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 West Sussex County Council – Ordinary Meeting 
 
18 October 2013 
 
At an Ordinary Meeting of the County Council held at 10.30 a.m. on Friday, 
18 October 2013, at County Hall, Chichester, the members present being: 
 

Mrs A J Jupp (Chairman) 
 
Mr W E Acraman 
Mr D H Barling 
Mr L H Barnard 
Mr A J Barrett-Miles 
Mrs E A Bennett 
Mr P J J Bradbury 
Mr M J Brown 
Mrs H A Brunsdon 
Mr I J R Buckland 
Mr R D Burrett 
Mr P C Catchpole 
Mr P J Circus 
Mr M R Clark 
Mr M A Cloake 
Mr D G Crow 
Dr N P S Dennis 
Mrs J E Duncton 
Mr P C Evans 
Mrs C M Field 
Mr M J Glennon 
Ms M L Goldsmith 
Mr P A D Griffiths 
Mrs P A Hall 
Mr P D High 
Mr J C Hunt 
Ms S James 
Mrs A F Jones, MBE 
Mr G L Jones 
Mr M G Jones 
Ms D M K Kennard 
Mr P K Lamb 
Mr R A Lanzer 

Mr G V McAra 
Mr P G Metcalfe 
Mrs M E Millson 
Mr J A P Montyn 
Mrs S R Mullins 
Mr R J Oakley 
Mr S J Oakley 
Mr J J O’Brien 
Mr C G Oxlade 
Mr L W Parsons 
Mr A Patel 
Mr A P Petch 
Mr N F Peters 
Mrs J E Phillips 
Mr B J Quinn 
Mr J G Rae 
Mrs A M Rapnik 
Mr J L Rogers 
Mr R Rogers 
Mr D P Sheldon 
Mr B A Smith 
Mr R J Smytherman 
Mr A C Sutcliffe 
Mr B W Turner 
Mr G M Tyler 
Mrs D L Urquhart 
Mr S G Waight 
Dr J M M Walsh, KStJ, RD 
Mr B R A D Watson, OBE 
Mrs E M Whitehead 
Mr D R Whittington 

 
Apologies and attendance 
 
55 Apologies were received from Mrs Arculus, Mr de Mierre, Mrs Mockridge, 

Mr Oppler, Mrs Smith and Mr Wickremaratchi.  Mr Lamb arrived at 
10.52 a.m.  Mr M G Jones gave his apologies for the afternoon session. 

 
Deaths of Mr Frank Wilkinson, Mr Mick Hodgson, Mrs D’Arcy Howell and 
Lance Corporal Brynin 
 
56 The Chairman reported the deaths of two members of the current Council - 
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Mr Frank Wilkinson, who had been the member for Storrington since 1997, 
and Mr Mick Hodgson, who had represented Warnham & Rusper since 2001 
and was the former Vice-Chairman of the Council.  The Chairman also 
reported the death of Mrs D’Arcy Howell, a former member, who had 
represented the Copthorne electoral division from 1975 to 1997.   

 
57 The Chairman also reported the death of Lance Corporal James Brynin, an 

intelligence analyst in the 7th Armoured Brigade originally from Shoreham, 
who had been killed in Afghanistan. 

 
58 The Council stood for a minute’s silence. 
 
Crawley Town Twinning 40th Anniversary 
 
59 On behalf of the County Council, the Chairman offered congratulations on 

the 40th Anniversary of Crawley’s successful twinning with Dorsten in 
Germany.  The Chairman informed the Council that Mrs Smith was a 
committee member of the Crawley Town Twinning Association and her 
husband Jim, a former county councillor, was a life president, having been 
the Association’s Chairman for the first 25 years.  Mrs Smith was currently 
in Dorsten with her husband for the celebrations and had therefore given 
her apologies for the meeting.   

 
Presentations to former Chairmen 
 
60 The Chairman welcomed Mr Mike Coleman and Mr Mark Dunn, former 

members and past County Chairmen who had left the County Council in 
May, to the meeting.  To mark their years of service to West Sussex in the 
role of County Chairman, the Chairman presented a small memento to 
each of them on behalf of the County Council. 

 
Presentation to Mrs Gytha Hodgson 
 
61 The Chairman welcomed Mrs Gytha Hodgson to the meeting.  Her late 

husband, Mr Mick Hodgson, had given long and dedicated service to the 
residents of West Sussex, both as a local member and also, until recently, 
as Vice-Chairman of the County Council.  On behalf of the County Council, 
the Chairman presented a small memento to Mrs Hodgson to mark 
Mr Hodgson’s years of service to West Sussex. 

 
Interests 
 
62 Members declared interests as set out at Appendix 1. 
 
Minutes 
 
63 It was agreed that the minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the County 

Council held on 19 July 2013 (pages 71 to 98) be approved as a correct 
record. 
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Result of By-Election 
 
64 The Council received the County Returning Officer’s return of the by-election 

held on 26 September 2013 for the county councillor for the Storrington 
Electoral Division. 

 
Review of Proportionality 
 
65 The County Council was reminded of its statutory duty to review the 

proportionality on its committees following the by-election.  A paper on the 
application of the proportionality rules and how they were applied was set 
out at pages 99 and 100.  Given that a further by-election for the 
Warnham & Rusper electoral division was due to be held on 24 October 
2013, it was proposed that there should be no change to the overall 
current committee allocations to political groups until the outcome of the 
by-election was known. 

 
66 Resolved –  
 

That there be no change to the overall current committee allocations to 
political groups until the outcome of the by-election is known. 

 
Appointments and change to the constitution of the Health and 
Wellbeing Board 
 
67 Members had been notified of a request by the Leader for changes to be 

made to the constitution of the Health and Wellbeing Board.  It was 
proposed that the Leader should no longer be a member of the Board but 
would in future recommend to the Council who should chair the Board 
from among the County Council appointees.  The Leader recommended 
that the Cabinet Member for Community Wellbeing should chair the Board. 

 
68 Resolved –  
 

That the proposals set out in minute 67 above be approved. 
 
69 The following changes to appointments were made which took effect from 

the end of the meeting: 
 

Committee Change 

 
Adult Safeguarding Panel 
 

 
Mr Patel to fill vacancy 

 
Corporate Parenting Panel 

 
Mrs Duncton in place of 
Mr Cloake 
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Committee Change 

 
Planning Committee 
 

 
Mr McAra to fill vacancy 

 
Environmental and Community Services 
Select Committee 
 

 
Mr Tyler as Chairman in 
place of Mr de Mierre 
 

 
Health and Adult Social Care Committee 
 

 
Dr Walsh as Vice-Chairman 
 

 
South West Foster Panel 

 
Ms Kennard to fill vacancy 
 

 
Address by a Cabinet Member 
 
70 Members received an address by the Cabinet Member for Children – Start 

of Life on the current position in connection with recent industrial action by 
the teachers’ union. 

 
Cabinet and Written Questions 
 
Written Questions 
 
71 Questions and answers pursuant to Standing Order 15(2), as set out at 

Appendix 2, were circulated.  Members asked questions on the answers as 
set out at Appendix 2. 

 
Cabinet Member Question Time 
 
72 Members asked questions on the Cabinet Members’ reports (pages 101 to 

108), as set out at Appendix 3.  It was noted that the reference to ‘Hungry 
Ghost’ in paragraph 1 should read ‘Hungry Guest’. 

 
73 Mr Petch declared a prejudicial interest in paragraph 23 (industrial action 

by the Fire Brigades Union) as employee of East Sussex Fire Service and 
member of the Fire Brigades Union.  He withdrew from the room during 
questions on the paragraph. 

 
Leader’s Question Time 
 
74 Members questioned the Leader on matters currently relevant to the 

County Council, as set out at Appendix 3. 
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Approval of Modifications to the submitted West Sussex Waste Local 
Plan 
 
75 The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport moved the report on the 

approval of Modifications to the submitted West Sussex Waste Local Plan 
(pages 109 to 113). 

 
76 Resolved -   

 
(1) That the modifications to the West Sussex Waste Local Plan, as set 

out at Appendix A to the report, be approved for public consultation 
so that comments can be made about their soundness; and 

 
(2) That the West Sussex Waste Local Plan, as modified and set out at 

Appendix B to the report, be approved for development 
management purposes. 

 
Governance Committee: Changes to reporting of objections to Traffic 
Regulation Orders via County Local Committees 
 
77 The County Council was asked to consider and approve changes to the 

reporting of objections to Traffic Regulation Orders via County Local 
Committees, in the light of a report by the Governance Committee (pages 
114 to 119). 

 
78 Resolved -  
 
 That the changes to arrangements for decisions on Traffic Regulations 

Orders to which objections, as set out in the Appendix to the report, be 
approved. 

 
Governance Committee: Governance Committee: Filming of Executive 
Meetings and use of Media Devices 
 
79 The County Council was asked to consider and approve changes to 

Standing Orders to incorporate guidance on the filming and reporting by 
the public through social media of public Executive meetings (pages 120 to 
122).  Recommendation (2) on use of social media was not approved. 

 
80 Resolved -    
 

(1) That Standing Order 12 be amended, as set out in the Appendix to 
the report. 

 
Governance Committee: Member Expenses and Allowances 
 
81 The County Council was asked to confirm whether the suspended scheme  

of member allowances and expenses should be restored (page 123). 
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82 The recommendation that member allowances should be increased by 1% 

backed to 1 July 2013 was put to a recorded vote under Standing Order 
36(1). 

 
 (a) For the recommendation - 57 
 
 Mr Acraman, Mr Barling, Mr Barnard, Mr Barrett-Miles, Mrs Bennett, 

Mr Bradbury, Mr Brown, Mrs Brunsdon, Mr Buckland, Mr Burrett, 
Mr Catchpole, Mr Circus, Mr Clark, Mr Cloake, Mr Crow, Dr Dennis, 
Mrs Duncton, Mr Evans, Mrs Field, Mr Glennon, Ms Goldsmith, Mr Griffiths, 
Mrs Hall, Mr High, Mr Hunt, Ms James, Mrs Jones, Mr G L Jones, Mrs Jupp, 
Ms Kennard, Mr Lanzer, Mr Metcalfe, Mrs Millson, Mr Montyn, 
Mr R J Oakley, Mr S J Oakley, Mr O’Brien, Mr Parsons, Mr Patel, Mr Peters, 
Mrs Phillips, Mr Rae, Mrs Rapnik, Mr J L Rogers, Mr R Rogers, Mr Sheldon, 
Mr Smith, Mr Smytherman, Mr Sutcliffe, Mr Turner, Mr Tyler, Mrs Urquhart, 
Mr Waight, Dr Walsh, Mr Watson, Mrs Whitehead and Mr Whittington. 

 
 (b) Against the recommendation - 5 
 
 Mr Lamb, Mr McAra, Mrs Mullins, Mr Oxlade, Mr Quinn, 
 
83 The recommendation that member allowances should be increased by 1% 

backed to 1 July 2013 was approved. 
 
84 Resolved -  
 

That the suspended scheme of member allowances and expenses be 
restored with the three effects detailed in the report. 

 
Notice of Motion by Mr Glennon 
 
85 The following motion was moved by Mr Glennon and seconded by 

Ms James. 
 

‘As a consequence of the enormous financial pressure placed upon the 
County Council by the outcomes of the spending review this Council is 
asked to acknowledge that there is a need to identify savings that 
wherever possible avoid or minimise any future cuts to front-line services. 
 
There exists the potential for greater savings to be realised by increasing 
the level of collaborative working with district and borough councils. At a 
time when all tiers of local government will be looking to find savings and 
efficiencies this council is asked to build on existing working relationships 
with local district and borough councils in West Sussex to achieve closer 
collaborative working with our partners. 
 
This council is asked to consider the savings achieved by Waste 
Partnerships in Somerset and Dorset and agree that engagement is 
undertaken with our partners to attempt to establish a similar joint  
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working relationship in West Sussex. The two West Country partnerships 
have established a single arrangement for the collection and disposal of 
waste and have achieved significant, on-going savings. Such an 
arrangement in West Sussex with a single contract for the collection and 
disposal of waste across the two tiers of local government would result in 
savings and help reduce the pressure on front-line services. 
 
Waste Authorities in West Sussex have a strong history of effective, 
collaborative working. I understand that discussions are on-going, 
between authorities across the county, regarding the potential 
procurement of a countywide joint clinical waste collection contract. It is 
recognised that arrangements for the collection of clinical waste are minor 
compared to household waste, however the underlying principle of 
collaborative working towards a single contract is encouraging. This 
Council is asked to consider that this principle informs and underpins the 
future work of the County Council in partnership with district and borough 
councils. This notice of motion calls for this principle to be fundamental to 
negotiations concerning future waste arrangements and during the 
procurement of contracts for the operation of waste services. 
 
Therefore this Council calls on the Cabinet Member for Residents’ Services: 
 
(1) To acknowledge that financial efficiencies and savings are 

achievable through the establishment of a single arrangement for 
the collection and disposal of waste with district and borough 
councils; 

 
(2) To recognise that such efficiencies would contribute toward savings 

during the term of this council and reduce the need for potential 
cuts to front-line services; 
 

(3) To engage district and borough councils to explore potential joint 
arrangements for waste collection and disposal in West Sussex with 
the intention of realising savings from a single contract; and 

 
(4) To adopt the principle of working collaboratively with district and 

borough councils in West Sussex with the intention of moving 
proactively towards the realisation of a single waste contract in 
West Sussex. 

 
86 The motion was lost. 
 
Notice of Motion by Dr Walsh 
 
87 The following motion was moved by Dr Walsh and seconded by 

Mrs Millson. 
 
‘West Sussex County Council understands and accepts the need for the 
United Kingdom to have a secure mix of energy supplies, including 
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renewables, and low carbon, both from imported and domestic sources.  It 
recognises that commercial oil and gas extraction has been taking place 
satisfactorily for over 20 years in West Sussex, subject to strict 
environmental controls. 
 
It also recognises that shale gas deposits are said to exist in considerable 
quantities beneath parts of our county. 
 
The County Council will consider giving permits for such investigation 
and/or extraction only after considering the following matters: 
 
(1) Arrangements to meet, monitor and enforce Regulations controlling 

pollution of water sources, methane gas emissions, sustainable use 
of drilling water, monitoring of seismic activity and protection of the 
local environment are adequate. 

 
(2) Local communities must be fully consulted prior to exploration 

and/or extraction, and adequate provision by the developer should 
be in place to meet compensation for any damage to the local 
environment. 

 
(3) Effective proposals are made  for establishing community benefit 

arrangements from both exploration and/or production, along the 
lines proposed by the government, and including the ‘right to  buy-
in’ to projects in the local area.’ 

 
88 As Chairman of the Planning Committee, Mrs Brunsdon declared that she 

would not take part in the debate on the motion in order to avoid any 
suggestion of predetermination. She then withdrew from the room.  As 
members of the Planning Committee, Mr Clark, Mrs Duncton, 
Mr S J Oakley and Mr J L Rogers declared that they would not enter into 
the debate or vote on the motion. 

 
89 An amendment was moved by the Cabinet Member for Highways and 

Transport and seconded by Mr High as set out below. 
 

‘West Sussex County Council understands and accepts the need for the 
United Kingdom to have a secure mix of energy supplies, including 
renewables, and low carbon, both from imported and domestic sources. 
 
It recognises that commercial oil and gas extraction has been taking place 
satisfactorily for over 20 years in West Sussex, subject to strict 
environmental controls. 
 
It also recognises that further hydrocarbon shale gas deposits are said 
to exist in considerable quantities beneath parts of our county. 
 
The County Council will consider giving permits granting planning 
permission for such investigation and/or extraction exploration,  
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appraisal and/or production only after considering the following 
matters: 
 
(1) that aArrangements to meet, monitor and enforce Regulations 

controlling pollution of water sources, methane gas emissions, 
sustainable use of drilling water, monitoring of seismic activity and 
the conditions attached to the planning permission (including 
those relating to the protection of the local environment) are 
adequate. 

 
(2) that lLocal communities will must be fully consulted prior to 

exploration, appraisal and/or extraction production, and adequate 
provision by that the developer should be in place to meet 
compensation has minimised, mitigated or compensated for 
any damage to the local environment. 

 
(3) Effective proposals are made  for establishing that community 

benefits arrangements from both exploration, appraisal and/or 
production can be secured through consensual or voluntary 
arrangements with the developer, along the lines proposed by 
the government, and including the ‘right to  buy-in’ to projects in 
the local area. 

 
The County Council also calls on the Coalition Government to open 
a national debate on hydraulic fracturing based on objective 
information and evidence-based research so that residents can 
reach informed views on this issue.’ 
 

90 The amendment was agreed. 
 
91 The amended motion, as set out below, was agreed. 
 

‘West Sussex County Council understands and accepts the need for the 
United Kingdom to have a secure mix of energy supplies, including 
renewables, and low carbon, both from imported and domestic sources. 
 
It recognises that commercial oil and gas extraction has been taking place 
satisfactorily for over 20 years in West Sussex, subject to strict 
environmental controls. 
 
It also recognises that further hydrocarbon deposits are said to exist in 
considerable quantities beneath parts of our county. 
 
The County Council will consider granting planning permission for 
exploration, appraisal and/or production only after considering the 
following matters: 
 
(1) that arrangements to meet, monitor and enforce the conditions 

attached to the planning permission (including those relating to the  
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protection of the local environment) are adequate. 

 
(2) that local communities will be fully consulted prior to exploration, 

appraisal and/or production, and that the developer has minimised, 
mitigated or compensated for any damage to the local environment. 

 
(3) that community benefits from exploration, appraisal and/or 

production can be secured through consensual or voluntary 
arrangements with the developer. 

 
The County Council also calls on the Coalition Government to open a 
national debate on hydraulic fracturing based on objective information and 
evidence-based research so that residents can reach informed views on 
this issue.’ 
 
 

 
 
 
Chairman 
 

The Council rose at 3.58 p.m. 
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Agenda Item No. 1 - Interests 
 
Members declared interests as set out below.  All the interests listed below were 
personal but not pecuniary or prejudicial unless indicated.  All members declared a 
personal interest in item 11 on the agenda on the report of the Governance 
Committee on the Members Expenses and Allowances.  
 

Item Member Nature of Interest 

7(a) Written Question 3 Mr Bradbury Vice-Chairman of Board of 
Directors of Warden Park 
Academy Trust 

7(a) Written Question 6 Ms James Member of Southbourne PC 
Steering Group on 
Neighbourhood Plan and 
Chidham and Hambrook PC 
Steering Group on 
Neighbourhood Plan 

7(b) CMQT Mr S J Oakley Member of Chichester DC 
and Tangmere PC 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 5 
(Assistive Technology) 

Mr Catchpole Spouse is employed by 
Carers Support Services 

Mr Griffiths Subscriber of Mindeme 
technology as a registered 
carer 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 7 
(examination results) 

Mr Evans Governor of the 
Littlehampton Academy and 
of Ferring C E Primary School 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 8 
(Learning Service) 

Mr Evans Governor of the 
Littlehampton Academy and 
of Ferring C E Primary School 

7 (b) CMQT paragraph 11 
(mental health issues for 
young people) 

Mr Smytherman Trustee of Worthing and Arun 
Mind 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 18 
(West Sussex Pension Fund) 

Mr Burrett Member of the Local 
Government Pension Scheme 
and as a member of the Local 
Government Pensions 
Committee, appointed by the 
Local Government 
Association Conservative 
Group 
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Item Member Nature of Interest 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 18 
(West Sussex Pension Fund) 
(cont) 

Mr Lanzer Member of the Local 
Government Pension Scheme 

Mr J L Rogers In receipt of a West Sussex 
pension 

Mr Waight Deferred member of the 
Pension Scheme 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 21 
(Joint Fire Control Centre) 

Mr Petch Employee of East Sussex Fire 
Service and member of the 
Fire Brigades Union 

7(b) CMQT paragraph 23 
(industrial action by the Fire 
Brigades Union) 

Mr Petch Prejudicial interest as 
employee of East Sussex Fire 
Service and member of the 
Fire Brigades Union 

7(c) Leader’s Question Time Mr Turner Vice-Chair of Coastal West 
Sussex and Cabinet Member 
for Regeneration at Worthing 
BC 

8 Approval of Modifications to 
the submitted Waste Local 
Plan 

Mr Circus Chairman of Horsham DC 

Mrs Duncton Member of Chichester DC 

Ms James Member of Chidham and 
Hambrook PC 

Mr Lanzer Member of Crawley BC 

Mr R J Oakley Member of Worthing BC 

Mr S J Oakley Member of Chichester DC 
and Tangmere PC 

12(a) Notice of Motion Mr Burrett Member of Crawley BC 

Mr Lamb Member of Crawley BC 

Mr Lanzer Member of Crawley BC 

Mr R J Oakley Member of Worthing BC 

Mr S J Oakley Member of Chichester DC 
and Tangmere PC 
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18 October 2013 
 
1. Written question from Ms James for reply by the Leader 
 
Question 
 
The European Commission framework governing  Broadband Delivery UK(BDUK) 
means that rural areas in many parts of the Bourne Division will not receive any 
central government or West Sussex County Council (WSCC) financial assistance in 
provisioning superfast broadband to their homes, these communities are 
effectively excluded from the plans announced by WSCC for the Super Broadband 
rollout.  These residents will instead be required to independently arrange and 
finance their own Superfast Broadband from providers who have not been 
permitted to enter into the BDUK bidding process as dictated by the European 
Commission.  The outcome of this European legislation on the BDUK is to 
discriminate against rural communities. 
 
I wish to quantify the number of households within Bourne and also across West 
Sussex who: 
 
(1) will not have access to Superfast Broadband supplied by central 

government or WSCC; and 
 
(2) whether WSCC will make provisions to counter this inequality generated by 

the actions of the EU? 
 
Can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(a) The areas across the county and the number of households within those 

areas that meet the following set of circumstances: 

• within a broadband ‘slow spot’ or experience current slow broadband 
services;  

• ineligible for funding under the Better Connected project; and 
• not within a commercial roll-out area. 

 
(b) That areas which correspond to the above circumstances will be left with 

very slow broadband service speeds below the basic level of 2 Mbps? 
 
(c) How he is working with BT Communications PLC, the wider broadband 

industry and Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK) to promote the future roll-out 
of fibre-based, superfast broadband to those areas that will not benefit 
under the Better Connected project or a planned commercial roll-out? 

 
Answer 
 
The Broadband ‘Better Connected’ Project is a highly complex engineering 
undertaking which will require detailed survey, design and planning activities 
before implementation can commence. Until implementation has started 
therefore, all figures given for broadband coverage are only estimates. 
 
(1) Based on the available information, of the 377,200 total premises in West 

Sussex, 315,815 are in the commercial roll out leaving more than 61,000 
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premises in the area eligible for funding by the Better Connected project.  
Of the 61,000 premises the County Council estimates that nearly 45,000 
will have access to NGA superfast services (greater than 24Mbps), with the 
remaining 16,000 having access to a basic service (above 2Mbps) following 
completion of the project.  

 
Based on the available information, of the 5,434 premises within the 
Bourne electoral division, 4,416 premises are in the commercial roll out, 
leaving 1,018 in the area eligible for funding by the Better Connected 
project.  Of the 1,018 premises the County Council estimates 1,002 will 
have access to NGA superfast services with the remaining 16 having access 
to basic services following completion of the project. 
 

(2) To provide the 16,000 premises which will have access to a basic above 
2Mbps service with an NGA superfast service above 24Mbps would require 
significant additional project funding, although the objective of the project 
to provide 90% of premises with a superfast service will be met. 

 
(a) To answer the questions as set, no single area meets all of these three 

criteria.  However, to endeavour to provide information to give greater 
clarity of this complex project, the following is provided: 

 
• The County Council estimates there are 2,929 premises in West Sussex 

that have Broadband speeds of less than 2Mbps. 
 

• The Council estimates that there are 315,815 premises covered by the 
commercial roll out making them ineligible for funding by the Better 
Connected project. 

• The County Council estimates there are 61,000 premises in areas not 
covered by commercial roll out which makes them eligible for funding by 
the Better Connected project. 
 

(b) The objective is that following completion of the project all premises will 
have a broadband service of 2Mbps or above.  

 
(c) While the original objectives of the project are likely to be met with respect 

to fibre coverage in West Sussex, the County Council is working closely with 
central government to explore additional funding opportunities as and when 
they arise.  

 
Supplementary Question 
 
On behalf of the residents in Bourne whose properties are covered by both the 
commercial rollout and the Better Connected project, can the Cabinet Member tell me 
the time table for the delivery of the NGA superfast service and give me a reassurance 
that the timetable will be scrutinised by a designated members’ committee? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
The detailed planning phase is currently underway.  Once that is complete every 
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member will be informed of the time table.  It is up to the Environmental and 
Community Services Select Committee whether it chooses to scrutinise the 
timetable. 
 
Additional Questions 
 
Additional questions were asked by Mr Glennon and Mrs Millson 
 
 
2. Written question from Mr Graham Jones for reply by the Cabinet 

Member for Children - Start of Life 
 
Question 
 
Two large developments in Bersted and Felpham, known as Site 6, are now 
underway and being built in phases.  It is estimated that this development and 
rising pupil numbers from existing housing will generate the need for an additional 
1fe (form of entry) i.e. 210 places in both Bersted and Felpham. 
 
Contributions towards additional educational infrastructure have been secured as 
part of the Section 106 agreements.  Provision has been planned for Bersted 
through the change of age range of Bartons Infant and Laburnum Grove Junior 
Schools to become all through primary schools including the relocation of Bartons 
to the school site within Site 6, Bersted. 
 
The recent announcement that Downsview Primary School is to be expanded by 
200 places is to be welcomed but I understand that it will take up to seven years 
before the school is fully populated.  The Site 6 development in Felpham is already 
having an impact upon the need for additional schooling facilities in the area as 
existing schools in Felpham are over-subscribed resulting in children having to be 
transported outside the area for their schooling needs. 
 
Can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(a) Whether the County Council ever considered taking up the option to build a 

new school on Site 6 in Felpham as designated on the plans? 
 
(b) Does the County Council have any plans to consider this option in the 

future? 
 
In considering this question can the Cabinet Member: 
 
(c) Provide a figure for the number of children from the Site Six development, 

who are unable to attend their local school; 
 
(d) Explain what arrangements are in place to transport children from Site Six, 

who are unable to gain entry to their local school; and 
 
(e) Provide a breakdown of the associated cost of this transport?  
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Answer 
 
(a) A new primary school on the site secured through the S106 Agreement on 

the Flansham part of Site 6 was considered as an option to meet the 
anticipated demand for additional school places from the new housing 
development in the area.  After discussion with existing local primary school 
headteachers and governors and the CofE Diocese, the preferred option to 
take to wider consultation was to expand the nearest existing primary 
school.  Additional places can be provided more quickly and cost effectively 
by extending Downsview Primary School.  The S106 site only becomes 
available at a time related to the terms of the Agreement and could delay 
the provision of additional places. 

 
(b) The S106 site is available for a limited period of time and, in the event that 

further primary school places are required in the area, the site is available 
to meet the need from any further growth.  Currently there are no plans to 
develop any additional school places on the site. 

 
(c) Currently, there are 42 children from site 6 who do not have a place at a 

local school, broken down as follows: 
 

• In-year applications since June 2013 – 29 
• Starting school applications (September 2013) – 13 

 
(d) Children who are not offered a place at their local school and who meet the 

policy criteria for free transport are given assistance.  Five children 
currently are entitled to help, one of whom will not be eligible after 
Christmas. 

 
Three children travel by public transport, accompanied by parents and are 
provided with season tickets.  Two are taken by car and parents are given a 
mileage allowance. 

 
(e) As an indicator, the total cost of this transport for the current school year 

will be £3,000. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Will the expansion programme at Downsview School be funded by Section 106 
money and, if not, within the terms of the agreement, what other educational 
provision in the area could be funded from that source? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
There will be some S106 money involved in the expansion.  The idea is to expand 
Downsview School which has been rated as ‘outstanding’ and which a lot of pupils 
want to attend.  However, if numbers increase substantially as a result of the 
growth of site 6, there is another site available which could be used if necessary.  
This will take time and there is a need to respond immediately to pressures hence 
the expansion to Downsview School. 
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Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Mr Parsons. 
 
 
3. Written question from Mr Smytherman for reply by the Cabinet Member 

for Children – Start of Life  
 
Question 
 
There have been recent media reports of an academic study that has concluded 
that new academies are causing greater segregation between pupils from rich and 
poor homes than maintained schools or those under the control of the traditional 
Local Education Authority.  The study refers to the impact of converter academies 
on segregation and uses the number of children receiving free school meals (FSM) 
as an indicator of the widening gap in educational experience between those 
pupils from rich homes and those from poor households.  Converter academies or 
those judged as ‘outstanding’ by OFSTED (or ‘good with outstanding features’) 
were found to have far lower rates of pupils eligible for FSM than the national 
average. 
 
I am concerned that there may be a similar trend developing in West Sussex; 
according to data on the Department for Education website there are currently 
19 established converter academies in West Sussex. 
 
Can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(a) The current percentage of pupils at schools in the county eligible for FSMs 

(broken down between primary and secondary schools); 
 
(b) The percentage of pupils at converter primary academies and converter 

secondary academies in West Sussex who are eligible for FSMs; and 
 
(c) The percentage of pupils within existing maintained schools, both primary 

and secondary in West Sussex who are eligible for FSMs? 
 
(d) Can the Cabinet Member also provide an update on progress with sponsor-

led academies in West Sussex?  The Academies Programme seeks academy 
status through a sponsor-led programme for all those schools in West 
Sussex that are performing at or below ‘floor’ targets of 35% of pupils 
achieving 5+ A*-C at GCSE. 

 
Can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(e) Which of the Sponsored Academies that have converted since 2011 were at 

or below floor targets; and 
 
(f) Can he confirm how many maintained schools are currently performing at 

or below floor targets? 
 
Answer 
 
The Cabinet Member recognises the issues raised within the media and the 
academic study, and the additional focus that Her Majesties Inspectorate for  
Schools is placing on the matter.  He has asked officers within the Learning  
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Service to ensure that the importance of the progress of pupils on Free School 
Meals is made very clear to all schools and governing bodies.  This has been the 
focus of intervention by officers, briefings and seminars throughout the Autumn 
Term. 
 
Specifically, in response to the member’s questions: 
 
(a) Eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) West Sussex: primary 10.3%, 

secondary 8.2%. 
 
(b) Eligible for FSM in converter academies (based on 19 on DfE list): primary 

13.0%, secondary 9.3%. 
 
(c) Eligible for FSM in maintained schools: primary 9.2%, secondary 6.9%. 
 
(d) There are currently 24 sponsor led academies (15 primary and nine 

secondary, including nine from the Department for Education converter 
list). 

 
(e) The Academy Selsey and the Regis School were below the floor 35% 5+A*-

C including English and maths when they converted in September 2011 and 
January 2012 respectively. 

 
(f) Based on the unvalidated 2013 data, no maintained secondary school is 

below the 35% (or 40%) floor. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
How does the Cabinet Member intend to treat those maintained schools that are 
not eligible to become converter academies and those that are not at or below 
‘floor’ targets and are such schools being encouraged to seek a sponsor? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
It is the Council’s wish that as many schools as possible convert to academy 
status.  Many smaller schools looking to convert are hoping to become multi-
agency academies by grouping three or four school sites together to become one 
academy.  There could be a big increase when the Dioceses of Chichester and 
Arundel & Brighton make decisions on whether to go for multi-academy 
arrangements. 
 
Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Mr Bradbury. 
 
 
4. Written question from Mr Parsons for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Finance 
 
Question 
 
Please can the Cabinet Member confirm whether school land – both on existing 
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and former school sites – is currently on the asset management list for disposal? 
 
Answer 
 
There is no land for disposal, (i.e. sale of County Council freehold interests) for 
any existing/current school site.  Such land is normally protected under statute. 
 
There are disposals (by way of 125-year leases) in process for those schools 
transferring to Academy status. 
 
With regard to former school sites, such lands are declared surplus to 
requirements no longer in educational use and included in either a disposal or 
redevelopment opportunity.  There are some former school sites which are being 
considered for disposal or development. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
In view of the enthusiasm for free schools and the need for space for new schools, has 
the Cabinet Member considered future strategic planning for school places in the county 
before allocating former school land to the income generation list? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
The Council does not sell school land and playing fields.  Since 1998 in order to do so 
the express sanction and support of the Secretary of State is required and the Council 
would need a very compelling argument.  As far as land which used to be a school is 
concerned, there are a number of former school sites which the Council is looking to 
add value to and any value as a result of development will be an important source of 
additional income to the Council. 
 
 
5. Written question from Mr Clark for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport 
 
Question 
 
There is on-going public concern relating to the proposed development of sites in 
West Sussex for residential purposes located on flood plains or areas that are 
susceptible to flooding.  Because of the pressure of house building targets, sites 
for development that are located on flood plains are contained in established and 
emerging local plans.  The County Council is consulted on local plans and the 
strategic sites that are identified for potential development. 
 
Can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(a) If he is concerned that development sites at risk of flooding are being 

identified as strategic sites in local plans across West Sussex? 
 
(b) How he raises concerns regarding the adequacy of flood mitigation 

measures and the potential displacement of water/problems to nearby 
areas when he is consulted on local plans that contain strategic sites within 
flood plains?  
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(c) Can he also confirm how concerns regarding flooding inform his 

consultation responses when such strategic sites become the subject of 
planning applications?  

 
(d) What additional agreements does the Cabinet Member seek to gain with 

developers for on-going maintenance of highways and infrastructure on 
sites located on floodplains and, therefore, prone to adverse effects of 
flooding?  

 
(e) What progress there has been on the development of the new appointing 

body to oversee the design and installation of Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS)?  Has the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra) provided further detail of a commencement date for a SuDS 
approving body and when does the Cabinet Member anticipate that a 
regime requiring developers to obtain SuDS consents prior to the 
commencement of building will be operational?   

 
Answer 
 
(a) The County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority, is concerned that 

development sites at risk of flooding may be identified as strategic sites in 
local plans.  However, the National Planning Policy Framework and its 
associated technical guidance, March 2012, set out national planning 
guidance for development in relation to flood risk.  Its aims are to ensure 
that flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process to 
avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding, and to direct 
development away from areas of highest risk. Where new development is, 
exceptionally, necessary in such areas, policy aims to make it safe, without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, reducing flood risk 
overall.  Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) also have to consult the 
Environment Agency on development proposals at risk from flooding before 
they make any decision. 

 
(b) The County Council has not commented on individual sites with local plans.  

It has commented on the need to consider the risk of surface water and 
ground water flooding within any future development.  As stated in (a) 
above, the National Planning Policy Framework and its associated technical 
guidance sets out government policy on development and flood risk.  Its 
aims are to make new development safe, without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere, and, where possible, reducing flood risk overall. 

 
(c) The County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority, is not a statutory 

consultee within the existing planning process.  Therefore, consultation with 
the Lead Local Flood Authority on surface water and ground water flooding 
could be missed.  The County Council is working to raise awareness of this  
fact within borough and district councils, as Local Planning Authorities 
(LPAs). 

 
(d) The County Council is not currently aware of any sites that have been 

developed within an existing floodplain that require additional maintenance 
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above the norm.  Therefore, to date the County Council does not have any 
additional agreements with developers to cover the cost of the adverse 
effects of flooding on the drainage asset. 

 
(e) Defra have just announced that the commencement date for the SuDs 

Approving Body will be April 2014.  With ‘Major’ developments being the 
first developments requiring approval and adoption. The County Council will 
aim to have processes in place to meet this date. 

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Would the Cabinet Member ever consider withholding a section 38 agreement to 
adopt a highway because the development was on a flood plain and the highways 
infrastructure would be unacceptable? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
The information requested is in the answer to the question but if Mr Clark needs 
any further details he should speak to me outside the meeting. 
 
Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Ms James. 
 
 
6. Written question from Ms James for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport 
 
Question 
 
Local residents in the Bourne division are very concerned about the discharge of 
untreated sewage into Chichester Harbour by the Waste Water Treatment Works 
(WWTW) at Thornham.  Thornham WWTW is currently discharging in excess of 70 
days’ untreated sewage to Chichester Harbour (last 12 months accounting period), 
which is in breach of the Environment Agency’s discharge permit.  Of further 
concern is the inclusion of proposals for new homes in Bourne within Chichester 
District Council’s (CDC) Local Development Plan which will only exacerbate the 
problem of untreated sewage being discharged into the Harbour. Currently the 
capacity of the WWTW to deal with current levels of sewage and the headroom 
that currently exists to meet rising demand as a result of housing development is 
in doubt due to the unavailability of relevant data. 
 
It is understood that the County Council’s responsibilities in relation to Thornham 
WWTW are to ensure that the site is being implemented correctly and is in 
compliance with planning permissions attached to the development.  
 
Please can the Cabinet Member: 
 
(a) Confirm the level of compliance monitoring that has been undertaken at the 

site over the course of the last year, 
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(b) what further monitoring is planned in the current year?  
 
(c) share the results of such monitoring activities; 

 
(d) Share the details of any complaints, concerning the site, received from the 

public by the Compliance and Enforcement department? 
 

(e) confirm how he is representing the residents of West Sussex and Bourne in 
this matter?  

 
(f) Confirm how is he seeking to use contacts at Southern Water and the 

Environment Agency to lobby for a return to an acceptable level of sewage 
discharge into Chichester Harbour, which at the very least is in compliance 
with the discharge permit? 

 
(g) confirm if he is concerned that proposals for housing development in 

Bourne will exacerbate discharge problems?  
 
(h) Confirm whether such concerns were raised with CDC during recent 

consultations on the emerging Local Plan for the area?  
 
(i) Will he ensure that discharge concerns are raised during consultations on 

any planning applications that may be submitted for developments in 
Bourne proposed in the Local Plan?  

 
Answer 
 
As the waste planning authority, the County Council has a duty to control 
development associated with the management of waste; pollution prevention is a 
matter for the Environment Agency.  A risk-based approach is taken to monitoring 
to ensure that limited staff resources are focused on the ‘higher risk’ waste sites.  
There is no statutory requirement to monitor WWTW and it is not considered 
expedient to carry out regular monitoring of them.  However, any allegations of a 
breach of planning control will be investigated and appropriate action taken to 
remedy the situation. 
 
(a) No monitoring of compliance with planning conditions attached to planning 

permissions has been carried out this year at the Thornham WWTW. 
 
(b) No monitoring of compliance with planning conditions attached to planning 

permissions is planned to be carried out this year at the Thornham WWTW.  
 
(c) Not applicable, as no monitoring of compliance with planning conditions 

attached to planning permissions has been undertaken. 
 
(d) No complaints have been received alleging breaches of planning control at 

the site. 
 
(e) Neither the Cabinet Member nor his predecessors are aware of any 

concerns being raised previously by local residents and the County Council 
has had no involvement in the matter.  
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(f) The Environmental Health Department at Chichester District Council is 

leading on this matter. 
 
(g) This is a matter for Chichester District Council as the local planning 

authority with responsibility for determining the scale and location of future 
housing development. 

 
(h) As they are matters for the District Council, they were not addressed in the 

County Council’s response to consultations on the Local Plan. 
 
(i) In responding to consultations on planning applications, the County Council 

only comments on matters relating to highways and transport (in its role as 
the highway authority) and on the potential impact on County Council 
services.   

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Can the Cabinet Member suggest ways to ensure the County Council plays a more 
proactive role in addressing the problem of sewage discharge into the harbour? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
As it says in the answer, responsibility for the environmental effects of discharges 
into the harbour are dealt with jointly by the Environment Agency and the district 
council.  There is also a water quality group within the area of Chichester Harbour 
which includes representatives of all the interested parties.  In addition, it is 
accepted that the discharges at Thornham in 2012 were caused by very excessive 
rainfall and that no further action is necessary.  
 
 
7. Written question from Mr Lamb for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport  
 
Question 
 
Can the Cabinet Member provide a breakdown of all costs incurred by the County 
Council in respect of the Balcombe Protests? 
 
Answer 
 
The total costs incurred as at 15 October 2013 are set out below.  These figures 
exclude staff time. 
 
Legal Costs 
Service of notices to the camp £900 
Preparation of papers witness statements £5614.20 
Court hearing representation £1896.96 
Counsel £3920.40 
 £12,331.56 
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Highway Related costs 
VMS (safety signs) units on hire £8,000 
Safety Barriers £1,700 
Traffic management including Labour and call-outs £9,000 
Contract Management £1,700 
 £20,400 
Security costs 
Security and planning £44,760 
Additional security for county council sites £2,670 
 £47,430 
 
Total cost to date £80,161.56 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Bearing in mind the significant costs to the County Council as a result of the 
protests in Balcombe, does the Cabinet Member agree that the Government 
should enable authorities to recoup costs from companies which stand to benefit 
from the use of controversial mineral extraction methods? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
No, it is the County Council’s responsibility to keep the highway clear and safe and 
the costs fall to the Council on behalf of the local community rather than to the 
national government. 
 
Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Mr Acraman. 
 
 
8. Written question from Mr B Smith for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport  
 
Question 
 
Local residents in Selsey have long been concerned about the number of accidents 
that occur on the B2145.  During the course of the current year there have been a 
number of serious accidents, which have added further to the dangerous 
reputation of the road and the public perception that the County Council needs to 
undertake measures to address safety concerns. 
 
Please can the Cabinet Member confirm: 
 
(a) The number of known accidents that have occurred on the road during the 

course of 2013?   
 
(b) The current weighted casualty score for the road and what priority is 

afforded to the road for a route safety scheme? 
 
(c) What safety improvements have been undertaken on the B2145 over the 
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course of the previous five years? 

 
(d) If he is able to provide evidence, which demonstrates the efficacy of recent 

safety improvements?  
 
Answer 
 
(a) Between 1 January 2013 and 31 August 2013 the County Council is aware 

of 10 reported personal injury accidents on the B2145 between the A27 and 
the start or the 30mph speed limit at Selsey.  These resulted in one serious 
injury and 20 slight injuries. 

 
(b) The current weighted casualty score based on three years’ data from 1 July 

2010 to 30 June 2013 is 5.6 weighted casualties per kilometre against an 
average of 6.6 weighted casualties per kilometre of the 203 routes 
monitored.  This currently places the B2145 between the A27 and 
Selsey, 85th in the list of routes monitored.  The B2145 measures 272 
accidents per billion miles against national rate of 529 accidents per billion 
miles for rural B, C and unclassified roads (Reported Road Casualties Great 
Britain 2011).  Currently it is not in the route safety scheme forward 
programme. 

 
(c) A route safety scheme was implemented in the spring of 2006.  A number 

of other safety initiatives have been installed including vehicle activated 
speed limit reminder signs in Sidlesham and resurfacing of the Anchor bend 
at Street End with a high quality road material. 

 
(d) Prior to the introduction of the route safety scheme there was an average of 

29 road casualties per year (based on three years’ data pre-scheme) the 
last three-year monitoring period shows a reduction to an average of 16 
casualties per year. 

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Given the 21 personal injuries caused by road accidents on the B2145 in the first eight 
months of the year, could the Cabinet Member propose further safety measures to 
reduce the toll which is becoming a major concern amongst Selsey residents? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
As it says in the answer, there is a very careful weighting system applied to give a 
ranking for use of limited funds and the road to Selsey ranks 85th out of 200.  Also, of 
the 10 recorded accidents of which I am aware, none had a common cause and none 
were caused by excess speed.  Part of the road has recently been surface-dressed and 
if any other measures are found to be necessary they will be taken. 
 
Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Mrs Millson. 
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9. Written question from Mr Smytherman for reply by the Cabinet Member 

for Highways and Transport  
 
Question 
 
There have been recent press reports of a proposed bike hire scheme in East 
Grinstead and earlier in the year there were discussions held at Worthing Borough 
Council regarding a similar scheme for the Town.  
 
(a) Does the Cabinet Member support proposals for bike hire schemes (similar 

to ‘Boris bikes’ in London) in towns in West Sussex? Has he considered a 
county-backed scheme in West Sussex? 

 
(b) Can he confirm what engagement and consultation he has had with East 

Grinstead Town Council and Worthing Borough Council regarding these 
proposals? 

 
(c) Has the Cabinet Member considered how he could provide assistance to the 

proposals in East Grinstead and Worthing? Could he provide examples of 
the type of assistance he would be able to provide, for example in the 
provision of better cycling infrastructure?  

Answer 
 
(a) The Cabinet Member has supported a number of proposals and initiatives 

across the county that promote cycling.  
 
(b) The Cabinet Member is aware of a proposal to support cycling (potentially 

including a cycle hire scheme) currently being considered as part of the 
development of the East Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan, by East Grinstead 
Town Council, which has recently been through a consultation exercise. 
Cabinet Member is interested to see how those proposals progress locally.  

 
(c) Cycle improvement schemes are promoted through the local infrastructure 

plans that empower the County Local Committees (CLCs) to identify their 
priorities.  A number of CLCs are prioritising cycle initiatives and 
infrastructure improvements.  Worthing CLC and North Mid Sussex CLC may 
wish to support and promote cycle initiatives and proposals among their 
priorities.  In addition Local Sustainable Transport Funding (LSTF) has been 
secured and is supporting the progression of a range of cycle initiatives.  
See below. 

 
Examples of cycle friendly schemes supported through Local Infrastructure 
Plan include: 

 
• shared-use facilities on the A259 in Rustington 
• the extension of the existing cycling link between Felpham to Barnham 

through Westergate and Walberton - improving connections between the 
coastal area and the South Downs  

• Worth Park Avenue in Crawley 
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Examples of cycle friendly schemes supported through LSTF include: 
 
• Workplace Cycle Challenge 
• Production of Travel Plan Map Leaflets 
• Bike it Officer 
• Travel Choices Road Show 
• School Cycle Maintenance 
• Online Journey Planner 
• Workplace/Community Travel Plan Fund 
• Chichester City Centre - Cycle route through city centre 
• Chichester Rail Station Interchange improvements and cycle parking 
• A286 Northgate Gyratory Pedestrian and cyclist safety improvements 
• A286 Southgate Gyratory 
• Traffic signal upgrades 

 
Cycle improvements are also secured as part of the planning process – for 
example the shared-use cycle path on Rowan Way, Bognor Regis supporting new 
housing development as part of ‘Policy Site 6’ in Bersted. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Does the Cabinet Member support the proposed bike hire schemes for Worthing 
and East Grinstead, has he considered backing a county-wide scheme and what 
potential sources of funding is he aware of that could help fund such a bike hire 
scheme for the whole of West Sussex? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
I have given a full answer as to the schemes that are being supported.  I am 
aware of the proposals for the scheme in Worthing and will be interested to see 
how the scheme progresses as it is important to ensure that such schemes at 
least break even. 
 
Additional Question 
 
An additional question was asked by Mrs Millson. 
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Agenda Item No. 7(b) - Cabinet Member Question Time 
 
Members asked questions on the Cabinet Members’ reports as set out below.  In 
instances where a Cabinet Member undertook to take follow-up action, this is also 
noted below. 
 
Leader 
 
The Leader answered questions on paragraph 1, Johnson Press South Business 
Awards, from Mrs Duncton. 
 
Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and Health 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs: 
 
Paragraph 5, Carers’ Assistive Technology Pilot Project, from Mrs Jones, 
Ms Kennard and Mr Smytherman. 
 
Paragraph 6, Meals on Wheels contract, from Mr Hunt. 
 
Cabinet Member for Children – Start of Life 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs. 
 
Paragraph 7, examination results, from Mr Watson. 
 
Paragraph 8, Learning Service, from Mr Parsons, Mrs Rapnik and Mr Sutcliffe. 
 
Paragraph 9, Troubled Families Programme, from Mr Lanzer. 
 
Cabinet Member for Community Wellbeing 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs. 
 
Paragraph 11, mental health issues for young people, from Mr Bradbury, 
Mrs Jones, Mr Smytherman and Mrs Urquhart. 
 
Paragraph 13, road safety event, from Mr Sheldon. 
 
In response to a request for information about the specific actions the County 
Council would be taking to benefit drivers in the area, the Cabinet Member said 
she would send a copy of the slides from the event to Mr Sheldon. 
 
Cabinet Member for Corporate Relations 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on paragraph 14, National Graduate 
Development Programme, from Mr Burrett. 
 
Cabinet Member for Finance 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs. 
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Paragraph 17, Heritable Bank, from Mr Bradbury. 
 
Paragraph 18, West Sussex Pension Fund, from Mr Metcalfe. 
 
Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs. 
 
Paragraph 19, A27, from Mr Circus, Mr Patel, Dr Walsh and Mrs Whitehead. 
 
Paragraph 20, Gatwick Airport Limited, from Mr Acraman, Dr Dennis and Mr Rae. 
 
Cabinet Member for Residents’ Services 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs. 
 
Paragraph 23, industrial action by the Fire Brigades Union, from Mr M G Jones. 
 
Paragraph 24, SE7 Waste Portfolio Holders’ Meeting, from Mrs Millson. 
 
Paragraph 25, Materials Recycling Facility (MRF) at Ford, from Dr Walsh. 
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Agenda Item No. 7(c) - Leader’s Question Time 
 
The Leader answered questions from members on the following topics: 
 
Green Deal, from Mrs Whitehead. 
 
Cherries and Holly Lodge, from Mr Smytherman. 
 
Free Schools, from Mrs Mullins. 
 
County Council shortlisted in category of financial excellence in Guardian Business 
Awards, from Mr Cloake. 
 
Gypsy and Traveller sites, from Ms James. 
 
In response to a question from Ms James about future gypsy and traveller sites 
under section 62 legislation, the Leader said she would brief Ms James on the 
Council’s responsibilities. 
 
School keep clear lines, from Mr R Rogers. 
 
In response to a request from Mr Rogers for school keep clear lines for a school in 
his division, the Leader said the Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport 
would follow the matter up. 
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