiving your final submission in May. | will then thoroughly consider the
final proposals before deciding on how to proceed. | am copying this letter to your Chief
Executives together with the Woking Borough Council Commissioners, Surrey MPs and the
Police and Crime Commissioner.

Yours sincerely,

m et .

{ =
A

JIM MCMAHON OBE MP
Minister of State for Local Government and English Devolution
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&4

Ministry of Housing,
Communities &
Local Government

4 April 2025
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANISATION
INTERIM PLAN FEEDBACK: SURREY

To the Chief Executives of:
EImbridge Borough Council

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council,
Guildford Borough Council

Mole Valley District Council
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
Runnymede Borough Council
Spelthorne Borough Council
Surrey County Council

Surrey Heath Borough Council
Tandridge District Council
Waverley Borough Council

Woking Borough Council

Overview:

Thank you for submitting your interim plans. The amount of collaboration and hard
work from all councils is clear to see across the range of options being considered.
For the final proposals, each council can submit a single proposal for which there must
be a clear single option and geography for the area as a whole.

Our aim for the feedback on interim plans is to support areas to develop final proposals.
This stage is not a decision-making point, and our feedback does not seek to approve
or reject any option being considered.

The feedback provided relates to the following interim plans submitted by Surrey
councils:

. The County and District co-authored LGR interim plan part A, and both parts of
the LGR interim plan part B, authored by the County Council and the District
and Borough Councils.

. The letter submitted by Reigate and Banstead and Crawley councils, regarding
the Surrey/West Sussex boundary.
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We have provided feedback on behalf of central government. It takes the form of:

1. A summary of the main feedback points,
2. Our response to the specific barriers and challenges raised in your plans,
3. An annex with more detailed feedback against each of the interim plan asks.

We reference the guidance criteria included in the invitation letter throughout, a copy
can be found at Letter: Surrey - GOV.UK. Our central message is to build on your
initial work and ensure that the final proposal addresses the criteria and is supported
by data and evidence. We recommend that final proposal(s) should use the same
assumptions and data sets or be clear where and why there is a difference.

Summary of feedback:

1. The criteria ask for proposals covering councils that are in Best Value intervention

and/or in receipt of exceptional financial support to additionally demonstrate how
reorganisation may contribute to putting local government in the area as a whole
on a firmer footing and what area-specific arrangements may be necessary to
make new structures viable.

Also, for areas where there are exceptional circumstances where there has been
failure linked to capital practices, proposals should reflect the extent to which the
implications of this can be managed locally, including as part of efficiencies
possible through reorganisation (see criterion 2).

We note that the County and District co-authored plan shows that greater
efficiencies are available where there is less disaggregation, with the single
unitary enabling the greatest efficiency that could benefit the management
of local debt. Given the scale of the financial challenges facing Surrey, we
would welcome further detail on how the ability to manage debt compares
in each of the different options. As the long-term financial sustainability of
the three unitary option seems most challenging in this context, we will need
more information on how you will manage the risks of disaggregation to
meet the financial sustainability criteria as well as the approach to debt
management.

We suggest meeting to discuss in more detail local proposals for managing
debt.

2. The criteria asks that consideration should be given to the impacts for crucial

services such as social care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and
for wider public services including for public safety (see criterion 3). For all options,
further detail will be helpful on how the different options might impact on
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these services, where there is disaggregation and how risks can be mitigated.

3. The criteria sets out that if a 500,000 population figure does not make sense for an
area, the rationale should be provided (see criterion 2). More detail on those
rationales would be helpful, and you may wish to support existing narratives
with data.

4. We welcome the steps you have taken to come together to prepare proposals as
per criterion 4.

a. Effective collaboration between all councils will be crucial; we would
encourage you to continue to build strong relationships and agree
ways of working, including around effective data sharing. This will
support the development of a robust shared evidence base to
underpin final proposals.

b. In particular, it would be helpful for final proposals to use the same
assumptions and data sets, or be clear where and why there is a
difference.

c. It would be helpful if your final proposal set out how the data and
evidence supports all the outcomes you have included, and how well
they meet the assessment criteria in the invitation letter.

d. You may wish to consider an options appraisal that will help
demonstrate why your proposed approach, overall, best meets the
assessment criteria in the invitation letter compared to any
alternatives, and a counter factual of a single unitary.

Response to specific barriers and challenges raised

1. Joint solution to managing Surrey’s debt

We note the desire for clarity and further discussions around the area’s debt position
and your preferred option for Government to write off the current estimated debt of
£1.5bn. As highlighted above and set out in criterion 2, the default position is that
assets and liabilities remain locally managed by councils, but we acknowledge that
there are exceptional circumstances where there has been failure linked to capital
practices. Where that is the case, proposals should reflect the extent to which the
implications of this can be managed locally, including as part of efficiencies possible
through reorganisation. Commissioners should be engaged in these discussions. It
would be helpful to see further detail in proposals on the projected financial
sustainability of proposed unitaries and how they could manage debt locally (for
example, projections of unitaries’ core funding, operational budget, debt servicing
costs (MRP and interest), General Fund debt/CFR, and the contribution of
transformation/efficiencies). We suggest meeting again to discuss in more detail local
proposals for managing debt.
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2. Preparations for a Mayoral Strategic Authority (MSA)
New unitary structures must support devolution arrangements.

Devolution options and associated timelines will be subject to the option pursued for
reorganisation.

As the co-authored plan notes, under a single unitary model, unlocking devolution
would mean partnering up with neighbouring authorities or joining a neighbouring
mayoral authority. To achieve devolution in this way, the area will need to ensure the
proposed devolution geography meets the criteria set out in the English Devolution
White Paper.

Under both the two or three unitary proposals, devolution could also be explored on a
Surrey-only footprint, subject to achieving sensible population ratios between unitaries
as potential constituent members of a future MSA and what that may mean for
governance options.

The Reigate and Banstead and Crawley proposal does not outline a proposed
devolution geography for the new proposed unitary. Under criterion 5, “New unitary
structures must support devolution arrangements”, we would therefore ask for
information on how the proposal would unlock devolution for the wider area,
particularly in the context of the proposed Sussex and Brighton MSA.

Timing-wise, we would look to explore delivering devolution alongside reorganisation
as far as possible and subject to the outcome of the upcoming Spending Review. This
means we would look to begin the process shortly after new shadow unitary elections.
For the creation of a new MSA, mayoral elections could take place-in the same year
as the new unitary go-live dates. For joining an existing MSA, we would typically look
to align with the MSA’s election cycle.

Subject to the above and timings aligning, the functions for which a future MSA would
be responsible would not require disaggregation. This would include many of the
functions highlighted, including strategic planning, economic development,
regeneration and skills, and employment support.

While we cannot pre-judge devolution decisions, we are happy to discuss further any
eventual transition period between establishing the new unitary authorities and a
potential MSA taking effect.

3. Swift and smooth transition for LGR

We can discuss the best approach for the transition following the final decision on the
proposals. This can include what arrangements may work best for the whole area,
such as a lead SRO at a council and/or what joint working arrangements may work
best for the area.
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4. Timely and constructive feedback on our proposals

This is our feedback to support you to develop final proposal(s), we are open to
providing ongoing support to your work to progress your final plan. Richard Enderby
has been appointed as your MHCLG point person and is ready to engage with the
whole area on issues you wish to discuss further.

5. Capacity funding support

£7.6 million will be made available in the form of local government reorganisation
proposal development contributions, to be split across the 21 areas. Further
information will be provided on this funding, and we recognise that your area’s share
may come after your final proposal have been submitted.

In terms of transitional costs, as per the invitation letter, we expect that areas will be
able to meet transition costs over time from existing budgets, including from the flexible
use of capital receipts that can support authorities in taking forward transformation and
invest-to-save projects. We note the estimate of your transition costs and comment
further on this in the table below.

6. Engagement with Leaders and officers

We are committed to supporting all invited councils equally while they develop any
proposal or proposals.

7. Co-terminosity of public sector services

We welcome the desire to maximise the opportunity for public service reform, and it
would be good to know what you are thinking in more detail to understand how we
might support.

8. Impacts from government funding reforms

Government recently consulted on finance reforms and confirmed that some
transitional protections will be in place to support areas to their new allocations.

Further details on finance reform proposals and transition measures will be consulted
on after the spending review in June.

We will not be able to provide further clarification on future allocations in the meantime
but are open to discussing assumptions further if we can assist in financial planning.

9. Service delivery risks
We welcome your wish to minimise service delivery risk during transition.
10.Consultation

Expectations on engagement and consultation are in the invitation letter. We note the
interim plans set out a range of engagement with stakeholders. As requested, we are
happy to engage further on the consultation requirements in statute.
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ANNEX: Detailed feedback on criteria for interim plan

Overview

Detailed feedback

Identify the likely options
for the size and boundaries
of new councils that will
offer the best structures for
delivery of high-quality and
sustainable public services
across the area, along with
indicative efficiency saving
opportunities.

Relevant criteria:

1 c) Proposals should be
supported by robust
evidence and analysis and
include an explanation of
the outcomes it is expected
to achieve, including
evidence of estimated
costs/benefits and local
engagement

&

2 a-f) - Unitary local
government must be the
right size to achieve
efficiencies, improve
capacity and withstand
financial shocks

&

3 a-c) Unitary structures
must prioritise the delivery
of high quality and
sustainable public services
to citizens

We will assess final proposals against the criteria in the invitation

letter. Referencing criterion 2, it would be helpful to provide:

e Breakdowns that are as detailed as possible for where
efficiency savings will be made, with clarity of assumptions on
how estimates have been reached and the data sources used,
including differences in assumptions between proposals.

¢ Information on the counterfactual against which efficiency
savings are estimated, with values provided for current levels of
spending.

e The inclusion of a single unitary option as a benchmark against
which to consider the potential net savings from two and three
unitary options would be useful.

e A clear statement of what assumptions have been made, and if
the impacts of inflation are taken into account.

e A summary covering sources of uncertainty or risks with
modelling, as well as predicted magnitude and impact of any
unguantifiable costs or benefits.

e Where possible quantified impacts on service provision, as well
as wider impacts.

We recognise that the interim plans set out the financial
assessment is subject to further work. The bullets below indicate
where further information would be helpful across all options. The
level of financial appraisal varied, and we would welcome
significantly more for the Reigate and Banstead and Crawley plan.
As per criterion 2 it could be helpful to see:

e additional data and evidence to set out how your final proposal
would enable financially viable councils, including identifying
which option best delivers value for money for council tax
payers (see criterion 2e).

e further detail on potential finances of new unitaries, for
example, funding, operational budgets, potential budget
surpluses/shortfalls, total borrowing (General Fund), and debt
servicing costs (interest and MRP); and what options may be
available for rationalisation of potentially saleable assets.

e clarity on the underlying assumptions underpinning any
modelling e.g. assumptions of future funding, demographic
growth and pressures, interest costs, Council Tax, savings
earmarked in existing councils’ MTFSs.

¢ financial sustainability both through the period to the creation of
new unitary councils as well as afterwards.

e as per criterion 2f proposals should reflect the extent to which
the implications of how debt can be managed locally, including
as part of efficiencies possible through reorganisation. We
would welcome a greater understanding of the proposals for
managing debt in each of the options, and demonstration of

6
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which option will best support the management of local debt. As
above this could include appraisal of total borrowing and debt
servicing costs within new structures (and assessment of
affordability against funding/operational costs), and the
potential for rationalisation of saleable assets.

e Given the scale of the financial challenges facing Surrey, we
would welcome further detail on how the ability to manage debt
compares in each of the different options. As the long-term
financial sustainability of the three unitary option seems most
challenging in this context, it would be helpful to have more
information on how you will manage the risks of disaggregation
to meet the financial sustainability criteria as well as the
approach to debt management. Relevant commissioners
should be engaged on these discussions.

As set out in criterion 2b proposals for all options not aiming for a
population of 500k it would be helpful to demonstrate why their
preferred population approach makes sense for the area.

We would welcome further details on how services can be
maintained where there is disaggregation, such as social care,
children’s services, SEND, homelessness, and for wider public
services including for public safety. Under criterion 3c) you may
wish to consider:

e What are the potential impacts on services in the plan outlined
by Reigate and Banstead and Crawley: for example, how will
police and fire governance be addressed.

¢ What would the different options mean for local services
provision, for example:

o do different options have a different impact on SEND
services and distribution of funding and sufficiency
planning to ensure children can access appropriate
support, and how will services be maintained?

o What is the impact on adults and children’s care
services? Is there a differential impact on the number of
care users and infrastructure to support them from the
different options?

o What options have you considered for partnership for
joint working across the new unitaries for the delivery of
social care services?

o Do different options have variable impacts as you
transition to the new unitaries, and how will risks to
safeguarding to be managed?

o Do different options have variable impacts on schools,
support and funding allocation, and sufficiency of places,
and how will impacts on school be managed?

o Highway services, across the area under the different
approaches suggested?

Include indicative costs
and arrangements in

¢ We would welcome further clarity on how the assumptions and
data for how the transition costs and efficiencies were
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relation to any options
including planning for
future service
transformation
opportunities.

Relevant criteria - 2d)
Proposals should set out
how an area will seek to
manage transition costs,
including planning for
future service
transformation
opportunities from existing
budgets, including from the
flexible use of capital
receipts that can support
authorities in taking
forward transformation and
invest-to-save projects.

calculated. (see criterion 2d)

We recommend that all options and proposals should use the
same assumptions and data sets or be clear where and why
there is a difference. (linked to criterion 1c)

The estimates for savings are indicative; it would be helpful if
final proposals could provide further details on the methodology
used to aid understanding of the reasons for the differing
savings outcomes between two and three unitary models. (see
criterion 2d)

In response to criterion 2d further detail would also be helpful
on the potential service transformation opportunities and invest-
to-save projects from unitarisation across a range of services -
e.g. consolidation of waste collection and disposal services or
in relation to fire governance, and will different options provide
different opportunities for back-office efficiency savings?

Include early views as to
the councillor numbers that
will ensure both effective
democratic representation
for all parts of the area,
and also effective
governance and decision-
making arrangements
which will balance the
unique needs of your cities,
towns, rural and coastal
areas, in line with the Local
Government Boundary
Commission for England
guidance.

Relevant criteria: 6) New
unitary structures should
enable stronger community
engagement and deliver
genuine opportunity for
neighbourhood
empowerment.

As

per criterion 6 in the invitation letter,

new unitary structures should enable stronger community
engagement and deliver genuine opportunity for neighbourhood
empowerment.

Additional details on how the community will be engaged,
specifically how the governance, participation and local voice
will be addressed to strengthen local engagement and
democratic decision-making would be helpful.

In final proposal(s) we would welcome detail on your plans for
neighbourhood-based governance, impact on parish councils,
and thoughts about formal neighbourhood partnerships and
area committees.

We welcome the early view you have provided of councillor
numbers, which we will be sharing with the LGBCE.

Include early views on how
new structures will support
devolution ambitions.

As the co-authored plan notes, under a single unitary model,
unlocking devolution would mean partnering up with
neighbouring authorities or joining a neighbouring mayoral
authority. If considering this route, under criterion 5, the area

8
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Relevant Criteria: 5) New
unitary structures must
support devolution
arrangements.

Specifically 5b) Where no
CA or CCA is already
established or agreed then
the proposal should set out
how it will help unlock
devolution.

should ensure the proposed geography meets the criteria set
out in the English Devolution White Paper

Under both the two or three unitary proposals, devolution could
also be explored on a Surrey only footprint, subject to achieving
sensible population ratios between unitaries as potential
constituent members of a future MSA and what that may mean
for governance options. We would welcome more details on
how the proposals would ensure these sensible ratios.

The Reigate and Banstead and Crawley proposal does not
outline a proposed devolution geography for the new proposed
unitary. Under criterion 5, we would ask for information on how
the proposal would unlock devolution for the wider area,
particularly in the context of the proposed Sussex and Brighton
MSA.

Timing-wise, we would look to explore delivering devolution
alongside reorganisation as far as possible and subject to the
outcome of the upcoming Spending Review. For the creation of
a new MSA, mayoral elections could potentially take place in
the same year as the new unitary go-live dates. For joining an
existing MSA, we would typically look to align with the MSA’s
election cycle.

Subject to the above and timings aligning, the functions for
which a future MSA would be responsible with would not
require disaggregation. This would include many of the
functions highlighted, including strategic planning, economic
development, regeneration and skills, and employment support.

While we cannot pre-judge devolution decisions, we are happy
to discuss further any eventual transition period between
establishing the new unitary authorities and a potential MSA
taking effect.

Across all proposals, looking towards a potential future MSA, it
would be beneficial to go beyond the unlocking of devolution
and provide an assessment that outlines if there are benefits
and disadvantages in how each option would interact with a
strategic authority and best benefit the local community.

You may also wish to include how any proposal considers the
new housing and regeneration and adult skills powers being
conferred by upcoming legislation to Surrey County Council as
part of the recently confirmed non-mayoral agreement, and on
how the area will exercise devolved functions once new
unitaries are formed.
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Include a summary of local
engagement that has been
undertaken and any views
expressed, along with your
further plans for wide local
engagement to help shape
your developing proposals.

Relevant criteria: 6a&b)
new unitary structures
should enable stronger
community engagement
and deliver genuine
opportunity for
neighbourhood
empowerment

We welcome your interim update against criterion 6, and the
engagement undertaken so far and your plans for the future. It
is for you to decide how best to engage locally in a meaningful
and constructive way with residents, voluntary sector, local
community groups and councils, public sector provider such
health policy and fire, and business to inform your proposal.

You may wish to engage in particular with those who may be
affected by disaggregation of services It would be helpful to
see detail that demonstrates how local ideas and views have
been incorporated into any final proposal.

Set out indicative costs of
preparing proposals and
standing up an
implementation team as
well as any arrangements
proposed to coordinate
potential capacity funding
across the area.

Relevant criteria: Linked to
2d) Proposals should set
out how an area will seek
to manage transition costs,
including planning for
future service
transformation
opportunities from existing
budgets, including from the
flexible use of capital
receipts that can support
authorities in taking
forward transformation and
invest-to-save projects.

We would welcome further detail in any final proposal over the
level of cost and the extent to which the costs are for delivery of
the unitary structures or for transformation activity that delivers
benefits — noting the interim plan indicates the implementation
cost covers both (see criterion 2d)

Set out any voluntary
arrangements that have
been agreed to keep all
councils involved in
discussions as this work
moves forward and to help
balance the decisions
needed now to maintain
service delivery and ensure
value for money for council
taxpayers, with those key

We welcome the ways of working together you have outlined in
the interim plan (see criterion 4). Effective collaboration
between all councils will be crucial; areas will need to build
strong relationships and agree ways of working, including
around effective data sharing.

This will enable you to develop a robust shared evidence base
to underpin final proposals (see criterion 1c). We recommend
that final proposals should use the same assumptions and data
sets or be clear where and why there is a difference.

10
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decisions that will affect the
future success of any new
councils in the area.

Relevant criteria: 4 a-c)
Proposals should show
how councils in the area
have sought to work
together in coming to a
view that meets local
needs and is informed by
local views.
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Clir Tim Oliver OBE EImbridge Borough Council
Leader of the Council Civic Centre
Surrey County Council High Street

Esher

Surrey KT10 9SD

Date: 23 April 2025

Dear Tim

Local Government Reorganisation - 2 Unitary option for
Surrey

As we work towards final local government reorganisation (LGR) submission across
the county, we wanted to take the opportunity to reaffirm our position with you, as
well as provide some supplementary information that may support the options
appraisal that underpins the final plan for the 2 unitary option.

Our position

We hold firm the belief that LGR wouldn’t be the first choice of our residents. Whilst
we recognise the benefits of streamlining and transforming services across a wider
scale, the speed of the process, particularly with the exceptional Surrey timescales
could put services at risk. This coupled with the significant debt across Surrey may
mean that our residents are faced with increased costs. Having said that, we must
still work pragmatically to achieve the best outcome for residents now that the
Government has set us on this path.

Throughout this process, Elmbridge has maintained an open-minded stance
regarding the optimal number of new unitary authorities. Our primary goal is to
ensure the best interests of EImbridge, as well as Surrey as a whole. Our decision
will be grounded in robust evidence and data. We will continue to analyse, research,
and scrutinise all options until we are confident that the best solution for unitarisation
in Surrey has been identified. We are committed to being open and transparent
about our approach and the work being undertaken to reach the final submission,
and this letter forms part of this approach.

The 2 unitary option

As you will have seen, we have made clear our concerns on the options for 3 unitary
options being developed by some Surrey districts and boroughs. In the interest of
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transparency, we would like to outline our preferred configuration for Surrey across
the 2 unitary option, as well as some of the data used to support this.

Having reviewed the Surrey interim proposal, we think if this is progressed, an
East/West split such as the options set out below could make the most sense for
EImbridge. Our preference for this would be the 2.1 set out below.

LEGEND
[0 Surrey County boundary
B Area
B Area2

There are a number of factors to this that we believe will help develop the proposal
for two unitary councils further:

Place

The larger geographies of the proposed two unitary councils could offer more
flexibility in meeting housing needs across the unitary areas. By working over a
broader region, we could potentially minimise the impact on the character and
appearance of ElImbridge.

Some of the key place factors that we feel support the 2.1 model for Surrey for
include:

e Spelthorne is connected to Surrey Heath, Woking and Runnymede by a
principal road network (A30/M3) and rail network (Reading to Waterloo).

e Spelthorne’s only connection to EImbridge is Walton Bridge. Spelthorne is
severely isolated from the remainder of East Surrey.

e The physical boundary of the River Thames provides a significant barrier to
communities accessing homes, jobs and services in East Surrey.

e Spelthorne’s focus is connections to Runnymede, Windsor, Hounslow and
Hillingdon. This is demonstrated in the travel to work, housing market and
functional economic areas.
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e Heathrow will dominate the economic development of Spelthorne and other
west surrey authorities whereas East Surrey will look to Gatwick.

From our perspective, this is sufficient evidence to support the 2.1 model over any
other in your options analysis.

Finances

Based on the evidence published thus far, the option of two unitary councils appears
to be more financially resilient. This is a crucial consideration given the combined
debt level of £5.5 billion held by councils in Surrey. Make no mistake — we firmly
believe that to best support the future of local government in Surrey the Government
must agree to write off the stranded debt accumulated through investment in
commercial property and development, and will continue to fight for this outcome.
However, we also need to look practically at our options.

The 2.1 option minimises the number of new unitary authorities that will require
significant financial support from inception, which will play a key part in streamlining
local and central government engagement throughout the LGR process and going
forward, especially over the issue of the exceptional debt across Surrey. There are a
number of uncertainties that need to be assessed and mitigated, as per the recent
Best Value Inspection Report for Spelthorne, which could be better resolved across
Surrey under the 2.1 configuration.

We will continue to work across the county to support the development of proposals
that lead to the best results for our residents, and see the above points raised as
central to our work in doing this. We look forward to seeing the final submissions in
due course.

Signed,

Mike Rollings
Leader of EImbridge Borough Council

Simon Waugh
Deputy Leader of ElImbridge Borough Council
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John Cope
Leader of the Opposition, EImbridge Borough Council
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Dear Cllr Tim Oliver,

I am writing to you as Chair of the Surrey Business Leaders Forum, which brings
together private sector representatives from across the county to ensure a strong
business voice is at the heart of local decisions impacting our regional economy.

There are close to 40 members on the forum, representing a diverse range of
businesses linked to the county’s economic strengths.

Representatives include Surrey-based multinationals, such as MclLaren, Asahi and
KONE; our growing priority sectors, such as Shepperton Studios, Fuse Games, and
Surrey Satellite Technology Limited; and large anchor organisations, such as Wates
Group, Gatwick, SGN, and the Animal and Plant Health Agency.

There are also high-growth SMEs, investors, property agents, and employer
representative bodies, including Surrey Chambers of Commerce, Institute of Directors,
Federation of Small Businesses and Surrey Business Improvement Districts (BIDs)
network.

In short, the Forum represents Surrey’s vibrant and diverse regional economy, which
contributes close to £50 billion annually to the UK, and play a critical role in elevating
the voice and role of business in local decision-making related to economic growth.

While we recognise that LGR in itself is a matter for our local authority leaders to
discuss directly with yourself, on behalf of businesses across Surrey | want to re-
emphasise the importance of delivering strategic economic functions on a single
county footprint.

Our belief — supported by examples of devolution elsewhere, such as Greater
Manchester and the West Midlands - is that business growth is dependent upon
opportunities to maximise and leverage economies of scale, supporting cross-county
collaboration between high-growth clusters and innovation assets.

For 15 years, Surrey was split into two Local Enterprise Partnership areas rooted in
neighbouring counties. This created a complex landscape that was challenging to
navigate for businesses in terms of support and access to funding.

Over the past two years, Surrey has been through a significant journey to enhance and
streamline delivery of economic responsibilities to provide a more effective business
support mechanism.

Working collaboratively with Surrey County Council and partners, we have used the
increased powers provided by Whitehall to:
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e Create an enhanced strategic direction through the recently published Surrey
Economic Strategy to enable economic growth on a county level

e Launch an Economic Growth Fund focused on inclusive economic growth, with
an anticipated £7 million of pooled funding in the first year for innovative and
scalable projects to boost economic outcomes in Surrey

e Establish and develop significant business support on a single footprint, through
the Business Surrey brand and website, to streamline and provide more effective
support for local businesses

e Progress focused and targeted skills and employment support activities such as
the Surrey Careers Hub, Skills Bootcamps, and the upcoming Connect to Work
programme and devolved Adult Skills Fund to aligh with employer needs.

We would want to reinforce that to deliver the best economic outcomes for Surrey as a
whole will require a continuation of strategic economic functions being delivered on a
single county footprint. It is only by doing this that we can achieve the scale to
maximise growth while providing capacity for meaningful targeted interventions in
employment and skills.

Whichever path is taken through the Local Government Reorganisation and devolution
in Surrey, future success will require collaborative working with strong and independent
unitary authorities operating on functional economic areas with a fair and reasonable
split of innovation assets and strategic towns.

We trust government and our local elected representatives to agree on the best way
forward for the businesses, residents and communities of Surrey, ensuring that these
authorities are well-placed to provide crucial, efficient and effective public services in
the short and long term.

With regards,
Chris Hurren,

Partner at RSM UK and Chair of Surrey Business Leaders Forum
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Community Foundation for Surrey
Export House

4" Floor,

5 Henry Plaza

Victoria Way

Woking

GU21 6QX

Tim Oliver, SCC

01483 478092
Rebecca.Bowden@cfsurrey.org.uk
www.cfsurrey.org.uk

24" April 2025
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM IN SURREY

DearTim

The Community Foundation for Surrey (CFSurrey) has had a positive relationship with Surrey
County Council (SCC) since the Community Foundation was established in 2005. Throughout
that time, they have been an important support and partner for our vital work.

In the early years of the Foundation, SCC provided direct funding and supported the transfer of
over 30 Trusts into CFSurrey. In more recent years we have collaborated on some significant
matched funding initiatives, notably the Covid19 response, the Mental Health Scale-Up fund,
Strategic Transformation Programme and multiple Winter Poverty Fundraising initiatives.

Since our launch, we have also collaborated closely with the Borough and District Councils in
Surrey to pool resources and expertise to target funding and support at local communities. In
particular, we are grateful to those Borough and District Councils who have directly supported
our many Area Funds in their local work.

With SCC, we have a strong strategic partnership and have committed to working together to
bring maximum benefit and support for the communities of Surrey. Our strategic partnership is
based on trust, mutual respect and an open dialogue. We continue to join up our expertise and
skills for the benefit of Surrey residents wherever appropriate and have putin place solid
foundations for closer working across a range of issues to improve the lives of Surrey residents.

In addition to our partnership working within Surrey’s borders, we also work frequently across
county borders by collaborating with other Community Foundations in the 47-member national
network. This can be seen for example in our administration of the Gatwick Airport Community
Fund which we do jointly with Kent and Sussex Community Foundations.
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Together we can

Shaping Surrey's Future, the Interim Proposal for Local Government Reorganisation and
Devolution in Surrey has been submitted to government. Leaders of all 12 Surrey councils have
outlined a shared vision for Surrey, with options to split Surrey into two or three unitary councils
following reorganisation. This is an important step in government's timeline, working towards
elections in May 2026.

This major structural change offers a unique opportunity to improve services and support for
our residents, including those who are most vulnerable. Today we heard that SCC’s preferred
model of 2 unitary authorities is well supported by both police and health who will be vital
partners in ensuring that the transition to a new way of working is as smooth as possible and
maximises the opportunity for new, improved support and services for our communities.

The Community Foundation for Surrey will work in partnership with all 12 councils to support a
smooth transition to the new structure in whatever form that takes. From the Foundation’s
perspective we would see most merit in a single unitary authority covering the current
geography of Surrey. This would be the obvious, simplest way to bring services together, gaining
economies of scale whilst simplifying and minimising duplication. However, given a binary
choice between two or three unitary authorities, we would support a two-unitary authority
approach for simplicity and to minimise disruption to vital services supporting those mostin
need in our county.

We believe that the proposed model should build on the existing strategic partnership with the
VCSE sector to promote greater strategic partnership by enabling dialogue between multiple
public sector bodies and the VCSE sector on key strategic issues. In parallel, it will be vital to
continue to encourage, grow and support engagement at the local and hyper-local level. The
proposed Community Boards structure should also link through to existing structures such as
the Foundation’s many Area-focussed Funds, for example, to ensure that benefits of local
collaboration are developed and supported.

Yours sincerely,

. —— s "»...‘_\_
¢‘\_/J/- e e — -

Dr Rebecca Bowden, CEO

’f = r‘jy’—;:_’

Mrs Neelam Devesher DL, Chair
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Tim Oliver
Leader of the Council
Surrey County Council

Surrey Fire and Rescue
Service
Surrey County Council

Woodhatch _Place Woodhatch Place
Cockshot Hill Cockshot Hill
Reigate Reigate
Surrey Surrey
RH2 8EF RH2 8EF

24 April 2025
Dear Tim,

| am writing to express my support for Surrey County Council's (SCC) Business
Case for Local Government Reorganisation (LGR). This proposal aligns with the
vision set out in the Fire Reform White Paper, which aims to provide the public
with a direct say in who manages their local fire and rescue service, thereby
improving public awareness and engagement. Surrey Fire and Rescue Service
(SFRS) support the proposed two unitary authority model as it is more efficient
and simplifies governance structures, making it easier for SFRS to manage and
respond to the needs of the community.

The Fire Reform White Paper suggests replacing the current committee-based
governance found in county councils with a model where a single, directly
elected individual, such as a mayor, oversees the fire and rescue service. This
change is intended to make decision-making faster and more aligned with public
priorities. By adopting this model, we can ensure that our governance structures
are more responsive and accountable to the needs of our community.

The Fire Reform White Paper also confirms the government’s intention to deliver
on His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services
(HMICFRS) recommendation that Chief Fire Officers (CFOs) should be afforded
operational independence. LGR supports operational independence by granting
CFOs the autonomy to make decisions regarding the deployment and
management of resources. This flexibility allows for more responsive service
delivery, ensuring that fire and rescue services can adapt to changing risks and
demands effectively.

Additionally, the legal view is that services intended for the Strategic Authority
model, such as SFRS, cannot be governed by one of the unitary councils. A
‘shadow authority' will need to be established to govern the service until the
Mayoral elections and vesting day in 2027. Following the dissolution of SCC on

Page 270
Surrey County Council, Woodhatch Place, Cockshot Hill, Reigate, Surrey, RH2 8EF


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/627d6b378fa8f53f93a4ae65/DRAFT_WP_consultation_HO_template_110522.pdf

31 March 2027, SFRS will require corporate functions currently provided by
SCC, such as finance, HR, property and legal services. A disaggregation will be
necessary to extract the service from the council as it moves to the strategic
level. The disaggregation process must ensure that corporate services are
aligned to the specific needs of the fire and rescue service and position the fire
and rescue service to effectively respond to future challenges.

LGR is an opportunity to address any financial challenges faced by fire and
rescue services within county councils by ring-fencing fire and rescue budgets.
This ensures that fire and rescue services have dedicated funding to meet
operational needs, providing financial stability and aligning with the White
Paper's expectation of maintaining low council tax bills while ensuring that fire
and rescue services are adequately resourced.

The proposed reorganisation offers several clear benefits for SFRS. It promotes
collaboration between other co-terminus emergency services, facilitating better
coordination and resource sharing. This ensures that services can work together
seamlessly to address public safety challenges, enhancing the overall
effectiveness of emergency response and delivering better outcomes for
residents.

Moreover, the Fire Reform White Paper outlines the importance of fire and
rescue services playing an active role in supporting wider public safety agendas,
including health and crime prevention. LGR enables fire and rescue services to
integrate more closely with local health and safety initiatives, ensuring a holistic
approach to community safety. This integration supports the White Paper's vision
of fire and rescue services contributing to broader public safety goals beyond
their core functions.

SFRS will also have greater control over funding and regulatory requirements,
allowing for more transparent and accountable governance. However, it is crucial
to acknowledge and address the risks associated with LGR. Changes in funding
structures, organisational boundaries, and regulations may pose challenges that
require careful management to maintain service continuity and public trust. It is
essential that we work collaboratively to navigate these risks and issues,
ensuring that the transition is smooth and that the delivery of services to the
public is not compromised.

In conclusion, | wholeheartedly support the LGR initiative. | am committed to a
collaborative approach to ensure a successful transition and to maximise the
benefits for our communities. Together, we will navigate this change effectively
and enhance our service delivery.

Yours sincerely,

Dan Quin
Executive Director — Community Protection and Emergencies (Chief Fire Officer)
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Leader

Surrey County Council
Via email

29™ April 2025

Dear Tim,
Letter of Support for Surrey County Council’s Local Government Reorganisation Plans

| write following Surrey County Council’s recent briefing to partners on proposals for Local
Government Reorganisation, due for submission next week to Government. | am supportive of
SCC’s preferred model of two unitary authorities (specifically model 2.1) and also of the emerging
plans for future engagement at a local level. For the reasons you clearly cited in your presentation
— simplicity for our residents; a reduced risk in the disaggregation of key services such as adult
social care and children’s services; more efficient and cost-effective delivery of services; better
alignment to key partnership structures; unlocking of devolved powers — a two unitary structure
appears to be the right model for our county.

Support for a East/West two unitary model (2.1) and alignment to future policing/estates
structures

Members may be aware that Surrey Police has, for some months now, been working on a revised
operating model which will look at how policing services are structured at local level to deliver a
more effective and resilient service aligned to the Chief Constable’s strategic plan. This review is
set to define how Surrey Police will fight crime and protect people for the next decade. In tandem,
we will need to look at our estate strategy to ensure that our buildings are located in the optimum
locations to support any new ways of working. The dissolution of our Borough and District
Councils additionally means that we will need to revisit how we police and engage with local
neighbourhoods, as much of our partnership work mirrors current local government boundaries
and neighbourhood teams are co-located in 7 of our 11 Borough and District Council offices, which
also host a number of police front counters.

Operational policing decisions are, of course, a matter for the Chief Constable. However, | am
aware from recent conversations with the Chief that there is a strong policing case for supporting
the East/West model and specifically, version 2.1 where Spelthorne sits in the western unitary. In
terms of road connectivity, patterns of criminality, partnership structures, and emerging estates
models (including custody provision) the Spelthorne area would be better served, from a policing
perspective, by being aligned to the west of the county. | would be grateful if you could draw this
specific point to your members’ attention and | am sure that the Chief Constable would be happy to
provide more detail in due course.

Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Surrey

PO Box 4 Guildfo rey GU3 1YJ
t 01483 630200 w surrey-pcc.gov.uk e@grey Dédrrey.police.uk W f @ in ‘N (@surreypcc



Partnership and local engagement

Partnership working is at the very heart of my role as PCC and | believe a two, rather than three
unitary model, allows much more effective and simplified opportunities for future engagement.
Many of our strategic partnership structures - including the Criminal Justice Board, Health &
Wellbeing Board, Community Safety & Prevention Board and Safeguarding Executives - currently
bring together senior leaders and elected members from across Surrey and operate across the
entire county. Engaging with two unitaries brings good opportunities for simplification and a
reduction in the duplication of effort.

| am, like you, keen to ensure that in any future model of governance, the importance of links to the
public at a very local level can be retained. | am therefore very interested in emerging plans for
engaging local communities through new Community Boards. Police & Crime Commissioners are
elected to be the bridge between the police and the public and | can see great potential for the link-
up of our neighbourhood policing teams with partners and local communities to tackle a range of
issues at a much more local level and to engage in a meaningful way.

Future Devolution and the Mayoral Strategic Authority

Finally, | would like to offer my support for a unitary model that will unlock the exciting opportunities
that exist for Surrey through devolution. With ‘public safety’ falling under the remit of a future
Mayor, | see great potential for services such as the police and fire to work more closely together.
| would reiterate my request that the Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner (as distinct from
Surrey Police colleagues) is engaged at an early juncture in preparations for a Mayoral Authority.
It will be imperative to ensure that the transfer of functions — including assets, police estate,
contracts, finances and staff — that currently sit with the Police & Crime Commissioner, are
properly considered and transferred smoothly into any new authority. Ensuring that we retain the
best elements of the current PCC model in any new policing governance model, including strong
and visible oversight of Surrey Police, will be key to the success of any future Mayor and we are in
an informed position to assist with plans in this regard. We look forward to being involved in
relevant workstreams as they are established.

Yours sincerely,

N
ise lgunsend

Lisa Townsend
Police and Crime Commissioner for Surrey

Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Surrey

PO Box 412 Guildford Lzrg GU3 1YJ
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District Council

Mr Andy Brown

Deputy Chief Executive & Executive Director Resources (S.151 Officer)
Surrey County Council

Woodhatch Road

Cockshot Hill

Reigate

Surrey RH2 8EF

22 April 2025

Dear Andy

| write following a meeting of the Devolution Cabinet Working Group at Mole Valley District
Council. This cross-party group asked that | highlight some concerns to those preparing proposals
while they are still under development.

With regards to the geographic areas to be covered by new councils in a two unitary model - the
Group favours an East/West split with the geographic areas currently covered by Mole Valley,
Reigate and Banstead, Epsom and Ewell, Tandridge and Elmbridge forming a new Eastern
authority.

The Group asked me to explain that they would have significant concerns about the inclusion of
Spelthorne within the East as this would result in a local government structure disproportionately
focused on urban issues, potentially at the expense of rural concerns. Spelthorne, covering the
least rural area, differs considerably in character from Mole Valley, which is predominantly rural.
If Spelthorne were included, there is a genuine risk that rural priorities would become
marginalised, with policy development and decision-making skewed towards urban interests due
to the dominance of more urban areas.

To highlight the disparity, both Mole Valley and Tandridge consist largely of rural landscapes,
while the remaining areas are significantly more urbanised, with Spelthorne being the most urban
of them all. A unitary structure excluding Spelthorne would help maintain a more equitable
balance between urban and rural concerns, ensuring that policy decisions reflect the needs of
both communities. The preferred arrangement, which includes three urban districts alongside two
rural ones, is considered a more effective approach to balancing population centers with their
concentrated economic activity and rural areas with their dispersed populations and distinct
requirements in terms of economic development and access to services.

Separately, the Group has also asked that | reiterate their view that the proposal should be based
on three councillors per division rather than two. The Group believe that this level of
representation is essential in order to enable councillors to deal effectively with increasing
workloads, particularly in rural areas where Members have to travel long distances across their
division and ensure attendance at Parish Council, Resident Association and other meetings. It
should be noted that making this modification would continue to result in significantly fewer
councillors across Surrey than at the current time.

Finally, many of our Members continue to have concerns regarding the inclusion within the Interim
Plan of a proposal to adopt a model of whole council elections every four years. They have made
it clear that they would prefer that the new organisations elect by thirds. They believe that elections
by thirds makes councillors more democratically accountable and provides the electorate with a
greater opportunity to be involved in decision-making.

Pippbrook, Dorking, Surrey, RH4 1SJ .
01306 885001 | molevalley.gov.uk | info@molevalley.gg\ﬁzge 274 v f o in
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It would also provide greater stability for the new council in terms of its membership as it reduces
the risk of wholesale change within the council and allows for succession planning because there
would be a mixture of new and experienced councillors on the Council.

Should you wish to discuss any of the issues raised in the letter please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely

Karen Brimacombe
Chief Executive
Mole Valley District Council

Pippbrook, Dorking, Surrey, RH4 18J .
01306 885001 | molevalley.gov.uk | im‘o@molevalIey.goJ.:’que 275 ™ f o in
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Local Government Reorganisation Proposal (LGR)
Equality Analysis Summary

Overview

1. Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation (DLGR) represent the single biggest
change to local government services in Surrey in a generation. This change has the aim
of reducing duplication, providing more joined-up services and better value for money.

2. Any change in how public services are delivered will have the biggest impact on those
most reliant on them, who are often among the most vulnerable groups in society. In

Surrey, we know this includes disabled people, women, carers, older people, care
experienced young people, people from some ethnic backgrounds and sanctuary
seeking populations. Across all these groups, being socio-economically deprived
significantly increases the inequalities people experience in Surrey as well as their
reliance on many of the key services provided by local councils.

3. DLGR has the potential to bring significant benefit to these populations if their needs and
aspirations are built in at the outset to the development of the new authorities. However,
it could also exacerbate the inequalities many in our communities experience if we do not

have a nuanced understanding of the ways in which change may affect the most
vulnerable.

Understanding inequalities in Surrey

4. We are developing a good understanding of geographical inequality within Surrey,

through our work on key neighbourhoods. We have also developed an Evidence Base for

Understanding Inequality in Surrey to support better understanding of the ways in which

inequality is experienced by groups in our communities based on things like sex,
ethnicity, disability and age.

5. This equality analysis sets out the headline issues that all partners to DLGR need to be
aware of as we move into the planning phase for this work. As we do not yet know what

decision the government will take on the form unitary local government will take in

Surrey, much of this analysis is provisional and general in nature. There are also some
protected characteristics (including religion, marital status, gender reassignment and
sexual orientation) which we have less data for, which limits our ability to predict impact

on groups who share these.

6. However, there are important themes emerging at this stage, based on what we do know
about our communities, the potential geographies for new unitary councils in Surrey, and
the impact DLGR may have on residents. These themes are summarised below, and a
more detailed analysis of the impacts of DLGR by protected characteristic are set out in

the full Equality Impact Assessment which follows.

7. Alongside the changes for our communities, DLGR will involve the wholesale
reorganisation of the entire staff bodies of all the upper and lower tier authorities in
Surrey. While detailed analysis of impacts of this on staff will not be possible until

implementation plans for the new authorities are developed, we also set out here key
considerations that will need to be kept in mind to avoid unequal impacts on different
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Equality Impact Assessment

groups of employees.
Potential negative impacts on residents

8. Geographical changes to services and organisations. Lack of access to and
accessibility of transport is as a key driver of inequality given Surrey’s geography. As
services are disaggregated and/or aggregated, we need to consider the potential impact
of them becoming less accessible, or the opportunities to make them more localised.
Most affected groups could include: socio-economically vulnerable groups, sanctuary
seekers, younger people, older people, disabled people and carers.

9. Disruption to services during reorganisation. Residents who are most dependent on
services face falling between the gaps; many already report difficulty navigating complex
support pathways which may be exacerbated as services are reorganised. There is also
potential for different standards or thresholds for support to be developed across new
authorities, or loss of economies of scale for specialist services both of which could affect
people’s ability to access support. Potentially most affected groups include: older people,
disabled people, care-experienced young people, carers, some ethnically diverse groups,
sanctuary seekers and those who are socio-economically vulnerable.

10.Coordination and cross border cooperation. As new geographies are developed,
there is an increased risk of friction and lack of joined up working on key strategic issues
including safeguarding, public health, highways, infrastructure. Potentially most affected
groups include: older people, disabled people, care-experienced young people and
carers.

11.Communication of change. Keeping residents informed of changes and impacts on
them will be key to ensuring everyone has equal opportunity to engage with DLGR,
including those who have accessibility needs, may be digitally excluded or have a
language barrier. Potentially most affected groups include: sanctuary seekers, older
people and disabled people.

12.Potential for creating further geographical inequality. All areas in Surrey have an
aging population and increasing dependency ratios — the proportion of younger and older
people who are unable to work relative to the working-age population -, both of which
pose challenges for the service users requiring care as well as the potential care givers
who may be affected by poor employment practice and exploitation. If DLGR leads to
greater need and higher dependency ratios in an area, these risks will be exacerbated.
Unequal division of need and resources between new authorities could also lead to
higher tax burdens and fewer resources in more geographically deprived areas of the
county. Potentially most affected groups include: older people, disabled people, carers,
some ethnically diverse groups and socio-economically vulnerable groups.

13.Council tax harmonisation. As part of the LGR process, current council tax bands for
the combined district and borough and county council will need to be harmonised to a
single set of charges for each unitary within seven years of vesting day. Given the acute
financial challenges facing local authorities, it is being proposed to harmonise council tax
as quickly as possible. While this is a decision for the new unitary authorities, a larger
increase in bills across some parts of Surrey may disproportionately impact residents on
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lower incomes who may be less able to absorb cost increases as well as other residents
with greater financial resilience.

14.We will refine our assessment of impacts as implementation plans are developed.
General mitigation principles are likely to include:

e Being sure to follow the statutory requirements on consultation with residents, as
well as ensuring we explore more detailed and nuanced opportunities for additional
engagement and insight.

e Ensure clear arrangements are in place to deal with the transition with no/ minimal
impacts on service delivery.

e Ensuring that approaches to service reforms and alterations to polices or eligibility
criteria set locally are evidence led and backed by a robust catalogue of supporting
data.

e As part of the implementation process and development of internal policies,
services can ensure that equality considerations are embedded from day one as
well.

Potential positive impacts on residents

15.Localisation. The ability for new authorities to adapt and respond more specifically to
the needs of a smaller geographical area than currently covered by SCC could lead to
services being geographically closer to areas of most need, and closer collaboration with
local support systems (e.g. community groups and towns and parishes, and local faith

groups).

16.Service reform. Through unitarisation there is the potential to better align services
currently delivered at different tiers of local government, such as housing and social care.
If needs of vulnerable groups are used to shape this service redesign, they can become
more inclusive, provide better support to those who need them and reduce pressure on
other public services.

17.Practice improvement. DLGR can be used as a catalyst to improve practice around
inclusion and accessibility as new services are set up and developed. This can include
building in positives such as cultural awareness, trauma informed approaches, and
specialised support for vulnerable service users.

18.0Opportunities of devolution. As more powers are localised through devolution, there is
the opportunity for the Mayoral Strategic Authority to shape key services such as
transport, skills, and infrastructure to address the specific needs of Surrey’s communities.
In addition, budgets that are currently held by central government or split across different
funding pots will be consolidated and devolved to the Strategic Authority, enabling the
needs of local residents to better shape the use of this funding, possibly leading to better
services.

Potential negative impacts on staff

19.Some groups are underrepresented in SCC’s workforce (such as ethnically diverse,
disabled and younger people), particularly at more senior levels within the authority.
While women are significantly over represented in the workforce, they are still far more
likely to be in frontline roles and we have a growing gender pay gap, reflecting the fact
that men are still more likely to reach leadership positions in the Council. Barriers to
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progression of these groups, such as unconscious bias in recruitment processes, could
exacerbate this underrepresentation through workforce changes as the new authorities
are created.

20.Changing of work base through DLGR could have greater impacts on people who have
caring responsibilities, younger people, disabled people, women, and socio-economically
vulnerable groups. This may be due to issues such as potential increased travel
distances, impacting people’s caring routines or the higher costs of travel.

21.Changes to work conditions, practices and adaptations. Disabled staff may have
workplace adjustments to physical environments or working processes that enable them
to carry out their roles.

22.Potential loss of specialist support services. SCC provides a range of support to
underrepresented or disadvantaged groups in the workplace through employee wellbeing
offers and staff networks. Changes to these through DLGR could affect how included
these groups feel.

23.Differential impacts of reorganisation and potential redundancies. Older workers,
women on maternity leave, and socio-economically disadvantaged groups could be more
affected by changes to pay structures and/or redundancies associated with DLGR.

24.Impact of change on staff. Stress and uncertainty associated with change may have
more impact on some groups of staff, including those who may feel more vulnerable to
change as outlined above. Mental health and wellbeing of the workforce will be a key
area of support as DLGR progresses.

25.We will refine our assessment of impacts as implementation plans are developed.
General mitigation principles are likely to include:

¢ Clear and regular engagement with staff to help offset any anxiety around job
security or fears around significant changes to working patterns and practices.
This includes ensuring we follow any statutory requirements to consult and we are
mindful of the potential implication on specific changes to employment law that
could come into force throughout the process of LGR.

e Taking general steps, where appropriate, to involve staff in planning and decision-
making through consultation, working groups, and staff networks.

e Ensure clear arrangement are in place to deal with the transition, both in terms of
policy and practice.

e Ensuring that approaches to reforms, restructures changes and alterations to
polices are evidence led and backed by a robust catalogue of supporting data.

e Actively addressing data quality issues to help develop our understanding of the
scale of the impacts of internal changes. For example, work is underway to
improve our collection of data on staff demographics through the Prefer not to Say
campaign. If this is successful, it will mean we have more meaningful
understanding of the makeup of our staff and will be better able to track impacts of
future restructures.

e We have also been developing our understanding of the makeup of senior
leadership positions and have found that women, staff from ethnic minority
backgrounds and staff with disabilities are less represented in these senior roles.
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As we work to develop plans for the structures of the new organisations, we will
simultaneously work to break down potential barriers to these groups.

Potential positive impacts on staff

26.Potential for designing in inclusive recruitment processes. Better understanding of
the inequalities of outcome for underrepresented groups can be used to design inclusive
recruitment processes for the new authorities to address barriers to progression. This

could help improve equality of opportunity and redressing workforce imbalances in the
new authorities.

27.Being accessible and inclusive by design. There is the opportunity to set up buildings
and services in the new authorities that have accessibility built in from the outset, both in
terms of physical spaces but also inclusive policies and procedures.

28.Carrying forward best practice. Where good practice in workforce processes exist,
these can be carried forward to the new authorities to ensure no drop in standards for
staff. This could include support for inclusive staff networks, action plans based on staff
feedback, and policies such as family friendly, disability confident, and carer confident.
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Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) Proposal
Equality Impact Assessment

1. Explaining the matter being assessed

Following the release of the English Devolution White Paper on 16" December 2024, local
authorities were invited to submit proposals to be part of the fast-track programme of local
government reorganisation (LGR). The current two-tier system is seen as a barrier to improved
efficiency and service delivery by the government, and restructuring would allow resources to
be directed towards improving services rather than maintaining multiple organisations. Moving
to unitary local government would also enable further devolution, allowing a Mayoral Strategic
Authority to unlock additional powers, funding, and streamlined public services across the
county.

The council’s approach to reorganisation has looked at a range of options for unitarisation
including options for two or three unitary authorities with a range of different potential
boundaries. The option preferred by the council is an East/West two unitary model, which
balances efficiency with localised service delivery and meets the government’s population
criteria. Once the government has made a decision on the preferred option for unitary local
government in Surrey in autumn 2025, work to start the transition process to the new councils
will begin, aiming to minimise service disruption, focusing on integrating and optimising
resources from the current 12 councils, and ensuring services are safe and legal from the first
day of operation. Engagement with stakeholders, including businesses, public sector
organisations and residents, will continue to shape the final proposals and the implementation
of the new authorities

This Equality Impact Assessment sets out at a high level the equality implications of local
government reorganisation in Surrey if the government selects Surrey County Council’s
proposal for two unitary councils as their preferred option. As more detailed delivery plans are
developed, further EIAs will be produced to ensure Members and officers continue paying due
regard to equality and inclusion issues as the LGR transition progresses.

LGR for Surrey aims to implement a single tier of local government for the county that will
improve outcomes for residents and lead to better value for money. Integrating the services of
the county, district and borough councils will support more effective coordination and integration
of services, leading to a better experience for residents and more effective use of limited
resources to make the greatest impact.
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The proposed makeup of the unitary authorities is:

East West
Elmbridge Guildford
Epsom and Ewell Runnymede
Mole Valley Spelthorne
Reigate and Banstead Surrey Heath
Tandridge Waverley
Woking
Population*: 545,798 Population: 657,309

Table 1:Proposed areas covered by the new unitary authorities. Population data from Census 2021

Where available, service data will be used to assess the scale of the impact of disaggregating
services. Where this is not possible, due to certain information not being available at the local
level, demographic data, largely sourced from the 2021 Census, will be used.

This initial assessment was developed the Corporate Strategy and Policy and the Equality,
Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) teams within the Resources Directorate.

As LGR implementation plans are developed, more detailed work will be done to further
understand the impacts on the residents and staff affected.

Evidence is underpinned by local level data we have on services users (at either county or other
locality levels), information we have on the electorate broken down by district and borough area,
as well as information on key neighbourhoods, population groups and parts of the county based
on data from the 2021 Census, work that has gone into the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment
(JSNA), and elsewhere.

Throughout the LGR process, residents and partners will be engaged for their views and we will
continue to engage as many impacted stakeholders as possible to further our understanding of
equality issues and develop the right mitigations for any adverse impacts.
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According to the latest data from the 2021 Census, the largest 5-year cohort in Surrey is those
aged 50-54 years, with a population of 87,327. However, the fastest growing cohort compared
to the previous 2011 census is the 75-79, which has seen an increase of 34% from 2011 to a
total 43,566.

This data, combined with the latest mid-2023 population estimates produced by the population
insights team seems to point to the fact that we have an increasingly aging population, and that
the main age ranges where there are potential population imbalances are aged 50 and over and
19 and under.

90 and over
85-89
80-84
75-79
70-74
65-69
60 -64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14

5-9
0-4

40K 30K 20K 10K 0K |OK 10K 20K 30K 40K

Male Female
Figure 1: Summary table of Surrey population by age from the 2023 mid-year estimates on Surrey-i

In terms of how this data is distributed across the proposed geography for unitarisation, we can
see from Figure 2, that not only does the East have a higher overall population, it also has a
higher proportion of those populations most likely to require the targeted services Surrey County
Council provides (namely those aged 0-15 years old, and those aged 65 and over). Using the
data in Table 2, we can also work out the dependency ratios for each area. By dependency ratio
we mean is a measure used to indicate the proportion of dependents (people who are either too
young or too old to work) to the working-age population. It is typically expressed as a
percentage or a ratio.

The formula is: Number of dependents/ working-age population x 100. The dependency ratio for
the East is 64.3, and the ratio for the West is 59.1, meaning that for every 100 people working,
The East is supporting around 5 more dependents than the West, which could translate to
higher demands on council services, and more people who are not in the workforce than those
who are working, potentially constraining growth in the local economy.

Page 284


https://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/natlinfo/indicators/methodology_sheets/demographics/dependency_ratio.pdf

Equality Impact Assessment

All Ages 660,10 568,568

Aged 0to 15 130,676 104,240

Aged 0 to 15 perc 19.8% 18.3%
Aged 16 to 64 401,809 357,332
Aged 16to 64 perc 60.9% 62.8%
Aged 65+ 127,618 106,996

Aged 65+ perc 19.3% 18.8%

Figure 2: Age distribution of 2023 mid-year estimates broken down into proposed unitary geographies. Area 1 = East, Area 2 =
West

Adult Social Care:

e The information below shows a break down of the Adult Social Care case cohort by both
age group and each district and borough area.

e As can be seen from the data, the caseload for age groups over 75 are the highest
across all areas. We can also see that most district and borough areas in the west have a
higher level of demand.

District and Under |18to |[25to |35to |45to [55to |65t0 | 7510 85+ Grand
borough area 18 24 34 44 54 64 74 84 Total
Elmbridge 21 131 123 124 203 334 279 436 514 | 2,165
E\F/)vsecI’Im and 17 76 102 |107 |130 |222 |194 |286 |279 |1,413
Guildford 26 174 199 203 267 318 312 370 442 | 2,311
Mole Valley 12 82 118 115 162 240 228 368 389 | 1,714
Reigate and 22 148 |273 |235 |318 |387 |359 |452 |465 |2,659
Banstead

Runnymede 17 71 108 79 133 266 217 300 333 | 1,524
Spelthorne 24 106 137 161 220 307 245 413 433 | 2,046
Surrey Heath 13 89 144 156 198 322 249 444 457 | 2,072
Tandridge 12 96 137 103 139 230 215 345 365 | 1,642
Waverley 27 120 192 154 237 410 338 572 674 | 2,724
Woking 26 119 161 186 235 310 286 326 360 | 2,009
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Primary

address not

e cordad or 4 25 |45 36 37 21 16 11 6 | 201

confidential

Outside of 14 74 172 |172 |185 |236 |136 |140 |129 | 1,258
Surrey

Grand Total 235 | 1,311 | 1,911 | 1,831 | 2,464 | 3.603 | 3,074 | 4,463 2’84 23,738

Children’s Social Care:

e As shown by the table below, the East has a significantly higher population of children;
the West has almost 30,000 fewer.

e The East also has a higher level of child safeguarding activity, and a greater rate of
children subject to Education, Health and Care Plans.

Tandridge | 19,681 300 1.5% 295 1.5% 1,182 6.0%
::E':a:"d 35,258 678 1.9% 676 1.9% 2,189 6.2%
Mole Valley | 17,329 263 1.5% 244 1.4% 1,108 6.4%
ES::I:" and | 18 921 286 1.5% 283 1.5% 1,032 5.5%
Elmbridge | 33,692 558 1.7% 530 1.6% 1,703 5.1%
Spelthorne | 22,473 559 2.5% 578 2.6% 1,577 7.0%
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East total |147,354 | 2,644 1.8% 2,606 1.8% 8,791 6.0%
Woking 23,399 486 2.1% 501 2.1% 1473 6.3%

Guildford | 28,732 507 1.8% 522 1.8% 1,828 6.4%

Waverley | 29,263 391 1.3% 404 1.4% 1,705 5.8%

Surrey 19,258 363 1.9% 362 1.9% 1,053 5.5%

Heath

Runnymede | 17,666 381 2.2% 396 2.2% 1,156 6.5%
West total | 118,318 | 2,128 1.8% 2,185 1.8% 7,215 6.1%

Table 2: Service demand for Children's Services across proposed geography for unitarisation

Potential impacts:

As more work is done to disaggregate services, further analysis will be carried out on the
potential implications. There are some general risks posed by service disaggregation on groups
of older adults and children who receive social care support.

Negative:

e Older adults often rely on stable, long-term care relationships. Disaggregation might lead
to reassignment of cases, new care teams, or delays in services during the transition.
Likewise, children and families might experience disruption if their caseworker changes
or if a transition between authorities results in administrative delays.

e As the new unitary authorities establish themselves, they may decide over time to adopt
different eligibility criteria, service models, or care quality standards. Additionally, each
authority might offer different early help services, family support models, or access to
mental health programs. This could lead to disparities depending on which area the
residents live.

Page 287



Equality Impact Assessment

e Some older adults may receive services from providers based in another authority area.
This may lead to more complex care coordination arrangements across the two unitary
authorities, which may create uncertainty for the residents affected.

e Staffing costs and shortages caused by increased competition for qualified carers could
become an issue as the new unitary authorities bid for the same pool of staff.
Additionally, there might be an unequal distribution of experienced staff, funding, and
infrastructure between the two authorities. This could leave one area under-resourced,
affecting the timeliness and quality of care.

e Disaggregation could fragment critical services like safeguarding boards, referral
pathways, and multi-agency cooperation, potentially leaving vulnerable children and
adults at greater risk.

¢ |If fostering and residential care placements are split between authorities, managing and
funding out-of-area placements might become more complicated, potentially affecting the
stability of care arrangements.

e As noted in the evidence base above, as the East has a higher dependency ratio, there
are risks associated with potentially higher (and increasing) levels of demand on council
services falling disproportionately on one of the proposed unitary authorities.

Positive:

e More localised services can be better tailored to meet the specific needs of local
communities, whether supporting aging populations or children in need. Two unitaries
may also better facilitate the design of care pathways that reflect local demographics and
priorities.

e A tighter geographic focus can strengthen partnerships with schools, GP practices, care
providers, police and community organisations.

e With more local control, services may become more responsive, reducing delays in
assessments and support delivery.

Feedback from further consultation and engagement activities will help inform mitigating activity
against potential negative impacts and wider service design. These more detailed analyses will
also take more in-depth looks at less targeted, more universal services, for any potential
disproportionate/ disparate implications for services users.

DISABILITY

Just under a quarter of Surrey residents (21.3%) were classified as having a disability under the
Equality Act or had a long term physical or mental health condition (but day-to-day activities
were not limited). One in 20 residents were classified as disabled under the Equality Act where
their day-to-day activities were limited ‘a lot’ and represented 61,835 individuals. Over 100,000
residents were classified as disabled under the Equality Act (8.7%) whereby their day-to-day
activities were limited ‘a little’. The Census also collected information from people who had a
long term physical or mental health condition and whose day-to-day activities were not limited.
7.4% of Surrey residents (89,595) fell into this category.
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5.1%
Disabled under the Equality 8.7%
Act: Day-to-day activities Disabled under the Equality Act:
limited a lot Day-to-day activities limited a
61,835 little
104,266
7.4%
Not disabled
under the
Equality Act: Has
long term
physical or
mental health
78.7% condition but
Not disabled under the Equality fiéy“to'dav
Act: No long term physical or actl\n?le? are not
mental health conditions limited
947,410 89,595

Figure 3: The non-age-standardised proportion of Surrey residents with a disability, Census 2021

Given the targeted nature of many services provided to severely disabled residents by Surrey
County Council, any potential disruptions to delivery of these services as a result of LGR could
have significant implications for Surrey’s most vulnerable residents. As implementation planning
progresses, analyses of impacts and further mitigating activity will be defined and acted on.

As shown in Figure 4, there is a significant variation in the spread of disability and long-term

health conditions across the county, with the West having a slightly higher proportion of
residents identifying as disabled.
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| m Disabled under the Equality Act: Day-to-day activities limited a lot  w Disabled under the Equality Act: Day-to-day activities limited a little

Surrey
South East
England 7.5% 10.2%
Tandridge
Speftfiome
Reigate and Banstead Area 1
Mole Valley
Epsom and Ewell
Elmbridge
Aunaymede
Woking
Waverley Area 2
Guildford
Surrey Heath 4.8% 8.5%
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Age standardised percentage of the population

Figure 4: The age-standardised proportion of Surrey residents with a disability, Census 2021

Further development of the evidence base is ongoing, with the Joint Strategic Needs
Assessment chapter updates on neurodiversity and physical disabilities and sensory impairment
expected in due course.

More detailed analyses will also be carried out within the broader programme of disaggregation
to assess the impact on any potential changes to specific services.

Potential impacts:

Based on the evidence base outlined above, there are some general risks posed by the
disaggregation of services on residents with disabilities.

Negative:

e The initial process of unitarisation may temporarily interrupt services due to staffing
changes, IT issues, or the need to reconfigure contracts and delivery models.

e Each new authority may adopt different policies, eligibility criteria, or funding levels, as
well as potential impacts on capacity.

e For specialist services that require specific support for different disability groups,
economies of scale may be lost when breaking up county-wide contracts or shared
services, which could mean either disruptions in the service some residents receive or an
overall reduction in quality as a result of cost-cutting to mitigate increased prices..
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e Functions like public health, safeguarding, highways, or emergency planning may suffer
from a lack of joined up working across new boundaries. With new boundaries being
created, opportunities to learn and share best practice on how best to design services
that meet specific needs might be lost, or harder to share. This could mean residents
mMiss out on potential improvements to care or new options for support/ treatment
adopted elsewhere.

Positive:
e Services covering a smaller area may be more responsive to local needs, preferences,
and priorities, which may also mean they could be more adaptable to specific needs and
requirements of residents with disabilities.

GENDER REASSIGNMENT

Under the Equality Act (2010), an individual is perceived to have the gender reassignment
characteristic if they have undergone or will undergo a process for the purpose of reassigning
their sex. While there is little data on the number of people who come under this protected
characteristic in Surrey, Census 2021 had a voluntary question that allowed people to state if
they identified with a gender different to that of their sex recorded at birth.

Across Surrey, there were responses from 921,833 residents (94.79% of the population aged
16 years and over).

A total of 918,205 residents (94.42%) answered “Yes”, indicating that their gender identity was
the same as their sex registered at birth.

A total of 3,628 residents (0.37%) answered “No”, indicating that their gender identity was
different from their sex registered at birth.

Within this group:

1,361 (0.14%) answered “No” but did not provide a write-in response
731 (0.08%) identified as a trans man

756 (0.08%) identified as a trans woman

495 (0.05%) identified as non-binary

287 (0.03%) wrote in a different gender identity

In terms of how these statistics are distributed across Surrey, as shown in Figure 5, there is a
great variance across the county:
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Potential impacts:
Whilst specific impacts on gender reassignment may be harder to identify for the different
services, there are some general risks, largely linked to the initial implementation and data
migration that need to be considered.

Negative:
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A 225;0.31%
I 192 0.27%

Figure 5: The percentage of Surrey residents aged 16 and over who reported that their gender identity was different from their

sex registered at birth, Census 2021

The three areas with the highest prevalence of residents stating their identity was not the same
as the sex registered at birth are all in the western unitary area.

e As data is migrated across, there are increased risks that data on a residents pre-
transition information may be used, leaked or information related to their transition may

be lost.

e If there are specific support services offered to members of the public linked to
transitioning, there could be a risk of disruption to services.

Positive:

e A more localised service could mean more personalised, inclusive support and access to
gender identity services tailored to community needs.
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The crude birth rate (the number of births per 1,000 people of all ages, not adjusted for age or
sex) for Surrey is significantly lower than England, although both have been declining. Crude
rates area affected by the demographic make-up of a region. Surrey’s relatively older population
means it has proportionally less women of childbearing age than England, which may explain its
lower crude birth rate.

The general fertility rate (GFR) (the number of live births per 1,000 female population aged 15
to 44, which adjusts for women of childbearing age in an area) for Surrey is slightly higher than
England at 52.9 per 1,000 females aged 15 to 44 years; slightly higher than the England
average of 51.9. A higher general fertility rate (GFR) means that, on average, more children are
being born to women of reproductive age (typically defined as 15-49 years old) in Surrey.

Additionally, looking at data from the ONS in 2023 (listed below), there is also a relatively high
proportion of children born in Surrey to one or more parents from outside the UK:

Live births where either one or both parents are born
outside of the UK Percentage of all live births 2023

Surrey 36.3
Elmbridge 37.7
Epsom and Ewell 41.9
Guildford 36.0
Mole Valley 31.3
Reigate and Banstead 34.9
Runnymede 33.6
Spelthorne 454
Surrey Heath 33.6
Tandridge 22.8
Waverley 27.5
Woking 50.3

The table shows there is a great disparity between the rates across the county. This has
implications for how demand is spread on new maternity and early years support services
across the new authorities.

Potential impacts:

Negative:
¢ During the initial process of unitarisation, service disaggregation could cause gaps in
care, especially in the transition from pregnancy to postnatal services. This disruption in
care could also impact joined up working with the NHS, impacting the quality of care
some residents may receive.
e There is also the risk of variations in maternity support policies, childcare funding, or
access to parenting programmes across the two authorities.

Page 293


https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/livebirths/bulletins/parentscountryofbirthenglandandwales/2023

Equality Impact Assessment

Positive:
e The new local authorities may strengthen links between social care, health visitors, and
maternity services at a community level, improving wraparound support.
e As services become slightly more localised, it could mean easier access to parent-
focused services (e.g. family hubs, early years care) if organised more locally.

Three quarters of Surrey residents reported that they identified as White British in 2021,
alongside 8.9% who reported that they were ‘White Other’ and 14.5% who reported that they
identified as ethnicities which were not White.

The residents who identified as Asian made up the largest percentage of the non-White Surrey
population and represented 7.7% of all Surrey residents in 2021. Those who identified as Mixed
or of Multiple ethnicity represented 3.4% of the overall Surrey population and residents who
identified as Black represented 1.7%.

In terms of what the racial and ethnic makeup of Surrey as a county looks like when broken
down by area, it is clear there are some variances, as shown in Figure 6:

Woking M Asian: Asian, Asian

British, Asian Welsh
Spelthorne

Epsom and Ewell
M Black: Black, Black

British, Black Welsh,
Caribbean or
African

Runnymede

Elmbridge
B Mixed or Multiple
Reigate and Banstead

Guildford
®m White Other
Surrey Heath 8.9% 1.6% 2.7%
Tandridge
Mole Valley [ELFETFETS k 0.9% m Other
Waverley EEZSWEFRES 4 0.6%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Figure 6: Representation of non-White British ethnic groups within Surrey, Census 2021

We are also aware of growing disparities in outcomes for certain racial and ethnic groups in
Surrey such as for Gypsy, Roma and Irish traveller communities. We know through census and
other sources of data that these groups are already at risk of discrimination and require
additional support, with a growing number becoming eligible for specific support — particularly in
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schools — such growing eligibility for free school meals, and a growing gap in educational
attainment outcomes. We also know from the latest 2025 dataset, that other groups such as
Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean boys have lower levels of educational attainment, in
particular in levels of expected reading comprehension.

Potential impacts:

There are some general risks and potential impacts related to disaggregation of services that
we should be mindful of. Most of which could also more generally be seen in any changes to the
way services are delivered.

Negative:

e In cases where English is not the first language in the household, there is a risk of
unequal access to interpreting, translation, or culturally appropriate services if not
prioritised in both authorities.

e There are also potential issues linked to the loss of any centralised equality teams or
infrastructure that previously supported anti-racism initiatives across the county.

Positive:
¢ New authorities may develop more culturally responsive services tailored to the
demographics of their specific area.

The 2021 Census asked about religion, but this question was voluntary and ‘no religion’ was an
accepted and popular answer. In Surrey, 93.7% of respondents answered the religion question.

Christianity was the largest religion reported by Surrey residents on the 2021 Census Day. Half
of Surrey residents reported that they were Christian (603,072). Over a third (36.6%) of Surrey
residents also reported ‘no religion’ (40,069).

Non-Christian religions were reported by 7.0% of Surrey residents (84,641) in 2021. Islam was
the second most common religion in Surrey, where Muslims represented 3.2% of Surrey
residents (38,138).
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Local % No % % % % % % % Other % Not Total
authority religion Christian  Buddhist Hindu Jewish  Muslim Sikh religion answered population
Elmbridge 35.4% 52.0% 0.5% 1.6% 0.5% 2.5% 0.5%  0.4% 6.4% 138,753
Epsom and 35.7% 48.1% 0.7% 3.6% 0.3% 4.9% 0.3%  0.4% 6.1% 80,938
Ewell

Guildford 39.7% 48.2% 0.7% 1.4% 0.3% 2.2% 0.2% 0.5% 7.0% 143,649
Mole Valley 38.4% 52.2% 0.4% 0.7% 0.2% 1.2% 0.1%  0.4% 6.3% 87,387
Reigate and 38.1% 49.1% 0.5% 2.4% 0.2% 3.1% 0.2%  0.4% 6.0% 150,846
Banstead

Runnymede 34.8% 50.4% 0.5% 2.3% 0.3% 2.9% 1.4%  0.5% 6.9% 88,079
Spelthorne 31.2% 50.9% 0.7% 4.2% 0.2% 4.0% 25% 0.5% 5.7% 102,955
Surrey Heath 36.0% 50.0% 1.1% 2.2% 0.2% 3.1% 1.2%  0.5% 5.7% 90,457
Tandridge 38.9% 51.2% 0.4% 1.2% 0.2% 1.3% 0.1%  0.4% 6.4% 87,872
Waverley 39.0% 51.9% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 1.2% 0.1%  0.5% 6.3% 128,229
Woking 33.3% 47.6% 0.6% 2.4% 0.2% 9.4% 03% 05% 5.8% 103,943

Figure 7: The prevalence of religion within Surrey boroughs and districts, Census 2021

As shown in Figure 7 (above), there are clear variances with some areas of the county seeing
greater concentrations of some religions, beliefs and communities than others. With generally
higher levels of religiosity found in the north of the county and around more urban parts of the
county.

Whilst it is therefore difficult to quantify potential impacts related to this characteristic, faith
communities can be important sources of support for people, including older people and newly
arrived populations so consideration should be given as implementation progresses as to how
to ensure we engage with faith groups where needed.

According to the 2021 census, 51.3% of Surrey’s population is female. This is slightly above the
national position for England of 51.0%, reflecting our older population structure. Tandridge (at
51.8% female) has the largest female population, and Woking (at 50.3%) the lowest.

The proportion of residents who are female generally increases with age: 48.7% of those aged
4 or under are female, compared to two thirds (67.6%) of those aged 90 or older.

Given the current proportions of male and female, universal changes that would impact all
residents would disproportionately impact women.

The East of the county has a higher proportion of women, so potential options for unitarisation
may have disproportionate impacts depending on how unitary authorities are structured.
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England and Wales

Female v

Figure 83: Map of Surrey showing percentage of the population which is female, Census 2021

Based on some provisional analysis on the proposed geographies, as outlined in Table 3
(below), For males, the East has a larger life expectancy gap compared to the West. For
females, the East also has a large life expectancy gap.

East Male Min Tandridge Portley 77.6
Warlingham 104
East Male Max Tandridge West 88.0
Ashford
North and
Stanwell 12.3
West Female Min Spelthorne South 81.2
East Female Max Tandridge Woldingham | 93.5
West Male Min Surrey Heath | St Michaels 77.7 9.6
Farnham
West Male Max Waverley Bourne 87.3
Chertsey St
West Female Min Runnymede Ann's 81.6 10.9
West Female Max Guildford Pirbright 92.5

Table 3: Analysis of life expectancy differentials for proposed unitary geographies
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. Potential impacts:

Negative:

e Research suggests women are more likely to rely on county council and district and
borough services (both targeted and universal) and so disruption of any significant kind
to service delivery would likely disproportionately impact them.

e We also know from service-level data that we have more older women than men,
therefore they are more likely to be affected by any potential disruption to adult social
care.

e There could be potential impacts linked to the risk of diluting county-wide strategies for
tackling gender inequality if efforts are not mirrored across both new authorities.

Positive:
e Unitarisation and a general review of service delivery could present opportunities to
review work which aims to tackle gender-based service disparities (e.g. in domestic
abuse, workforce inequality) through targeted local strategies.

Sexual orientation was included in the Census for the first time in 2021. In total, 905,795 Surrey
residents answered the question (93.1% of the Surrey population aged 16 years and over which
is slightly higher than the 92.5% of the England population).

e 881,673 people (90.66% of the Surrey population aged 16 years and over) identified as
straight or heterosexual

e 11,355 (1.17%) described themselves as gay or lesbian

e 10,232 (1.05%) described themselves as bisexual

e 2,535 (0.26%) selected “Other sexual orientation”

The overall number of residents of Surrey who identified with an LGB+ orientation (representing
all sexual orientations apart from heterosexual and straight) was therefore 24,122 and
represented 2.48% of the population aged 16 years and over.

As with other characteristics, the diversity of answers varied across the county (see Figure 9
below):
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Runnymede 2,532, 3.48%
Guildford 4,118, 3.45%
Woking 2,100, 2.53%
Waverley 2,579, 2.49%
Spelthorne 1,953, 2.34%
Reigate and Banstead 2,756, 2.29%
Epsom and Ewell 1,402 ,2.17%
Mole Valley 1,506, 2.08%
Surrey Heath 1,520, 2.06%

Tandridge 1,445, 2.04%

Elmbridge 2,211, 2.03%

Figure 94: Percentage of Surrey residents aged 16 and over who reported a identifying with an LGB+ orientation, Census 2021

The four areas with the highest proportions of those identifying as LGB+ are in in the West. This
would mean that potential changes that have disproportionate impacts on those who identify
this way, would more widely impact residents in the west of the county.

There is limited information available that could suggest significant impacts for residents based
sexual orientation. There are some potential risks more associated with the partner
organisations we are involved with and how we link up with voluntary, community and faith
sector (VCFS) partners who provide support related to sexual orientation. It is therefore likely
that any significant changes in how funding streams, support services and general cooperation
through these groups are impacted may have knock-on implications, particularly for LGB+
people. More detailed analysis will be developed as further implementation plans are drawn up.
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At this stage, it is not possible to identify specific impacts for people based on this characteristic.
If the Government approves Surrey County Council’s proposal, this EIA will be updated as new
impacts are identified through consultation and engagement with stakeholders and data
analysis.

There are potentially implications associated with the disaggregation of registration services,
though the exact details on these potential impacts won’t be known until it is clear what the
proposed disaggregation programme of work will involve.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2019 (IMD) is the official measure of relative deprivation
for small areas in England.

There are 32,844 small areas, called Lower-layer Super Output Areas (LSOA) in
England with an average of 1,500 residents. The Index of Multiple Deprivation
ranks every LSOA in England from 1 (most deprived area) to 32,844 (least
deprived area).

It is common to describe how relatively deprived a small area is by saying whether
it falls among the most deprived 10%, 20% or 30% of small

areas in England (although there is no definitive cut-off at which an area is
described as ‘deprived’).

To help with this, deprivation ‘deciles’ are published alongside ranks. Deciles are
calculated by ranking the 32,844 small areas in England from most deprived to
least deprived and dividing them into 10 equal groups. These range from the most
deprived 10% of small areas nationally to the least deprived 10% of

small areas nationally.

As seen in Figure 10, the most recent IMD data suggests that there are pockets of deprivation
hidden across the county, meaning that any changes to services that will have disproportionate
impacts in those facing socio-economic disadvantage will be spread across the county and
more acutely felt in particular in more densely populated areas like Hooley, Merstham, Woking
and Guildford.
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Figure 50: IMD overview for Surrey, Source: Surrey-i

In addition to the IMD data, we also have information from the 2021 Census which looks at
household deprivation by four ‘dimensions’:

¢ Employment: where any member of a household, who is not a full-time student, is either
unemployed or long-term sick.

e Education: no person in the household has at least five or more GCSE passes (grade A*
to C or grade 4 and above) or equivalent qualifications, and no person aged 16 to 18
years is a full-time student.

e Health And Disability: any person in the household has general health that is “bad” or
“very bad” or has a long-term health problem.

e Housing: the household’s accommodation is either overcrowded, with an occupancy
rating of negative 1 or less (implying that it has one fewer room or bedroom required for
the number of occupants), or is in a shared dwelling, or has no central heating.

Surrey, on average, had fewer households which were deprived than other parts of the South
East and England with 57.1% of households which did not meet any of the dimensions of
deprivation. Overall, 42.9% of Surrey households (representing 206,798 households) were
deprived in at least one of the dimensions, which was lower than the national (51.6%) and
regional (48.0%) averages.

Some households had a combination of disadvantage and there were 733 Surrey households
which met all four of the dimensions of deprivation, and 9,670 which met three of the four
dimensions.

The highest proportion of households which met at least one dimension of deprivation was in
Spelthorne (49.1%) and the lowest was in Elmbridge (38.1%). Every borough and district in
Surrey had lower overall proportions of households which met at least one dimension of
deprivation than the national average, and only Spelthorne had a higher proportion than the
South East overall.
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Figure 61: The percentage of Surrey households which were considered deprived in at least one of the four dimensions of
deprivation, Census 2021

When looking more specifically at how LSOAs are distributed across the proposed unitary
areas, the data in Table 4 (below) would suggest slightly higher levels of deprivation in the West
of Surrey.

most deprived least deprived

LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin LSOAsin

decilel decile2? decile3 decile4 decile5 decile6 decile7 decile8 decile8 decile10
Overall

Deprivation Very similar
Income Deprivation| Very similar
Empl nt
mpl c.)ym_e Very similar
Deprivation
Education, skills -
o Very similar
andtraining
Health and -
Very similar

Disability

Area 1is more deprived

Barriers to Housing|
and Services

Very similar

Living Environment Area 1is more deprived

3%

Table 4: LSOAs in different deciles by unitary authority area.

Potential impacts:
Whilst we have useful data to understand the spread of deprivation and the impacts it has on
wider determinants of health and many other aspects of how residents live their lives, at the
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business case stage of LGR, it isn’t clear what the specific implications of any proposed
changes will be. We are, however, able to identify how residents living in more deprived areas
might be impacted.

Negative:

e One of the new authorities may inherit a higher concentration of deprivation but fewer
resources, leading to stretched services and reduced revenue raising potential. This risks
a greater widening of unequal outcomes and disparities in the level of service delivery.

e The potential breaking up of county-wide services (e.g. youth employment support,
transport subsidies, or digital inclusion programmes) may reduce access or make
provision more expensive per capita.

e As with other more targeted services later into the implementation process, if new
authorities adopt different eligibility criteria, application processes, or digital systems, low-
income residents (especially those with lower digital literacy or language barriers) may
struggle to engage with services.

Positive:

e The new unitary authorities may have the freedom to tailor social and economic policies
(e.g. on housing, employment, welfare support) to better reflect the unique socio-
economic needs of their populations.

e Commissioning and procurement practices can be redesigned to prioritise local jobs,
apprenticeships, and inclusive economic growth, with a more direct link between service
planning and economic regeneration.

e There is also the potential that more localised services would mean a possible reduction
in travel costs associated and reduced distances being travelled by residents.

CARERS

Whist a more detailed analysis will be completed later in the process on specific implications for
residents who care for adults and children with additional needs or who require support, we do
have some general information/ data to draw from on which how many residents who provide
unpaid care or who would identify themselves as unpaid carers.

Census 2021 asked “Do you look after, or give any help or support to, anyone because they
have long-term physical or mental health conditions or ilinesses, or problems related to old
age?”. People were asked to exclude anything they did as part of their paid employment. The
wording of the question differs from the 2011 Census question, which began “Do you look after,
or give any help or support to family members, friends, neighbours or others”.

Census 2021 was undertaken during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, which may also
have influenced how people perceived and undertook their provision of unpaid care and
therefore may have affected how people chose to respond.

At the time of the 2021 Census, 90,497 residents reported that they provided unpaid care (8.0%
of usual residents). The largest groups within unpaid carers were residents who provided 9
hours or less unpaid care a week (3.5% of the usual population, representing 39,968 residents)
and residents who provided 50 or more hours of unpaid care a week (2.1% of the usual
population, representing 23,469 residents).
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As shown in Figure 12 (below), the distribution of caring responsibilities varies across the
county:

Provides 19 or less hours unpaid care a week ™ Provides 20 to 49 hours unpaid care a week M Provides 50 or more hours unpaid care a week

Surrey 4.6%
South East 4.5%
England 4.4%
Spelthome 4.6%
Tandridge 4.8%
Woking 4.6%
Mole Valley 5.0%
Runnymede 4.4%
Guildford 4.7%
Epsom and Ewell 4.5%
Reigate and Banstead 4.4%
Waverley 4.7%
Surrey Heath 43%
Elmbridge 4.4%
0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

Age-standardised proportions

Figure 12: Age-standardised proportions of residents of districts and boroughs in Surrey who provided unpaid care, Census
2021

When accounting for the age structure and population size, the proportion of Surrey residents
who provided unpaid care (8.0%) was lower than the South East (8.5%) and England (8.9%)
averages. Spelthorne had the highest age-standardised proportion of residents who provided
unpaid care (8.6%), alongside the joint highest age-standardised proportion of residents who
provided 50 or more hours of unpaid care a week with Runnymede at 2.4%. Elmbridge had the
lowest age-standardised percentage of residents who provided unpaid care at 7.4%. As shown
in the image below, evidence from SCC’s own analysis suggests that women provide more care
and the most care is provided by women in later middle age, especially 50-64 year-old age
cohort.
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Unpaid care: hours per week by age and sex
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Potential impacts:

As with other characteristics, more detailed and through analysis, including engagement with
impacted residents, will be carried out later as implementation plans take shape and are
delivered. There will also hopefully be more information on the scale of the potential impacts as
the relevant JSNA chapter on unpaid carers is also in the process of being updated. There are
some general implications it is worth being mindful of at this stage which will likely require some
further investigation throughout the process of disaggregation.

Negative:
¢ One authority may offer better access to breaks, assessments, or financial support,
creating postcode inequality. This also extends to the risk related to differences in
eligibility criteria and thresholds for support which might exist between the different
authorities.
e Carers may also struggle to find or access help during the reorganisation — especially
those with limited digital access or complex caring roles.

Positive:
e Smaller authorities may be more attuned to local carer needs and able to provide more
tailored support (e.g. localised carer breaks, peer groups, or training).
e A closer partnership between local authorities and voluntary/community sector
organisations may make carer services more accessible and better coordinated with
community assets.
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2.1 Mitigations for Impacts on Residents

At this stage, mitigations are defined in general terms and will be refined to be more specific as
implementation plans are developed. Later in the process, when more detailed workstreams
associated with LGR are initiated, colleagues across SCC will work to ensure that any potential
negative impact are minimised and mitigated against, and any positive impacts, or opportunities
for promoting fairness are maximised. Understanding how inequalities are experienced by
residents under the current local government arrangements is essential. They need to be
factored into the potential impacts on services from day one of the new authorities, as well as
the overriding ambition that work already in train to reduce these existing equalities continues.

It is likely that as more specific implementation activity is drawn up, work will be done to close
any potential policy/ procedural disparities between the new authorities and consistency in
policies linked to service delivery will be engaged.

Additionally, as services which currently sit at district and borough level are aggregated across
the proposed unitarisation footprint, more work will be done to ensure greater consistency and
that potential existing disparities are actively closed, whilst further disparities are prevented.

There are some general principles for mitigation that can be adopted throughout the process:

e Being sure to follow the statutory requirements on consultation with residents, as well
as ensuring we explore more detailed and nuanced opportunities for additional
engagement and insight.

e Ensure clear arrangements are in place to deal with the transition with no/ minimal
impacts on service delivery.

e Ensuring that approaches to service reforms and alterations to polices or eligibility
criteria set locally are evidence led and backed by a robust catalogue of supporting
data.

e As part of the implementation process and development of internal policies, services
can ensure that equality considerations are embedded from day one as well.

As implementation plans are developed, dependencies with existing transformation and change
programmes will be mapped to identify where changes arising from structural reform could
exacerbate any negative impacts for these residents. This also extends to existing priorities,
policies and strategies of local district and borough councils which will need to be considered.

Any negative impacts that cannot be mitigated will reviewed and information captured in future
iterations of this EIA.
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There will be significant impacts on working practices and changes to staffing as we transition to
the new councils. Further work will be done to understand the specific impacts on select groups
of staff from across the different services. For the final proposal, this analysis will outline the
overarching staffing profile of Surrey County Council, to help inform decision-makers of potential
scale of impacts on the workforce as a whole.

The data on staff is taken from the yearly EDI analysis of SCC staff published each year in
March. The data below is taken from the March 2024 publication. Data on district and borough
council staff was unavailable for this assessment.

As implementation plans are developed and closer working continues throughout the process,
we will continue to analyse the potential impact of LGR on staff across all 12 of the current
councils, and policies for the new authorities will ensure greater levels of consistency.

Data from 2024 suggests a gradual decline in the proportion of staff coming from the younger
age brackets (in particular ages 13 — 24), but gradual increases in the proportion of staff from
ages 25 — 39. The age range with the highest proportion of staff is also now age 50-54, having
previously been ages 45 — 49 in the previous year.

m2022 w2023 m2024

13- 20- 25- 30- 35- 40- 45- 50- 55- 60- 65- 70- 75+
1

T “l ||I Ill [
9 24

29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74

Figure 73: Statistics for members of Surrey County Council staff and their Age groups over the last three years

These ages groups are more likely to be disproportionately impacted by changes to working
practices, policies and structures from the reorganisation process. There are of course more
detailed ways of breaking down this data by service area and this will be done later on in the
development process.

Where restructures to teams, changing to working practices or general reduction in staffing

levels means some staff are made redundant, then there could be disproportionate impacts on
these age ranges.
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. Potential impacts:
Using the data above, we can generally start to identify some themes of potential implications.

Negative:

e Given the proportion of SCC staff over the age of 50, research suggests people aged 50
and over struggle most with finding work after being made redundant from their jobs.

e Where restructuring and changes to existing work arrangements occur, there are also
potential risks of age bias in recruitment that HR policies will need to account for and
actively seek to address.

e Younger staff in more entry-level/ junior roles may be more at risk of redundancy and
may also have higher barriers to accessing work further afield if they are TUPE’d across
to one of the unitary authorities which is further away from their homes and/or previous
base for their role.

Positive:
e Given the change in roles and the restructuring that will follow implementation, there may
be increased opportunities for younger staff to step into more leadership roles.
e New authorities could design age-inclusive professional development and flexible
retirement policies.

Analysis from over the last three years suggests that around 5.54% of staff have declared a
disability, with the majority of those being front line staff:

Disability analysis 2022 2023 2024

Disabled 2.87% 4.20% 5.54%

Not stated 97.13% 95.80% 94.46%
Table 5: Summary percentages of staff who identify as disabled

Disability role 2022 2023 2024

analysis

Disabled front line 2.28% 2.32% 2.95%

staff

Disabled team leader | 0.14% 1.10% 1.34%

Disabled middle 0.23% 0.96% 1.30%

manager

Disabled senior 0.07% 0.09% 0.12%

manager &

leadership

Table 6: Staff who identify as disabled by role
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Potential Impacts:

As with other characteristics, it is expected that work will be done to align policies, and thus until
these proposals are developed in may be difficult to pinpoint specific examples of potential
impact. Given the different needs and workplace adjustments of current SCC staff, we can,
however, make some general assumptions around certain implications that need to be
considered.

Negative:

e As the new shadow authorities are set up and implemented, there is the risk of delays or
breaks in continuity of adjustments (e.g. equipment, flexible hours, or specialist software)
during team or office transitions.

e Disabled staff may be more affected by location changes, especially if transport or
workplace accessibility is not prioritised.

e As the service disaggregation continues throughout the implementation process, there is
the risk of potential loss of specialist knowledge (e.g. from disability staff networks,
equality officers) if this inclusion infrastructure is not maintained in both new authorities.

¢ With changes to working practices or any TUPE of staff, there could be increased anxiety
or stress from uncertainty can particularly impact staff with mental health needs or
neurodiverse conditions.

Positive:
e There is a potential for new authorities to embed accessibility into their physical spaces,
HR systems, and remote/hybrid working setups from the outset.
e There is also opportunity for the new authorities to develop clearer inclusion policies
which could lead to greater visibility and support for staff with non-visible disabilities or
mental health conditions.

As the county works with partners and district and borough colleagues to become unitary
authorities, work will be done to ensure that staff policies on workplace adjustments are in place
and there is work done to ensure places of work are accessible for staff with disabilities. As with
other characteristics though, the exact scale of some of the impacts and requirements may
differ between services and a more detailed analysis will be carried out in due course.

GENDER REASSIGNMENT

There is currently no data available on Gender Reassignment. Work will be done to assess
what potential impacts could be and what staff policies will need to be put in place. This will
include engagement with the relevant groups and a greater understanding of potential impacts.

Potential impacts:

Whilst the exact extent or scale of the implication on gender reassignment are difficult to know,
as with many other characteristics there are general impacts that can be associated with
structural staffing changes that could require specific attention.

Negative:

e Risk of inconsistent HR practices and policies between authorities (e.g. how
names/pronouns are recorded, dress codes, access to support). There may also be
misalignment in policies at district and borough level that will need to be resolved as part
of the TUPE process for the new authorities.
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. Positive:

e The process of implementing and setting up of new authorities presents an opportunity to
improve trans inclusion through updated training, gender identity policies, and facilities.

March 2025 data from Unit 4 suggests around 1.7% of staff currently on Maternity/ Paternity/
Parental leave. As and when more detailed implementation plans are developed, work will be
undertaken to assess the potential scale of the impacts, and what staff policies will need to be
put in place to support those on maternity leave, who are pregnant and due to go on maternity
leave and those who are returning to work to ensure that there any restructures or changes to
working practices pay due regard to potential impacts on those under this characteristic.

Potential impacts:

As outlined above, at this stage it isn’t easy to judge the scale of the likely impacts, but there are
some risks that need to be considered that are inherent to these particular types of
organisational changes.

Negative:

e Staff on maternity leave during transition may face anxiety over job security, changes in
line management, or altered roles.

e The need to TUPE roles over to one of the two new unitary authorities could require
significant changes in working patterns and locations that could be different to what
pregnant members of staff or new mothers agreed prior to going on maternity leave.

e As new organisations are set up there could be risks associated with processing leave,
pay, or flexible working arrangements during reorganisation.

Positive:
e Converse to what has been outlined above, there is also the chance that more localised
workforce planning may allow for better flexible working, return-to-work support, and
accommodations.

Current data suggests that around 11% of staff are from ethnic minority backgrounds, with the
majority of which being in front line and team leader roles:

Ethnicity analysis 2022 2023 2024

Ethnic Minority 10.14% 10.75% 11.00%
Group (EMG)

Table 7: Percentage of SCC staff who identify as a member of an ethnic minority group
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Ethnicity role 2022 2023 2024
analysis

EMG front line staff 10.59% 11.00% 11.06%
EMG team leader 9.69% 14.41% 15.61%
EMG middle 9.69% 11.98% 11.39%
manager

EMG senior manager | 6.49% 6.47% 7.84%
& leadership

Table 8: EMG percentage by job role type

Potential impacts:

As with other characteristics, whilst the exact composition of specific services with mean
different levels of impact, generally speaking changes impacting frontline staff and team leaders
will have disproportionate impacts on staff from ethnic minority backgrounds.

Negative:
e There is a potential risk of reduced focus on anti-racism work or equality initiatives if
structures are fragmented or de-prioritised.
e Additionally there are communications-related risks where language barriers could
impact communication during the transition, particularly for non-native English speakers.

Positive:
e Targeted staff engagement or inclusion strategies may reflect the local population better.

With regards to religion and belief, the largest proportion of responses stated either Christianity
or no faith/ religion — with a similar proportion choosing not to say or not stated:

Religion profile 2022 2023 2024
Buddhist 0.46% 0.41% 0.42%
Christian all faiths 28.89% 29.71% 31.14%
Hindu 1.16% 1.16% 1.26%
Jewish 0.07% 0.11% 0.14%
Muslim 1.65% 1.85% 1.87%
Sikh 0.22% 0.24% 0.30%
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Any other faith or 0.78% 2.42% 3.49%
religion
No faith or religion 24.72% 28.50% 30.26%

Table 9: Summary of the proportion of staff who identify as having a particular religion/ belief

Potential impacts:

As with other characteristics, whilst the exact composition of specific services with mean
different levels of impact, and a more thorough analysis will be carried out when more
information becomes available.

Negative:
e There is a risk of religious needs being overlooked during office moves, reallocation, or
new policy development. This includes the need for prayer rooms or a multi-faith space
needing to be accommodated if staff are asked to relocate and work from a new location.

Positive:
e As with other changes to the physical/ office spaces as a result of unitarisation, LGR
presents an opportunity to design inclusive workspaces (e.g. multifaith rooms, culturally
appropriate catering) or flexible leave policies.

As shown in the tables below, over 70% of the SCC workforce is female, with the vast majority
of them being front line/ team leader roles:

Gender analysis 2022 2023
Female 72.90% 73.36%
Male 27.10% 26.64%

Table 10: Summary of staff composition by sex

Gender role profile 2022 2023 2024
Female front line 80.07% 84.02% 83.29%
staff

Female team leader 64.62% 74.29% 74.60%
Female middle 70.94% 70.13% 70.63%
manager

Female senior 57.11% 58.96% 61.76%
manager &

leadership

Table 11: Composition of female representation at varying job levels
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Potential impacts:

As with other characteristics, whilst the exact composition of specific services with mean
different levels of impact, generally speaking changes impacting frontline staff and team leaders
will have disproportionate impacts on women. With the above evidence in mind though, it is
important to consider potential implications on any restructures linked to LGR.

Negative:
¢ Increased likelihood of indirect discrimination on women given they make up over 70% of
staff. There is also the fact women often make up the majority of front line, social care
and admin roles, meaning they are more at risk of changes that impact these working
arrangements.

Positive:
e The new unitary authorities may make steps to improve gender balance in leadership,
management, or technical roles.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION

As shown from Table 12 (below), the majority of staff identify as Heterosexual. Both ‘not stated’
and prefer not to say have high responses:

Sexual orientation 2022 2023 2024
profile

LGBTQ+ 2.24% 2.75% 3.24%
Heterosexual 50.06% 53.36% 54.83%
Not stated 11.01% 9.16% 14.52%
Prefer not to say 36.69% 34.73% 27.41%

Table 12: SCC staff sexual orientation summary

It is hoped that through the work on ‘Prefer not to say’ campaign (which encourages staff to
disclose information, like sexual orientation) that we can start to build a more robust evidence
base to understand the potential scale of impacts brought on by workforces changes through
LGR.

It is also likely that throughout the process of developing implementation plans related to
workforce, that there will be engagement with the LGBTQ+ staff network.

Potential impacts:

As with many other characteristics, staff are not required to disclose their sexual orientation,
and as such, understanding the scale of the impacts certain changes have on staff can be
difficult. As LGR moves further into the implementation phase, there is further opportunity with
specific representative groups and communities to understand what potential specific needs
should be considered.
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Negative:

. e There is a potential risk that as we move towards a hew organisation structure, that staff
may be hesitant to be out in unfamiliar teams or worry about how inclusive the new
environment will be. In addition to this, there is the potential loss of established LGBTQ+
networks or allies if staff are split or reassigned.

Positive:
e The new authorities may adopt stronger commitments to LGBTQ+ inclusion from the
outset, creating new networks or policies to support LGBTQ+ staff.

March 2025 data from Unit 4 indicates that 36.4% of SCC staff are married, 0.4% are in a civil
partnership and 29.1% have never married and never been in a civil partnership. Given what is
currently known about LGR, it isn’t clear that any implications on this characteristics are likely,
but any potential changes to internal policies and practices that are revised for the new unitary
authorities will be assessed for potential implications.

There currently isn’t data available on Socio-Economic status, but as and when more detailed
implementation plans are developed, work will be done to assess what potential impacts could
be, as often changes to working practices and restructures will impact those experiencing socio-
economic disadvantage more so than others. It should be noted as a general point, that where
restructures involves reductions in staffing numbers and redundancies, or changes to working
practices and policies limit things like staff being able to work overtime, then this would impact
on staff facing socio-economic disadvantage or who relied on the ability to earn extra through
additional working more acutely.

Potential impacts:

Whilst the exact socio-economic status of staff both at SCC level and at district and borough
level isn’t clear. Any potential restructures would likely have more acute impacts on those on
staff on lower incomes and from potentially socio-economically disadvantaged households and
LSOAs. Whilst the scale of the impact isn’t clear, we can make some general assumptions on
the implications for staff to whom these circumstances might apply.

Negative:
e Staff from lower-income backgrounds may face hardship due to relocation, travel
changes, or job insecurity.
e Where redundancies or pay grade changes occur, financially vulnerable staff may be hit
hardest.

Positive:
e As part of the implantation phase and during the TUPE process, the new local authorities
could use reorganisation as a chance to tackle workforce inequalities (e.g. access to
training, progression, or digital tools).
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CARERS

The latest March 2025 data from Unit 4 suggests only around 3.5% of staff have indicated they
are carers/ have caring responsibilities, but over 96% have not stated.

Given the high levels of not stated responses, there isn’t always clear or definitive information
on staff who are carers and having caring responsibilities.

Given there is a well-established and well subscribed to staff Carer's Network, there is the
potential opportunity to gain insight and guidance from staff with lived experience, to help better
understand the impacts, as detailed delivery plans are developed.

In addition, through the work on ‘Prefer not to say’ campaign (which encourages staff to
disclose information, like caring responsibilities) it is hoped we can start to build a more robust
evidence base to understand the potential scale of impacts brought on by workforces changes
through LGR.

Potential impacts: As with other characteristics, when more detailed implementation plans are
developed, work will be done to assess what potential impacts could be, and workplace policies
could be adjusted to account for those who have such responsibilities, including what leave
options or flexible/ hybrid working options are available.

Negative:

e There is arisk that increased anxiety around job security or workload may exacerbate the
challenges of balancing work and care. This in addition to the potential loss of informal
flexibility arrangements or supportive line managers during team changes.

e Changes in work location to a new destination that could be further from an employee’s
home could potentially increase the time spent for carers to travel, disrupting their caring
routines, as well as increasing the cost of travel.

Positive:

e Conversely there is the opportunity whilst drafting new policies for these unitary
authorities to align existing polices between district and borough partners and to embed
carer-friendly policies (e.g. carers’ leave, flexible working) into new organisational
cultures.

3.2 Mitigations for Impacts on Staff

At the business case stage, just as it is not always possible to identify specific impacts for staff
based on many of the protected characteristics, it is also not necessarily clear what sort of
mitigating activity could be put in place and what elements of existing internal staff policies will
be ported over to the new authorities. Later in the process when detailed workstreams
associated with LGR are initiated, colleagues across SCC will work to ensure that any potential
negative impact are minimised and mitigated against, and any positive impacts, or opportunities
for promoting fairness are maximised. These updates and more detailed analysis will also look
to bring in insights gained through formal statutory consultation (where this is required),
engagement with stakeholders and data analysis. This engagement will likely involve directly
working with staff networks, as well as staff unions. At this stage we are also impacted by a lack
of information on the staffing makeup of district and borough partners. There is an expectation
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3 that further along the process, that a more detailed plan for engaging these staff will be drawn

up.

There are some general principles for mitigation that can be adopted throughout the process:

Clear and regular engagement with staff to help offset any anxiety around job security
or fears around significant changes to working patterns and practices. This includes
ensuring we follow any statutory requirements to consult and we are mindful of the
potential implication on specific changes to employment law that could come into force
throughout the process of LGR.

Taking general steps, where appropriate, to involve staff in planning and decision-
making through consultation, working groups, and staff networks.

Ensure clear arrangement are in place to deal with the transition, both in terms of
policy and practice.

Ensuring that approaches to reforms, restructures changes and alterations to polices
are evidence led and backed by a robust catalogue of supporting data.

Actively addressing data quality issues to help develop our understanding of the scale
of the impacts of internal changes. For example, work is underway to improve our
collection of data on staff demographics through the Prefer not to Say campaign. If this
is successful, it will mean we have more meaningful understanding of the makeup of
our staff and will be better able to track impacts of future restructures.

We have also been developing our understanding of the makeup of senior leadership
positions and have found that women, staff from ethnic minority backgrounds and staff
with disabilities are less represented in these senior roles. As we work to develop
plans for the structures of the new organisations, we will simultaneously work to break
down potential barriers to these groups.

As implementation plans are developed, dependencies with existing transformation and change
programmes will be mapped to identify where changes arising from structural reform could
exacerbate any negative impacts for these members of staff.

Any negative impacts that cannot be mitigated will reviewed and information captured under
each of the headings/ characteristics above.
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Our recommendation is:

e No major change to the policy/service/function required.

Rationale:

At the final plan stage, this analysis has identified themes for potential positive and negative
equality impacts.

It is important to set out the profiles of staff and residents based on protected characteristic to
understand the overarching scale of the potential impacts of changes likely to be brought
forward, as well as highlight where gaps in this evidence might be.

Deciding to agree the LGR proposal will, in itself, not lead to direct positive or negative equality
impacts. As detailed implementation plans are developed, more detailed analyses will be
completed based on refined data and engagement. At this point, more specific impacts and
mitigating activity will need to be included.
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