
DRAFT 
 

Minutes of the meeting of the  
Mole VALLEY LOCAL COMMITTEE 

held at 2.00 pm on 13 September 2017 
at Council Chamber, Pippbrook, Reigate Road, Dorking, Surrey, RH4 1SJ. 

 
 
 

Surrey County Council Members: 
 
 * Mr Tim Hall (Chairman) 

* Mr Chris Townsend (Vice-Chairman) 
* Mrs Clare Curran 
* Mrs Helyn Clack 
* Mr Stephen Cooksey 
* Mrs Hazel Watson 
 

Borough / District Members: 
 
 * Cllr Rosemary Dickson 

* Cllr Paul Elderton 
* Cllr Raj Haque 
* Cllr Mary Huggins 
  Cllr Vivienne Michael 
  Cllr Peter Stanyard 
 

* In attendance 
______________________________________________________________ 
 

25/17 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  [Item 1] 
 
Apologies had been received from Cllr Michael and Cllr Stanyard and 
notification that Clare Curran would be arriving late. 
 

26/17 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING  [Item 2] 
 
It was agreed that the minutes of the last meeting on 22 June were a true 
record. 
 

27/17 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  [Item 3] 
 
No declarations of interest were received. 
 

a PUBLIC QUESTIONS  [Item 4a] 
No declarations of interest received. 
 
Officers present: 
Zena Curry, Area Highways Manager  
Anne-Marie Hannam, Senior Traffic Engineer 
 

1. Questions from members of the public and responses are included in 
the  Supplementary Agenda (tabled papers) 



2. Buckland Parish Council (represented at the meeting by Julian 
Steede) asked a supplementary (as part of the meeting’s Open Forum, 
but minuted here). 

 
Supplementary question: If we assume the statutory notice is made during 
October and the 28 day consultation period ends before the end of 
November, could SCC please advise how soon the gates and bollards (to 
enforce the width restriction) are likely to be installed.” 
 
 
Response: The Area Highways Manager explained that consultations on 
BOATS often produce significant comments or objections from interested 
parties, therefore it is not possible at this time to give exact dates but they will 
share these with the parish council when they are known. She also agreed to 
provide a chart for information that sets out the Traffic Regulation Order 
process. 
  
The divisional member (Dorking Rural) had been contacted by the local 

landowner over concerns that since the temporary order had expired and the 

new one was not in place, vehicles had been using it again and he has had to 

rescue some who had got stuck. As a result she asked whether a second 

temporary order could be introduced.  

The Area Highways Manager explained that another temporary TRO cannot 

be introduced until at least a year after the first has expired without gaining 

permission from the Secretary of State. She agreed to look with the Traffic 

Order team how best to communicate this message to the public, as well as to 

provide example timelines of the best and worst case scenarios. 

3.  Paul Kennedy submitted the following supplementary questions: 

Will the authorities commit to taking a more robust approach to enforcement 
of highways related conditions at the end of and if necessary during 
development work, both in this and in other cases, by for example: 
a) ensuring there is a comprehensive post-completion highway survey; 
b) putting the burden on developers to demonstrate that every piece of 
damage identified (not just isolated examples) for which they are seeking to 
avoid liability was either pre-existing or has been caused by a third party, 
especially where there has been a failure by the developers to undertake a 
pre-commencement survey; 
c) requiring developers to reinstate all such damage including making a 
proportionate contribution to the cost of repairing damage which may have 
been partly pre-existing or caused by a third party but has been accelerated 
or exacerbated by the development work; 
d) taking account of evidence provided by residents and giving residents an 
opportunity to validate other evidence submitted including the comprehensive 
post-completion highway survey?   
 
Response:  The Area Highways Manager understood the concerns being 
raised and agreed to forward these on to the Development Control Team for a 
response outside of the meeting. She will also look into a possible further 
inspection by local highways officers and try and find the necessary resources 
to make some improvements, including working with the Developer.  
Members further discussed whether or not some of the issues raised were the 

county council’s responsibility or whether they sat with the district council as 



the authority that enforces conditions of planning applications. Members 

agreed that the two councils should look to working closer together in order to 

provide a better service to residents. 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

b MEMBER QUESTIONS  [Item 4b] 
No declarations of interest received. 
 
Officers present: 
Zena Curry, Area Highways Manager 
Anne-Marie Hannam, Senior Traffic Engineer 
 
 

1. Written questions from members of the Local Committee and the 
responses are included in the Supplementary Agenda to this meeting. 

2. Cllr Haque expressed his disappointment in the responses he 
received.  

a. The Glade – The Chairman reassured him that Network Rail 
carries out regular checks. The Area Highways Manager will try 
and arrange a meeting with a representative of the company to 
discuss the site. 

b. Sainsbury’s Cobham Road – The Area Highways Manager 
explained that the that site is zoned for development, so it 
would not be prudent to add new restrictions that might be 
affected by future developments and as the problems are due 
to driver behaviour. 

c. Monks Green – The Area Highways Manager stressed again 
that there is a very limited budget for Horizon works and roads 
are prioritised according to the SCC Asset Management 
Strategy. Limited work can be carried out on Monks Green due 
to it having a concrete underlay. The road surface will continue 
to be inspected but although it looks bad, it does not meet the 
criteria for a safety defect.  

d. Reading room Cobham Road – The Area Highways Manager 
suggested that those with mobility issues might perceive the 
traffic to be moving faster than it actually is. Concerns have 
been noted but as there are already informal crossing points 
north and south of the reading room and no accident data at 
the site, a crossing in this location would not be progressed. 

3. Hazel Watson had received written responses to two questions: 

a. A24 safety signage – She expressed her disappointment at 

the further delays. The Area Highways Manager provided a 

verbal update:- They had hoped to use the traffic management 

for grass cutting, but it was more work than previously realised. 

Some work can be carried out either from the central 

reservation or cycle path but to complete the scheme they will 



need a separate lane closure and that might take several 

months, and could be further delayed if there is bad weather. 

b. Performing Arts Library consultation – Members were 

pleased that the deadline had been extended as many had 

received considerable correspondence on the subject of the 

library’s possible closure or  splitting up of its operation. The 

Chairman has approached the Cabinet Member for 

Communities to ask for a councillors’ briefing on the matter. 

 
29/17 PETITIONS  [Item 5] 

 
No petitions were received for this meeting. 
 

30/17 CABINET MEMBER (HIGHWAYS) UPDATE [AGENDA ITEM ONLY]  [Item 
6] 
 

1. Chairman welcomed Colin Kemp, Cabinet Member for Highways. 

He set out his intention to improve the quality and transparency of 

the information that is  provided to members and residents. 

2. The Cabinet Member acknowledged that although the local 

committee’s highways budget had been drastically cut, there was 

still a role for local/joint committees going forward. 

3. This year £90 million will be spent across the Surrey road network. 

A map (attached) was displayed that showed the location of 

projects in Mole Valley either delivered or scheduled for delivery 

this financial year. A briefing note (attached)  summarises the 

spend across the district; the Cabinet Member recognises that this 

is not enough, which is why there is a need to prioritise where and 

how the money is spent on the network. 

4. Going forward the Cabinet Member would like proposals to be 

presented to the Local Committee earlier so that members are 

able to contribute to the process. He acknowledged that it was 

important for them to know what was going on so that they can 

inform their residents. 

5. The Local Committee also needs to look at other sources of 

funding that it has access to, (eg. Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL), developer funding (s106) and the parking surplus – although 

this is not currently available in Mole Valley.) 

6. On-street parking charges in commercial areas is one option that 

is being explored but the Cabinet Member stressed that residential 

areas were not part of the scope. The main aim is to create churn 

of vehicles and allow residents who wish to visit these businesses 

to park and this in turn will help businesses to survive. 

7. County officers would work with colleagues at the district council to 

ensure a local approach and any decisions would come back to 

the Local Committee for agreement. 

8. There will be some financial benefits and figures indicate 

potentially an income of around  £2.5 million per annum across 

Surrey. The revenue would  be shared 20% to MVDC, 20% to 

Surrey Highways and 60% to the Local Committee which can be 

used by the Committee to respond to residents’ issues locally. 



9. The option to centralise the back office work relating to 

enforcement is also being explored with the District Council. 

10. Members welcomed the Cabinet Member’s intentions to promote a 

more open and transparent way of working. Many however 

expressed doubts that the on-street parking charges in commercial 

areas would benefit the businesses in Mole Valley and that a 

similar scheme about five years ago was withdrawn due to 

objections. Town centres need to be developed and introducing 

charges would have a detrimental effect. There are problems with 

enforcing the current measures and these changes would require 

the District Council to take on more enforcement officers. 

11. The Cabinet Member acknowledged the points raised but his 

conversations with small businesses indicated that creating ‘churn’ 

would benefit their operation and there were various options as to 

how this could be achieved, and it was important to start having 

those conversations. 

12. Members also expressed concern about the lack of funding to 

carry out small jobs, some of which might pose a risk to residents. 

13. The Cabinet Member assured the committee that any defects 

assessed to be a safety hazard would be addressed, but that 

collectively these small jobs mounted up and funding needed to be 

found. 

14. The divisional member for Dorking (Rural) raised the question as 

to whether it was possible for the county council to take action 

against drivers who damage SCC assets. 

15. The Area Highways Manager confirmed that it was possible to 

make a claim, provided the registration of the vehicle involved was 

known. The process is handled by Kier and there is a dedicated 

email address claims@surreycc.gov.uk. It was agreed that many 

did not know that this was service was available and the Cabinet 

Member agreed to look at organising some communication on the 

matter. 

 
31/17 HIGHWAYS UPDATE [EXECUTIVE FUNCTION FOR INFORMATION]  

[Item 7] 
 
Divisional member for Bookham and Fetcham West (Clare Curran) joined the 
meeting. 
 
 
No declarations of interest received. 
 
Officers present: 
Zena Curry, Area Higways Manger 
Anne-Marie Hannam, Senior Traffic Engineer 
 
 

1. Area Highways Manager (AHM) introduced the report. It has a slightly 

changed format and included information on broader schemes. She 

noted that in Annex 1 the scheme referred to as ‘Leatherhead Town 

Centre’ will in future be entitled ‘Transform Leatherhead’. 

2. Some members had queries on individual schemes: 

mailto:claims@surreycc.gov.uk


a. Hazel Watson – When will pavement in Ashcombe Road be 

upgraded? AHM to check with Horizon team and get back with 

response. 

b. As part of Dorking Sustainable Transport Scheme trees have 

been cut down near to Deepdene Station. She would like to 

request a sound barrier at platform level to protect residents. 

AHM explained the trees had been cut down by Network Rail. 

A request could be submitted but NR were under no obligation 

to install measures. 

c. Pixham Lane – when would the additional hatching near the 

island be completed? Officers confirmed this work had now 

been done. 

d. Stephen Cooksey – whether the Dorking Transport Study had 

been awarded. AHM advised that the tenders were in and the 

preferred supplier had been identified but not yet confirmed. 

Price is around £50,000 to be financed jointly with MVDC. It is 

hoped that surveys will be carried out before November. 

e. Extension of lighting in Deepdene Avenue – when will this be 

completed? Nesting season finishes at the end of September 

and SKANSKA will programme work for after that time. 

f. Funding for Blackbrook Road – officers confirmed that they had 

still not been able to identify any developers’ funds for this 

scheme. 

g. Chris Townsend – queried why the scheme to install a crossing 

on the A24 in Ashtead was not on the list. Officers confirmed 

this had been omitted in error and they were currently looking 

at feasible locations. 

 

The Local Committee (Mole Valley) agreed to note the contents of the report. 

 
32/17 A24 DORKING ROAD AND LONDON ROAD 'MICKLEHAM BENDS' 

AVERAGE SPEED CAMERA SCHEME [EXECUTIVE ITEM FOR 
DECISION]  [Item 8] 
 
No declarations of interest received. 

 

Officers present: 

Duncan Knox, Road Safety and Active Travel Team Manager 

 

1. All members expressed support for the proposed scheme.  

2. The divisional member (Dorking Hills) would also like to see the 

scheme extended further south to the roundabout at Denbies. 

3. At present the budget only provides for one entrance and exit camera 

but it is hoped that there will be an extended effect with people slowing 

down in anticipation of the enforcement zone. 

4. There will be some vehicles entering and exiting the stretch via some 

of the minor roads that will not be picked up, but these are most likely 

to be moving at the speed limit. 



5. Some members expressed concern that the stretch between Denbies 

and Burford Bridge might be more dangerous and in the past there 

had been a petition calling for measures following a pedestrian fatality. 

6. Speed surveys have shown that vehicles are travelling at the fastest 

speeds along the Mickleham Bends stretch and members agreed that 

there was currently a general abuse of the 50 mph limit. 

7. It might be possible to mount the new cameras on existing columns. If 

not grey or green columns will be used in view of the rural nature of 

the area, although the cameras themselves will have to be yellow. 

 

 

The Local Committee (Mole Valley) resolved to agree that:  

 

(i) An average speed camera system be installed to replace the aging 
“Gatso” spot speed camera on the northbound A24 Dorking Road. The 
new system will provide enforcement between Givon’s Grove 
Roundabout and Burford Bridge Roundabout in both directions.   

And noted that: 

(ii) The new average speed camera system will be paid for from the Wider 
Networks Benefit Project that has received funding from the C2C Local 
Enterprise Partnership, at no cost to the county council or police. The 
ongoing maintenance and running costs will be fully met from part of 
the fee that offending drivers pay to attend driver rehabilitation courses 
(such as speed awareness courses).  

 

 

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
The wet film “Gatso” camera on this stretch of road has been successful in reducing 
speeding and road casualties. However the “”Gatso” wet film technology is becoming 
obsolete and needs to be replaced. The proposals for an average speed camera 
system will ensure even greater compliance with the 50 mph speed limit and fewer 
casualties over a longer stretch of road, and in both directions. This will improve 
journey time reliability on this strategic route.   
 

 
33/17 A217 REIGATE TO HORLEY  (HOOKWOOD) - DEPARTMENT FOR 

TRANSPORT SAFER ROADS BID [EXECUTIVE ITEM FOR DECISION]  
[Item 9] 
 
No declarations of interest received. 
 
Officer present: 
Duncan Knox, Road Safety and Active Travel Team Manager 
 
 

1. The divisional member (Dorking Rural) welcomed the possibility of accessing 



alternative funding sources. 
2. She asked that residents and other local stakeholders be consulted on any 

design proposals. 
3. The Road Safety and Active Travel Team Manager suggested attending a 

meeting of the Hookwood Residents Association to discuss possible 
designs. 

 
 
 
 
The Local Committee resolved to agree that:  
 

(i) The proposals for highway safety improvements described within this report 
are included within the bid submission to the Department for Transport’s 
Safer Roads Fund.  

 
REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
The proposals described within this report would improve the quality and safety 
rating of the infrastructure on the A217 between Reigate and Horley. This would 
result in reduced risk of road casualties and severity of injury on this key strategic 
route.  
 

34/17 RECOMMENDATIONS TRACKER  [Item 10] 
 
The Local Committee (Mole Valley) agreed to note the Recommendations 
Tracker. 
 
 
 
 
Meeting ended at: 4.05 pm 
______________________________________________________________ 
 Chairman 



Questions from members of the public (tabled)  Item 4a  
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

 

SURREY COUNTY COUNCIL 

 

 

LOCAL COMMITTEE (MOLE VALLEY) 

 

DATE: 13 SEPTEMBER 2017  

LEAD 

OFFICER: 

 

SARAH J SMITH, PARTNERSHIP COMMITTEE OFFICER 

SUBJECT: QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC  

 

DIVISION: ALL DIVISIONS 

 

 

Question from District Councillor Wellman 

 

Thank you for the written response to my question dated 22nd June 2017. In it, it is 
made clear that the SCC local maintenance engineer inspected the section of 
pavement in question on the A2003 for all kinds of defects. And also that the 
pavement cannot be widened. However, as I highlighted in my question, the camber 
of this section of pavement is extremely steep and may well exceed statutory limits. 
The section in question runs from the pedestrian crossing at the turning into the 
Ridgeway, downhill to the first house on Flint Hill. Or it could be described as the 
section approximately opposite the turning into Tollgate Road. In the details of 
assessments made, there was no mention of any check of the camber. It is 
particularly dangerous around the sweep of the bend. Can the camber be checked 
please, and might I be given the results? (20 sec video taken from a horizontally 
mounted camera fixed in the arm of a motorised wheelchair to see how steep the 
camber is, was forwarded to the Highways team to view). 
 
Response from Highways Team: 
 
Whilst it is appreciated that the existing pavement on the western side of Flint Hill 
between the existing pedestrian crossing and the first house on Flint Hill is sloped, 
there are no statutory limits relating to the gradient of pavements such as this, that 
were constructed some time ago. If a new road is constructed, there are design 
guides that relate to cambers and cross falls, however these cannot be applied 
retrospectively to existing roads. It is acknowledged that the gradient of this section 
of the pavement on Flint Hill has raised safety concerns.  
 
It would be necessary to widen the pavement in order to reduce the gradient.  If the 
pavement were widened, substantial work would be necessary in order to protect the 
adjoining retaining wall.  Flint Hill is a narrow road, especially along the section just 
to the south of the junction with Tollgate Road, which is approximately 5m wide.  
Widening the pavement would reduce the width of an already narrow road to an 
unacceptable width for an A class road. Therefore it is unfortunately not possible to 
widen the pavement of Flint Hill in order to reduce the gradient. 
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Questions from members of the public (tabled)  Item 4a  
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

 
 
Question from Buckland Parish Council  
 

The Committee, when it met on 16th November 2016, agreed to support a SCC 
Highways proposal to “implement a Traffic Regulation Order restricting any 
motorised vehicles and any horse drawn vehicle wider than 1.5m (4ft 11ins) be 
implemented in the section of Buckland Lane (D318), which also includes BOAT No. 
479, between borough boundary with Reigate and Banstead and a point 12.4m north 
of the junction with Lawrence Lane”.   The reason given for this recommendation 
was “to address road safety concerns raised by Surrey Police following 4-wheeled 
vehicles rolling down the embankment due to subsidence on D318 Buckland Lane.” 

The Highways Update to the June meeting included the following “The TRO Notice is 
to be advertised to make a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) to introduce a 1.5m (4ft 
11ins) width restriction on Buckland Lane (D318), Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) 
479 (Buckland), Buckland Lane (X25120) and BOAT 98. Once the TRO is in place 
works will be carried out to install physical barriers and appropriate signage.” 

Buckland Parish Council questions why SCC is taking so long to implement a TRO 
that: 

(i) gained the support of both the Mole Valley and Reigate and Banstead Local 
Committees in 2016 and  

(ii) is needed to address public safety concerns raised by Surrey Police.       

 
Response: 
 
Thank you for your question regarding the statutory advertisement of the width 
restriction in Buckland Lane. This is a relatively complex Traffic Regulation Order 
(TRO) and so our Traffic Orders Team have taken care to consult with our highways 
solicitors concerning the drafting of the order and the advertisement of the proposals. 
If there are sustained objections to the proposed restrictions then there could be a 
public enquiry to resolve the way forward, so we have taken time to prepare 
thoroughly. In addition we make hundreds of TRO’s each year across the county of 
varying urgency and complexity, many in response to emergency situations, and so 
this scheme has had to be progressed in the context of a wider programme of work. 
However, pending a final check by our solicitor we anticipate the statutory notice will 
be made in October 2017 
 

 

Question from District Councillor Paul Kennedy 

 

Do Surrey County Council and Mole Valley District Council have any plans to 
improve the way they work together to ensure better enforcement of planning 
conditions relating to the protection and reinstatement of road surfaces and verges, 
having regard specifically to the repair of lorry damage caused to River Lane in 
Fetcham during the current major development work? 
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Questions from members of the public (tabled)  Item 4a  
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

 

Response: 

 

As part of the approved planning application at River Lane Yard, River Lane, 
Fetcham (ref: MO/2015/0401), a condition was recommended by Surrey County 
Council in its role as County Highway Authority which included a requirement for the 
developer to provide a pre-commencement highway condition survey. This condition 
was applied to the decision notice issued by Mole Valley District Council.  

 
The applicant submitted details pursuant to the relevant condition in 2016 which did 
not include the pre-commencement highway condition survey. This was 
unfortunately overlooked at the time. Whilst this was an error, had a survey been 
provided, it would not have changed the outcome of the current situation at River 
Lane.  

 
With respect to recovering costs from the developer for highway maintenance, we do 
not believe that the issues on River Lane could be solely attributed to vehicles 
associated with the River Walk site. The main reasons for this are the age and 
quality of the road; the HGV movements linked to the previous use of the 
development site; and other activity on River Lane which was also contributing to the 
issues. It appears, for example, that some verge damage had been caused by 
building work elsewhere on River Lane, and by resident parking. 

 
Taking the carriageway defects around an ‘inspection chamber cover’ just to the 
south of Friars Orchard as an example, it is apparent from Google Streetview that 
the carriageway was already deteriorating in this location as far back as July 2015. 
For this reason, it would be difficult to justify laying blame for the defect on a housing 
developer. Given the previous use of the site – a yard that generated a fairly 
significant amount of HGV movements – it is possible that any further deterioration 
that has been caused by heavy vehicles would have occurred regardless of the 
development. 

 
In summary, the issues that have arisen on River Lane are not due to an inherent 
issue with the current arrangement for dealing with conditions, and there are no 
plans to change the way SCC and MVDC work together. Care will be taken to 
ensure that all aspects of pre-commencement conditions are completed, however. 
 
 

.  
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Questions from Local Committee Members (tabled)  Item 4b 
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

 
 

SURREY COUNTY COUNCIL 

 

 
LOCAL COMMITTEE (MOLE VALLEY) 
 
DATE: 13 SEPTEMBER 2017 

LEAD 
OFFICER: 
 

SARAH J SMITH, PARTNERSHIP COMMITTEE OFFICER 

SUBJECT: QUESTIONS FROM LOCAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
 

DIVISION: ALL 
 
 
 

Questions from Cllr Raj Haque 
 
 

1. The Glade railway bridge is heavily used by the public to access Bookham 
Common on foot, bicycle, horse and also by all utilities traffic. The bridge 
itself was repaired by Railtrack in 1998 but they did not touch the 
approaches to either side. Would SCC consider doing any remedial re- 
surfacing work within the section of the bridge, it has the responsibility to 
maintain? 
 

Response: 
 
The section of The Glade between the junction with Kennel Lane and the junction 
with Bushey Road is a public road.  The section of The Glade over the railway bridge 
between the junction with Bushey Road and Commonside is a private road.  There 
are public bridleway rights (Bridleway 3) over that section of The Glade north of the 
railway, these rights continue east along a track parallel to the railway to reach 
Fetcham Common Lane – see plan below. 
 
It is acknowledged that walkers, horse riders and cyclists accessing Bookham 
Common use this section of The Glade over the railway bridge, however no public 
rights of way pass over the bridge.  The public vehicular highway finishes 45m to the 
south of the bridge and Public Bridleway 3 commences 55m to the north of it.  The 
nature and extents of any public rights over the bridge is therefore unknown. 
 
The Surrey Definitive Map and Statement is a conclusive record of the public rights 
of way in Surrey.  However it is only conclusive evidence as to what it contains and 
not to what it omits.  The map does not stop the acquisition of rights by the public, 
either by the dedication of rights by the owner of the land or by long, unchallenged 
use.  To date the Surrey County Council Rights of Way Team has not received any 
claims under the provisions of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 to record public 
rights over the route in question.     
 
Surrey Highway records indicate that the bridge is owned by Network Rail.  It is very 
unlikely that public rights could have been acquired over this land as a result of long 
use, due to various Acts of Parliament that make entering railway land a criminal 
offence. 
 

Page 5

Minute Item 28/17b



Questions from Local Committee Members (tabled)  Item 4b 
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

As the part of The Glade over the railway bridge is a private road, Surrey County 
Council has no duty to maintain or repair either the road over the bridge or the 
sections of road on the approaches to the bridge.  The concerns of the residents 
regarding the condition of the road over the bridge have been passed to Network 
Rail. 

Highway Rights in The Glade, Fetcham 
 

 
 
 
Public Road 
 
Private Road 
 
Public Bridleway 
 

Network Rail 
bridge 
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Questions from Local Committee Members (tabled)  Item 4b 
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

 
 

2. There is a problem with people parking their cars on the pavements opposite 
Sainsbury’s in Fetcham and then reversing out after they have finished 
shopping. It's almost becoming a parking bay on the payments Can SCC 
consider putting bollards or any other form of preventative measure to stop 
people parking there? 

 
Response 
 
The footway of Cobham Road opposite the Sainsbury’s Store has dropped kerbs for 
vehicle crossovers along a considerable length between no. 165 and the junction 
with The Street.  This provided vehicle access to the currently boarded up site 
previously occupied by Tudor Motor Engineering and the petrol station.   
 
It is acknowledged that vehicles parking on this footway can cause problems both for 
vehicles reversing out of the parking bays opposite and pedestrians using the 
footway.  However it is not possible to provide bollards on this footway as is 
suggested, as this would obstruct the legitimate vehicle access into the site.  It is 
proposed that waiting restrictions on this section of Cobham Road be considered as 
part of the next Mole Valley Parking Review. 
 
 
 

3. The road surface on Monks Green in Fetcham is deteriorating rapidly with 
potholes appearing almost every week. Is it possible for the SCC to look at 
the condition of the roads as soon as possible to prevent further 
deterioration and carry out the necessary resurfacing work? 

 
Response: 
 
Monks Green is a small, residential cul-de-sac constructed with a concrete base with 
a tarmac overlay.  The road receives highway safety inspections every 10 months 
and any defects that meet the intervention level are repaired.  In addition to this, the 
Local Highway Officer inspected Monks Green during August 2017, and the defects 
that met the intervention levels have been raised on the Surrey County Council 
system for repair.   
 
Officers will raise concerns about the condition of this road with the Asset 
Management Team and request that the road is considered for any future surfacing 
programmes.  The prioritisation of major maintenance work for roads is in 
accordance with the Highways Asset Strategy; this outlines a number of factors that 
are taken into consideration when prioritising works of this nature.  Monks Green is 
unlikely to score highly in this process and is not on the list for works to be carried 
out as part of Operation Horizon in the next 5 years.   
 
 
 

4. Since more & more people seem to use the reading room for various 
purposes in Fetcham, especially the elderly, would SCC consider putting a 
Zebra crossing across Cobham road to the Reading room? 
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Questions from Local Committee Members (tabled)  Item 4b 
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

Response: 
 
The Reading Room is located on Cobham Road, opposite the junction with River 
Lane. This section of Cobham Road is traffic calmed, using full width road humps, 
which supports the existing 30mph speed limit. 
There are a number of informal crossing points in the vicinity of The Reading Room 
in the form of dropped kerbs with tactile paving. These crossing points are located on 
Cobham Road, just to the south of The Reading Room and one, on one of the full 
width road humps which is just to the north of The Reading Room. Locating this 
informal crossing on the existing full width road hump helps to reduce vehicles speed 
on the approach to this informal crossing. 
During the three year period January 2014 to end of December 2016, there have 
been no collisions involving personal injury along Cobham Road in the vicinity of the 
Reading Rooms. 
As there are existing informal crossing facilities and traffic calming in place, as well 
as there being a low collision history, Officers would not recommend the introduction 
of a Zebra crossing on Cobham Road in the vicinity of the Reading Room. 

 
 
 
Questions from Hazel Watson (Dorking Hills) 
 

1. At the Local Committee on 22 June 2017, in response to a question about the 
failure to install previously purchased highway safety signage on the 
Mickleham Bends during the first 2017 grass cut, the following statement was 
made: 
 
“A new order was placed with the contractor to install the signs in this 
financial year, with the instruction to carry out the work under a grass cutting 
lane closure. Regrettably the work was not carried out under the first lane 
closure for grass cutting due to an operational issue. Discussions with the 
contractor have identified where the problem arose and measures are being 
taken to ensure that similar problems for works of this type do not occur in 
the future. 

  
“The next lane closures for grass cutting on the A24 are programmed for 
early August. The contractor is aware that the sign work on the A24 
Mickleham bends has to be undertaken under this closure and officers will 
continue to work with them to ensure that there are no further delays.” 

  
The August grass cut has taken place. The replacement highways safety 
signage has not been installed. 

  
Can explanations please be given as to: 

  
(i)                  Why was the explicit commitment given to the June Local 
Committee that this work would be done in August not followed through and 
why has the replacement highways safety signage, which the County Council 
has confirmed that it has purchased and that it is holding in store, not been 
installed in accordance with the timetable set out in the response to Council 
Members? 

  
(ii)                Why were the discussions with the contractor which resulted in 

measures being taken to ensure that similar problems for works of this type do 
not incur in future so ineffectual that a further identical failure occurred within 
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weeks of the discussions taking place and what further measures will now be put 
in place to ensure that this does not happen again? 

  
(iii)               Why, if the contractor and officers were explicitly working 
together to ensure that there are no further delays, did the delay occur and 
what new procedures will be introduced within the Department to ensure that 
this cannot happen again and will a firm commitment be given to install this 
replacement highways safety signage within the next week and, if not, by 
when? 

 
 

Response: 
 

The information provided to the June Local Committee was given in good faith 
following communication with the contractor.  The contractor went on site to carry out 
the work under the August lane closure for grass cutting.  However, the work was 
aborted when it became clear that it could not be undertaken within the time that the 
traffic management (TM) was to be in place for the grass cutting.   
 
Sharing traffic management put in place for other tasks, in this case grass cutting, is 
an efficient and cost effective way of working.  However, in the case of the A24, the 
amount of work required to be carried out exceeded the amount of time the TM was 
programmed to be on site.  It has been agreed with the contractor that separate 
traffic management will be put in place to enable the replacement of the chevrons 
and verge marker posts to be completed.  This will be funded from the countywide 
revenue budget for signs maintenance. 
 
Officers have received confirmation from the contractor that this job is being 
progressed as a matter of urgency.  The timing of the work is reliant on permit dates 
being granted.  Officers will provide a verbal update to the meeting.   
  
It is regrettable that it was not identified at an early stage that the chevron and verge 
marker post works would require more time to be completed than would be available 
under the grass cutting TM.  For future work to be carried out under shared TM, 
officers will seek assurance from the contractor that it can be completed in the time 
available so that alternative arrangements can be made if necessary, so avoiding the 
delays that have been incurred on the A24 sign works. 

 
 
 
 

2. The County Council has just launched a consultation about the future of the 
Performing Arts Library with a very short consultation period, the closing date 
being 17 September 2017. 

 The Performing Arts Library is an important and specialist facility in Mole 
Valley and supports numerous Arts Groups throughout the year, in Mole 
Valley and throughout Surrey. The limited consultation period, however, will 
make it difficult for all the Groups to respond and for the County Council to 
get a considered and balanced view from the consultation. In addition, this 
limited period will make it difficult for any proposals to be brought forward 
which could deliver a viable Option 2 in the consultation: namely, to try to 
identify, or establish, a not-for-profit community organisation which could take 
over all or a substantial part of SPAL's operations. 

Page 9



Questions from Local Committee Members (tabled)  Item 4b 
 

www.surreycc.gov.uk/molevalley 
 

 

Will the Chair of the Local Committee please make representations to the 
Chief Executive and Leader of the County Council asking them to extend the 
consultation period to six weeks to ensure a balanced and considered 
response is received by the County Council and to set a realistic timeframe 
for any decisions that are to be taken that would allow Option 2 to be fully 
explored before any decisions are implemented? 

Response from Director of Legal, Democratic and Cultural Services: 
 
Thank you for raising this issue.  I am aware that similar concerns about time scale 
have been expressed to the Cabinet Member for Communities and she has already 
asked officers to extend the consultation period by an additional two weeks.  The 
consultation will therefore remain open until midnight on 1 October. 
 
I am assured by officers that this should allow adequate time for those who wish to 
contribute to do so.  As of noon 11th September there had already been 633 
responses to the on-line survey which shows that the initial timescale has not been 
per se an impediment to potential respondents. In addition, news of this extension is 
being communicated to service users in a number of ways.  
 
Any members of the public who are not users of the Performing Arts Library are 
invited to send in their comments and concerns to 
libraryconsultation@surreycc.gov.uk and these comments will be included in the 
analysis of the feedback. 
 
Regarding Option 2, at this stage the County Council is seeking expressions of 
interest from organisations that it could potentially work with on future arrangements 
for the Performing Arts Library and is not seeking detailed plans by the deadline. In 
addition, whilst the survey is in progress and after, the County Council is actively 
approaching organisations involved in music and drama education and performance 
and advertising for expressions of interest in the relevant press. 
 
I am advised that the service hopes to identify strong and viable expressions of 
interest with the shortest possible delay to provide some certainty to users. 
Negotiations with any group would naturally take some time and they would hope to 
have these finalised by April 2018.  
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Introduction:  

(from Medium Term Financial Plan): 
 

 
 

 
 
 
From the 2017/18 central budgets for Mole Valley:  
 
£937k has been budgeted for resurfacing of roads,  
£87k for pavement works,  
and £200k for structures 
 
 
Since 2013/14 (4 years) for Mole Valley: 
 
The following has been invested centrally on the highway network in Mole Valley:  
 
£20.944 million on resurfacing roads (including LEP on the A24) 
£648k on Local Structural Repair (LSR) 
£1.591 million on pothole filling 
£544k on pavements 
And £2.584 million on Structures 
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Horizon 2  2017/18 

Roads - £937k  

Road Major Maintenance on A243 Kingston Road, Leatherhead (Oxshott Road to the County 
Boundary) – finished 11th September – 4 nights ahead of schedule. 
 
5 Road Surface Treatment Schemes: D2834 Cotmandene, B2126 Holmbury Lane, C49 Horsham 
Road (3 sections). 
 
 

Pavements - £87k 

A2003 Ashcombe Road, pavement outside of The Ashcombe School.  
 
 

Structures - £200k 

Bridge refurbishment of D2885 Leatherhead Town Bridge, Guildford Road, Leatherhead. 
Repairs and refurbishment of the brickwork, following from flood damage. 
 
Waterproofing works on A246 Mole Bridge, Leatherhead Road, Leatherhead.  
Structural assessment for A25 Deepdene Bridge, Brockham and feasibility & design of Weavers 
Wood Culvert, Ockley. 
 

Traffic Signals  - approx. £10,000 

Traffic signal upgrade on A25 High Street, Dorking near to Dene Street. Modified to new 
legislation, as no pelican crossings, to get away from the ambiguity of flashing amber signals. 
 

Embankments – approx. £70,000 

Assessment and remedial works for the embankment at A24/19 Hunts Bridge, Horsham Road, 
Capel. 
 

Drainage schemes – approx. £60,000 

D2511 Dorking Road, Bookham and D310 Wonham Lane, Betchworth. 
 

Safety Barrier – approx. £30,000 

C57 Tappners Road, Leigh  safety barrier repair. 
 
 

Road Safety Schemes 

A25 Betchworth, Betchworth Roundabout westbound arm, anti skid works 
 
D2508 Cobham Road, bend on approach to Yehudi Menuhin School, new bend warning signs 
 
D265 Lower Road, Fetcham at the roundabout with The Ridgeway and Bell Lane, hatching out 
dead areas of roundabout. 
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A24 Leatherhead by-pass/M25 J9a, Leatherhead – improvements to road markings in liaison with 
Highways England 
 

Capital Safety Works 

Includes jet patching and the “Capital Safety Budget” works on the 4a & 4b Surrey Priority 
Network. 
 

Coast to Capital LEP funded schemes – approx. £12m 

 A24 Network Resilience Scheme – major drainage and resurfacing works –approx 
£5million 

 

 Dorking STP – Wayfinding and RTPI complete and First Great Western to commence next phase, 
with the scheme due to complete at the end of Q3 2017/18. – whole scheme approx. £5m. 

 Wider Network Benefits – new message signs and upgrades of traffic signals. – East Area wide 
technology bid approx. £5m. 

 

Dorking Transport Study – approx. £50k 

In process for commissioning, collaboration with Mole Valley DC. Value approx.. £50k. 
 

Transform Leatherhead – phase 1 approx £1m. 

Collaboration between Mole Valley District Council and SCC. Phase 1 Church Street 
Leatherhead currently being constructed. Approx. £600k of external funding, and the Leaders’ 
Town Centre fund. 
 

Area wide Revenue 

Tree safety works 
 

1414 high priority trees have had works across the County since April 2017. 

 
These are category P5 and P4 trees: 
 
P5 are the most hazardous trees, and we aim to resolve issues on them within 60 days.  
P4 are our next highest trees, and we now operate a quarterly rotation round the 4 areas, 
which is why some areas appear to have less tree works than other areas – although some areas 
just have less trees overall. 
We do not carry out tree works in Woking, as the Borough deals with these on our behalf. 
 
Mole Valley is due tree work starting in September. 
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Grass Cutting  
 
Over the course of this year, our Districts and Boroughs will have cut over 41,361,181 m2 of 
grass based on our service level agreement with them. However, some of the Districts and 
Boroughs fund additional cuts.  
 
 

Highway Safety Defects and enquiries: County total 51,110 and Mole Valley total 

5,271. 
 

Total annual budget approx. £3 million 
Last FY £449k invested in repairing pot holes in Mole Valley 
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Row Labels 
Grand 
Total 

Elmbridge 5424 

Defect 2163 

Enquiry 3261 

Epsom and 
Ewell 3114 

Defect 1593 

Enquiry 1521 

Guildford 6440 

Defect 2912 

Enquiry 3528 

Mole Valley 5271 

Defect 2954 

Enquiry 2317 

Reigate and 
Banstead 7053 

Defect 3640 

Enquiry 3413 

Runnymede 2872 

Defect 731 

Enquiry 2141 

Spelthorne 3775 

Defect 1296 

Enquiry 2479 

Surrey Heath 3551 

Defect 1255 

Enquiry 2296 

Tandridge 4810 

Defect 2233 

Enquiry 2577 

Waverley 6005 

Defect 2657 

Enquiry 3348 

Woking 2795 

Defect 1003 

Enquiry 1792 

Grand Total 51110 
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Making savings and potentially increasing funding 

 

Street Lights 

Mole Valley is in phase 4 of the Part Night Lighting programme that commenced 27 July 2017.  As 
detailed in the Cabinet Report, the roads have been selected based on them being part of the 
residential road network.   
 
 

Parking Surplus 

There is a potential for adding revenue funding to the Local Committee, for highway works, 
through parking surplus. At the moment there is a parking deficit in Mole Valley as there is less 
income than the cost of enforcement. However, on-street parking charges in commercial areas 
(not residential) could generate substantial more income for use on highway works. 
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