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Please note: Due to the likely public interest in the topic 

for debate at the meeting and the limited space at the 

venue, tickets are available in advance for people 

wishing to attend.   

To apply for a ticket please email 

democratic.services@westsussex.gov.uk   

or write to Democratic Services, West Sussex County 
Council, County Hall, Chichester, West Sussex PO19 1RQ. 

 

 
 
 

 
 

To all Members of the County Council 
 

An ordinary meeting of the County Council will be held at 10.30 a.m. on 

Monday, 19 January 2015 at County Hall North, Horsham RH12 1XA. 
 

Agenda 
 

 1. Members’ Interests 

 

Members are asked to disclose any personal or prejudicial 

interests in matters appearing on the agenda. 

 

 2. Minutes 

 

The Council is asked to confirm the minutes of the ordinary 

meeting of the County Council held on 12 December 2014 

(pages 341 to 369). 

 

10.45 a.m.* 3. Address by a Cabinet Member 
 

 At the discretion of the Chairman, to receive any address by a 

Cabinet Member on a matter of urgency and/or significant 

interest to the County Council and which relates to the powers 

and responsibilities of the County Council or which affects the 

Council. 

 

  Note: The Council is reminded that in December it agreed to 

waive the normal business of Council meetings in relation to 

question time, as set out Standing Order 14(1), and solely to 

consider the Council’s proposed response to the Airports 

Commission’s consultation on shortlisted options for greater 

airport capacity in the south east, as set out below.  

 

  4. County Council response to the Airports Commission’s 

consultation on shortlisted options for Future Airport 

Capacity before submission for Government decision 

 

  The County Council is asked to consider its response to the 

Airport Commission’s consultation on shortlisted options for 

greater airport capacity in the south east and in particular the 

option of a second runway at Gatwick Airport in the light of a 

report from the Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport 

(pages 370 to 405). The final decision will be for the 

Government to take and the County Council’s comments 

reflect its role in planning for the consequences of that 

decision and on how the Gatwick option could better address 

the needs of the area, its residents and the local economy. 
  

  Select Committee comments/Letter from Gatwick Airport Ltd 
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 5. Notice of Motion 

 

To consider the following motion, submitted by Mr Acraman, 

which was referred to the Cabinet Member for Highways and 

Transport at the meeting of the County Council on 

12 December 2014:  

 

‘Gatwick was last debated by this Council 15 months ago in 

July 2013.  Events since that time have clarified a number of 

things and make clear that net economic growth would at best 

be marginal whilst the environmental and infrastructure 

damage would be considerable. 

 

In the last year the following have become clear: 

 

  GAL has issued a second set of figures on the numerical 

consequences of a second runway. GAL state that 

122,000 new jobs would be created, meaning immigration 

into the SE of 100,000 + people. 

  100,000 immigrants, 3 times the size of the proposed 

Mayfield new town, would put intolerable pressure on 

roads housing schools and hospitals with GAL’s 

contribution to those costs appearing to be between zero 

and minimal, with council tax payers left to fund the 

sizeable residue. GAL’s estimate of 40,000 new homes is 

clearly a gross underestimate. 

  250,000 extra road journeys per day would result.  Again 

GAL will only fund road IMPROVEMENTS CLOSE TO THE 

TERMINAL. Improvements to M23/A23, M25, A264, A272 

and A27 would need to be county-funded as the only 

provider, since there will be no government financial 

support.  

  The brief of Davies Airport Commission leaves a lot to be 

desired. His emphasis, like that of GAL, has been on the 

problems within the airport perimeter, taking no 

cognisance of problems such as hospital provision beyond 

the perimeter. 

  Davis regards it as a given that runway capacity in the SE 

is a necessity and it is, to him, just a question of where. 

His short list of 3 does not include Stansted, which is 

excluded on flimsy grounds and thus the consideration is 

not being done on a level playing field. 

  GAL has nonsensically stated that they can engineer a 

great increase in the train capacity on the London 

Brighton line. How can they do that with an immovable 

line capacity pinch point at East Croydon and limited train 

lengths on a network run by somebody else? 

  At least 6 MPs in the Surrey/Sussex area, including the Rt 

Hon Sir Nicholas Soames, Rt Hon Francis Maude and Rt 

Hon Nick Herbert, are opposed to a second runway. 

  Any new runway anywhere cannot be reconciled with the 

UK’s obligations under the Climate Change Act. 

  A new runway will increase the county’s Gross Economic 

Value.  However there will be more people wanting that 

benefit and it will be a bigger cake but with more people 

wanting a slice so each person’s slice (Gross Economic 

Value per person) will be much the same.  The same 

arithmetic applies to the county’s tax revenue.  It will be 

greater but there will be much more required expenditure 
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on dealing with an ageing demographic and potential 

increase in problems like dementia. 

  It is no longer realistic to imagine that Gatwick is just a 

north of the county problem which will have no effect in 

the coastal area.  The pressure on housing roads and 

infrastructure will be county wide – from Shoreham to the 

Manhood peninsular as well as from East Grinstead to 

Horsham. 
 

The environmental damage is without question, whereas the 

economic benefit is unproven and may well be negative.  

 

Therefore this Council should reserve its position on 

environmental grounds until such time as the definitive costs 

and possible benefits are much clearer than they are today.’ 

 

and the report of the Cabinet Member for Highways and 

Transport (page 406).  

 

4.15 p.m. County Council concludes.  Items not commenced by 4.15 p.m. 

will be deferred to the following meeting. 

 
 
 
 
Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy 

8 January 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* The times stated indicate the latest end times for previous business and 

should not be relied on as start times for subsequent items 
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