
 West Sussex County Council – Ordinary Meeting 
 
 
14th October 2011 
 
At an Ordinary Meeting of the County Council held at 10.30 a.m. on Friday, 
14th October 2011, at County Hall, Chichester, the members present being: 
 

Mr M W G Coleman (Chairman) 
 
Mr W E Acraman 
Mr L H Barnard 
Mrs E A Bennett 
Mr B K Blake 
Mr G G Blampied 
Dr H S Bloom 
Mr P J J Bradbury 
Mr D N Britton 
Mr M J Brown 
Mrs H A Brunsdon 
Mr R G Burgess 
Mr R D Burrett 
Mr P C Catchpole 
Mrs C A Coleman 
Mr B K Coomber 
Mr D G Crow 
Mr D R Deedman 
Dr N P S Dennis 
Mr J E Doyle 
Mr C P Duncton 
Mr R B Dunn 
Mr T M E Dunn 
Mr P C Evans 
Mrs C M Field 
Ms M L Goldsmith 
Mr P A Graysmark 
Mr P A D Griffiths 
Mrs A B Hall 
Mr B Hall 
Mr M N Hall 
Miss N J Hendon 
Mr M P S Hodgson 

Mr P E Jones 
Mrs A J Jupp 
Mrs S Knight 
Mr R A Lanzer 
Mr J Livermore 
Mr S E McDougall 
Mrs A F Mills 
Mrs M E Millson 
Mrs J S Mockridge 
Mr J A P Montyn 
Mr J J O’Brien 
Mr F R J Oppler 
Mr C G Oxlade 
Mr A S Rice 
Mrs I C Richards 
Mr R Rogers 
Mrs H J Ross 
Mr D J Simmons 
Mr A R H Smith 
Mrs B A Smith 
Mr R J Smytherman 
Mr C H Stevens 
Mr G M Tyler 
Mrs D L Urquhart 
Mrs N J Waight 
Mr S G Waight 
Dr J M M Walsh, RD 
Mr B R A D Watson, OBE 
Mr P C Wells 
Mrs E M Whitehead 
Mr D R Whittington 
Mr F T Wilkinson 
 

 
Apologies and attendance 
 
65 Apologies were received from Mrs Arculus, Mr Hellawell, Mr Peters, 

Mr Quirk, Mr Sheldon and Dr Wilsdon.  Mrs Brunsdon, Mr Crow and 
Mr Wells gave their apologies for the afternoon session.  Mr Tyler left at 
11.30 a.m. and gave his apologies for the remainder of the meeting.  
Dr Walsh also left before lunch.  Mr R B Dunn left at 3.00 p.m. and gave 
his apologies for the remainder of the meeting.  Mr Doyle, Mr Graysmark,  
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Mr Livermore and Mr Oppler were absent for the afternoon session.  
Miss Hendon left at 2.50 p.m. 

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

Council held on 22nd July 2011 (pages 117 to 148) be approved as a 
correct record, subject to the correction of the last sentence of 
supplementary answer to written question 9 on page 139 to read: 

 
‘Most of the expenditure on consultants was in relation to technical support 
such as architects and road engineers and in relation to IT specialist 
knowledge rather than on expensive management consultants’. 

 
Appointments 
 
Appointments to Committees 
 
68 The following changes to appointments were made which took effect from 

the end of the meeting: 
 

Committee Change 

Planning Committee substitute Mrs Richards to fill vacancy 

Regulation, Audit and Accounts Committee Mr Waight to fill vacancy 

 
Standards Committee 
 
69 The Council considered the extension of the term of office of an independent 

member of the Standards Committee: 
 
 Resolved - 
 
 That the term of office of Mr Hammett as an independent member of the 

Standards Committee be extended for a further four-year term until October 
2015. 

 
Independent Remuneration Panel 
 
70 The Council considered the extension of the term of office of two members 

of the Independent Remuneration Panel: 
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 Resolved - 
 
 That the term of office of Mr Consterdine and Mr Croucher on the 

Independent Remuneration Panel be extended for a further four-year term 
until October 2015. 

 
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 151 to 

158), and on a supplementary report (page 158A) which was circulated, as 
set out at Appendix 3. 

 
73 The Chairman informed members under paragraph 2 on page 151, that 

the title of the new lead members on safeguarding should read 
‘Safeguarding Champions’, not ‘Safeguarding Guardians’. 

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

County Council, as set out at Appendix 3. 
 
Performance Framework 2011-14 
 
75 The Leader moved changes to the Performance Framework 2011-14 

(pages 159 and 160). 
 
76 Resolved -  
 

That the two Performance Framework priorities set out in paragraph 3 of 
the report be deleted. 

 
Governance Committee: West Sussex Joint Commissioning Board 
 
77 The Council considered a report recommending changes to the terms of 

reference of the Joint Commissioning Board (pages 161 to 165).   
 
78 Resolved -  
 

That the new terms of reference for the West Sussex Joint Commissioning 
Board, as set out at the Appendix to the report, be approved. 
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Governance Committee: Pensions Panel - Responsibility for Functions 
 
79 The Council considered a report recommending changes to the terms of 

reference of the Pensions Panel (pages 166 to 168).   
 
80 Resolved -  
 

(1) That the amendments to the Pension Panel’s terms of reference be 
approved, as set out at the Appendix to the report; 

 
(2) That the Pension Fund Annual Report be scrutinised by the Policy 

and Resources Select Committee and that the amendment to the 
terms of reference of the Select Committee be approved as set out 
at the Appendix to the report; and  

 
(3) That the Fund’s Governance Policy Statement and Governance 

Compliance Statement be amended to take account of the changes 
and the role of the working group. 

 
Governance Committee: Anti Bribery Policy and Procedures 
 
81 The Council considered a report recommending approval of an Anti Bribery 

Policy and Procedures (pages 169 to 175).   
 
82 Resolved -  
 

That the Anti Bribery Policy and Procedures be approved as set out at the 
Appendix to the report. 

 
Notice of Motion by Mr Lanzer 
 
83 The following motion was moved by Mr Lanzer and seconded by 

Mrs Mockridge.   
 

‘This Council notes that the continued sluggish performance of the UK 
economy is mirrored in the West Sussex local economy.  The Council 
therefore believes it is imperative to do all it can to support businesses 
locally and to drive economic development, consistent with the Council’s 
on-going commitment to reduce spending in support of the Government’s 
deficit reduction plans. 
 
The Council therefore asks the Deputy Leader to: 
 
(1) discuss with district and borough partners, the three sub-regional 

partnerships and the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, 
the potential for increased co-ordinated activity to stimulate the 
business activity and growth;  

 
(2) bring forward as a matter of urgency proposals for key investments 

in infrastructure and other developments which would bring a 
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significant, long-term benefit to the West Sussex local economy.’ 

 
84 An amendment was moved by Mr Watson and seconded by Mr Wilkinson, 

as set out below. 
 

‘This Council notes that the continued sluggish performance of the UK 
economy is mirrored in the West Sussex local economy.  The Council 
therefore believes it is imperative to do all it can to support businesses 
locally and to drive economic development, consistent with the Council’s 
on-going commitment to reduce spending in support of the Government’s 
deficit reduction plans. 
 
The Council therefore asks the Deputy Leader to: 
 
(1) discuss with district and borough partners, the three sub-regional 

partnerships and the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, 
the potential for increased co-ordinated activity to stimulate the 
business activity and growth;  

 
(2) bring forward as a matter of urgency proposals for key investments 

in infrastructure and other developments which would bring a 
significant, long-term benefit to the West Sussex local economy. 

 
Further, the Council asks the Cabinet Member for Finance and 
Resources to assist the Deputy Leader in bringing forward the 
proposals by making available resources from capital.’ 

 
85 The amendment was carried. 
 
86 An amendment was moved by Dr Dennis and seconded by Mrs Millson, as 

set out below. 
 

‘This Council notes that the continued sluggish performance of the UK 
economy is mirrored in the West Sussex local economy.  The Council 
therefore believes it is imperative to do all it can to support businesses 
locally including tourism, and to drive economic development, consistent 
with the Council’s on-going commitment to reduce spending in support of 
the Government’s deficit reduction plans. 

 
The Council therefore asks the Deputy Leader to: 
 
(1) discuss with district and borough partners, the three sub-regional 

partnerships and the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, 
the potential for increased co-ordinated activity to stimulate the 
business activity and growth;  

 
(2) bring forward as a matter of urgency proposals for key investments 

in infrastructure and other developments which would bring a 
significant, long-term benefit to the West Sussex local economy.’ 

 
87 The amendment was lost. 
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88 The motion, as amended and set out below, was agreed. 

 
‘This Council notes that the continued sluggish performance of the UK 
economy is mirrored in the West Sussex local economy.  The Council 
therefore believes it is imperative to do all it can to support businesses 
locally and to drive economic development, consistent with the Council’s 
on-going commitment to reduce spending in support of the Government’s 
deficit reduction plans. 
 
The Council therefore asks the Deputy Leader to: 
 
(1) discuss with district and borough partners, the three sub-regional 

partnerships and the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, 
the potential for increased co-ordinated activity to stimulate the 
business activity and growth;  

 
(2) bring forward as a matter of urgency proposals for key investments 

in infrastructure and other developments which would bring a 
significant, long-term benefit to the West Sussex local economy. 

 
Further, the Council asks the Cabinet Member for Finance and Resources 
to assist the Deputy Leader in bringing forward the proposals by making 
available resources from capital.’ 

 
 
 
 
 
Chairman 
 

The Council rose at 3.33 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 prejudicial unless indicated.   
 

Item Member Nature of Interest 

Item 5(a) Written Question 
number 2 (Crawley Youth 
Centres) 

Mr Oxlade Member of management 
committees of Bewbush, 
Oriel and Ifield Youth Wing 
and Governor of Waterfield 
and Three Bridges Junior 
Schools 

Item 5(a) Written Question 
number 3 Horsham Youth 
Centre) 

Mrs Millson Chairman of Horsham Youth 
Centre Management 
Committee 

Mr Acraman Member of Chichester 
Harbour Conservancy 

Mr Blampied Member of Littlehampton 
Harbour Board 

Ms Goldsmith Member of Chichester 
Harbour Conservancy 

Mrs Mockridge Member of the Sussex 
Inshore Fisheries and 
Conservation Authority 

Mr Montyn Vice-Chairman of Chichester 
Harbour Conservancy 

Mr Tyler Chairman of Littlehampton 
Harbour Board 

Dr Walsh Member of Littlehampton 
Harbour Board 

Item 5(a) Written Question 
number 8 (Precepting Bodies) 

Mr Wilkinson Member of Littlehampton 
Harbour Board 

Item 5(b) CMQT paragraph 5 
(governance arrangements 
for National Parks) 

Mrs Urquhart Member of South Downs 
National Park Authority 

Item 5(b) CMQT paragraph 7 
(Wellbeing Services) 

Mrs B A Smith Member of Crawley Borough 
Council 
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Item Member Nature of Interest 

Item 5(b) CMQT paragraph 9 
(Carers Support Service) 

Mrs Knight Trustee of the North and 
Mid Sussex Carers Support 
Service 

Item 5(b) CMQT paragraph 
24 (business parks) 

Mrs Mills Member of Lancing Business 
Park Committee 

Item 5(b) – CMQT paragraph 
29 (Sussex Summit and 
Police and Crime 
Commissioners) 

Mr Waight Chairman of Sussex Police 
Authority 

Item 8 – Governance 
Committee: Pensions Panel – 
Responsibility for Functions 

Mr Burrett Member of the Local 
Government Pension 
Scheme and member of the 
Local Government 
Employers Local 
Government Pensions 
Committee, appointed by 
the Local Government 
Association 

Item 10 - Notice of Motion 
(Local Economy) 

Mrs Knight Member of Sussex Police 
Authority 
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14th October 2011 
 
1. Written question from Mrs Field for reply by the Deputy Leader and 

portfolio for Communities, Environment and Enterprise   
 
Question 
 
Many communities in Mid Sussex and, I suspect, others across the county are 
concerned about the proposed West Sussex Waste Plan and the potential sites 
that are being considered.  Please could the Deputy Leader and portfolio for 
Communities, Environment and Enterprise advise me and the County Council on 
what we as members can say to our communities about the Plan?  In particular, 
please can he advise whether local communities will be fully consulted on the sites 
that will be allocated before a formal decision on this matter is made by the 
County Council? 
 
Answer 
 
Since the decision was made by County Council on 13th May 2011 to prioritise 
preparation of a West Sussex Waste Plan in partnership with the South Downs 
National Park Authority (SDNPA), technical work has been progressing and the 
waste sites that have been shortlisted have been considered by the relevant 
County Local Committees.   
 
The intention was that the draft Plan would be approved by the County Council at 
this meeting and by the SDNPA before it was subject to public consultation. 
However, the likely contents of the Localism Bill and the implications of the 
Government’s draft National Planning Policy Framework, which was published for 
consultation in July 2011, mean that further work will be required to ensure that 
the Waste Plan is found to be ‘sound’ when it is subject to independent 
examination. 
 
Accordingly, it has not been progressed in accordance with the published 
timetable and a decision should be made later in this year about how to move 
forward with the Plan.  In the interim, technical work is continuing including 
consideration of the comments received on the shortlist of waste sites.  The 
technical work and a summary of the comments received on the sites will be 
made available on the website in due course. 
 
Following the completion of the site assessment work, the shortlist of waste sites 
will be revised, as necessary.  I can assure members that there will then be the 
opportunity for the public to comment on the waste sites that are likely to go 
forward as allocations before the draft Plan is brought to County Council (and the 
SDNPA) for formal approval.  The format and timing of the public consultation will 
be established at a later date once the way forward for the Plan has been 
determined. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Will the Deputy Leader continue to keep both members and the public informed of 
progress on the plan? 
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Supplementary Answer 
 
Yes, I will. 
 
 
2. Written question from Mr Oxlade for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Children and Families 
 
Question 
 
Can the Cabinet Member provide details of how many weekly sessions for young 
people were funded/provided by the County Council during term time at Oriel, 
Ifield Community College, Thomas Bennett and Dormans youth centres from 
1st April 2010 until 31st March 2011 and from 1st April 2011 to date? 
 
Answer 
 
Please find below the figures for Crawley Youth Centres as requested.  This 
includes all the sessions for which those centres are responsible. 
 
Centre 1st April 2010 to  

31st March 2011 
1st April 2011 to  

10th October 2011 
Dormans  
Dormans - CYAP  
Dormans - PHAB 

123 sessions 
35 sessions 
31 sessions 

40 sessions 
10 sessions 
1 session 

   
Ifield Youth Wing 
The Alban Club 

233 sessions 
33 sessions 

60 sessions 

   
Oriel Youth Wing  
including Mobile and 
detached 

390 sessions 92 sessions 

   
Thomas Bennett 
including Hearing 
Impaired Group (moved 
to Dormans 19/09/11)  
 
Young Carers  
Ifield West 
Manor Green  
Broadfield Barton 

79 sessions 
 
 
 
 

44 sessions 
25 sessions 
12 sessions 
30 sessions 

26 sessions 
 
 
 
 

2 sessions 
 

8 sessions 
32 Sessions 

   
Crawley Youth Cafe 25 sessions 2 sessions 
Crawley Youth Centre 174 sessions  
Bewbush 190 sessions 81 Sessions 
Langley Green 115 sessions 26 sessions 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Considering the number of Youth Centres where there has been a removal or  
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reduction in sessions, what does the Cabinet Member expect young people to do 
in the evenings?  Will the Cabinet Member attend a debate being organised by 
young people in Crawley to debate issues around the Youth Service? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
Yes, I would be happy to attend the debate.  Indeed, I recently met members of 
the Youth Cabinet to discuss the proposed changes.  There are plenty of 
opportunities for young people in Crawley; there is still a good quality service 
even though the number of sessions has reduced and there are not as many 
dedicated youth workers. 
 
Additional Question by Mrs Knight 
 
Is the Cabinet Member happy with the reduction in the number of sessions for 
young carers? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I am pleased to report that the service has been reintroduced in the last three 
weeks. 
 
 
3. Written question from Mrs Millson for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Children and Families 
 
Question 
 
Approximately 18 months ago, Horsham Youth Centre was awarded a grant from 
‘Aiming High’ for the creation of a ‘wet room’ to provide facilities for young people 
with additional hygiene needs.  This work would not involve the Council in any 
expenditure, yet despite my raising this matter with senior Youth Service 
managers repeatedly since last November, to date we have not been able to get 
clearance from the property department to get the work done.  Without this 
provision, the Centre was forced to turn away young people with additional 
hygiene needs from all day sessions over the summer holidays.  Will the Cabinet 
Member please undertake to do whatever he can to expedite this work? 
 
Answer 
 
Yes, the delay was as a result of further clarification needed in relation to the 
specification and available budget.  I have ensured that Capital and Asset 
Management now have all the information they require to move the project 
forward. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Could members could be given the key to unblocking such systems in the future? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
I apologise to both the young people and to Mrs Millson for the delay.  The work is  
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expensive due to the removal of asbestos but will also include an improvement to 
the toilet block. 
 
 
4. Written question from Mrs B A Smith for reply by the Cabinet Member 

for Children and Families 
 
Question 
 
In December 2010 I was told by the previous Cabinet Member for Children and 
Families that officers were exploring the costs associated with the relocation of the 
Langley Green Youth Centre into the local Community Centre.  I understood that 
the move was due to take place this autumn but does not yet seem to have taken 
place.  Can the Cabinet Member advise me when the move will take place and 
what youth provision is currently in place for the young people in Langley Green, a 
severely deprived area? 
 
Answer 
 
The short delay has been caused by some additional work being requested as a 
result of health and safety concerns.  The County Council has had confirmation 
that the additional work does not prevent Youth Services from making the move 
and therefore that will now go ahead.  The move should be completed within three 
weeks.  The additional work required has been approved and will be actioned from 
the beginning of next week with the exception of ballustrading which has a two-
week lead in time.  In the interim the County Council will be running two mobile 
sessions a week from outside the new centre after half term and has kept one 
night a week in Ifield Youth Wing until the building works are completed. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
How will young people be told of the proposals for a mobile centre as the old 
centre has already closed?  May I suggest that the mobile centres should be 
advertised locally on the borough council notice board? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
I will make sure a notice is put on the community notice board in Langley Green.  
I hope that the new youth centre will be open within three weeks. 
 
Additional Question by Mr Oxlade 
 
I had been assured previously that Ifield Youth Wing will continue to have one 
session a week into the New Year; could the Cabinet Member confirm if this is still 
the position? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
My understanding is that the sessions will continue to the end of the year. 
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5. Written question from Mrs Millson for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Education and Schools 
 
Question 
 
The Cabinet Member recently published a decision to pay further education fees 
for a number of students for the forthcoming academic year, subject to certain 
criteria. He intends to seek approval from the Schools Forum to provide funding 
for subsequent years from the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), up to a maximum 
of £2,900 per student. 
 
Could the Cabinet Member please: 
 
(a) Advise how many parents requested funding for the further education of 

their child(ren) and which electoral division(s) they live in? 
 
(b) Clarify how the availability of funding for further education will be 

advertised to other parents of home educated children aged 14-16 for this 
financial year including the possibility of reimbursement for those that have 
started their college courses? 

 
(c) Confirm the timetable for developing and publishing an elective home 

education funding policy and his plans for consultation, given that it is 
necessary for this to be in place in order to recoup the funding from the 
Department for Education in the future? 

 
(d) Advise members of the outcome of the meeting of the Schools Forum 

regarding the use of the DSG for the further education of home educated 
children (I understand they are meeting on Thursday, 13th October) and if 
it is not possible for the funding to come from the DSG either now or in the 
future, advise which other budget source the funding will be met from? 

 
Answer 
 
(a) Currently, three parents with four eligible children have requested funding. 

The parents live in the Chichester North, The Witterings and Bersted 
electoral divisions. 

 
(b) There are up to 112 other elective home educated (EHE) young people 

registered with the County Council who could be eligible.  There may be 
other EHE young people who are not currently registered with the County 
Council who may be eligible.  We have a database of parents of EHE young 
people who have registered with the County Council.  All parents who have 
contacted the County Council requesting funding for college placements are 
being informed by letter of the new policy and how they can access the 
funding.  Any further parents who contact the County Council will be 
provided with the same information.  The letter will also be published on 
the County Council’s website.  If the EHE young people meet the eligibility 
criteria (e.g. of statutory school age, resident in West Sussex, registered 
with the County Council as EHE for 12 months or more at 1st September, 
starting a new course from 1st September etc), fees at colleges of further 
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education will be paid.  This is a new policy so there will be no 
reimbursement of fees incurred before 1st September 2011. 

 
(c) The funding policy has been agreed and will be published on the County 

Council’s website.  A report on the policy will be taken to the Schools 
Forum. New Department for Education guidance on EHE is awaited and the 
policy will be updated and consulted on in the light of that guidance. 

  
(d) The Schools Forum meeting on 13th October considered the policy and 

accepted that the decision had been made. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
I am surprised that three requests from members of the public can generate a 
new policy and, whist recognising that there was some urgency in dealing with the 
issue, could the Cabinet Member tell me when the requests were first made for 
additional funding? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
I believe the requests were made at the beginning of the summer holidays. 
 
 
6. Written question from Mr Smytherman for reply by the Cabinet Member 

for Education and Schools 
 
Question 
 
In July last year I asked the Cabinet Member about the take up figures for school 
lunches in schools across West Sussex following publication of the figures by the 
School Food Trust.  The figures for the take up of school lunches for 2010/11 were 
recently published showing an improvement of 7.9% to 21.9% for primary schools 
in West Sussex and a 5% increase to 27.7% for secondary schools.  However 
these figures are considerably lower than the average take up across the country 
being 44.1% for primary schools and 37.6% for secondary schools. 
 
At that time the Cabinet Member told me officers were currently reviewing a £2m 
capital investment proposal from the provider to introduce hot meals for the 
remaining schools that take a packed lunch service. 
 
More recently, Brighton and Hove City Council (who achieved 36% uptake in 
2010/11) have launched a renewed approach in order to increase the uptake of 
hot school lunches which includes having fresh bread baked daily on site at 60 
primary and special schools.  They also use only red tractor farm assured meat 
and ensure fresh fruit and vegetables are locally procured whenever possible. 
 
Can the Cabinet Member please: 
 
(a) Advise whether the capital investment went ahead? 
 
(b) Comment on which of those marketing initiatives he previously referred to 

have brought about an increase in uptake? 
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(c) Confirm the number of children entitled to free schools meals taking up 

those free schools lunches across West Sussex in 2010/11?  
 
(d) Tell me whether the increase in the cost of a hot school lunch to £2.15 per 

day per child is having an impact on take up? 
 
(e) Advise what action he proposes to take in order to encourage more parents 

to use the school meal service provided given the anecdotal evidence that 
head teachers have identified in terms of improvements in behaviour and 
attainment since the hot meals were introduced? 

 
Answer 
 
I am delighted to report that this question highlights the significant improvement 
of 7.9% in the uptake of school lunches in primary schools in West Sussex, 
showing an increase from 5% for the packed lunch service to the current 27.7%.  
The County Council’s Senior Catering Officer continues to receive very positive 
feedback about the ‘steamplicity’ service provided by Chartwells.  The challenge 
for West Sussex is to address the expectations and eating habits of parents and 
children who started primary school with an assumption that there would be no 
hot meal service in a difficult financial climate.  The County Council is not aware of 
any other local authority facing a similar challenge and this needs to be 
considered when considering any comparison with other authorities. 
 
With regard to the specific issues raised: 
 
(a) In July 2010 I reported that West Sussex schools had benefited from 

successful County Council bids to the value of £14m to develop the 
provision of hot school meals.  At that time the County Council was 
exploring the possibility of a £2m investment from the contractor to extend 
the service to the 30 primary schools which had originally decided to 
remain with a packed lunch service only.  For reasons affecting many 
private sector companies in the current economic climate, no capital 
investment has yet been made and the County Council is exploring various 
options with individual schools and the contractor which has recently 
acquired Cygnet Foods, a company that delivers hot meals to schools. 

 
(b) My reply in July 2010 mentioned a range of initiatives that involved the 

contractor, schools and County Council catering and communication teams.  
There is no single marketing initiative that has led to the increase in the 
update.  However, the key factor is undoubtedly a ‘whole school approach’ 
to promote the right environment for healthy eating.  Some primary schools 
are already in the high 30s% range or even above 40% for uptake. 

 
(c) Last year I reported that there was a 96% free school meal uptake in 

schools particularly in the hot meal service.  There is now 100% take up of 
free meals in these schools with Chartwells serving 87,687 meals for the 20 
days trading in September.  This is a remarkable success and is supported 
by the contractor’s system which avoids any obvious identification and 
possible stigmatisation of the free school meal children. 
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(d) There is no evidence that the increase in the cost of a lunch to £2.15 per 

day is having an impact on take up.  Please note that six years ago at the 
start of the contract the price was £2 per meal. 

 
(e) A range of activities is planned, drawn from working with a primary 

headteacher consultative group and consultation with parents.  This 
includes a possible marketing campaign with West Sussex communications 
a ‘Put the Fun into Food’ campaign, new menus and special days. 

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Is there a system of monitoring to make sure that 100% of those eligible for free 
schools meal have them? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
Schools are responsible for monitoring the take-up of school meals.  The 
information is fed back to the contractor so it is in the contractor’s interest to 
track demand. 
 
Additional Question by Mr B Hall 
 
How many schools are capable of providing a hot Christmas dinner and how many 
have plans to do so? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I will find out and let Mr Hall know. 
 
 
7. Written question from Mr B Hall for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Finance and Resources 
 
Question 
 
What is the underutilised and empty capacity in terms of area (square feet or 
metres) of County Council buildings currently? 
 
Answer 
 
The County Council has been undertaking a rigorous programme to make more 
effective use of its property assets.  Buildings are rarely ‘empty’ unless they are 
vacant properties that have been identified for potential disposal.  The strategy for 
each property may vary according to the prevailing market conditions and is 
reviewed by the Cabinet Member with officers on a monthly basis.  Some vacant 
properties are used for County Council purposes, such as storage or to house a 
service on a temporary basis.  There is no single measure for ‘utilisation’ across 
the County Council’s estate, as services which vary from a children’s secure unit 
to a large library or secondary school have different ways of assessing usage.  
Officers in the Capital and Asset Management Unit are, however, engaging with 
each service to understand and challenge future requirements in order to plan the  
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implications for investment in the County Council’s buildings, for instance to 
reduce energy and water costs and the Council’s carbon footprint. 
 
With regard to office accommodation, the County Council has a Performance 
Framework objective to reduce the number of buildings from 49 to three hub 
centres in Crawley/Horsham, Worthing and Chichester by 2014 and achieve 
savings of £1.1m.  The County Council has closed 20 buildings as at the end of 
March 2011 and has a further 15 closures planned for this year.  So by the end of 
March 2012 the County Council will have closed 35 of the 43 buildings planned for 
closure.  However, the optimisation of the County Council’s assets will really be 
achieved through transforming the way that its staff work, through more flexible 
working, supported by the new IT platform and replacement of technology 
through the CAPITA contract, and improvements to records management.  This 
more flexible approach will mean that staff can move to a 1.5 staff-to-one-
workstation sharing ratio with the result that more staff will be able to use fewer 
but better, more energy efficient, fit-for-purpose office buildings. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Could the Cabinet Member give a quantitative answer to the area of council-
owned or leased property that is unoccupied and what is the potential amount of 
space that could be released to the market? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
It is difficult to define and determine accurately the amount of under-utilised 
space.  However, whilst in the past the County Council may not have used space 
as well as it could have done, it is now moving in the right direction and is using 
its real estate space far more effectively. 
 
Additional Question by Mr Acraman 
 
Could the Cabinet Member explain why, according to the answer, there are eight 
buildings still to be closed? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
Some buildings are tied into leasehold arrangements and therefore the Council is 
bound by the term of the lease. 
 
Additional Question by Mrs Millson 
 
Bearing in mind the increasing amount of hot-desking, what measures are being 
taken to ensure adequate hygiene at workstations during the day? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I will look into the matter and consult the Director of Public Health. 
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8. Written question from Mr B Hall for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Finance and Resources 
 
Question 
 
(a) What elements of expenditure come under the category of precepts? 
 
(b) What was the amount paid to such bodies in the last financial year? 
 
(c) Are these payments statutory obligations? 
 
Answer 
 
(a) A precept is the amount of money that a local authority or other public 

agency has instructed a billing authority to collect and pay over on its 
behalf.  In West Sussex the billing authorities are the seven borough and 
district councils.  The County Council therefore precepts on the district 
councils to collect its council tax income; it is itself precepted upon by the 
agencies outlined below. 

 
(b) Precepts on the County Council in 2010/11 were as follows: 
 

 £000 
 

Flood Defence Levies 265 
South Downs Joint Committee (SDJC) 514 
Sussex Sea Fisheries (SSF) 187 
Chichester Harbour Conservancy 162 
Littlehampton Harbour Board 141 
Total 1,269 

  
 NB: The SDJC no longer exists from this year (following the creation of the 

new South Downs National Park) and the SSF has changed its name to the 
Sussex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority. 

 
(c) Precepts are statutory obligations. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
What influence does the County Council exert over the precepting bodies and what 
is it doing to encourage alternative sources of revenue for the harbours through 
increased charges on users? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
The County Council has a statutory responsibility to act as a billing authority and 
collect money on behalf of the five organisations listed. 
 
Additional Question by Dr Walsh 
 
The County Council does not act as a billing authority for the Littlehampton 
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Harbour Board; the correct position is as stated in the written answer. 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I will check with officers and let members know if the position is different to that 
set out in the written answer. 
 
Additional Question by Mr Acraman 
 
Would the Cabinet Member agree that the County Council’s influence is via 
members elected to the precepting bodies who contribute to decisions about the 
bodies’ budgets, part of which is the precept? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I agree.  The County Council has no power to vary the level of the precept 
requested. 
 
Additional Question by Mr T M E Dunn 
 
Has the power to precept on the County Council previously held by the South 
Downs Joint Committee been passed to the South Downs National Park Authority? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
No, it has not. 
 
 
9. Written question from Mr Deedman for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport 
 
Question 
 
(a) In view of the feedback from some members of the West Sussex Cycle 

Forum in response to the County Council review of the future of the Forum, 
what is the Cabinet Member’s opinion on some of those views that the 
Forum is a ‘frustrating waste of everyone’s time’ unless ‘West Sussex 
decides to put its money and actions where its mouth is, and encourages 
cycling with an appropriate budget’, including the reinstating of the Cycling 
Officer post with enough power to make the changes needed to encourage 
cycling? 

  
(b) I note from the Finance & Performance report to the Strategic 

Environmental Services Select Committee on 21st September 2011 that the 
Capital Programme now includes additional funding, part of which has been 
used as a contribution of £287,000 towards cycle network schemes.  This 
is, however, a very small proportion of the total £27.338m now shown as 
the latest estimated total capital payments in Highways and Transport for 
2011/12. 

 
Does the Cabinet Member agree that a more appropriate share of the 
Highways and Transport budget for cycling schemes should be at least  
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between 5% and 10%, which would show the political support for cycling 
as a first-class mode of transport and encourage a modal shift to cycling as 
a solution to congestion, health, and pollution problems? 

 
Answer 
 
(a) The West Sussex Cycle Forum has played an important part in ensuring 

that cycling issues are understood and addressed and I very much hope 
that it will continue to raise and promote cycling issues.  Cycling facilities 
are a local issue and I would encourage the Forum to ensure that local 
members are aware of the issues in each community so that these can be 
considered when the Infrastructure Plan is being developed by the County 
Local Committees (CLCs).  The current financial constraints do not allow 
the County Council to have a dedicated cycling officer but officers will 
continue to support the Cycle Forum alongside other community groups. 

  
(b) It is important that the limited funds the County Council has to spend on 

local infrastructure are targeted at delivering local priorities.  To ensure 
that this is achieved the CLCs are being asked to identify priorities for their 
area in an Infrastructure Plan. The CLCs will consider the range of potential 
improvement proposals, including cycling facilities, as they deem 
appropriate for their areas when developing their Infrastructure Plan.  From 
2013/14 proposals will only be programmed and funded if they are 
identified in the CLC Infrastructure Plan.  Funds will not be allocated based 
on block allocation by scheme type.  The proportion of funding allocated to 
cycling proposals will depend on the priority afforded to the proposals by 
the CLC when considering all of the issues in its area. 

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Will the Cabinet Member attend Cycle Forum meetings to encourage members of 
the Forum to raise and promote cycling issues?  Would he also ensure that the 
Cycle Forum is able to promote details of local cycling projects at each County 
Local Committee when they consider the infrastructure plans for their areas? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
I would be happy to attend a Forum meeting as an observer.  Would members 
please note in relation to the budget figures quoted in the question that the 
overall capital contribution towards cycling schemes is £806,000, about 3% of the 
capital budget.  Improvements have to be considered through the CLC, in the 
totality of the all the other improvements that a CLC might want to have in its 
infrastructure plan. 
 
Additional Question by Mrs Millson 
 
Could the Cabinet Member tell me where members can find the additional 
expenditure in the budget? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I will provide Mrs Millson with a written answer. 
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Additional Question by Mr Doyle 
 
Would the Cabinet Member consider asking the member Cycling Champion to 
attend meetings of the Cycle Forum on behalf of the County Council? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I will bear the suggestion in mind. 
 
Additional Question by Mr Crow 
 
Does the Cabinet Member agree that setting an arbitrary amount of expenditure 
for cycle schemes is not a good way of reflecting local priorities as it reduces 
flexibility? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
Yes, I agree.  The best way to deal with requests is through the CLCs which can 
decide on their local priorities and balance needs against scarce resources. 
 
 
10. Written question from Mrs Millson for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport 
 
Question 
 
The new street lighting Private Finance Initiative (PFI) contract with SSE 
contracting has been in place for some eighteen months. The reporting procedures 
via the web site remain very similar to those in place under the old contract. 
However, it is unclear what procedure should be followed if the contractor fails to 
deliver on its targets. 
 
(a) Can the Cabinet Member please tell me who should be contacted if lights 

are not repaired within the target timescales? 
 
(b) Will he arrange for this information to be displayed clearly on the web site?  
 
(c) Whilst arranging this work on the web site, could he also ask the contractor 

to archive completed work so that the work programme is more accessible 
to users? 

 
(d)  Is the Cabinet Member able to explain why the contractor has been unable 

to deliver the Street Lighting Capital Improvement Programme in 
accordance with the contract? 

 
(e) Can he tell the Council what penalties have been levied to date and what 

progress has been achieved in getting the contract back on track? 
 
Answer 
 
(a) Customer care with respect to street lighting has been outsourced to the 

PFI service provider Scottish and Southern Energy Contracting (SSE).  SSE  
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can be contacted on 0800 0482435 or by email westsussexpfi@ 
ssecontracting.com. 

 
(b) The telephone number is displayed clearly on the County Council’s website 

under the ‘report’ section, street lighting.  A link is also provided to the SSE 
online reporting system.  SSE has been requested to add the telephone 
number to the front screen; it is available within the other faults section but 
is not easily found. 

 
(c) SSE has been requested to archive the completed works.  The website is 

currently up to date with the works programme and the ‘your comments’ 
section shows some ‘well done’ type of comments. 

 
(d) The service provider has been experiencing difficulties with sub-contractors 

not achieving the standard of work required by the independent certifier 
(IC).  He has experienced a loss of management staff which has affected 
his continuity in contract management. 

 
(e) The PFI has an extensive list of contract adjustments based on 

performance.  Full contract performance adjustments have been applied 
since inception in April 2010.  The core investment programme payments 
are based upon certification by the IC.  Only those columns certified by the 
IC are included in the monitoring report for monthly payment.  During the 
past 18 months adjustments have been applied for failure to meet the 
lights in light target, overdue works and planned maintenance. 

 
Supplementary Question 
 
Would the Cabinet Member clarify whether there are any officers at the County 
Council who are responsible for monitoring complaints against the contractor or 
can take up complaints as a champion on behalf of members or members of the 
public? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
There are a number of officers who deal with complaints.  However, the response 
to complaints is currently under discussion with the contractor as there is room for 
improvement.  I will provide members with the name of the responsible officer but 
may I remind members that there is a well sign-posted path for registering 
complaints on the website. 
 
Additional Question by Mrs B A Smith 
 
Many road junction and pedestrian crossing bollards are not currently lit and on 
dark nights this can cause problems in terms of road safety.  Will the Cabinet 
Member confirm that just because the contract has been outsourced it does not 
remove the County Council’s responsibility? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I agree.  If you let me know the location of the specific bollards I will ensure that 
they are dealt with. 
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11. Written question from Mrs B Smith for reply by the Cabinet Member for 

Highways and Transport 
 
Question 
 
There have been a number of articles in the press recently about the possibility of 
a second runway at Gatwick airport after the 2019 runway agreement has 
expired.  Given that one of the priorities of the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership is to increase the proportion of businesses which are internationalised 
over the next five years, can the Cabinet Member tell me whether he would 
welcome another legal agreement beyond 2019 preventing a second runway at 
Gatwick airport? 
 
Answer 
 
The County Council’s policy is clear in that there is full support for the 1979 legal 
agreement.  The agreement was negotiated at a time when the County Council 
was the strategic planning authority and the Airport operator was seeking 
permission for a new terminal (the North Terminal), roads, taxiways, aircraft 
stands, landscaping, diversion of the River Mole and widening of the existing 
taxiway and other works to allow for the emergency runway to be built. 
 
The legal agreement has eight years to run.  However, it is important to keep up 
to date with developments and proposals relating to Gatwick Airport.  The new 
owners have been clear about their intentions for running the Airport over the 
next few years.  They have also set out their plans for investing £1bn in the 
Airport.  However, there are many issues to consider that relate to the future of 
the Airport.  These include: 
 
• the Government’s stated preference that there should be no additional runway 

capacity in the South East; 
• the Government’s intention to prepare and publish an aviation policy 

framework, which has already commenced with consultation on a scoping 
paper this year, and will continue through the publication of a consultation 
paper in 2012, before publication of the final paper in 2013; 

• the need for economic growth and jobs in Crawley and more widely across 
West Sussex and the Coast to Capital Local Economic Partnership area; 

• the broader social and environment impacts of growth at the Airport and on 
surrounding communities; and 

• the current and forecast scale of air travel. 
 
Given the range of issues to consider, and the likelihood that these will evolve 
over the coming years, it is important to think about whether a successor 
agreement is possible and, if possible, the best way to pursue the County 
Council’s objectives. 
 
The Airport’s operators have just launched (Thursday, 13th October 2011) a 
consultation on the latest Airport Master Plan.  The County Council has not yet 
been able to read and consider the content of that Plan and any implications it 
might have for the future operation of the Airport. 
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Whilst no longer the strategic planning authority, the County Council will look at 
the options for promoting and securing its objectives for the period after the 
current agreement expires.  Consideration of a policy to apply after 2019 is 
premature, at this stage, given the range of issues that might change and will 
need consideration.  There is no benefit to speculating at this time about the 
value, purpose and aims of a further legal agreement. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
The Master Plan for Gatwick Airport was published on 13th October and sets out 
plans for growth at the airport.  Does the Cabinet Member agree that the County 
Council needs to be ready to respond? 
 
Supplementary Answer 
 
Yes - there are three months in which to respond to the consultation document. 
 
Additional Question by Dr Walsh 
 
Has the Cabinet Member noted recent proposals for a high-speed rail link between 
Gatwick and Heathrow Airports?  Does he approve of the proposals as a way of 
reducing pollution, road transport and improving interconnectivity between the 
two main London airport hubs? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
I cannot express an opinion about an unsubstantiated press report.  However, the 
proposal was discussed briefly by the Gatwick Airport Consultative Committee 
which was not sure what it was intended to achieve as both airports are close to 
capacity. 
 
Additional Question by Mr B Hall 
 
Does the Cabinet Member agree that the problem would be that it would disperse 
earning potential for what are two separately-owned bodies? 
 
Answer to Additional Question 
 
It is too early to comment. 
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Agenda Item No. 5(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, Dementia Showcase Event, from 
Mrs Field, Mrs Jupp and Mrs Knight. 
 
Deputy Leader and portfolio for Communities, Environment and Enterprise 
 
The Deputy Leader answered questions on paragraph 6, Horsham Library, from 
Mr Watson. 
 
Cabinet Member for Adults’ Services 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs: 
 
Paragraph 7, Wellbeing Service, from Miss Hendon, Mrs A B Hall, Mrs Jupp, 
Mr Rice, Mr A R H Smith and Mrs B A Smith. 
 
In response to a question from Mr Rice about what services would be available 
under the new hubs, and in particular whether the health trainers would continue, 
the Cabinet Member said he would check and let Mr Rice know. 
 
In response to a question from Mr Smith about when the website would be 
completed and a comment that, when accessing the website via a mobile phone, 
there was a security message about the certification of the site, the Cabinet 
Member said he would ensure the mobile phone message was addressed and 
agreed to let Mr Smith know when there was a precise time scale for the 
completion of the website. 
 
Paragraph 9, Carers Support Service, from Mrs Knight and Mrs Whitehead. 
 
Cabinet Member for Children and Families (Lead Member for Children’s 
Services) 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on the following paragraphs: 
 
Paragraph 11, unannounced Ofsted Inspection, from Mr Wilkinson. 
 
Paragraph 12, Future Delivery of Youth Services, from Mr Burrett, Mr McDougall, 
Mr O’Brien, Mr Oxlade and Dr Walsh. 
 
Paragraph 14, Child Poverty Framework, from Mr Doyle, Mr B Hall, Mrs Knight and 
Mrs Millson. 
 
In response to a request from Mrs Millson about how other members could be 
involved in the County Council’s response, the Cabinet Member proposed that 
there should be a seminar for all members to take place as soon as possible.  He 
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also urged members to keep an eye on the minutes of the co-operative and the 
Children’s Trust and agreed to a request from Mrs Millson for all members to be 
sent a link to the minutes when they became available. 
 
The Leader commented that she hoped the Child Poverty Framework would also 
be considered by the Children and Young People’s Services Select Committee. 
 
In response to a request from Mrs Knight that care should be taken to ensure that 
children who received free school meals could not be identified by other children, 
the Cabinet Member said he would talk to the Cabinet Member for Education and 
Schools and a note would be sent to any school where that might be the case. 
 
Cabinet Member for Education and Schools 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on paragraph 19, Elective Home 
Education, from Mr Burrett, Mr B Hall, Mrs Knight and Mrs N J Waight. 
 
Cabinet Member for Finance and Resources 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on paragraph 20, local government 
grant support, from Mr Britton, Mr Burrett, Mr B Hall and Mrs B A Smith. 
 
The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on paragraph 24, business parks, from 
Dr Dennis, Mrs Mills and Mrs Millson. 
 
Cabinet Member for Public Protection 
 
The Cabinet Member answered questions on paragraph 29, Sussex Police Summit 
from Mr T M E Dunn, Mr Rice and Mr S G Waight. 
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Agenda Item No. 5(c) - Leader’s Question Time 
 
The Leader answered questions from members on the following topics: 
 
Implications of council tax freeze changes for the County Council, from 
Mr S G Waight. 
 
The County Council’s attitude to governance trials for national parks from 
Mr Deedman. 
 
Long delays in hospital treatment for residents in West Sussex, from 
Mrs B A Smith. 
 
The Leader gave an assurance to members that she was in discussion with her 
colleagues in the National Health Service and would keep members informed 
about the situation. 
 
Whether additional money for weekly refuse collections was a top priority, from 
Mrs Millson. 
 
Child Poverty Framework and levels of poverty in Northbrook division, from 
Mr Rogers. 
 
Ballot for Business Improvement District in Chichester and whether the County 
Council had a vote, from Mr A R H Smith. 
 
Costs of treasury management advisers and review of credit indicators, from 
Mr B Hall. 
 
The Leader said she would send Mr Hall the costs of the advisers.  She also agreed 
to let Mr Hall know how narrow the credit indictors prior to the review of all 
indicators had been and the current average length of maturity. 
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