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BACKGROUND

1.

In a letter dated 20 December 1985 your predecessor as Secretary of State for

the Environment notified us of his decision not to give effect to our proposals
to transfer part of Woodlands Road from the unparished area of the district of
Mole Valley to the parish of Effingham, in the borough .of Guildford (both districts
being in the non-metropolitan county of Surrey)- Your predecessor noted that part
of Woodlands Road is already in Effingham, and all of it, including the area concerned
in our proposals, is separated by a stretch of open country from the built-up area of
Great Bookham.

He cc^.-sr.^ed further that the village of Effingham is, however, itself

separated from other places in the borough of Guildford by open country, and parts of
it closely adjoin development on the edge of Little Bookham.

The Chief Executive of

Mole valley District Council, in a letter to us had referred to earlier local
government connections between Effingham and Dorking and your predecessor did not
consider that the possibility that Effingham, or part of it, had a greater community
of interest with the Bookhams, Leatherhead and Mole Valley had been fully tested in
the review.

Accordingly, in exercise of his powers under section 51(3) of the

Local Government Act 1972,he directed us to undertake a further review of the area
of the parish of Effingham and the unparished area of the former urban district of
Leatherhead, and to make revised proposals to him before 31 December 1388.

OUR COURSE OF ACTION AND INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS

2. We decided that the most appropriate way to proceed with the review was to hold a
local meeting to get a wider ccoss-section of local people's views
on the issues i n v o l v e d .

Mr M i c h a e l L e w e r , QC,

was

appointed as an Assistant Commissioner to hold the local meeting which tooK place
on 16 September 1986. In his report the Assistant Commissioner cams to ths conclusion
with sons reluctar.es the.t the part of the Woodlands ?.oad area we had propose;.-; for
t-ransfer. to Guildford should remain part of the district of Mole Valley and that
there should be no change in the existing boundary.

A copy of his report is

attached as Annex A. We were minded to accept all

his recommendations and the

logic on which they were based, and we reached an interim decision to make no
propoals for any changes to the boundary between Guildford and Mole valley.

3.

We accordingly wrote

to the Borough and District Councils on 9 January 1987

announcing an interim decision to make no proposals.

Copies of our letter were

sent to Surrey County Council, Effingham Parish Council, the Members of Parliament
for the constituencies concerned, the Effingham Residents' and Ratepayers'
Association, the Effingham Housing Association Limited, the Bookham Residents'
Association, the South-Eastern Regional Office of your Department and all those
persons who had written to us or attended the local meeting.

Copies were also sent

to the headquarters of the main political parties, editors of local newspapers
circulating in the area, local radio and television stations serving the area and
the local government press.

The Borough and District Council were asked to place

copies of our interim decision letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices,
and to display copies of a notice inserted in local newspapers at places where public
notices were customarily displayed.

Comments were invited by 9 March 1987.

RESPONSE TO OUR INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS

4.

In response to the letter announcing our interim decision we received comments

from Guildford Borough Council, Effingham Parish Council and County Councillor
A D Page.
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Guildford Borough Council had no comments to offer and reserved their

position.

Effingham Parish Council and County Councillor Page drew our

attention to some minor misunderstandings in the Assistant Commissioner's
report.

They rejected the suggestion that the proposals which had given

rise to the review had been first mooted by the Parish Council as
distinct from a private individual; they said that the true position
regarding the provision of facilities for religious worship had not been
reflected in the report; and they pointed out that Effingham Parish Council
had been first established in 1895, not the 196Q's,

Notwithstanding these

points, Effingham Parish Council accepted our conclusion that the boundary
between the borough of Guildford and the district of Mole valley should
remain unaltered.

OUR FINAL DECISION

6.

We have re-assessed our interim decision in the light of the representations

we have received. In the absence of any substantive objections we have decided,
in the particular circumstances of this case, to confirm our interim decision to
make no proposals as our final decision.

PUBLICITY

7.

Separate letters, enclosing copies of this report, are being sent to

Guildford Borough Council and Mole valley District Council asking them
to deposit copies of this report at their main offices for inspections for six

months and Co put notices to this effect on public notice boards,

copies of

this report are also being sent to the other recipients of our letter of
9 January 1987.

LS

SIGNED:

G J ELLERTON

(Chairman)

J G POWELL

(Deputy Chairman)

JOAN ACKNER

G E CHERRY

K J L NEWELL

G R PRENTICE

BRIAN SCHOLES

S T GARRISH
Secretary

April 1987
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ANNEX A

Farrar's Building,
Temple,
London, E.G.4.
* October 190*5
The Chairman,
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
20 Albert Embankment, London, S.E.I.

Sir
GUILDFORD & MOLE VALLEY PRINCIPAL AREA BOUNDARY REVIEW
1.

I have the honour to report that on 16th September 1986

I held a local meeting under section 60 of the Local Government
Act 1972 at the King George V Hall, Effingham to consider the
boundary , in the area of Effingham, between the Borough of
Guildford and the District of Mole Valley.

I had been asked to

explore the community of interest and the affinities that
Effingham has with Guildford on the one hand and with the Bookhams,
Leatherhead and Mole Valley on the other? and that the Woodlands
Road area has with Effingham and with Bookham.

I was also asked

to ascertain the views and wishes of local residents as well as
the views of the local authorities on the issues raised.
The Meeting
2.
I held the meeting in 2 parts. The correspondence
received by the Commission and by the Department of the
Environment indicated considerable interest on the part of
individual residents, and so it proved. The morning session was •
attended by about 50 persons, and the 7.30 pm session by about
90.

A total of 32 persons addressed me, and the value of the

evening session is perhaps shown by the fact that it gave an
opportunity to 19 persons to address me.

They included 3

councillors and the representative of a residents association.
Of the 32, 22 were individual residents (15 from Effingham and
7 from Mole Valley) and the remainder represented all the tiers
of local government and representation affected. I heard from the
councils of both Guildford and Mole Valley, from Effingham Parish
Council, from the county councillors of the areas on both sides of
the existing boundary, and similarly from district councillors
and residents associations from both areas, and finally from a

-2parish councillor. In addition there were 23 recent letters
'addressed to the Commission from individuals who did not speak
at the meeting (and several from people who also spoke). Only 2
of the letters mentioned the transfer of Woodlands Road to
Effingham, and they supported the Commission's proposals.
Otherwise the letters were all concerned with the suggestion
that Effingham might become part of Mole Valley. Two writers
supported the suggestion. The other 21 opposed it. In summarising
what was said, I have on occasion departed from the* order in which
I was addressed at the meeting.
3.
Mr David Watts was solicitor and chief executive of
Guildford Borough Council. He said he could be short in his
address because both local authorities as well as the parish
council now wanted the status quo retained. The original proposal
to transfer part of Woodlands Road had been proposed by Effingham
Parish Council, and as well as consulting the parish council, the
borough council had consulted elected members and the local
residents and ratepayers association, who each supported the
proposal. The transfer met the criteria of circular 121/77.
He identified the road on large scale and small scale plans, which
also showed existing and suggested boundary lines. The road was
remote from the village centre of Bookham and it had seemed more
convenient for its local services to come from a single authority for example he said it was silly for 2 refuse authorities to serve
different parts of the same road. His council and others had been
disappointed with the Secretary of State's decision not to approve
the transfer of Woodlands Road. Since then there had been a very
thorough public consultation carried out by Effingham Parish Council
and his council were grateful for it. It gave a good insight into
what the public wanted. There were 110 households in the parts of
Woodlands Road and Guildford Road which it had been proposed to
transfer to Guildford BC. The questions in the poll had been put
fairly, and from the 64 replies received, 88 residents (from 55
households) wanted to remain in Mole Valley and 15 residents (from
9 households) wanted to transfer. His council's view was that
though the present state of affairs was anomalous and there were
strong arguments for change, the wishes of the residents should be
respected. Indeed he was prepared to say they must be paramount.

-3If the Woodlands Road decision had produced disappointment,
the decision to widen the issue to explore whether Effingham
should be transferred to Mole Valley provoked astonishment. It
was a totally unnecessary exercise, and it had been neither
properly considered nor looked into. His council knew the views
of Effingham P.C., of the Residents & Ratepayers Association and
of individuals and it strongly supported them. The overwhelming
view was that Effingham did not want to be transferred to Mole
Valley; and Mole Valley did not challenge the point. There were
many reasons why there should be no transfer. At every level
Effingham had a strong working relationship with Guildford BC.
The correspondence testified to that. Public transport in the
area focussed on Guildford and not on Dorking. Police responsibility
for Effingham now rested with Guildford and no longer with
Leatherhead. At County Council level, the highways should continue
to be dealt with from Merrow, near Guildford, and not from the
Mole Valley depot which was inconveniently and distantly placed
at Reigate. Guildford BC provided financial support for the
playing fields in Effingham. A transfer would violate all the
principles set out in paragraph 14 of circular 33/78. The reasons
given by the Secretary of State for transfer were not relevant.
Open country existed on both sides of Effingham and a tiered system
of local government adequately dealt with the situation here as it
did in thousands of similar areas throughout the country. Nor was
it relevant that pre-1933 Effingham had been part of Dorking RD,
for events of the last 50 years were more relevant than what had
happened in the early parts of the century. In any event the
parish council's poll produced a remarkably large response and was
an overwhelming indication of the wishes of the residents to remain
in Guildford. Of 960 households polled, 606 replied. Over 95%
wanted to stay in Guildford. The figures were 575 (representing
more than 1000 individual responses) to remain and only 29 (43
individuals) to transfer. It would fly in the face of common sense
to transfer Effingham to Mole Valley.
In answer to me he provided some further figures.
Effingham1s population was 2596, its electorate 2154 and its
acreage 2958. Its rateable value was £424,421, the. Guildford

Borough rate was 19.5 pence and the parish precept was 1.5S pence.
Most of the rate was the county precept and was of course common
with Mole Valley. The average electorate per councillor in
Guildford Borough was 2206. The total population of the borough
was 125,000, the acreage of the borough was 56,945 and its
rateable value was over £23m.
4.
Mr Anthony Huggins was clerk and chief executive of
Mole Valley District Council. He said nothing was to be gained
from going back to pre-1933. Effingham had moved from Dorking RD
to Guildford RD when the new urban district of Leatherhead had
been formed in 1933. The old O.S. maps showed that the boundary
created then had remained unaltered for over 50 years. He
outlined the steps of this review. When Guildford first told
Mole Valley of their proposal for Woodlands Road, Mole Valley
objected and wrote to the Commission (30 January 1980} saying
there was no evidence to show that the proposal represented the
wishes of the residents. In November 1982 the council had written
a further letter and in arguing against the transfer of Woodlands
Road had started the present discussions by saying an equally strong
case could be put forward for the transfer of the whole or at least
part of Effingham to Mole Valley. However his council had not
proposed such a change and they did not do so now. The council
had also carried out a survey. From 108 premises written to
in Woodlands Road in November 1982, 119 residents (from 57 premises)
opposed a boundary change and 10 (from 5 premises) were in favour.
However there was support for a meeting to discuss the proposals
from 50 of the 77 premises which replied. These details were sent
to the Commission in December 1982. His council was surprised when
Commission Report 457, in recommending the proposal to alter the
boundary, had concluded that no fresh information about the wishes
of the residents had been advanced. He considered the wishes of
the residents were a crucial factor. In circular 33/78 it was the
first consideration. The boundary was also satisfactory as a
principal area boundary. The 3 local authorities concerned wanted
no change to the Woodlands Road boundary, and Mole Valley did not
propose any change to Effingham and would not do so against the
wishes of the people concerned. If there were to be a change, his

instructions were to seek to adjourn the meeting as it would
take the whole of a day to discuss where the boundary should be.
He gave me comparable figures for Mole Valley to those given to
me for Guildford. The electorate of the Woodlands Road area was
247 and its acreage 219. Its rateable value was £4,457 and the
Mole Valley rate was 20.8 pence. Since there was no parish
precept, this was marginally lower than the rate paid in Effingham
which, ignoring the county precept, now totalled 21.08 pence.
The district population was 77,048, its acreage was 63,637 and
the rateable value was nearly £l3m.
5.
Mr C E W Crouch was clerk to Effingham Parish Council and
had been since 1953. The proposal to alter the Woodlands Road
boundary had initially come from a local resident, and had been
discussed at parish meetings. However the parish council was
totally opposed to the transfer of any part of Effingham parish to
Mole Valley, and a resolution to that effect had been passed
unanimously at the annual parish meeting on 17th April 1986. The
parish council had circulated questionnaires to all the residents
of Effingham and another to the Woodlands Road area. Mr Watts
had told me the up-to-date results , and a breakdown by roads was
contained in his written submission. He gave me the reasons why
Effingham should remain part of Guildford, and in summary they
were the understanding reached between the borough council and
the residents on various matters, and the financial assistance
provided by the borough. The understanding related to control of
the Home Farm Estate restricted area, to gipsy sites, and to
planning policy, which contained the density of development to a
lower level than in the Bookhams and preserved the open country
between Effingham and the Bookhams as green belt. Financially,
the borough had given assistance in the dispute over the registration of rights on Effingham Common, in the management of the King
George V playing fields, and in its partnership with the local
housing association. Effingham was more akin to the Horsleys and
Clandon than to Bookham, and the 5 villages had set up their own
organisation
5 or 10 years ago for common problems. Local
government boundaries should not revert to the pattern of over
50 years ago. Effingham had its own councillor at Guildford and

would not want to share
Dorking. There was one
Common, which could not
East Horsley. It would

representation with another area at
area of Effingham parish, beside the
be reached without travelling through
create the same problem there as

Woodlands Road did. His written evidence included a copy of
a letter sent by the parish council to all residents in July 1986,
setting out why the parish council objected to the transfer of
Effingham to Mole Valley and inviting them to send comments to
the Commission.
Dealing with Woodlands
canvassed the residents' views
authority's area. His council
as they respected the views of

Road, the parish council had not
initially as it v;as another
now accepted the existing division
the residents. He told me there

was a 3 tier system of state schools.

The primary school for

ages 5 to 8 was St Lawrence Primary School. It was in Effingham.
The middle school for ages 8 to 12 was Bookham Middle School
and was in Bookham. The comprehensive from age 12 onwards was
the Howard of Effingham School, in Effingham. Children from
Bookham and East Horsley went to school in Effingham, and Effingham
children went to school in Bookham or East Horsley. On medical
care, a patient went to hospital in Guildford or Epsom depending
upon where his doctor's surgery was. He told me there were
churches in both Effingham & Bookham, though the Church of England
had one priest who cared for both < cclesiastical parishes. The
drainage issue in Woodlands Road, mentioned in earlier letters,
had been resolved as there was a single authority, the TWA, and
main drainage had now been provided for the entire road.
6.
Mr Francis Helps was chairman of the Effingham Residents
& Ratepayers Association. He looked for efficiency and economy
in local government, which meant 1 council for the whole of
Woodlands Road. The road was contiguous to Effingham and his
association fully supported the Commission's proposal. It had the
merit of placing the green belt land between the 2 councils.
Many matters which concerned the residents would not be altered by
a boundary change. Schools, hospitals, postal addresses and the
rates burden were issues uppermost in people's minds, but none
would be affected. On the wider issue of the transfer of Effingham,
there was no reason to think that Mole Valley would not prove to be
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as supportive as Guildford, but he was worried about the period
immediately after transition. Policies relating to the Common, the
Home Farm Estate and the playing fields ran smoothly now, and there
might be difficulties. He also preferred a 3 tier system of local
government, but accepted that Mole Valley had parishes in areas
beyond Leatherhead. He interpreted the survey, in which his
association had taken part, as showing that only 35% of the
households in Woodlands Road wanted to stay in Mole Valley.
His association had members in 761 households in the parish, of
which 34 were in the Effingham part of Woodlands Road. Those in
the Bookham part were not eligible for membership.
7.
Mr Cornwell had been chairman for 7 years up to 1986 of
the Effingham Housing Association. Their partner was the
Guildford BG but it was a village initiative for both conservation
and for helping the elderly. The association had lasted 21 years,
starting when speculative builders threatened valuable old properties
in the village, and it had proved to be a bond which embraced
social provision, finance, planning and conservation. The
Association had not been strictly parochial in its outlook.
However Bffingham residents had had.priority, and in defining
Effingham residents, everyone who lived in Woodlands Road,
whether in the Effingham or the Bookham part, had been treated
identically. Effingham was the natural community centre for the
area. The association wanted its relationship with Guildford
as its local authority to continue.
8.
Mr Antony Page was a parish councillor in Effingham,
the borough councillor for Effingham at Guildford, and the county
councillor for the area, and he spoke for both the parish and
borough councils. He had lived in Effingham for 40 years and before
that in Bookham. He supported entirely Mr Crouch's evidence.
In local government terms, planning was an important consideration,
and Effingham, through the residents association and parish council
(both of which had been formed in the 1960's), was in accord with
Guildford's policies, which preserved the green belt and stopped
over-development. Though the proposal was now dead, Mole Valley
had produced a structure plan which had earmarked the backland of
Woodlands Road for housing. Effingham & Guildford had successfully

-8-

opposed it. He had never heard anyone in Effingham say they
would rather come under Mole Valley. The natural focal point
for the area, determined by ease of access and availability of
shopping and cultural activities was Guildford and the area now
took a pride in its association with Guildford, The 5 villages
association mentioned by Mr Crouch had been formed to deal with
the first of the M25 enquiries. It was low key at present. He
told me the distances "o the centres of Guildford, Leatherhead
and Dorking (going over the hill) from Effingham were. 10, 5 and 8
miles respectively.
9.
Mrs Eileen Davies was one of 7 residents from the
Woodlands Road area, proposed to be transferred to Effingham
from Mole Valley, who addressed me. The others were Mr R Scott,
Mr W D Gordon, Mr A R Croxall, Mr B Wreford, Mr John Holt, and
Mr W G Wilson, who lived on the Guildford Road and not in Woodlands
Road itself. In common with all the others she said she wanted the
boundary to stay where it was. She, like all the others who
addressed the subject, expressly said she used the facilities of
Bookham and Leatherhead in preference to going to Effingham and
Guildford. None of the speakers from the area made any complaint
about the services provided by Mole Valley and although some,
to a minor degree, said they used the facilities of Effingham
(to have a drink, and to send their children to the primary and
comprehensive schools, were alone mentioned) none said they shopped
in Effingham or voiced any other connection with it. Mr Wilson
said that if the status quo and the present boundary could not be
maintained, then the boundary should go west and not eastwards.
10.
Mr John Knights lived on E'ffingham Common Road. He had
no strong opinions as he did not know enough about the issues.
No one had told the residents what the transfer to another local
authority area could offer them.The agreement reached between
the 3 local authorities looked like an arrangement induced by fear.
The fear of losing Effingham to Mole Valley stopped Guildford
council fighting for a change in Woodlands Road. He used a
surgery in Bookham, and his wife had been taken to Epsom Hospital
when an emergency arose. His children were at a private school in

-9-

Bookham. He did his shopping in Bookham, or in Leather-head or
Guildford. It was a complex situation and was being decided on a
plane of non-reality. It was unreal to reach a decision because
residents had a fear of property developers and preferred the
devil they knew.
11. Mr Mjles Brock was one of 6 speakers who lived in Effingham
parish, who were satisfied with the services provided by
Guildford EC, and who generally approved of Guildford's planning
policies and saw Effingham and Guildford as the focal points of
the area. On that basis they opposed the transfer of any part
of Effingham to Mole Valley.. The others were Mr L J Waller,
Miss Martin, Mr R Back, Mr D J King and Mr C Harwood. As to
further individual points, Mr Brock, on the Woodlands Road issue,
said that if a transfer produced significant savings of expenditure
the residents should be told about them and given the chance to
express a view, but if there were none, then the status quo should
prevail. Mr Waller said he had not been advised of any advantages
in changing to Mole Valley. Miss Martin thought the Woodlands
Road area should be in Guildford, as the people there were buying
up land hoping to make the area like Bookham. Mr Back considered
that the duplication of facilities was a strong argxauent to move
the Woodlands Road boundary, but the people who lived there had
the right to decide. Mr King said both councils had a 1st class
record in protecting the environment, and though the proposed
boundary for Woodlands Road was more logical, the residents were
entitled to decide. Mr Harwood also wanted the status quo.
12.
Col. Tyrrwhit Drake had lived in Effingham for 21 years.
For 11 years he had been the elected borough councillor until
Mr Page took over from him. The responsibilities of a borough
councillor to be considered were planning, highways, refuse
collection and rates. Planning matters took up most of a councillor's
time, and Mole Valley and Guildford had different policies on
density. The local authority boundary was not well defined, and the
local councillor found it impossible to explain satisfactorily why
development of a particular kind was allowed on one side of the
road and disallowed on the other. This occurred particularly in
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what was known as the 'Route 37' gap which ran across Woodlands
Road. It was also ridiculous to use 2 carts for refuse in the
same road.
The rates issue was a red herring - they were nearly
the same. It would be difficult to take Effingham from Guildford,
for it was with other areas in a county electoral division.
However rationalisation was needed, and the efficiency of local
government should override the wishes of local residents if
necessary. The 'status quo1 z ,gument had nothing to do with
efficiency. The only possible boundary if Woodlands Road was
transferred was along Chalkpit Lane.
13.
Mr G A Turner was the county councillor for Bookham
and Fetcham West. He wanted the status quo maintained. He was
aware of the popular feeling in the area, and it should not be
overwhelmed by other considerations. Traditional loyalties ought
to be maintained.
14.
Miss Joan Worth lived in Leewood Way, Effingham. She
used the facilities provided by the council in Guildford, and
spent a deal of time listening to the orchestra, visiting the
gallery and museum and going to the theatre. It was an excellent
shopping centre. She wanted her rates to support the council's
projects. She rarely went to Dorking or Leatherhead. She was also
involved in the life of the Cathedral, which v;as in Guildford.
15.
Mrs Heather Barnes had lived in Effingham for 5 years.
She was employed by the Education Department. She explained that
schools in this part of Surrey presently did not have catchment
areas. They were only brought into effect if the schools were
oversubscribed. Parents in the area had a choice. She thought
Effingham looked to Guildford.
16.
Mr S C Walker lived in Bookham and was a member of
the executive committee of Bookham Residents Association. The
associa tion opposed the trans fer of Woodlands Road to Guild ford,
for it would loosen planning control. When Mole Valley had
proposed housing in the area some 2 years ago, there was great
opposition from local residents, an enquiry, and the proposal was

-11•withdrawn. The defence of the green belt was important, and
if control passed to Guildford it could be disastrous for
the residents. Mole Valley and a vigilant residents association
would protect the land. During the meeting I received a letter
from the chairman of the association to like effect.
17.

Mr David Robertson lived in Heath View.

The postal address

was East Horsley but the house was in Effingham parish. He used
neither Leatherhead nor Dorking, and all that his family wanted
could be found in Guildford. If there were a transfer his house
and those like his should remain in Guildford.
18.
Mr Anthony Cockle lived in Leewood Way and had been a parish
councillor for 23 years. He had also been chairman of the Surrey
Association of Parish and Town Councils. He wanted the status quo.
He accepted that both Guildford and Mole Valley councils would
protect the green belt land. His interests were in Guildford.
Communications with Guildford would improve in October when extra
bus routes would be introduced. The routes would go through the
villages to the east of Guildford, so Effingham's links with those
villages would be strengthened.
19.
Mr
He saw the
next GLC.
he did not

James Nicholls said that he was concerned with the future
M25 as the natural barrier and as the boundary of the
He described Leatherhead as being i.nside the M25, and
want Effingham to become part of the GLC.

20.
Mr John Radford had listened to the arguments and had made
up his mind. He thought Effingham should remain with Guildford.
Like Mr Nicholls he did not want Effingham to become part of the
GLC. His parents lived in a London Borough and did not enjoy
life within the GLC area.
21.
Ann Sansom was the district councillor for the Bookham
ward of Mole Valley. She explained that each area had its own
schools for 5 to 8 year olds, but at the age of 8 children in the
state system in both areas went to Bookham middle school, and at
13 they went to the comprehensive school in Effingham. For medical
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care it was for,an individual to choose his own doctor. There
were doctors in each area. On boundaries she went for the status
quo, and there was no doubt that was what people wanted. The
areas had now been divided for a long time. On the planning issue.
Mole Valley had protected the green belt land.
22.
Mr A Clark lived in Effingham and was a member of the
residents association. He said the C ..mission should look
forward and not back. It did not make sense to divide Woodlands
Road, and whatever the outcome, all of Woodlands Road should be
in the same district. The majority in Effingham favoured a link
with Guildford, but plenty of them did their shopping in Leatherhead
and Bookham. Whichever single authority was chosen, it had to
provide effective local planning and services."
One of his own
children was at East Horsley middle school and the other at
Effingham comprehensive. As to health he had used both Guildford
and Epsom hospitals.
23.
Mr L Simmons lived in Dirtham Lane, Effingham. He feared
that if Mole Valley took over Effingham, the Home Farm Estate
could become another gipsy encampment. Guildford had been
negotiating about it for some time.
View
24.
Between the 2 sessions Mr Crouch drove me round the roads
of Effinghaiu and into Bookham. I travelled Woodlands Road and had
the borough boundary identified to me, and I saw the fairly
intensive residential development that has taken place immediately
to the west of Woodlands Road. I saw the Home Farm estate and its
assortment of semi-permanent homes. It was remote from the village
centre but the residents nevertheless want Guildford BC to remove
them. I saw the Common and the backs of the houses in Heath View,
which were also remote from the centre and can only be reached
through East Horsley. I visited the centre of the village and saw
its schools and its half a dozen shops, which offer nothing by
way of choice of trades, by which I mean there is only 1 of each
kind, but which can no doubt fulfill many of the day-to-day
requirements of the shopper. I saw the playing fields, which
contained a cricket pitch, 4 rugby pitches and 2 association

-13football pitches, and the hall of which I was told provided
facilities for table tennis and badminton. I walked some way
up Chalkpit Lane to assess its suitability as an identifiable
district boundary.
Correspondence
25.
In the months preceding the meeting the Commission
received a number of letters setting out the views of the
writers on the issues to be dealt with. The content and source
of the letters bears some examination. Some were from residents
who spoke at the meeting or from associations who were represented.
1 ignore those for otherwise that would give the writer 2 bites.
That leaves 23 letters from individual residents and 3 from groups one from the committee of the King George V playing fields and one
each from the afternoon and evening branches of the Effingham W.I.
All 23 were from residents of Effingham. The letters fall into
2 categories: 21 of them (together with the 3 letters from groups)
said that Effingham should remain part of Guildford BC, and only 2
argued that Effingham should be transferred to Mole Valley. Of
the 21, only 2 also mentioned the Woodlands Road area and both
writers suggested it should be transferred to Guildford. There is
a distinct repetitiveness to be found in the letters in the points
made in favour of Effingham staying with Guildford, and the source
of the inspiration for the letters and for the points made is
clearly the circular letter sent to all residents of Effingham by
the parish council on 2 July 1986. The writer of that letter, who
was the chairman of the parish council, sets out what he considers
to be the most important considerations and then exhorts householders
to send their own comments to the Commission. That is what they
have done, and generally they have adopted the parish council's
reasons as their own comments. The 2 letters that suggest Effingham
should be transferred to Mole Valley do so on the basis of administrative convenience and geographical proximity, and one of them
lists in detail the connections the writer considers Effingham has
with Bookham.
Appraisal and Conclusions
25.
There were 2 features of the meeting which came as a
surprise to me and to some extent increased the difficulties which
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an assistant commissioner has in exploring satisfactorily something
as intangible as the ties between neighbouring areas. First, all
3 local authorities concerned now want the boundary to,remain
unaltered, this despite the fact that both Guildford BC and
Effingham PC had supported the transfer of the Woodlands Road
area to Guildford, and Mole Valley had originated the suggestion
that there was a case for the transfer of the whole or at least
part of Effingham parish to Mole Valley. The second ft _ture
was that in the surveys, in the pre-meeting letters to the
Commission and at the meeting the vast majority of individuals
wanted to preserve the status quo. For example, no one at all
wrote or came forward at the meeting from the part of Woodlands
Road which the Commission proposed transferring to Effingham
saying that that was what they or anyone else in that area now
wanted. No one at the meeting suggested transferring Effingham
to Mole Valley, although 1 speaker was critical of the way in
which it appeared to him the issue had been withdrawn from public
debase; and only 2 letters in the pre-meeting correspondence
supported the transfer, I think it is relevant for me not only
to take into account the impact that the agreement between the
councils had on the meeting, but I should also consider the events
which occurred prior to the meeting and which have contributed to
people formulating their views in the way they did. I was urged,
in effect, to reach a decision on the basis of a 'head count'; but
the validity of a 'head count' depends to some extent upon whether
those who voted were adequately informed of the issues before they
did so.
27.
The 'Wishes of the Residents'. This whole matter started
in 1979 as a parish review, and in 1981 became a principal area
boundary review. In dealing with parishes, circular 121/77
recommends that in reviewing existing parishes, ' a prime consideration should be the feeling of local community and the wishes of
local inhabitants' {para. 7) and later advises that 'it is most
important that the inhabitants of the area to be reviewed should
have adequate opportunities to express their views' (para.27) advice which is repeated at paragraph 1 of Commission Report No 286.
No steps were taken by either Effingham PC or Guildford BC to
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recommending the transfer of most of the road to Effingham.
That was on the basis that it was felt to be improper to canvass
the views of electors outside their own area. Nor did they
approach Mole Valley and ask them to carry out a survey. In the
result Mole Valley objected, taking the telling point that no
evidence had been submitted to show the proposals represented the
wishes of residents generally in the area affected {letter of
29 January 1980) . Guildford persisted with the proposal, and Mole
Valley repeated their objection in June 1980. The review
nevertheless went ahead and the first approach to the residents
affected was made by Mole Valley in November 1982. Unfortunately
instead of setting out the considerations raised by the transfer,
or provoking public debate or calling a meeting (such as an
informal local meeting of the kind referred to in paragraph 27
of circular 121/77)/ Mole Valley wrote to each of the residents
and made only the point that 'no enquiries were made of the people
of the area in question by those who are suggesting the change'.
The residents were given the choice of a local meeting at which
the proposals could be discussed in more detail. A letter couched
in such terms is likely not only to polarise attitudes but also
to result in a vote against the proposals of those who had not
had the courtesy to make {or had not dared make) enquiries.
And so it proved. Of the 77 replies from 10S households, only
5 {S^%) were in favour of the change. There v/ere 67 (87%) who
wanted to stay in Mole Valley. Significantly however 50 replies
wanted a meeting to be held. None was held. None of the authorities told the residents what was happening, let alone made an effort
to place the issues before them. The proposals went ahead and were
confirmed by the Commission, and it was not until 3^ years after
the 1st letter that the residents received a second approach.
On this occasion it was from Effingham PC, who had overcome their
shyness about writing to residents in another local authority area.
However the only explanation the residents received in the 1986
letter for the proposed change was that 'for social and geographical
reasons the Commission felt the area would be better served as
part of Effingham'. There was no reference to community of
Interests or to effective and convenient local government, save
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phrase 'social and geographical reasons'. There was no explanation
of the issues. It is not surprising that the views of the residents
remained polarised. On this occasion replies were received from
64 households, of which 55 (86%) wished to remain in Mole Valley,
and 9 (14%) wanted to transfer.
It is my task to explain, and • -*t to apportion blame.
However I think the residents of the affected part of the Woodlands
Road area deserved better service from those charged with the
tasks of explaining the issues and ascertaining their wishes.
Mole Valley DC expressed surprise that the 'Commission had gone
ahead with the proposals in 1983 after receiving Mole Valley's
response to their 1982 survey. I do not think that that surprise
was in any way justified. Mole Valley had told the Commission
that support for a meeting had been received from 50 households
in the affected area. In April 1983 the Commission had published
revised draft proposals, and had invited comments giving reasons
why the revised draft proposals were opposed. Although Mole Valley
then kaew the revised draft proposals were still going ahead, and
that they in effect made no significant alteration to the proposed
Woodlands Road transfer. Mole Valley did not choose to call the
meeting which had been suggested and which so many residents had
wanted, nor did they write further and tell the residents what was
happening. They were content to rely on the reasons which they
had already given, and which had already failed to persuade the
Commission to their point of view. In those circumstances I think
it would have been more a matter for surprise if the Commission
had altered its proposals.
28.
The Agreement between the Councils.
The effect of the agreement reached by the 3 councils was to preclude
any adversarial discussion of the issues by those best placed to
put the facts and arguments before the meeting. Each council
told me the wishes of the residents must be respected, despite
the fact that that is only one, albeit the first, of the factors
referred to in Paragraph 14 and Annex B of circular 33/78. It
complicated rather than simplified the task I had of examining
the reality of the relationship of Effingham with Bookham.
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It all smacked of 'cosy relationships', as one letter writer
put it, or tended to put the level of discussion on 'a plane of
non-reality1, as one speaker described the situation. .The position
with the Woodlands Road issue was different. Although I was
denied the opportunity of hearing arguments on what the local
authorities concerned thought were issues of effective and
convenient local government. Guild ford had made their case in
the past and indeed still said a transfer was logical. The case
for transfer was also supported in some detail by the Effingham
Residents Association and by Col. Tyrrwhit Drake. Nevertheless if
I was disappointed not to receive assistance by way of argument
and evidence at the meeting from the local authorities, residents
of each of the areas who were not reasonably conversant with
local government issues must in equal degree have been perplexed,
for neither at informal meetings, nor in circulars, nor finally
at the meeting I held were the issues on both sides fully
canvassed. Again/ I do not think there is blame to be attached.
It was largely an accident of the stance adopted by the councils
during the course of events leading to the meeting I held.
29.

The Transfer of the Parish of Effinqham.

Despite the difficulties which I mention, and which I hope by
mentioning I have not over-emphasised, I am fully satisfied that
I was able to ascertain sufficient to reach a valid conclusion
on this issue. I deal with it first because it is the principal
issue, and if Effingham were to be transferred to Mole Valley,
the transfer of the Woodlands Road area would not arise.
30.
It was clear from both the correspondence and the evidence
that there are a number of community links between Effingham and
Bookham. One writer(in the majority of 21 letter writers) said it
was a common attitude in Bookham to regard Effingham as one of its
suburbs. Clearly many from Effingham shop in Bookham, which has a
wider range of shops. Residents use doctors' surgeries without any
regard for the boundary. The schooling arrangements, which lead
most children to Bookham middle school from the age of 8 to 12,
and then to Effingham comprehensive, clearly serve as a strong
link between the communities. The parish churches, separate in
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Effingham (mainly cricket, rugby and association football)
and in Leatherhead (mainly swimming and squash) invite.interchange
and create links between the communities. Those are the connections,
but I think there are a number of more important ways in which
Effingham looks to Guildford.
31.
First t sre is the historical connection. It has been
associated with Guildford for local government since 1933, so
there can be few who remember any connection with Dorking.
Its communications depend upon whether one considers the user
of public transport or the person with a car. A car can be
driven equally easily to Dorking or Guildford, and most readily
to Leatherhead. However for the user of public transport Dorking
is a difficult and inconvenient destination - and it is where
the local government offices are.- There is a council cash office
and an enquiry office in Leatherhead, but none of the departments
are there. The convenience of those who do not have cars must be
fully borne in mind and the comparatively difficult lines of
communication to Dorking are, to my mind, an important factor.
My view also convinced me of one other substantial difference.
Effingham generally retains its rural character, and this may
be due in some part to the planning policies operated by Guildford
as well as to its greater distance from London than the Bookhams,
In parts of Bookham, the description of surburban development,
perhaps due to intensive infilling, is more apt. The green belt
wedge between the 2 communities enhances and no doubt will
preserve this distinction. Although the residents of Effingham,
and perhaps especially the car borne ones, use the surgeries and
shopping and sports facilities of Bookham and Leatherhead, I
consider that as a village, which it still justifiably calls
itself, Effingham has more in common with the rural villages
and towns to its west than with Bookham. The figures show that
whereas Guildford BC and Mole Valley DC control much the same
acreages, and although Mole Valley has only half the population
and half the rateable value of Guildford, nevertheless in this
area it is Guildford which is looked upon as being a rural
authority and Mole Valley, with its control of the Bookhams,
Fetcham, Leatherhead and Ashtead, all of which are reasonably
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area of surburban development. I think that it is important
that Effingham should retain its rural links, and that it is in
that direction, despite the shopping trips to Bookham and its
shared educational facilities, that its true community of
interest now lies..
32.
I was less impressed by some of the other factors which
were urged upon me as connecting Effingham to Guildford. There
was satisfaction with local government services, and with Guildford's
policy towards the Home Farm estate and gipsy sites. As to the
former, no one in Mole Valley had any complaint about the services
they received, and as to Guildford's particular policies, I am sure
that with a responsible local authority and proper representation, an
equally enlightened policy would be adopted if it were Dorking with
whom the residents -were negotiating. Similarly I foresee no
difficulties with the support given to the King George V playing
fields and the housing association. Guildford 1 s attitude to the
green belt land was praised, but it must be recalled that this
particular stretch of green belt lies wholly in Mole Valley, who
also have played their part in preserving it.
Another factor which I should mention is the view expressed by
Mr Nicholls, that he feared Effingharr. might become part of a
future -3L-C if it were transferred to Mole Valley. The suggestion
attracted some sympathetic support from the hall. It was not a
reason which I considered relevant to the- present issue of
effective and convenient local government; and in any event his
premise was incorrect as Leatherheac and Dorking themselves and
the greater part of Hole Valley lie outside the perimeter of the
M2 5 .
33.
I do not overlook the views expressed by residents. This
particular proposal only surfaced seriously when it was published
by the DOE in their letter of December 1985. Mole Valley's initial
suggestion in November 19S2 did not lead to any further debate.
Although I have reservations about the way in which the issue was
put to Effingham residents, who were only really treated to one
side of the argument, the response by 300 out of 950 households
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approached (52*5%) was in my view high for a local government
issue, and the vote against transfer by 569 to 29 overwhelming.
The fact that 29 households (43 individuals) and 2 letter
writers favoured the transfer demonstrates that the issue is
complex rather than clear cut, and that links with Bookham do
exist. However in circular 33/78, which deals with principal area
reviews, the wishes of the local inhabitants are the first
consideration me^-ioned. By reason both of their wishes and of
the other factors set out in Annex B to the circular, and which
I have discussed, I formed the firm view that the whole of
Effingham parish should remain part of Guildford BC.
34.
The Woodlands Road area. The configuration of the
existing boundary has the effect of placing the majority of
the houses in Woodlands Road'and about a dozen houses in the
Guildford Road into the Mole Valley area, from the nearest housing
of which it is separated by the h mile of fields comprising the
green belt. To the west it is contiguous with the housing in
Effingham lying south of the Guildford road. Logic and a tidy
mind would dictate that all the housing in Woodlands Road should
lie in the same district.
35.
However no one from any of the houses affected either
wrote or spoke in favour of transfer, though in the early stages
of the review in 1982 two residents did write in favour (and 29
against). At the meeting itself 6 residents of the area spoke
against the transfer. I have already discussed the results of
the surveys, in which the residents of the area came out strongly
against any transfer. It was 87% in the 19S2 survey and 85% in
1986. I do not accept Mr Helps' figure that only 35% of the
households in Woodlands Road wanted to stay in Mole Valley.
I assume he arrives at 35% because out of the total electorate
for the area of 247, the poll indicated that 88 individual
residents (from 55 households) said they wanted to remain in
Mole Valley; and S3 is 35% of 247. There are a number of reasons
why this is an invalid approach. As I have set out in paragraph
27 above, the total response to the poll of 110 houses was 64
(a 58% poll), and the voting was 85% to 14%; or if one counts
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those who did not respond as 'Don't Knows', it was 50% to
stay in Hole Valley, 8% to move, and 42% 'Don't Knows1.
That seems a fairer way to look at it, rather than to'assume
that all those who did not 'vote' want to go to Effingham.
36.
Although the local authorities, true to their intent
to respect the wishes of the residents, took a neutral stance,
there were a number of people within Effingham, including the
residents association, who advocated change. In .listening to
the evidence and considering the correspondence I detected
3 strands of thought which I considered contributed to this
apparently illogical but nevertheless solid display of attachment
to Mole Valley. First, for the reasons I discussed in paragraph
27 above, I think the attitudes of many of the residents have
become polarised. At an early stage some of them became prejudiced
against Guildford.BC and against any change and unless there is
a strong reason to make them reassess the situation, and so far
no one has tried to explain to them any of the reasons, they are
unlikely to change their minds. Secondly I think there is an
innate (and in the circumstances understandable) reluctance to
accept change at the personal level when there is no apparent
reason for it. It was common cause that all the speakers were
content with the services provided by Mole Valley. Further, the
rates are not significantly different, and indeed at present are
marginally lower in Mole Valley. Thirdly I think some of the
residents may be influenced by the hope that the planning policies
of Mole Valley might work more to their individual advantage than
would Guildfords. This was a facet touched on by 3 speakers at
the meeting (Mr Knight, Miss Martin and Col. Tyrrwhit Drake) and
it found expression in one of the letteis sent to the Commission in
1932. However it cannot be a ubiquitous hope, for there are
clearly many curtilages with no development potential.
37.
One speaker (Col. Tyrrwhit Drake) suggested that the
need for efficient local government demanded that the boundary
should be altered and that the wishes of the local residents
should if necessary be overridden. No doubt there may be
circumstances, when popular expression has been distorted or may
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have been fomented for an individual's personal gain, when it
can be proper to disregard the expressed wishes of residents.
That in my view is not the situation here. The rationale of
their views is explained by the chronology of events and by
their overt satisfaction with Mole Valley's services and policies.
Their wishes may be difficult for some to understand, but no one
can accuse them of apathy. I think they are an important factor
to consider.
38.
I think it'is also necessary to look at the detail of
what amounts to effective and convenient local government in
the context of Woodlands Road. One aspect which was continually
mentioned because it came immediately to mind was refuse
collection. It was 'silly1 to have 2 carts when 1 would do.
Drainage was no longer a problem, as a single authority had
taken it over and resolved the difficulties of 1982.
Aside
from refuse (which if there were a significant costly duplication
might well be dealt with by agreement between the cleansing
departments concerned just as highway authorities reach agreements
on boundary roads) neither local authority suggested there was
any difficulty or disadvantage effectively servicing or administering the Woodlands Road part. That could conceivably have
hidden the true position and have arisen because of the arrangement
the councils had reached; but even when they were opposed no such
difficulty was identified. The other relevant factors are more
matters of convenience for the residents. None complained of
personal difficulties in reaching Dorking by public transport, or
claimed that Mole Valley did anything other than provide a satisfactory service. None came to the meeting to say they used the
facilities of Guildford or of Effingham save in a minor way.
That leaves planning and what I detected to be the perceived
advantage of Mole Valley's policies compared to Guildfords.
39.
On overall policy, the planning authorities were in
agreement that the green belt land should remain open and not be
built on. It was suggested that Mole Valley encouraged a greater
density of development, or more infilling; though when one
compares the density of development in the Mole Valley part of
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Woodlands Road with what has taken place in the small area
made up of the roads immediately to its west, such as .Links
Way and Norwood Road, which are in Guildford, it is not easy
to substantiate the distinction in that particular area.
Nevertheless if there is a minor difference between planning
policies, as some speakers thought there was, it is to my
mind clear that it should not be part of my task to try to
assess that difference in order to make a judgement as to
whether a particular group of residents should be subjected
to one policy rather than another. That is the responsibility
of planners and councillors, and I do not encroach on it here
lest I find I am in effect determining planning policy for an
area instead of deciding on what is effective local government
in an area. There is however one aspect of planning which is
relevant to my assessment, and that is whether a confused
boundary, or one that is difficult to identify, causes inconvenience because residents and councillors cannot readily ascertain,
recognise and explain which area is subject to which policy.
That was a matter referred to by Col. Tyrrwhit Drake, though
it was endorsed by none of the current parish, district or county
representatives. I was not impressed by it in this instance.
The upper or southern part of V7oodlands Road is wholly in Mole
Valley. The break on the west side where that side becomes part
of Guildford is marked by a break between the curtilage of houses;
and the whole of the east side is in Mole Valley. In the northern
part of the road, the frontages generally on both sides of the road
are fully developed. At the main Guildford road the situation is
completely clear as the district boundary goes virtually straight
across in a north/south direction. It is a boundary which has
existed at district level for over 50 years. I could see no
difficulty in identifying or explaining it. In my view such
minimal convenience that the residents might gain from knowing
that the whole of both sides of the road lies within the area of
one planning authority is not of such weight as to lead me to
recommend an alteration. Such an alteration would amount in my
view to a change for change's sake, making- 'tidy' a boundary
for no substantial reason against the expressed wishes of those
immediately affected.
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In the circumstances, and despite what logic and a
look at the map might initially indicate, I recommend that the
Woodlands Road area should remain part of Mole Valley. Examination
of the precise issues involved and consideration of the views of
the residents, including their views of the area to which they
feel they are attached, as well as the views of the local
authorities concerned, lead me to conclude that a case for
alteration of the district boundary has not been made out.
Indeed, Guildford BC has now changed its mind, and had it not
made the proposal in the first place none of the events which
led to and culminated in the meeting would have occurred. If a
case for alteration had been made out, the 'suggested boundary
line starting from Chalkpit Lane would have been satisfactory.
41.
I enclose an attendance list which ought to set out the
names of those who attended. The Editor of the Surrey Advertiser
of Martyr Road, Guildford wishes to be told of the result of the
proceedings.
I have the honour to be. Sir,
Your obedient servant

*u<

(Michael Lewer Q.C.)

