Iltem 6

MEETING OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
TUESDAY 11 JULY 2023

QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED UNDER THE PROVISIONS
OF STANDING ORDER 10.1

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING
1. CATHERINE POWELL (FARNHAM NORTH) TO ASK:

Surrey has a clear and well understood cateqgorisation of specialist centres for
children and young people with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
(Choosing a school | SEND Advice Surrey). This categorisation provides alll
stakeholders with a consistent and extremely valuable set of definitions which
support several of the key elements of the Government White Paper ( Summary of
the SEND review: right support, right place, right time - GOV.UK (www.goV.uk)).

For example, in Surrey we have two categories of specialist centre which deliver
different levels of Communication and Interaction Needs (COIN) within mainstream
schools.

e Low COIN specialist centres tend to suit children who have speech language and
communication needs but can benefit from following the mainstream curriculum
with specialist targeted support and intervention alongside. Students spend
approximately 1 1/2 to 2 hours per week in a unit for speech and language
therapy and potentially small group teaching, and receive support from specialist
Teaching Assistants, but not 1:1 full time. Some of these pupils may have autism
as well as developmental language disorders.

e High COIN centres support pupils with higher functioning autism, as well as
social communication and interaction needs. Pupils will usually have an Autism
Spectrum Disorder (ASD) diagnosis and associated difficulties, for example,
sensory/anxiety issues, social and/or communication difficulties. These pupils
have a differentiated school curriculum and are likely to be in the centre/unit more
than 50% of the time in small groups. They tend to be of average to high
academic ability.

Can the Cabinet Member please advise:

a) If there is any work on-going to change these categories? Iif so, how this will be
communicated to Members?

b) If there is any proposal being considered to reduce the number of categories, for
example moving to a single category for all ASD provision, with no specialism.

c) Will any proposed change(s) be subject to scrutiny before a final decisionis
made?
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RESPONSE:

Scoping work is underway with schools with specialist centres and specialist schools
to explore a potential move away from Surrey-specific language and designations
such as “High COIN” and “Low COIN” to the recognised Department for Education
(DfE) language which is nationally known and understood. This work is still in
scoping stage and, if agreed and implemented, will affect only specialist centres and
specialist schools. A change, if agreed, will not change the profile of pupils going to
the centres or special schools, but rather move away from locally defined
designations and language to the DfE designations.

The potential moves in language would be:

Surrey: High COIN —to - Autism Spectrum Disorder

Surrey: Low COIN — to - Speech Language and Communication Needs
Learning and Additional Needs — to - Moderate Learning Difficulty

Complex Social and Communication Needs — to - Autism Spectrum Disorder

If the changes to terminology were adopted, the schools would retain their entry
criteria and would, as they do now, be able to accept or decline to offer a place
based on the information in children and young people’s EHCPs. The adoption of
nationally recognised designations would serve to ensure that parents and carers
understood more easily the range and type of provision available to their child, this
IS, of course, how SEND Admissions operate in the rest of England currently.

The local, Surrey-specific language has led to some uncertainty with families,
schools and staff and is not nationally known, unlike the DfE-recognised
designations. This can mean that when families search online for information about
the appropriate school or provision for their child, the Surrey-specific language can
become a barrier, whilst adoption of the DfE terminology means there is a wide
access to a significant corpus of information and in terms of data, a much more
straightforward task to benchmark data with other areas. In fact, in the DfE database
of schools Get Information about Schools (GIAS) website, all our schools are
identified by the appropriate DfE terminology as the DfE do not currently recognise
non-DfE terminology.

Any proposed change will be done in co-production with specialist schools and
mainstream schools hosting centres and following discussions with families in Surrey
through school discussions and alignment with Family Voice and other key
stakeholders. If implemented, it will not impact on the next round of pupils with
EHCPs going through Key Stage Transfer and would come into effect for September
2024 at the earliest, with September 2025 being the more likely date, dependent on
feedback from all stakeholders. Initial feedback from schools, especially our special
schools, is that they would welcome this change.

Arrangements initiated by the School's Academies Act (2010) mean the local
authority does not manage, control, or run schools (mainstream or specialist).
Therefore, any change proposals to bring specialist centres and schools into line
with the DfE designations will require approval by the relevant school /academy
governing body and special school Phase Council. SCC will work in partnership with
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settings to ensure setting designations are moved toward nationally recognised
terminology. As changes to designations are proposed to bring SCC in line with
wider nationally recognised practice, and the type of provision being offered will not
change by each specialist school or centre, additional scrutiny beyond that of local
school governance arrangements and subsequent Phase Council approval would
not be required.

Any formal decision to make these changes would of course need to go through the
appropriate governance arrangements with a breakdown of any proposed changes
on a school and centre basis and with the agreement of the provisions involved.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

2. JOANNE SEXTON (ASHFORD) TO ASK:

The decisionto take back responsibility for the cutting of grass verges, weed
clearance and other environmental work from boroughs and districts will have
included a financial analysis to assist with decision making. Will the Cabinet Member
provide the following data and information:

a) The final year annual cost to Surrey County Council (SCC) of the previous
service arrangements, to include funding to districts and borough councils and
central costs for services and administration provided by SCC.

b) The budget set for 2023/2024 for that same work and now solely undertaken
by SCC.

c) Alist of the centralised environmental work that SCC will:

i.  No longer be undertaken.
ii.  Will be undertaken but at a reduced level.

d) The estimated additional costs more recently incurred to clear the backlog of
unmown grass verges across the county.

RESPONSE:

a) The budget for 2022/23 amounted to £1.477m. This sum included payments
to eight District and Borough Councils who then managed on our behalf
grass, weed control, flailing programmes and ad hoc grass cutting, i.e.
additional sightline requests. The outturn was £1.491m, with the slight
overspend managed within the overall envelope of the Highways and
Transport revenue budget.

b) The budget for 2023/24 is currently setat£1.717m

c) There is no centralised list of works that the County Council will not be
undertaking. In terms of standards for grass cutting, these are four cuts for
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urban and two cuts for rural, with one weed spray. Cabinetis to consider
options for 2024/25 in due course.

d) It is accepted and understood that there have been some challenges with
highway grass cutting this year. Exceptional grass growth rates coupled with
new contractors needing to learn local areas has been more demanding than
usual. This has meant that in some areas the level of service to residents has
not been to the standard we would normally seek to deliver. Additional
resources have been employed to help tackle problems, with two full-time
three person gangs employed to improve outcomes. The total cost for this will
be managed within the budget available to the Service, noting that the total
figure will be calculated once the extra resources have been stood down.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

3.

FIONA DAVIDSON (GUILDFORD SOUTH-EAST) TO ASK:

The Cabinet's stated aims in relation to the centralisation of the on-street parking
enforcement include “to create consistency in service approach and improved
financial management” and parking income is cited (July 22) as “typically £5.5m per
annum with costs of about £4.5m”.

a)

b)

9)

What is 2023/2024 target for income? How much of any increase in income
(above the anticipated £5.5m) is due to increased charging levels in 23/24, and
how much due to increased enforcement?

What is the total budgeted cost of the service for 2023/2024? How much of this
total is ascribed to (one-off) set up cost, and how much to business-as-usual
operational cost?

What is the latest forecast for both income and costs (costs split by set up and
BAU operating costs) in 23/247?

How many enforcement officers are currently employed via NSL by comparison
with the number of enforcement officers employed by districts and boroughs in
22/237?

How many hours of enforcement are currently being delivered by NSL by

comparison with the hours of enforcement delivered by districts and boroughs in
22/237?

How many enforcement officers will be employed via NSL when the service is at
full strength? How many additional enforcement hours will these additional
personnel deliver? When will the service be at full strength?

The last available statistics from 2018/19 show that Guildford returned a surplus
of £584,940 with costs of £810,284, whilst Reigate and Banstead made a loss of
£335,307 with costs of £633,566, on on-street parking enforcement. Will this
information be made available for 2023/247?
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RESPONSE:

a)

b)

d)

9)

The County Council does not set targets for parking income. However, for
budgeting purposes the estimated income from parking enforcement for
2023/24 is £6.3m. After taking account of anticipated costs of £4.9m, which is
comprised of staff and contractor costs, this would lead to a surplus in parking
enforcement of £1.4m. Parking charges have not been increased in 2023/24,
although resident parking permit prices were changed in 2022/23.

The budgeted costs of the service are set out in a) above. Of the total costs
for 2023/24 approximately £175,000 has been allocated as a one-off cost for
establishing the new service.

The budget position set out ina) and b) above has not changed. Budget
projections will of course be updated as we progress through the financial
year.

It is not possible to accurately say how many Enforcement Officers were
employed by the District and Borough councils on highway enforcement
activity in 2022/23. This is because we have not been provided with this
information by the Boroughs and Districts, noting that there were significant
vacancy levels in some instances. Currently NSL has 48 enforcement staff in
their Surrey team, with active recruitment ongoing for the remaining posts that
will be filled as soon as possible.

Unfortunately, a comparison is not possible. This is because the County
Council has never been provided with the number of Enforcement Officer
deployed hours by the districts and borough councils. In April NSL achieved
approximately 4,500 deployed hours, whilst in May this increased to 6,300.

NSL is planning to have approximately 60 staff working in their Surrey team,
the majority of whom will be Enforcement Officers. It is not possible to say
exactly how many more enforcement hours will be achieved. However, we
estimate that between 7,000 and 9,000 enforcement hours per month is likely,
depending on seasonal factors. NSL should have close to a full complement
of staff by September of this year based on their current trajectory of
recruitment.

The County Council's contract with NSL is for a countywide service. It is not

therefore possible to report financial information on an individual borough or
district basis.
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MATT FURNISS, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE
AND GROWTH

4. LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:

If you are aged 20 and under and travel by bus, you can apply for the new Surrey
LINK bus card from 3 July 2023, it allows young people, aged 20 and under, to travel
for half price on single and return tickets for any journey that starts and/or finishes in
Surrey.

a) What efforts have Surrey County Council (SCC) made to publicise the 20 and
Under Half Fare Concessionary Scheme and is there any feedback to test
whether this has been successful?

b) How many young people are SCC expecting to take advantage of this
scheme, and what is the budgeted cost for 2023/24 and 2024/257

RESPONSE:

The Surrey LINK Card is an exciting and new initiative that aims to attract more
children and young people on to buses helping them to access education, training
and employment more cheaply. The Surrey LINK Card is available to all residents
aged 20 and under. It reduces the price of travel to half the adult fare, thus
supporting young people in continuing to travel on buses as they move into
adulthood.

Applications for the Surrey LINK Card went live on 3 July and the card will be
available to use on buses in Surrey to obtain a half adult fare from 17 July.

The name, branding and design of the Surrey Link Card was developed in
collaboration with Surrey Youth Voice, a partnership between Surrey's young people
and the User Voice and Participation Team. Surrey Youth Voice told us that cheaper
bus travel was a top priority for young people in the county, something we are
delighted to respond to.

The Surrey LINK Card has been widely publicised using a variety of media, with a
continued programme of marketing and publicity planned for the scheme.
Communication channels used so far include press releases, Facebook socials and
other organic social media posts, postings on media channels such as local radio
stations, alongside direct emails to schools and colleges.

It is recognised that a sustained period of advertising is necessary to promote the
scheme and maximise take up. Our ongoing strategy includes flyers and posters
being distributed to schools, colleges, job centres and posted at /bus stops, etc,
digital marketing at bus stops, messages on the county council’s real time passenger
information displays, alongside continued engagement with Surrey Youth Voice who
provide a valuable voice for younger people across the county.
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The impact of the communications strategy can be measured, for example, through
the number of views on social media and the user uptake of the Surrey LINK card.

In terms of likely volumes and budgets, the County Council appointed MCL, a
specialist transport consultancy, to support our modelling work to understand and
forecast the likely uptake of the Surrey Link Card. This modelling identified that some
12,000 Surrey residents under the age of 21 would take advantage of the scheme.

In 2023/24, £450,000 has been included in the budget. In 2024/25, the budget is
£459,000.

Each Surrey LINK Card is issued free of charge to qualifying residents, removing a
potential cost barrier for applicants. This aims to maximise applications and use of
the Surrey LINK Card. A fee-free application has a forecast cost of £460,000 pa,
which is additional to the scheme budget and funded from within the existing
Directorate budget envelope.

I would ask all Members to help promote this excellent new initiative: Surrey LINK
Card to their residents to ensure no child or young person is left behind.

NATALIE BRAMHALL, CABINET MEMBER FOR PROPERTY AND WASTE

5. WILL FORSTER (WOKING SOUTH) TO ASK:

At Council (Informal) in January 2022 the Cabinet Member confirmed the then value
of the Surrey asset known as the former Debenhams site in Winchester as £6.25m
(2021) against a 2017 purchase price of £15.8m.

a) Will the Cabinet Member please confirm the latest valuation of this asset?

There have been calls locally for the site to be converted into an indoor market, but it
is currently being marketed as three restaurants/bar units.

b) Are any of these units now leased?

c) What are the plans and timescales to revise the marketing strategy if they are
not taken up?

d) How much is the loss of revenue during the time the site has been empty to
date?

RESPONSE:

a) Valuation of the asset as of 31 March 2023 is £3.625m.

b) Discussions regarding the future use of the building have been held with local
stakeholders including Winchester City Council and the City of Winchester
Trust, who are both extremely supportive of future use as restaurants / bar
units. All three units are now under offer to national high street tenants.
Advanced negotiations are also in progress with a leisure operator to occupy
the first and second floors.

c) It is anticipated that the tenants will be open and trading by end of March
2024.
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d) The former tenant, Debenhams Retail Plc, entered administration in May 2021
and vacated the property in January 2022. The rent passing was £702,803
per annum. When current leasing negotiations have been concluded, the total
rent receivable will broadly be in line with that previously paid by Debenhams.
Our external valuers have confirmed that this will significantly increase the
capital value of the asset.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

6. ASHLEY TILLING (WALTON SOUTH & OATLANDS) TO ASK:

When Surrey County Council took over the contract for cutting grass verges, they
reduced the number of urban cuts from ten to four a year. This has meant that our
inboxes have been full of complaints from residents about the how unsightly the
verges in our towns and connecting highways have been; not surprising when
typically, the ‘end of year’ cut was implemented in October/November last year and
the first cut of this year not until May/June. Over that period the grass grew to an
unacceptable length.

What will be done to ensure that there will be an adequate number of cuts in the next
financial year and that these will be at a suitable frequency to prevent the levels of
growth we have seen this year?

RESPONSE:

The County Council’s standard for grass cutting is four urban cuts with two rural
cuts. Walton South and Oatlands is within the Borough of ElImbridge, where the
County Council directly managed the service in the 2022/23 season. Last year,
weather conditions did not generate the same level of grass growth and the number
of customer concerns in Elmbridge was therefore correspondingly lower. When
Elmbridge Borough Council were managing the service on our behalf, the number of
urban cuts they provided was ten. However, Elmbridge Borough Council chose to
end that arrangement in 2021/22, citing reasons of cost.

The Council's Cabinet will be considering options as to how best manage the service
next year, noting the need to derive a balance between any ecological advantages of
fewer cuts and the impact on the street scene.

NATALIE BRAMHALL, CABINET MEMBER FOR PROPERTY AND WASTE

7. JONATHAN ESSEX (REDHILL EAST) TO ASK:

On 18 June 2023 the Government announced that waste charges for DIY waste will
be abolished at the third of councils that charge residents for taking DIY waste to
Community Recycling Centres (CRCs), or similar. Surrey County Council is one of
these councils. Now that the Government has now ruled that this loophole will be
closed, what are Surrey County Council’s plans for handling DIY waste at CRCs?
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RESPONSE:

On 18 June the Government announced that it was proposing to change the law to
require local authorities to accept small amounts of construction waste from ‘do it
yourself (DIY) activities, from householders, free of charge. Surrey County Council,
like most of our neighbouring authorities currently make a charge for all rubble and
plasterboard.

As part of the announcement, the Government has set out the quantity of
construction waste that will have to be accepted free of charge — up to two 50-litre
rubble bags or one large item no larger than 2m X 0.75m x 0.7m per household at a
maximum frequency of 4 visits over 4 weeks.

Whilst it is as yet unclear as to when the Government intend to change the law to
implement the policy change, Cabinet had already been reviewing the potential to
change our policy around charging for DIY waste, and as such, | will be taking a
Cabinet Member decision in respect of such a change in line with the Government’s
announcement.

Officers are currently working with our waste contractor SUEZ to understand the
changes that will be required to deliver the policy change, but our current thinking is
that we would retain the Charging Support Officers and control systems, including
the provision of rubble containers at only nine of our fiteen CRCs. This will ensure
that we maintain appropriate controls over trade waste, monitor use of the free
allowance and have the ability to continue to levy charges for any construction waste
in excess of the free allowance as well as for car tyres, which are not household
waste and not covered by this proposed change in legislation. Work underway is
also considering the method by which the frequency of ‘free deposits’ would be
monitored, as well as to produce a clear list of what items will be considered as part
of this free allowance, so that we can be very clear with our residents in our
communication about the changes.

The Government have indicated that local authorities will need to absorb the cost of
accepting small amounts of DIY waste, and therefore itis important that we maintain
controls over what can be brought in to minimise the Council’s exposure to increased
costs. Our analysis has indicated that if we removed controls entirely and reverted to
the tonnages of construction waste that were dealt with prior to the introduction of
charges in 2015/16 then this could cost the council over £1 million per annum.

MATT FURNISS, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE
AND GROWTH

8. CATHERINE BAART (EARLSWOOD AND REIGATE SOUTH) TO ASK:
Following the success of the Digital Demand Responsive Transport (DDRT) pilot in
North Mole Valley, please can the Council confirm plans for rolling this out across

Surrey, and the rationale for the order of rolling out. In particular, how this will take
into account the Council’s policy of No One Left Behind?
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RESPONSE:

Underpinning all our work is our overarching ambition to help everyone in Surrey
benefit from all the opportunities on offer in our county, and to ensure that no one is
left behind. Now, and in the future.

The Mole Valley Connect Digital Demand Responsive Transport (DDRT) service is
helping those who need us most and is improving the quality of life for residents, with
the service open to everyone and covering the whole of the district. Mole Valley
Connect has been warmly welcomed by residents and has attracted non-bus users
on to this new and flexible public transport service. We are now building on the
success of this to introduce more DDRT schemes across Surrey.

Following the ‘Bus Network Review’ and associated public consultation, Cabinet
agreed on 28 March 2023 to implement the first phase of county council funded
DDRT services. Five new DDRT services will start this September in Cranleigh,
Farnham, Longcross, West Guildford and Tandridge. These areas were chosen for
this first phase as we could develop, improve and expand existing conventional local
transport schemes to make them even more attractive and available to even more
residents. In the case of Guildford, the new scheme replaces an infrequent, low
patronage local bus service with a more flexible and superior DDRT offer.

Work is already underway to develop even more DDRT schemes, the aim being to
cover as much of Surrey as is practical and affordable, and as quickly as possible.
Once we have a developed and costed delivery programme this will be shared with
Members. Our DDRT ambition really does aim to help everyone in Surrey benefit
from all the opportunities on offer in our county, and to ensure that no one is left
behind.

TIM OLIVER, LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

9. EBERKINGTON (EWELL COURT, AURIOL & CUDDINGTON) TO ASK:

a) In the last year (from June 2022) how many complaints by residents to the
Local Government Ombudsman have been upheld and awards of
compensation granted?

b) What is the break down in number of complaints upheld when categorised by
service area?

c) What is the total compensation awarded against each service area?
d) What is the established policy of the Council, including timescales, on
providing Members with details of these Reports and providing easy access to

them on the SCC website?

RESPONSE:

a) Each year inJuly, the Local Government and Social Care Ombudsman
(LGSCO) publishes an Annual Letter to all councils in England providing
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data on the number of enquiries and complaints they have received for
that council during the previous financial year, along with the outcome of
their investigations. While Surrey County Council keeps its own local
records of Ombudsman decisions, the Annual Letter is the verified
published data source, which is used for benchmarking purposes. This is
publicly available on the LGSCO website: Councils' performance - Local
Government_and Social Care Ombudsman

The LGSCO Annual Letter providing complaints information for the period
1 April 2022 to 31 March 2023 will be published on 20 July 2023. A report
providing full details of the LGSCO Annual Letter is due to be presented at
Audit and Governance Committee in November 2023.

Our local records* show that in 22/23 we received 192 complaint enquiries
from the Ombudsman and, of these, 78 (41%) were upheld. Where the

Ombudsman recommended a financial remedy, one case related to Adult
Social Care, the rest related to Children’s Social Care and Education.

(*please note that these figures may differ from the finalised LGSCO
figures due to how the data is recorded and analysed)

b) Of the 78 complaints we have recorded as upheld by the LGSCO:

c)

d)

e 66 related to services within Children, Families & Lifelong Learning
o 7 related to Adult Social Care
o 5related to other council services.

More detailed information will be contained in the LGSCO’s Annual Letter
published on 20 July 2023.

From our local records, the following financial remedies were recommended
by the LGSCO in 22/23:

LGSCO Directed Financial Remedy
Adult Social Care £1500.00
Children Families and Lifelong £124,401.95
Learning
Other Council Services NIL

More detailed information can be found in the Annual Complaints Report
which was presented at Audit & Governance Committee on 5 June 2023. The
full report can be accessed on the Committee webpage via this link Agenda
for Audit and Governance Committee on Monday, 5 June 2023, 2.00 pm -
Surrey County Council (surreycc.gov.uk)

We take any complaints made about our services very seriously; in particular
those that have reached the Ombudsman for independent investigation
because this means we have been unable to resolve the complaint and/or a
significant concern has been raised about how we are delivering a service.
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As a result, we are committed to making sure that we have appropriate
oversight and scrutiny of Ombudsman investigations to help us learn and
improve and to ensure we are held to account when things go wrong. This is
why the Audit and Governance Committee receive regular reports on
complaint handling. All Ombudsman decisions are published on their website
and are publicly available.

In addition, every week the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Audit and Governance
Committee, along with other Senior Officers, receive a weekly summary of all
Ombudsman correspondence received by the Council that week. This
includes an anonymised summary of any enquiries, investigations and
decisions. We are also working with the Customer Relations Teams in Adult
Social Care, Children’s and Corporate to ensure that relevant Cabinet
Members and the Local Member/s are notified when Ombudsman decisions
are received, and that information on published Ombudsman decisions is
made available to all Members.

TIM OLIVER, LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

10.ROBERT EVANS OBE (STANWELL AND STANWELL MOOR) TO ASK:

a) Further to the Home Office's communication of 29 June, how many asylum
seekers are there in Surrey?

b) How effective are the current communication channels with Whitehall on the
complex asylum issue?

RESPONSE:

a) The number of adult asylum seekers and unaccompanied child asylum
seekers accommodated in Surrey is approximately 1292, broken down as

follows:
Scheme Totals* Date from
Initial Asylum Accommodation (IA) 988 July 2023
Overspill Dispersal Accommodation | 173 Jan 2023
(ODA)
Unaccompanied Minors (UAM) 131 July 2023
Total 1292

* |t should be noted that these figures are subject to movementon an almostdaily
basis as individuals pass through the relevant processes and are moved on and out
of Surrey hotels.

b) Home Office and DLUHC officials regularly attend Surrey Wider Immigration
Group meetings to learn of the issues being faced across the County and to
update partners on national policy and activity in respect of asylum
accommodation. The Home Office have improved their process of notifying
local authorities when accommodation is being established and have an
improved early notification and Multi-Agency Forum process in place for each
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asylum hotel where it is proposed to increase capacity. Communication with
Government departments is also conducted on a wider basis through the
South-East Strategic Partnership for Migration.

TIM OLIVER, LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

11.STEVEN MCCORMICK (EPSOM TOWN & DOWNS) TO ASK:

What is the current status regarding county deals and this Council, is there any work
being done to continue progressing towards a county deal and what is the cost of the
county deal work to date please?

RESPONSE:

Surrey County Council and its partners have prepared a proposed Level 2 County
Deal for Surrey, recognising the significant benefits this would have for the county.

At the start of 2023, the Leader officially expressed Surrey’s interest in a Level 2 deal
to DLUHC, setting out the proposed content of a County Deal for Surrey. The
Government’s response at that time was that Level 3 Deals were being prioritised for
attention and progression. However, discussions are continuing with DLUHC and we
are hopeful that we will have some further clarification on the status of a level 2 deal
in the near future.

There are no additional costs for the work on a County Deal at this stage, as the
work is being undertaken as part of existing officers’ role.

NATALIE BRAMHALL, CABINET MEMBER FOR PROPERTY AND WASTE

12.NICK DARBY (THE DITTONS) TO ASK:

a) What procedures are in place for evacuating people with mobility difficulties
from the Council Chamber?

b) When were these procedures last reviewed?

RESPONSE:

a) Two “General Emergency Evacuation Plan” notices for Woodhatch Place
(WHP) are posted inthe Council Chamber; one by the main entrance and one
at the other end of the room by the Fire Exit. The document details actions
and instructions building users should follow in the event of an emergency.

A contact number for WHP Main Reception is also posted at the main
entrance door which building users can call if any assistance is required, be it
an emergency or not.

Surrey County Council staff (including staff on long-term contracts) who have
mobility issues and need assistance to safely exit the building inform Facilities
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b)

Management (FM) of their requirements via a Personal Emergency
Evacuation Plan (PEEP).

As per Surrey Corporate Health & Safety guidelines which are rolled out to all
Council staff, itis the responsibility of the staff member to discuss their needs
with their Line Manager. The Line Manager completes the PEEP and sends
onto the FM team, which adds the data, requirements etc to the PEEP tracker
log. The PEEP tracker log is keptin an ‘Emergency Grab Bag’.

In the event of an emergency, a FM team member (Reception staff) takes the
Emergency Grab Bag and calls staff members with PEEPs to ensure they are
able to leave the building safely, as pertheir PEEP.

All visitors (i.e. non-Surrey County Council staff attending meetings/functions)
should be contacted by the Surrey County Council meeting host to identify
any needs/mobility issues. The host should then inform the FM team as
necessary. Similarly, it is best practise for a meeting leader/host to run
through ‘housekeeping’ at the beginning of each meeting, to highlight any
planned fire drills, the emergency evacuation procedure and outside assembly
point. To ensure that this best practice approach is being followed, the FM
team is working with Health & Safety and Agile Office Programme colleagues
to embed these best practise guidelines and roll out to all staff, so they are
aware of their responsibilities when hosting visitors at a corporate office.

A new PEEP policy was rolled out atthe end of June by the Corporate Health
and Safety Team Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPS)
(sharepoint.com) and is available on ‘Our Surrey'.

The General Emergency Evacuation Plans are site specific for each corporate
office. These are reviewed annually or when there is a significant change to
the site. The last review at Woodhatch Place took place on 1 June 2023 as
part of the Full Fire Drill.

As part of the Drill, FM Reception staff called the three colleagues who have
PEEPs at WHP; all answered their phone and confirmed they were not in the
building that day, so no further action was required.

PEEPs are reviewed annually and updated as necessary, in relation to
changes to the building, condition and/or personal circumstances of the
person concerned. PEEPs are generally not ‘live’ tested; however where a
PEEP is extremely complex or has an element of support which requires staff
training, then an as live practise/training sessionwould be arranged.
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KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

13.ANGELA GOODWIN (GUILDFORD SOUTH-WEST) TO ASK:

It has been brought to my attention that there are currently just two teams of
contractors cutting back vegetation across the whole of Surrey and that they have a
significant backlog of outstanding jobs.

Would the Cabinet Member please confirm:

a) How many teams should be in place to do this work?
b) How many outstanding jobs are there in this service?
c) What plans are in place to upscale this work at pace to address the backlog?

RESPONSE:

The County Council adjusts the amount of resource delivering this service
throughout the year. At present we have two teams of contractors cutting back
general vegetation. We also have numerous gangs undertaking tree works, which is
ordered by jobs, not by gang, with the contractor determining the required resource.
Plus, we have an additional Member funded gang working in the Tandridge

area. There is therefore no fixed number, and in general resources increase in
winter when most of our flail cutting takes place.

There are 254 general vegetation jobs planned to be completed, although this
number changes frequently with works being completed and new works added. This
is not therefore a ‘backlog’, as works need to be programmed to ensure we efficiently
and effectively use the gang’s time. It is never our intention to have no works
outstanding. Doing so would result in inefficient programming and a significant waste
of money as contractors travel to different parts of the County as and when jobs are
created.

It is also worth noting that a substantial amount of vegetation that encroaches on to
the highway emanates from private land. It is the landowner's responsibility to ensure
that their vegetation is managed so as not to impede highway users. In the last year,
the team has contacted approximately 2,500 landowners, of which 165 have resulted
in enforcement action. Many owners genuinely do not appreciate the inconvenience
their overgrown vegetation can cause, and when advised most deal with it promptly.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

14. MARK SUGDEN (HINCHLEY WOOD, CLAYGATE AND OXSHOTT) TO ASK:
Claygate Lane, Hinchley Wood, between Manor Road North and the A309 Kingston
By Pass hosts both Hinchley Wood Primary and Secondary Schools, St

Christopher's Church and a nursery. Atthe junction with the A309 there is a
roundabout and a traffic signal controlled crossing. The speed limit on the eastbound
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approach off the A3 is 50mph reducing to 40mph about 175 metres from the
roundabout. Many residents, especially school children utilise this crossing.

There have been multiple traffic incidents at this location including most recently a
serious one with a truck crashing into the safety barrier just before the crossing.
Many residents have expressed their serious concerns about road safety at this
location including vehicles jumping the red lights, vehicle speeds at the roundabout,
lack of signage indicating schools nearby and poor visibility due to the vegetation on
the roundabout.

The Road Safety team have indicated that this site could be added to potential
schemes for next year and have identified some actions that might be taken.
However, having met with local residents on site last week, can | request that a
detailed road safety assessment of this location be undertaken which will explore all
options to significantly improve safety and address the concerns of local residents?

RESPONSE:

Injury accidents reported to the Police are recorded. The County Council has access
to this information, and if there are patterns of accidents at a specific location these
will be identified by our Road Safety Team. Options for any safety improvement will
then be considered between road safety professionals and the Police at a formal
“‘Road safety Working Group” meeting.

Following local concerns raised with the County Council, this site was considered at
a Road Safety Working Group meeting on 13 June 2023. Potential improvements
were discussed and identified, which will be considered along with those at other
sites across Surrey. The Road Safety Working Group will analysis the data from all
sites and use their collective expertise to ensure available funding is targeted where
it will have maximum impact on road safety to reduce death and injury on our roads.
As accident patterns are assessed by the Road Safety Team and the site is already
included in that process there is no other general safety assessment that Officers
would undertake.

I would highlight that each year all Members can request a technical assessment for
a specific site or scheme. Officers will contact Councillor Sugden to confirm if this is
his priority for 25/26, as he has committed another location for 24/25. This will be
assessed and prioritised alongside other requested schemes for this programme of
work.

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

15.CATHERINE POWELL (FARNHAM NORTH) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

| am increasingly concerned by the impact of delays in issuing Education Health and

Care Plans (EHCPs), not just on the children and their families, but on schools, their
staff and pupils.
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a) What is the average value of a support package under an EHCP paid to a
mainstream school?

b) Could there be consideration of making a payment to mainstream schools once
the deadline of 20 weeks has passed to allow the school to pay for additional
support without having to take funding from elsewhere in their budget?

c) Table 1 below identifies the areas of Surrey where children and young people are
most deprived. Can the Council particularly look to provide additional direct
support or funding (not signposting) into schools in or adjacent to these areas
while the majority of new EHCPs are not being issued within 20 weeks and
annual EHCP updates are also delayed?

Table 1 — LSOAs in Surrey where Children and Young People are in Sub-domain
Decile 1, the lowest 10%

Children
and Young
LSOA name . Key Area People
Neighbourhood Sub-
domain
Decile
Mole Valley 011D Yes Holmwoods
Guildford 012D Yes Westborough
Runnymede 002F Yes Englefield Green West
Elmbridge 017D No Cobham and Downside
Reigate and Banstead
018D Yes Horley Central & South
Surrey Heath 004C Yes Old Dean
Reigate and Banstead Hooley, Merstham &
008A Yes Netherne
Guildford 010C Yes Ash Wharf
Epsom and Ewell 002C No West Ewell - North
Spelthorne 001B Yes Stanwell North
Waverley 002E Yes Upper Hale (Sandy Hill)
Godalming Central and
Waverley 010A Yes Ockford
Park Barn / Wood Street
Guildford 005E No Village
Waverley 005C No North / East Farncombe
Guildford 010D No Ash - North West
Spelthorne 002A No West Bedfont / Ashford
Guildford 007A No Bellfields North
Guildford 002D No Sheets Heath / Brookwood
RESPONSE:

a) The average value of an EHCP support package paid to a mainstream school is
£5,500, noting there can be quite a variation as there is a wide range of needs
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b)

that pupil support/banding covers within Mainstream Schools.

We are very aware of the pressure on schools relative to the delay in the
finalisation of the EHCNA (Education Health and Care Needs Assessment)
process, however not all EHCNA requests result in an EHCP being issued
(Around 82% of requests result in an EHCP being issued), so the impacts need
to be considered on a case-by-case discussion to support schools, rather than a
blanket approach.

While the service has no plan to pay for an EHCP in advance of its agreement
an EHCP is often made up of a range of support provided directly from the
council’s Inclusion and Additional Needs support services and funding to support
additional staff or provision costs. In respect of those appropriate services (such
as therapy or specialist teaching services), these can often be accessed without
the need for an EHCP, and the service will continue to ensure that access to
suitable support is in place for these children on a needs-led basis.

Children with the highest needs, or those in Key Stage transfer years are
currently being prioritised for an EHC Needs Assessment and therefore they are
receiving a plan on time or with a shorter delay compared to those more likely to
continue to have their needs met in mainstream school. Our clear target itis to
achieve the statutory timeframe as soon as possible for all children and young
people inline with the Statutory requirements and the commitment from the Lead
Cabinet Member in the May Full Council meeting.

Further offers of support are being developed for the new academic year which
will enhance the support on offer to schools, including extending the Team
Around the School model across the county; termly visits to schools with the
highest numbers of EHCP to consider support to cohorts of children rather than
to each individually; and school SEN audits through Schools Alliance for
Excellence designed to help develop the school’s Local Offer.

Mainstream maintained schools and academies are notified each year of a
clearly identified notional budget towards the cost of fulfilling their duty to ‘best
endeavours’ to secure provision for their pupils with Special Educational Needs
(SEN). These are funds that schools are required to set aside for the provision of
education for students with SEN needs and is a part of the national funding
formula. In Surrey the notional budget in the academic year 2022-2023 is set at
£6,000. It has been recognised and acknowledged that this is 40% lower than
the current national average. The School's Forum is considering a move to the
national average over the next two years, pending consultation.

The specialist teaching service is reviewing its approach and capacity relative to
need in the communities we serve. This will require a move away from a
universal offer where the same level of support and provision is offered to alll
schools. This review will be finalised over the summer period and communicated
to schools at the start of the new academic year. We are also consulting with
Schools Forum on this offer for the following academic year to secure schools’
agreement and continued commitment to part fund this service. The Team
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Around the School will be targeted and rolled out to those areas with highest
relative need, this analysis will take account of deprivation.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

16.JOANNE SEXTON (ASHFORD) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

It is clear that the decision to take back the cutting of grass verges across the county
was a decision made without discussion or prior agreement with the boroughs and
districts. However, residents have been advised that several borough and districts
had asked SCC to take back the service.

Will the Cabinet Member confirm;

a) If any borough or district council requested that SCC take back responsibility
for the cutting of grass verges and other environmental work before the
Cabinet Member announced the decision to them?

b) Which borough or district council requested that they retain the service when
the new policy was announced?

RESPONSE:

Eight district and borough councils operated agency agreements with the County
Council for grass cutting in 2022/23. Woking Borough Council advised that they no
longer wished to continue in 2023, joining Elmbridge, Mole Valley and Tandridge
where the County Council already managed the service.

The remaining District and Borough Councils operated Agency Agreements that
expired at the end of March 2023, meaning that there was no termination of these
arrangements, although the decision taken was not renew them.

All impacted District and Borough Councils were formally written to in July 2022, and
meetings and discussions were held with both the Surrey Leaders group and the
Surrey Chief Executives Group. Officers from the Highways and Transport service
had regular meetings with their counterparts in the District and Borough Councils
from the date of this announcement through to March 2023. This helped manage
transition arrangements, including potential TUPE (Transfer of Employment
Protection of Employment) staff transfers to the new service provider.

At the Officer meetings there was no formal discussions about any District or
Boroughs retaining grass cutting, as the decision remained that the service was to
be brought back under County Council control.
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KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

17.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:
(2"d Question)

The last parking review in Woking ended in October last year and there are many
agreed changes to parking where the signage has been put in place, but the
accompanying lines on the road have not yet been painted. In addition, requests for
lines to be refreshed where they have worn away do not seem to be being actioned.

Is the issue related to the new contractor that provides services to SCC and are
there any plans to clear the backlog of which seems to be at least 6 - 9 months?

RESPONSE:

It is recognised that there has been an unfortunate delay in completing the new road
markings agreed as part of the last Woking parking review. Road markings can only
be installed on a dry and clean surface, making winter particularly challenging for this
activity. The frequency of parked cars where the new restrictions are proposed
creates additional problems in terms of access.

Allied to this our contractor initially struggled with resources. However, | am pleased
to report this has now been resolved. We now have a commitment for four separate
crews for the County, coupled with night working where needed. In addition, we will
use our parking enforcement contractor (NSL) to instigate suspensions of parking
where this will assist the installation of the new lining.

Presently, all signs for the Woking review are in place along with approximately 40%
of the road markings. Working with our contractor, ongoing progress is being
carefully monitored. | am pleased to state that it is anticipated works should be
completed this summer.

DAVID LEWIS, CABINET MEMBER FOR FINANCE AND RESOURCES

18. WILL FORSTER (WOKING SOUTH) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

In last week’s Cabinet agenda it was stated in the M1 Budget report that there was
“£3.3m relating to the delivery of ‘stretch efficiencies’ (within the CFLLC Directorate).
These efficiencies are due to be delivered in 2023/24, but at present there are no
specific delivery plans for achievement. There is therefore a risk of non-delivery until
action is taken to identify opportunities for delivery.”

a) This report relates to the position at M1, would the Cabinet Member please
provide an update on the development of plans for how these efficiencies will
be delivered?

b) In the case of non-delivery, what is the contingency for plugging the gap?
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RESPONSE:

a) When the budget for 23/24 was set, the intention of the stretch targets was to
remain within the available funding envelope and reflected the need for further
actions to be identified during the financial year. This is an approach which
has worked successfully in the past, specifically within the SEND/High Needs
Block cost containment targets. Experience from previous years indicates this
could be from funding sources such as grants or contributions or reallocation
of resources during the year if other budgets begin to forecast a surplus. The
largest expenditure areas, social care placements and home to school
transport, are also those which are seeing the largest pressure increases, so
whilst further efficiencies will also be looked at in these areas they will be
more difficult to find. There are regular meetings between the CFLL
leadership team, Finance and Cabinet members to review the financial
position and the performance against efficiency targets.

b) Should these efficiencies not be delivered assessment of their impact would
need to be made against forecasts in other areas of the budget envelope to
ascertain if this would result in an overall overspend. The Council holds a
central contingency to mitigate risks and potential impacts during any financial
year so the regular monitoring of the overall Council outturn would identify if
this would be needed in order to manage any variances. If the stretch target
cannot be achieved on an ongoing basis, then it will be reviewed as part of
the MTFS.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

19.JONATHAN ESSEX (REDHILL EAST) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

Redhill’s pedestrianised town centre has different features that have been noted as
being maintained by Surrey Highways, including the pedestrianised pavement area
(granite blocks) and street furniture (including raised seating with street trees planted
in the centre and timber slats).

However, the quality of this maintenance is not up to the standard one would expect.
There are a number of long-standing places where the temporary tarmac lines
created after works undertaken by utility companies have not been replaced (much
longer than the 6 month period allowed under Surrey County Council’'s Specification
for the Reinstatement of Openings in the Highway) and it is the borough, not county,
council that is currently undertaking spot repairs to the street furniture. Please can
you:

a) set out Surrey Highways’ process for enforcing the non-compliance of such
reinstatement by utility companies; and

b) explain its maintenance strategy for street furniture, such as benching and
planters, in pedestrianised areas which it is responsible for?
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RESPONSE:

a) As set out in legislation Surrey Officers inspect approximately 10% of all

b)

works (c60,000 works p.a.) at their completion stage to determine whether the
correct reinstatement specification has been met. A further 10% of works are
inspected at the end of their two-year guarantee period against the same
specification. A recent legislative change from April of this year means that
Surrey can complete more inspections against those works promoters with
the highest failure rates.

In addition to this inspection regime Surrey Officers will respond to any ad hoc
reports of materials not being correctly matched with existing materials. Upon
discovery of any specification failure Officers will generate a ‘defect’ for the
works promoter who will complete remedial works at their own cost. Any
Surrey Officer visits to re-inspect the reinstatement are re-charged to the
works promoter.

| am pleased that this has been raised with me so that action can be taken.

Our Streetworks Team has been instructed to send an Officer to Redhill Town
Centre to determine whom these reinstated areas belong to and commence
the required ‘defect’ process so that the correct materials to be reinstated.

Bespoke street furniture such as benches and planters are generally funded
and maintained by the relevant District or Borough Council. The County
Council will ensure the area is kept safe, but unless commuted sums or other
maintenance arrangements are in place, the County Council does not
maintain these assets. The exception is if the County Council installed the
items of street furniture.

The County Council may offer “Town Centre Maintenance Agreements” to
District and Borough Councils if they so wish, noting that two are operational
at this time; one in Epsom & Ewell and one in Woking. An alternative is for
the District or Borough Council to provide funding when needed and the
County Council can organise any required maintenance.

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

20.CATHERINE BAART (EARLSWOOD AND REIGATE SOUTH) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

What is the Council’s estimate of the additional costs (due to commencing support to
pupils on time) that would have been incurred had all of the current Education Health
and Care Needs Assessments (EHCNA) due since June 2022 been completed on

time?

RESPONSE:

Funding for schools is not primarily driven by EHCPs so estimating a cost for these
delays cannot be looked at solely in this context. Schools funding is driven
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predominantly by the numbers of children in that school at a particular census point,
which then feeds through to the nationally and locally agreed funding formula.
Schools are required to take account of the “notional” SEND budget for each pupil
with an EHCP and this comes from their overall school's block funding rather than
being additional, so a child having an EHCP assessment delayed would not reduce
their overall funding in this way.

Funding associated with the outcome of an EHCNA is also very difficult to assess
because this will vary significantly depending on the outcome of that assessment
and the needs of the child. When the Council first entered into its Safety Valve’
Agreement with the Department for Education in March 2022, it projected anticipated
demand growth with the expectation that assessments would be completed on time.
At the end of the 22/23 financial year, the DSG High Needs Block (HNB) Outturn
overspend was £2m lower than planned. Whilst there are many elements that
influence the outturn, the majority of cost containment targets were met as planned.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that a large proportion of the £2m underspend
against Safety Valve profile was a result of fewer EHCPs being processed than
forecast at the start of the year.

It is important to note the HNB budget is set higher than the HNB DSG funding, i.e.
the budget is set with a planned overspend in line with the Safety Valve agreement.
An underspend against the budget in this context does not result in any surplus grant
at the end of the year as the safety valve programme is focused on achieving an in-
year balance on the HNB where grant and expenditure levels align.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

21.ROBERT EVANS OBE (STANWELL AND STANWELL MOOR) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

What reflections does the Council have on this year's grass cutting programme?

RESPONSE:

As an organisation, we are ambitious and are always looking to improve and adopt
best practice across local government. We have a key role to play in improving the
quality of life for the residents of Surrey, enhancing the infrastructure for business and
protecting the natural environment for generations to come.

The County Council therefore takes the delivery of all our responsibilities extremely
seriously and endeavours to provide excellent service to our residents. With regard
to grass cutting, exceptional growth rates coupled with new contractors needing to
learn local areas have combined proved unusually challenging this year. This has
meant that, in some areas, the level of service has not been to the standard we would
normally deliver. Lessons have been learnt and action is being taken to minimise this
risk for future seasons.
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CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

22.STEVEN MCCORMICK (EPSOM TOWN & DOWNS) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

Following a recent Members briefing on Home to School Transport where budget is
millions over target, significant number of actions to address the Home to School
process and administration were shared.

An example was shared by a member who had been advised that a child from
Farnham had been offered a school in Godalming. That is quite a trip each day.

In my own division in Epsom, there are not enough high school places in Epsom so
children are transported each day to Leatherhead and back.

What is required are more school places for the children of Surrey closer to their
homes to reduce or even eliminate the need to home to school transport.

Without this root cause problem approach, the Home to School Transport budget,
currently £54m, is only going to increase and is not sustainable.

The impact onto our climate from these journeys, the impact to our road network, the
impact on the children not being able to have a school place and friends close to
their home.

We need to step back and look at the root cause of not enough school places where
they needed.

What is this Council doing to address this issue and to provide more schools and
school places where they are needed and where there is a clear need?

RESPONSE:

The School Organisation Plan 2022-2032 sets out Surrey County Council’s Pupil
Place Planning Principles Provision of school places and school expansions - Surrey
County Council (surreycc.gov.uk).

Effective pupil place planning is an essential process that enables us to work with
schools and stakeholders to commission and create high quality school places. We
use a system called “Edge-ucate” to forecast the need for school places in order to
work with schools to address any shortfall. The forecasts are based on birth data,
housing permissions and trajectories and pupil movement trends.

The demand for secondary school places across Surrey is being met through new
Free Schools, expansions of existing schools and bulge classes in existing schools.

For September 2023, there has been a particular pressure for mainstream

Secondary School places in some areas of Surrey, and bulge classes have been
arranged including a bulge class at Farnham Heath End and Ash Manor. More
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information about the offers made for September 2023 can be found on the webpage
How school places were allocated in previous yvears - Surrey County Council
(surreycc.gov.uk).

All schools in Epsom & Ewell agreed to offer over their published admission number
by up to 8 places which allows an additional 40 places across the planning area.
Based on the additional capacity within the 5 schools in the planning area there is
expected to be sufficient places over the 10-year forecast period, however we
update forecasts annually and will continue to monitor the demand for school places.
For September 2023 there are currently 38 places available for Year 7 in the
Secondary School planning area of Epsom & Ewell. It should be noted that pupils
often travel across borough and district, and county borders, as their nearest or
preferred schools might not be in the borough they live in.

The demand for specialist school places is being met through additional places
delivered through the SEND capital programme. The capacity created locally will
enable pupils to attend their closest most appropriate school, with shorter journey
times and reduced SEND home to school transport distance and costs.

The Council is expanding the state-maintained specialist education estate at pace in
order to ensure children and young people who have additional needs and
disabilities and require a specialist school placement can have their education needs
met closer to home and within state-maintained provision wherever possible.

There has been significant investment in additional state-maintained specialist
school places in Surrey over the past four years to enable children and young people
to be educated locally to their families. SCC’s strong partnerships with local
specialist and mainstream schools has enabled this to happen, alongside robust
forecasting of demand to understand what the profile of need will look like county-
wide over the coming years.

Between 2019 and 2023 Cabinet approved the strategies and capital investment of
c£260m for Surrey’'s SEND and AP Capital Programme. With this investment the
programme is aiming to deliver 2,440 permanent additional specialist school
places in Surrey between 2019-2026 to create capacity for 5,760 state-maintained
specialist places in Specialist Schools and SEN Units/ Resourced Provision in
mainstream schools by 2030/31.

As of academic year 2022/23, accommodation for around 800 new specialist school
places has already been delivered across Surrey at a cost of £37m. As a result of
this and the planned phasing in of places through growth plans agreed with
individual schools, Surrey’s state-maintained specialist education estate has been
increased by more than 700 places, from around 3,320 in 2019 when the Capital
programme started to around 4,000 places now.

34 projects have been delivered in full and handed over the schools. The programme
is on track to deliver 11 more projects in 2023, creating more than 230 new places
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from September 2023. These places are in the process of being allocated by SEND
Commissioning.

Ultimately the journey costs and the travel time for children with additional needs will
reduce if local schools are more able to meet the needs of all children within their
local communities and there is less reliance on, and need for, children to access
specialist provision. Our Additional Needs and Inclusion Strategy seeks to support
schools to make these arrangements for a wider range of children and Schools
Alliance for Excellence is supporting this goal through their core mission and schools'
effectiveness work on behalf of the Council and the Local Education Partnership.

NATALIE BRAMHALL, CABINET MEMBER FOR PROPERTY AND WASTE

23.NICK DARBY (THE DITTONS) TO ASK:
(2"d Question)

What pre-decision scrutiny is intended to take place, and by whom, in respect of any
move from Quadrant Court?

This might cover site inspection by Members, Equality Act inspection/report,
valuation, survey, Energy Performance, intended adjustments, ownership issues (all
similar to Midas House Woking)

RESPONSE:

Cabinet has been consulted and kept updated with regards to the Agile Office
strategy, annual progress updates and the proposal to relocate from Quadrant
Court.

As per the request of Cabinet in December 2022, the options for the North West Hub
are scheduled to be brought back to Cabinetin September this year to provide
scrutiny of recommendations. The options being pursued will be supported by a
business case. As part of this process, robust assurance will be undertaken including
Equality Impact Assessments, energy performance reviews, condition surveys,
engagement with staff and services impacted, as well as wider groups including the
Council's Accessibility Forum and the Disabled Employees Network in Surrey
(DENIS).

We will also engage with and brief the Resources and Performance Select
Committee on the business case prior to submitting the Cabinet report in
September.

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

24. CATHERINE POWELL (FARNHAM NORTH) TO ASK:
(3"9 Question)

During the recent Member Development Session on the cost-of-living crisis many
key groups were specifically identified. However, the impact on families who have
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children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) was not
highlighted.

Many of these families were badly affected by COVID-19 and are also being
impacted by delays in issuing Education Health and Care Plans (EHCPs), and the
reduction in short break provision - particularly stay and play groups and specialist
youth clubs - leading to some parents / carers having to give up work.

The Council's ambition is no-one left behind, what help can the Council direct to
assist this group of residents?

RESPONSE:

We realise that short breaks services commissioned by Surrey County Council make
a real difference to children with disabilities and their families, and that they are one
important aspect of the range of support options that are available in local
communities. Whilst the Council has maintained its £2.5 million budget for externally
commissioned short breaks services, at a time of real pressure for Council finances,
and secured £0.9 million of additional innovation funding from the Department for
Education for new services delivered in 2023/24, there have been some changes to
previously commissioned services, as we have gone through the legally required
process of setting up new service contracts from April 2023. The changes made
have focussed on allocating the most funding to services for children with the
greatest need, including increasing the number of commissioned hours of short
breaks where 1-to-1 support is available, acknowledging that change does reduce
capacity in some areas for children who do not require 1-to-1 support to access their
break.

Looking ahead, we will continue to work collaboratively with our provider partners to
improve the offer, which we expect will include consideration of clearer eligibility
criteria for some services in the future to ensure the available resources are
prioritised appropriately for children and families, whilst also committing to review the
budget required for these services ahead of 2024/25 and continuing to pursue
additional external funding for Surrey’s children and families.

The Joint Strategic Needs Assessment for children and young people with Additional
Needs and Disabilities and the Joint Commissioning Strategy were developed over
the last 12 months with stakeholders from across the Additional Needs and
Disabilities partnership and have taken into account the impacts of the pandemic on
children and their families. This notes, for example, that there is a strong link
between deprivation and the prevalence of speech, language and communication
needs. Similarly, the Inclusion and Additional Needs Strategy is focussed on meeting
these needs earlier. These key strategic documents will drive the children’s
community and early help commissioning arrangements and support for cohorts and
individuals requiring support.
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KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

25.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:
(39 Question)

a) What are the death and injury rates on Surrey’s roads over the last 10 years?

b) Have the numbers decreased over that period, and how does Surrey compare
with other similar counties?

c) Is there data on the age of those who have died or been injured in incidents
and is it reasonable to assume most of the incidents would have involved a
motorised vehicle?

RESPONSE:
Overall Trends in Road Casualties

Whenever there is a road collision reported to the police resulting in personal injury,
the details are recorded by each police force using a national standard format. This
data is then compiled nationally to inform national road safety policy and
interventions. The data is also shared with the local highway authority who use
computer mapping to identify locations and patterns of collisions on the road network
to prioritise casualty reduction highway improvements, and to analyse overall trends.
Casualties are categorised as either fatal, serious, or slight depending on the
severity of the injuries suffered. Summary map-based data is available on
www.crashmap.co.uk and national data, including an interactive dashboard, is
available on the Department for Transport's website Road accidents and safety
statistics - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

Charts showing the trend in the annual numbers of fatal, serious, and total number of
road casualties on Surrey’s roads are presented below, including the local road
network managed by the county council and the strategic road network managed by
National Highways.

Figure 1 shows that from 2015 onward the annual number of fatal collisions has
fluctuated between 24 and 36. This is roughly half the annual total compared to the
period 2000 to 2007, when the annual number of fatal collisions fluctuated between
73 and 52. While this reduction over the longer term is welcome, in recent years the
ongoing reduction in fatal casualties has stalled. There is a similar trend in the data
for Great Britain as a whole, as shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 1

Trend in Fatal Road Casualties in Surrey
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Figure 2 shows fatal and serious injuries combined. This data shows there has not
been a reduction in serious injury casualties over the longer term, and that in recent
years there have been increases in some years. It is important to note that the
reason for the increases in recent years is due in large part to the adoption by the
police of a new injury-based data reporting system, alongside the roll out of mobile
data portals used by police officers to record the details of a collision, which replaced
a desk-based paper form. This has resulted in several injuries that would have
previously been recorded as slight now being recorded by police officers as serious.
This is confirmed by the data in Figure 3, which shows that there is an ongoing long-
term downward trend in the total number of casualties despite the increases in
serious injuries in some of the recent years. For example, there was an increase of
70 per cent inthe combined total of fatal and serious injuries between 2017 and
2018 when the recording system was changed, while the total number of casualties
continued to decrease.

The trend in road casualties in 2020 and 2021 was also affected by the impact of

COVID restrictions, resulting in far fewer motor vehicle journeys and changes to the
patterns and volume of walking and cycling.
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Trend in Fatal and Serious Road Casualties

Figure 2

€C6

Year

Trend in Total Road Casualties (Fatal, Serious
and Slight Injury Casualties Combined), in

>

v

| .

| .

=

N

£

=)

Q 569

“mm €69

= 929 >
)

Oommmmmmmmmo =

88882 ¢28 3R S A% § 828 8 8 8 °

S3}{ENSE) SNOLIAS PUE |ele4 Jo Jaquinp sejense) Jo JequInN |e10L

Figure 3

Year
Page 36




Figure 4: Reported road casualties by severity, in Great Britain, 2012 to 2022
(provisional), reproduced from Reported road casualties Great Britain, provisional
results: 2022 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) (KSI = Killed or Seriously Injured)
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Age of Casualties

The age of people involved in road collisions is recorded by the police so that
analysis can be completed disaggregating by age. As an example, Figure 5 shows
the number of road casualties in Surrey during 2022 using a five-year banding by
age.

Figure 5

Number of Road Casualties in Surrey in 2022 by Age (Five Year Banding)
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Casualties Involving Motor Vehicles

Most road casualties occur due to collisions involving motor vehicles. Only a very
small number of road casualties do not involve a motor vehicle. These include
people cycling who may have collided with another cyclist or fallen off without hitting
another vehicle. It will also include people walking who may have been in collision
with a person cycling or scooting rather than a motor vehicle. Using data since 2008,
79 per cent of cycling casualties involved a collision with a motor vehicle, 17 per cent
did not involve any other vehicle or cycle, and three percent involved collision with
another cyclist. Only 1 per cent of cycling casualties involved collision with someone
walking. Typically, only about three per cent of injuries to pedestrians do not involve
a motor vehicle.

DAVID LEWIS, CABINET MEMBER FOR FINANCE AND RESOURCES

26.WILL FORSTER (WOKING SOUTH) TO ASK:
(3"9 Question)

The recent M1 budget report highlighted that there were £28m of capital schemes at
high risk of non-delivery.

Will the Cabinet Member explain the reasons for the slippage in the capital budget
and advise what steps are being taken to get the programme back on track?

RESPONSE:

Due to the month 1 financial report being so early in the financial year, we take a
different approach to the capital budget monitoring process and identify risks to
delivery rather than forecast variances. A significant amount (£18.2m) of the total
value of high-risk schemes identified in the M1 budget report relates to the purchase
of low emission buses which have been delayed whilst contracts are finalised and
are expected to be further delayed due to long lead-in and manufacturing times. In
addition, there are a number of other identified areas of potential risk, including
timing risks identified on Road Safety and Speed Management schemes due to the
impact of school holidays, and issues completing traffic regulation orders. Property
schemes identified as high risk include Bookham Youth Centre, due to planning
delays, and Surrey Outdoor Learning requirements which is pending a review that is
likely to delay planned spend. Within the Environment service, the timing of works at
Basingstoke Canal and recycling initiatives are subject to potential risks including
planning permissions and the actions of partners. Capital Programme Panel will
continue to work to identify opportunities to accelerate capital spend to reduce the
level of slippage in the 2023/24 programme.
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MATT FURNISS, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE
AND GROWTH

27.JONATHAN ESSEX (REDHILL EAST) TO ASK:
(3"9 Question)

On Monday 3 July Gatwick Airport Ltd (GAL) submitted a Development Consent
Order (DCO) to build a second runway in place of the emergency runway at Gatwick
Airport. In light of the government's Committee on Climate Change recent advice
(June 2023) against "any further airport expansions in the UK until the Government
has developed a ‘capacity management framework’ for aviation”, will Surrey County
Council write to the Government requesting that the DCO submitted by GAL is not
accepted, on climate grounds?

RESPONSE:

As part of the statutory process to determine Development Consent Order (DCO)
applications for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects, GAL’s DCO application
has been submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS), and itis for PINS, on behalf
of the Secretary of State for Transport, to decide within 28 days whether or not the
application meets the standards for acceptance.

During this period, PINS will be asking relevant local authorities (host and
neighbouring authorities) to submit an Adequacy of Consultation (AoC)
representation within 14 days on whether GAL has complied with its statutory duties
relating to pre-application consultation and publicity. Surrey County Council

is working with the other relevant local authorities surrounding Gatwick Airport on a
joint AoC response to be submitted following receipt of PINS request and a full
review of the consultation report to be published as part of the DCO submission.

TIM OLIVER, LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

28.CATHERINE BAART (EARLSWOOD AND REIGATE SOUTH) TO ASK:
(39 Question)

“No-one Left Behind” is a guiding principle of the county council. What routine,
mandatory processes, checks, reviews, data collection etc are in place across the
council to ensure this goal is achieved in the actual delivery of its public services?

RESPONSE:

“No-one left behind” is the driving consideration that sits at the heart of how we plan
and deliver services across the council. There are a number of different processes
that we use to monitor, check and review our progress:

« SCC’sbusiness planning is aligned to the four priorities of sustainable

economy, tackling health inequality, enabling a greener future, and
empowering communities.
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No One Left Behind (NOLB) and the four strategic priorities are at the
heart of our performance management approach. These are currently
tracked via services with the finalisation of a corporate NOLB dashboard
currently in progress.

The performance management approach that not only highlights changes
in performance but is determined to uncover the reason(s) for these
changes. A common methodology for doing this is to discover the detail
behind the high level KPIs and using this knowledge to formulate
strategies to mitigate performance, when performance is not heading in
the preferred direction, or to share best practice when performance is
having a positive impact. In each case one of the overriding factors in this
analysis is to ensure that no one is left behind.

Through our annual strategic planning process, we require each
Directorate to set out how their planned activities and strategies align to
our “No-one left behind” mission. They are also expected to demonstrate
how these also align to the equality objectives that we are pursuing as an
organisation, including any performance metrics that demonstrate how
we’re tackling inequalities. Performance against these activities is regularly
reported and monitored by the Cabinet and Corporate Leadership Team
via the Organisational Effectiveness Dashboard (see below)

We routinely use Equality Impact Assessments to understand any
potential equality implications for residents and our staff as part of our
decision-making process to ensure no-one is left behind. We require that
these assessments not only review impacts on people with protected
characteristics under the Equality Act (such as Age and Disability) but also
groups more at risk of being left behind who are not protected under
equality legislation, such as people experiencing homelessness or socio-
economic disadvantage. Officers are required to develop mitigating plans
where negative equality impacts are found and these are then monitored
by services as service delivery progresses.

We are delivering an Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) Action Plan to
make EDI a central part of the council’s culture. This is an important part of
how we embed the principle of “No-one left behind” within our approach to
public service delivery. The plan includes themes to support us to better
know and understand the lived experience of Surrey’'s communities, how
we ensure our communications and engagement approaches are
accessible and inclusive, and streamline EDI into our key practices.
Progress is monitored by an officer EDI Programme Board and reported to
the Resources and Performance Select Committee.

An Organisational Effectiveness dashboard has been designed to test how
effectively the organisation is meeting the needs of its residents. It does
this by focussing on four distinct quadrants of Our People, Customers and
Partners, Financial Resilience and Sustainability, and Systems and
Governance. Within each of these quadrants are key performance
indicators (KPIs) that help to provide challenge and direction for the
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organisation in its goal of ensuring no one is left behind. The Our People
KPIs ensure the organisation is equipped to meet the needs of the
population with the right people in the right places, is representative of the
people of Surrey, and provide value for money. Customers & Partners
highlights programmes such as the town partnerships approach, which
has no one left behind at the heart of it, as well as making sure that
residents have a voice through the residents’ survey. Financial Resilience
and Sustainability KPIs help to confirm value for money is provided across
the organisation and spent where it is most needed. Finally, Systems &
Governance ensures that the key avenues for challenge are as accessible
as possible, as well highlighting when things are not the usual high
standard expected of the organisation.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

29.ROBERT EVANS OBE (STANWELL AND STANWELL MOOR) TO ASK:
(34 Question)

What are the regulations regarding the approval for temporary traffic lights in Surrey
and how is the usage monitored?

RESPONSE:

Regulations regarding temporary traffic signals are governed by national guidance.
The relevant web links are provided below for the information published by the
Department for Transport.

Traffic Advisory Leaflet 2/11 Portable Traffic Signals for the Control of Vehicular
Traffic (publishing.service.gov.uk)

introduction-use-portable-vehicular-signals.pdf (publishing.service.gov.uk)

Approval for deployment of temporary traffic signals sits within Surrey’s Permit
Scheme for managing streetworks and roadworks and forms part of any
consideration to grant or refuse a permit request to work on the highway in the
county.

When a permit is granted for deployment of temporary traffic signals, consideration is
always given to whether or not this is the best method of traffic management for the
works in question at the specific location. Conditions on their deployment may also
form part of any granted permit, such as the manual control of signals at am and pm
peak times to mitigate delays and ease the flow of traffic during works on the
highway.

Surrey's Streetworks Officers inspection regimes include monitoring the
effectiveness of temporary traffic signals. Streetworks Officers also respond to
reports of locations where temporary traffic signals are not operating correctly or are
causing undue delays, ensuring that the council is responsive to the needs of
residents.
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MATT FURNISS, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE
AND GROWTH

30.STEVEN MCCORMICK (EPSOM TOWN & DOWNS) TO ASK:
(39 Question)

| asked questions at last council on the Chalk Pitissue in Epsom and since then the
situation has not really got any better. An application for a change of conditions from
the original application has been made which is claiming the original decision notice
issued did not have the agreement with the applicant of the conditions on that
decision notice.

Conditions 12 and 19 are key mitigants to noise issues while new structures are
created to address ongoing noise issues once built.

Was the decision notice issued without the agreement of conditions with the
applicant?

RESPONSE:

Regulations require the planning authority to agree pre-commencement conditions
with an applicant prior to issuing a decision. Pre-commencement conditions are
those which require the applicant to carry out specific works or provide additional
information before starting the approved development. There is no requirement to
agree other conditions with an applicant prior to a decision being issued.

Conditions 12 and 19 of permission EP/21/00223/CMA are not pre-commencement
conditions, but rather restrict operations until the approved building has been
constructed. There was therefore no requirement for these conditions to be agreed
before permission was granted.

However, as good practice a list of all conditions was sent to the applicant's agent
prior to the determination of the application so they were aware of all the proposed
conditions. The current application to vary conditions 12 and 19 is still under
consideration by the County Council.

NATALIE BRAMHALL, CABINET MEMBER FOR PROPERTY AND WASTE

31.NICK DARBY (THE DITTONS) TO ASK:
(39 Question)

Is the annual valuation of the Halsey Garton investment properties yet available? If
not, when will it be completed?

Please also confirm that a copy of that valuation (with the previous year's figures) will
be provided to Members, whether or not on a confidential basis.
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RESPONSE:

The annual valuation of the Halsey Garton Investment Portfolio has been completed
as of 31 March 2023. The values will be included within the Strategic Investment
Board (SIB) Annual Report due to be presented to the Resources and Performance
Select Committee in October, prior to being presented to SIB.

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

32.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:
(4" Question)

There appears to be continuing significant delays in creating EHCP for children that
have additional needs.
a) How many children are currently waiting to have their EHCP produced?
b) How many have exceeded the 20 weeks limit?
c) What is the longest a child/or young person (CYP) has had to wait for an
EHCP in the last 12 months?
d) What is the plan to ensure the legal 20-week deadline is met for all CYP in the
future?

RESPONSE:
a) Asof 4 July 2023, there were 2365 children with an active EHCP request

b) Of these children, 1300 have exceeded the 20-week limit (110 of which are 2
weeks or less overdue)

c) Of all EHCPs issued in the last 12 months, the longest time taken was 108
weeks. This was due to delayed advice during 2021 and then a prolonged
period of consultation with settings to determine an appropriate placement for
this child. The next longest time taken was 77 weeks, and the next longest
was 64 weeks — each of these cases are extreme outliers involving late advice
but also changes in circumstances and in some cases tribunal processes or
avoidance of tribunal processes.

The average time taken to complete a plan during the last year was just over
32 weeks.

d) The significant delays in relation to EHCPs have occurred due to an
imbalance between the levels of demand coming into the system and the
capacity to manage those demands. A multi-agency recovery plan has been
in place, and this has been scaled up significantly for the next phase of
recovery to reflect the scale of the issue. This plan includes the following
areas:

e We are working hard to clear the backlog, addressing the longest waits
and risk assessing each case individually to ensure that we take quick
and appropriate action.
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e Moving forwards, we will be introducing enhanced support for settings so
that they are better placed to meet individuals’ needs without a statutory
plan, where that is appropriate.

e We have already significantly increased the funding to and capacity in
our EP service and our SEN Teams. We continue to work on expansion
of our EP capacity — this is a shortage occupation and critical to the full
recovery of timeliness.

This plan will enable us to get back to an acceptable level of timeliness in 2024
above the national average and back on par with our previous performance. In
order to reach our ultimate goal of 100% EHCP timeliness, we are reliant on
health and care partners, and we will continue to work together to achieve this
goal. The SEN Team are prioritising these improvements so that in the short
and long term every child is assessed in a timely manner.

MARK NUTI, CABINET MEMBER FOR ADULTS AND HEALTH

33.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:
(5" Question)

For adults with additional needs attending day care centres is a key aspect of their
lives in giving the adult a better quality of life as well as providing some support for
the carers who normally look after them. In some cases, it is necessary for SCC to
either provide or to pay for the transport to get the special needs adult to and from
the day-care facilities.

How many adults have had the transport provided or funded by SCC removed in the
last 12 months?

RESPONSE:

In total 50 people have stopped receiving transport provided or funded by the
Council in the past 12 months. As you will appreciate this has been for a variety of
reasons and is also offset by 49 new clients who have taken up these placements.
As a result, intotal, the number of people receiving transport between June 2022
and June 2023 has only decreased by 1 from the 240 people who were receiving a
transport service in June 2022 and the 239 in June 2023.

CLARE CURRAN, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LEARNING

34.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:

(6" Question)

A recent report stated that 1 in 10 GCSE-year children were not attending school.

a) In Surrey what percentage and number of children in that age group are
regularly absent from school, and what is SCC doing to reduce these levels?
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b) Does Surrey have data on the number of children that were attending school
prior to the Covid-19 epidemic but have not attended school since?

c) Is anything being done to find these children and get them to return to
schooling?

RESPONSE:

a) Children and young people are absent from school for several reasons,
including long term medical conditions, illness, mental health and anxiety.

In addition, there are young people who are not on a school roll as their
parents have elected to home educate (EHE) or they are Children Missing
Education (CME) as they are temporarily without a school place.

When discussing absence, the following definitions are used:

e Absent —achild oryoung person’s is absent from school.

e Persistent absence — a child or young person’s non-attendance is more
than 10% (attendance is less than 90%)

e Severe absence — a child or young person’s non-attendance is more
than 50% (attendance is less than 50%)

Attendance for year 11:

2022/3 2019/20
Absence 10.53% 6.43%
Persistent absence | 27.16% 15.27%
Severe absences 3.59% 1.55%

The direction of travel is repeated across the nation as all areas of the country
have seen a decline in attendance. In Surrey, this is against an improving
picture as we continue to perform better than at national levels. This is as a
result of continued focus on the importance of school attendance.

Type of absence National 2021/22 Surrey 2021/22

Overall Absence

7.6% (92.4%)

7.1% (92.9%)

Persistent Absence

22.5% (77.5%)

19.6% (80.4%)

Severe Absence

1.7% (98.3%)

1.3% (98.7%)

The data we hold and monitor in relation to those who are home educated
provides the best illustration of the pattern of non-school attendance. Our data
shows in March 2020 we had 220 Y11 young people whose families elected
to home educate (EHE), (they requested removal from a school roll). In March
2023 this figure was 349, an increase of 129. In March 2023 young people in
year 11 were 17.8% of the 1957 young people who were EHE.

Information about what is being done to reduce the levels of absenteeism is
covered in the answer to part (c)
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b) Of the Y11 cohort enquired about we have 349 who are EHE and not in

school compared to 220 in 2020. We also have increasing numbers of young
people who are not attending school as they are anxious and/or have a
mental health needs.

12 young people in Y11 did not have a school place or were CME before June
30 (which was the national leaving date for Y11).

In relation to all young people who are Children Not In School, we monitor a
number of cohorts — including CME, those in receipt of A2E (access to
education) as well as those who are severely absent. Figures in July 2023 are
set out below;

July 2023 | EHE CME A2E Severely Total
Absent
2139 69 293 1086 4227
c)

Vi.

Vii.

viil.

Before a young person is taken off the roll of a school, the parents are
encouraged to have a discussion with the inclusion officer to discuss why they
want to EHE and the implications and responsibilities of elective home
education. Monitoring visits are undertaken, and young people are supported
to return to school if EHE is not successful.

If a young person has anxiety and has emotional based school non-
attendance (EBSNA) we support schools to provide flexible arrangements to
support attendance such as part time attendance arrangements, small step
reintegration support and where they are able, schools will provide small
group and individualised work programmes for pupils. We have noted an
increase in the number of young people who state anxiety as a reason for
non-attendance, but itis not formally coded as a reason for absence by the
DFE. Therefore, we cannot provide this data at this stage.

Children who are unable to attend schools for medical reasons are supported
by tuition and small group activity by the Access to Education (A2E) service or
through the pupil referral unit or alternative provision relevant to their needs.
Family voice, MindWorks and Surrey Youth focus have worked together with
Surrey CC to provide a webinar to share strategies for supporting young
people.

Surrey has an Inclusion Service who monitor school registers half termly and
discuss cases of concerns with schools. The Inclusion Service will undertake
home visits to understand why children and young people are not in school
and reduce absenteeism.

The Virtual School supports the attendance of children looked after as part of
their corporate parenting responsibilities. Children with a CIN plan or a Child
Protection Plan often have attendance at schools as a key part of their plans
and this would be regularly followed up.

Attendance is a key aspect of the Family Support Programme and of Early
Help activity as poor attendance is often symptomatic of other safeguarding
concerns.

The DFE has issued new guidance which encourages schools and other
agencies to play a significant role in encouraging attendance and monitoring
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absence at an earlier stage before making a referral to the attendance team in
the Local Authority.

KEVIN DEANUS, CABINET MEMBER FOR HIGHWAYS AND COMMUNITY
RESILIENCE

35.LANCE SPENCER (GOLDSWORTH EAST AND HORSELL VILLAGE) TO
ASK:
(7t Question)

a) How many 20 Mph Schemes, Low Traffic Neighbourhoods and Rural Speed
Limit roads are currently being considered across Surrey and is there a
publicly available list of them?

b) Are there any plans to further extend the Rural Speed Limit programme?

RESPONSE:

There is no single published list of all 20 mph schemes being considered in Surrey.
However, every scheme will be subject to public consultation, including publication
on the Surrey Says website as part of our engagement with residents and
stakeholders. The following is a list of schemes that are in various stages of
consideration and development. Some have already been subject to public
consultation, whilst others are still in the development stage.

e Several 60 mph speed limit rural “single track with passing places” roads are
being reduced to 20 mph speed limits as part of the rural speed limit
programme described in more detail below:

e Roads around St Lawrence School (Molesey)

e Roads around St Albans Catholic Primary School (Molesey)

e Chobham Village Centre

e Farnham Town Centre

e Weydon Lane (Wrecclesham)

e Upper Hale Road, (Hale)

e Weybridge Town Centre including: Church Street, High Street, Monument Hill,
Herne Road (part), Waverley Road, Melrose Road, Moluneux Road, Curzon
Road, Curzon Close, Limes Road, Brooklands Lane, March Road, Bridgham
Close, Mayfield Road, Fortescue Road, Bridge Road, Old Wharf Way, Balfour
Road, Baker Street, Churchfield Road, Churchfield Place, Parkside Court,
Springfield Lane, Springfield Mews, Hillcrest, Churchfields Avenue, Manor
Court, Castleview Road, York Road, Queens Road (part), Monument Road,
Mulberry Close, Meadowsleigh Close, Finnart Close, Marlborough Drive,
Greenlands Road, Dovecote Close, Grotto Road, Old Palace Road, West
Palace Gardens, Palace Drive, Rede Court

e Caterham Town Centre

e Ewell Village

e Grange Road, Ottways Lane (Ashtead)

e Stonny Croft (Ashtead)

e Winkworth Road, access roads (Banstead)
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e St Paul's Road, Wapshott Road, Bowes Road and Cornwall Way (Egham

Hythe)

Benner Lane (West End)

Chertsey Road (Byfleet)

Hersham Village

The Street and Seale Lane (Puttenham)

Shackleford

Claygate Lane, Cumberland Drive, Chesterfield Drive, Severn Drive, Hinchley

Way, Hill Rise (Hinchley Wood)

e Recreation Road, Linden Road, Chestnut Ave, Sycamore Road, Acacia Road,
Stoke Road Service Roads, Joseph Road, Langley Court, Springside Court &
Stocton Road (Guildford)

e East Street (Bookham)

e Hogden Lane (Ranmore)

Holmesdale Road, Warren Road, Mark Street, Birkheads Road, Oak Road,

Alma Road, Beverley Heights, Wray Park Road (Reigate)

Farleigh Road, Boxwood Way, Eglise Road, Mint Walk (Warlingham)

Chalk Lane (East Horsley)

Rook Lane (Chaldon)

Mickleham Village

Egham Liveable Neighbourhood

Lower Sunbury Liveable Neighbourhood

In regard to rural speed limits, the County Council has embarked on a proactive,
strategic review of 60 mph national speed limits on rural roads. The aim of the review
IS to introduce lower speed limits that are more appropriate and in keeping with the
use and nature of the road. The project is funded from the £3 million of additional
county council investment announced in June 2022, which will also see more
average speed cameras, spot speed cameras, traffic calming and junction
improvements at the sites with the worst speeding and collisions.

The first rural speed limit changes began implementation this month across the
southwest of Mole Valley District to the south of the A25, with a further tranche due
to be implemented across the southeast of Guildford Borough and the east of
Waverley Borough in the coming months. More information on these proposals can
be found in the local committee reports for these areas:

Mole Valley Local Committee - Wednesday, 9 March 2022 2.00 pm
Waverley Local Committee - Friday, 11 March 2022 10.00 am
Guildford Joint Committee - Wednesday, 16 March 2022 7.00 pm

Speed surveys have also been completed across a further tranche of the south of
Guildford Borough and the north of Waverley Borough as the next step in continuing
the programme across the whole of the south of Surrey in future years. There are far
fewer rural 60 mph speed limits left in the northern half of Surrey, however, itis
envisaged that these will also be phased out over time.

With regard to low traffic neighbourhoods, these are schemes where motor vehicle
traffic in residential streets is greatly reduced by using temporary or permanent
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barriers called “modal filters” to prevent through traffic or “rat running”. These can
include installing bollards or planters, or they can be camera enforced. The following
schemes are at various stages of development with some already subject to public
consultation, and others still in development. Care is being taken to bring schemes
forward with the support of the local community, ensuring that full and detailed
consultation is completed before any decisions to proceed are taken.

A scheme that includes a one-way modal filter is due to be installed in the
coming months in the centre of Smallfield to support safer and easier walking
and cycling to Burstow School. This has been subject to public consultation,
received majority support and approved by Tandridge Local Committee. The
scheme is being funded by the community infrastructure levy. More information
can be found via the following link:

Smallfield Pedestrian Safety and Accessibility Scheme - Surrey County Council
- Citizen Space (surreysays.co.uk)

A proposal for a trial of a modal filter outside St Lawrence Church of England
Junior School has recently been subject to public consultation, alongside
alternative proposals for a school street or zebra crossing. The consultation
results are currently being analysed, with the results helping to inform the
decision of the Local Member as to the preferred option. More information can
be found via the following link:

St Lawrence Junior School, Road Safety Proposals - Surrey County Council -
Citizen Space (surreysays.co.uk)

In conjunction with the Egham Liveable Neighbourhood Scheme, a point
closure is being consulted upon to reduce “rat running” through St Paul's Road,
Wapshott Road, Bowes Road and Cornwall Way. More information can be
found via the following link:

St Paul's Road, Wapshott Road, Bowes Road and Cornwall Way (Egham
Hythe) - Proposed Traffic Management Measures - Surrey County Council -
Citizen Space (surreysays.co.uk)

Funding has been secured from Active Travel England for a Low Traffic
Neighbourhood in the Ashford Park Estate in Ashford. The area suffers from
“rat running” by motorists seeking to avoid the busy junction of the Stanwell
Road with the A30 London Road. Options are being developed, which will be
subject to public consultation in due course.

A scheme has been developed for a point closure modal filter on Chertsey
Road, Byfleet. This suffers from “rat running” adversely impacting journeys to
Byfleet Primary School by motorists seeking to avoid the busy roundabout
junction of the A245 Parvis Road and A318 Sopwith Drive. Options are being
developed, which will be subject to public consultation in due course.

The potential for a modal filter is being assessed as part of the Lower Sunbury
Liveable Neighbourhood Scheme.
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e A scheme including modal filters in the vicinity of St Thomas School,
Horseshoe Lane West, Merrow, has been suggested. This will be developed
and consulted upon in future years.

This all serves to demonstrate the County Council's commitment to tackle speeding,
whilst ensuring that local schemes are developed in collaboration with residents.
This aims to deliver on the aspirations set out in our Local Transport plan, ensuring
that local communities are safe and green places to live.
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