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Environmental & Community Services Select Committee 
 
10 July 2017 – At a meeting of the Select Committee held at 10.30 a.m. at 
County Hall, Chichester. 
 
Present:      Mr S Oakley (Chairman) 
 
Mr Baldwin 
Mr Jones 
Mr McDonald 
Mr Patel  
 
 

Mr Purchese 
Mrs Purnell  
Mrs Russell  

 

In attendance by invitation: Mr Lanzer (Cabinet Member for Infrastructure and 
Highways) 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mr Barret-Miles, Mrs Brunsdon and Lt 
Col Barton.   
 
Declarations of Interests 
 
1. In accordance with the Code of Conduct, the following personal 
interests were declared, all in relation to Highway Maintenance Term 
Contract 2018 update:  
 

• Mr Baldwin as a member of Horsham District Council.  
• Mr Jones as a member of Crawley Borough Council.   
• Mr McDonald as a member of Worthing Borough Council.  
• Mr S Oakley as a member of Chichester District Council and 

Tangmere Parish Council.  
• Mr Patel as a member of Arun District Council. 
• Mr Purchese as a member of Arun District Council and 

Littlehampton Town Council. 
• Mrs Purnell as a member of Selsey Town Council and Chichester 

District Council.  
• Mrs Russell as a member of East Grinstead Town Council.  

 
Minutes of the 10 March Meeting  
 
2.  Resolved – that the minutes of the Environmental and Community Services 
Select Committee held on 10 March 2017 be approved as a correct record, and 
that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Committee Membership 
 
3.  Resolved – that the Committee notes the County Council appointments to the 
Committee. 
 
Terms of Reference 
 
4. Resolved – that the Committee notes its Terms of Reference. 
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Part II Minutes of the 10 March Meeting  
 

5. Resolved – that the Part II minutes of the Environmental and Community 
Services Select Committee held on 10 March 2017 be approved as a correct 
record, and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on 
the Implementation of the Highways Asset Management Strategy  

6. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s 
Recommendations on the Implementation of the Highways Asset Management 
Strategy (copy appended to signed minutes). 

Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on 
the Solar Panels For Schools – 2017/18 Programme 

7. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s 
Recommendations on the Solar Panels For Schools – 2017/18 Programme (copy 
appended to signed minutes). 

2016/17 Outturn Total Performance Monitor 
 
8. The Committee considered a report by Executive Director Economy, 
Infrastructure and Environment and Executive Director Communities and Public 
Protection (copy appended to signed minutes).  
 
9. Tim Stretton, Service Finance Business Partner, introduced the report which 
provided information on the 2016/17 outturn performance in relation to finance 
(revenue and capital), savings programme, performance, risk and workforce 
which fall under the remit of Infrastructure and Highways, Environment and 
Safer, Stronger Communities, and Economy.  
 
10. The Committee made comments including those that follow on the 
Residents’ Services portfolio. It: 
 

• Queried the overspend on Waste Recycling, in part due to the suspension 
of charges at Household Waste & Recycling Sites and requested clarity on 
when the decision on charges would be made and the scope of member 
input into any recommendations. Mr Steve Read, Director of Energy, 
Waste and Environment advised that the review of charges is scheduled 
for late summer/early autumn and members would be consulted, with the 
item scheduled to come to the Committee at its September meeting.  

 
• Queried the increased charges on hazardous waste and whether the extra 

charges could be passed onto collection authorities. Mr Read advised that 
responsibility for disposal costs were a statutory duty of the County 
Council.  

 
• Requested further clarity on Phase 2 of the Materials Resource 

Management Contract (MRMC) – Site HA scheme and whether there were 
still plans for a new Waste Transfer Station in Horsham. Mr Read advised 
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that Phase 2 required additional facilities and infrastructure in place to 
deal with the bale and wrap of the Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) at the plant, 
for which there is no current capacity. Funding for this would be made 
available once a Full Business Case has been completed. There were 
currently 3 potential sites being looked at in Horsham in relation to the 
new Waste Transfer Station and the development of a RDF Bulking and 
Baling facility on Site Ha. A Cabinet Member decision is scheduled to be 
previewed by the Committee at its meeting in September.  

 
11. Resolved – That the Committee notes the data and supporting commentary 
for the period to the end of the financial year 2016/17, with no 
recommendations to the Cabinet Members or any referrals to the Performance 
and Finance Select Committee.   
 
Highway Maintenance Term Contract 2018 Update  
 
12. The Committee considered a report by Executive Director of Economy, 
Infrastructure and Environment and Director of Highways and Transport (copy 
appended to signed minutes).  
 
13. Matt Davey, Director of Highways and Transport, introduced the report which 
provided an update on the re-procurement of the new contract, following the 
Committee’s consideration of the report outlining the procurement process for a 
new Highway Maintenance Term Contract at its meeting in January 2017. Key 
points were:  
 

• The current contract with Balfour Beatty expires in July 2018. A single 
provider option is the preference for a new contract which is currently in 
the tender process. A progress report is due to come back to the 
Committee at its meeting in September. 
 

• An Executive Task and Finish Group (TFG) oversaw the procurement 
process for the new contract and fed back to the Cabinet Member for 
Infrastructure and Highways with its recommendations. Additional input 
has been through the use of an external consultant, the Project Board and 
senior officers in the County Council.  

 
14. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It: 
 

• Welcomed the good work put into the procurement process so far, but 
raised concerns over contract management and the need to have built-in 
safeguarding, with the suggested period of 7 or 10 years being too long; 
potentially putting the County Council in a vulnerable position or locked 
into the contract if the contractor fails to prove good performance. Also 
what contingency plans were in place if the contract was terminated, what 
the implications would be if the contract was changed to a period of 5 to 7 
years, and how much consideration of the decision to award the contract 
was on cost.  An officer advised safeguards will be built into the contract 
and that suppliers have advised that a 7 year contract term works best for 
them, this being the industry standard, enabling them to write off major 
equipment purchases. The expectation was that the County Council would 
get better value for money after 7 years. Quality would be monitored 
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through performance indicators and if performance was poor the contract 
could be terminated with contingency plans including dealing directly with 
sub-contractors. Subject to legality checks, a contract period of 5 to 7 
years could be discussed in the dialogue process.  At the start of the 
response to tender process, the analysis was based on 60% quality and 
40% cost, changing to 40% quality and 60% cost during the final stages. 
The Cabinet Member for Infrastructure and Highways added that several 
contractors have agreed that a 7 year contract term would interest them, 
and this was endorsed by the TFG.  Anything less could elongate the 
entire process for mobilizing the new contract, and could be a risk to the 
timescale. It was in the County Council’s interest to have a large number 
of companies interested, bidding competitively.  The specification of the 
contract also included a good high level of customer service and he 
thanked officers for their input into the process.   

 
• Queried the contract monitoring arrangements and whether they could be 

adequately resourced and if officers carried our inspection checks during 
and/or after works are completed. An officer advised that monitoring visits 
were undertaken during some works, but that all works were visited and 
quality checked on completion before being signed off for payment. Public 
input was welcomed in the event of any observed defects and all work 
was guaranteed by the contractor if a defect was found within 2 years of 
the work being completed. Resources were currently being looked at. 
There would be less day-to-day monitoring, but more effective penalties 
in place for defective work. This arrangement has been found to work well 
in other contracts across the country.   

 
• Queried the outsourcing process and what safeguards were in place for 

staff affected by Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) 
regulations (TUPE) and the need to keep member involvement in the 
event of outsourcing. An officer advised that TUPE regulations would apply 
and staff would be transferred across to the contractor with conditions 
protected. Works would still be checked and monitored independently. It 
was expected the tender responses will include comprehensive detail of 
how members will still be able to give feedback and be kept engaged. 

 
• Raised concerns over the use of a single contractor and whether an 

addition to the contract could include the requirement of the contractor to 
appear before the Committee to give evidence and answer questions as 
and when required. Also that the Committee should consider the final 
tender before the contract is awarded. An officer advised that single 
provider vulnerability had been taken into account, but was weighed up 
against the complexity of other models. There was still an element of risk 
but with large company involvement this was minimised. The financial 
model would flag up tenders deemed cheap but unsustainable. Contractor 
attendance at the Committee could be written into the contract.  

 
• Raised concerns over potential work conflicts between highways safety 

requirements and community aesthetic requirements; with concerns that 
parish or town councils may be forced to do more if contractors seek to 
save money. Also the need to ensure collaborative working with district 
and borough councils. An officer advised that there was awareness of this 



                                                                                          Agenda Item No.2  

 
 

issue and it would be taken forward into dialogue sessions, with an 
emphasis on getting information out to the public and parish and town 
councils as to when work will be carried out. A pilot scheme in 
collaboration with a town council is due to start in the late summer to 
tackle more aesthetic works such as grass cutting, sign cleaning and 
drainage ditch clearing. If the pilot is successful it will be rolled out around 
the county and would give local communities the opportunity to get 
involved, with the County Council providing some training and equipment. 
Director-level contacts have also recently been set up with the district and 
borough councils to ensure collaborative working.   

 
• Queried who was accountable in the event that works go wrong, whether 

there was a financial penalty clause for contractor non-compliance and 
whether there were any downsides to the efficiency savings made. An 
officer advised that the County Council is ultimately responsible for 
delivering the service, but that all operations would be handed to the 
contractor. This allows them to be in a better position to look at the whole 
programme of delivery and check resources, allowing for easier 
management; with a mechanism in the contract for applying penalties for 
non-compliance. The level of efficiency will not be known until the tenders 
have been received, but there are areas that efficiencies can be driven 
down such as winter maintenance including road gritting and Highways 
inspections.  
 

• Requested a list of the sub-contractors which tendering contractors would 
foresee using, to give more evidence about who carries out what works. 
An officer advised that all sub-contractors had to be approved by the 
County Council and whoever wins the tendering process the expectation is 
that good sub systems will be in place with a contractor who can deliver 
the works as much as possible themselves. A list of sub-contractors can 
be provided to the Committee.  

 
• Queried who would be responsible for ‘Green’ claims, in the event of 

accidental damage to such things as Highways owned road signs. An 
officer advised that the contractor would be expected to comply with the 
County Council’s expectations as responsibility for claims would be passed 
to them and this will be part of dialogue and negotiations over delivery. 
Officers can request that police inform them of any damage the day after 
any such incidents occur in order to speed up the claims process.  

 
• Queried what lessons had been learnt from the current contractor 

regarding bad quality works. An officer advised that the willingness of the 
contractor to work closely with the County Council could have been taken 
forward more constructively. Formal talks on the delivery of the 
programme were introduced last year which were very effective in giving 
assurance on delivery. Simplifying the process, particularly over payments 
was also an opportunity for improvement. Procurement of the new 
contract has involved officers from across the board, member engagement 
and liaising with other local authorities over how their work is done. 

 
• Noted the importance of ensuring service levels and monitoring during the 

handover period if the contract was awarded to a different contractor from 
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the current provider. An officer advised that high level monitoring would 
be in place.  
 

15. Mr Jones made the following proposal for recommendation 2, seconded by 
Mr Purchese which the Committee considered:- 

 
That the Committee encourage officers as part of the tendering process to 
explore what contractors are prepared to bid for a shorter contract period, such 
as 5 years with an option to extend to a maximum of 7 years.  
 
16. A vote was held and the proposal was lost.  
 
17. Mr S Oakley made the following proposal for recommendation 2, seconded 
by Mrs Purnell which the Committee considered:- 

 
That the Committee support the letting of a contract for an initial period of 7 
years, with the option to extend to a maximum duration of 10 years, in line with 
the recommendations of the Full Business Case; in addition that officers come 
back to the Committee with information on the implications of letting a contract 
for an initial period of 5 years, with the option to extend for a maximum of 7 
years.   

 
18. A vote was held and the proposal was carried. 
 
19. Mr Baldwin made the following proposal for recommendation 3, seconded by 
Mr Purchese which the Committee considered:- 
 
That the Committee declines to support any reduction in service levels at this 
time, reserving judgement until tenders have been received.  
 
20. A vote was held and the proposal was carried. 
 
21. Mrs Purnell made the following proposal for recommendation 4, seconded by 
Mr Jones which the Committee considered:- 
 
That the Committee expresses concerns over any further erosion of in-house 
expertise from the County Council to the private sector and wishes to review this 
when the tenders have been received.  
 
22. A vote was held and the proposal was carried. 
 
23. Resolved – That the Committee: 
 

1) Notes the content of the report 
 

2) Supports the letting of a contract for an initial period of 7 years, with the 
option to extend to a maximum duration of 10 years, in line with the 
recommendations of the Full Business Case; in addition that officers come 
back to the Committee with information on the implications of letting a 
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contract for an initial period of 5 years, with the option to extend for a 
maximum of 7 years.   
 

3) Declines to support any reduction in service levels at this time, reserving 
judgement until tenders have been received.  
 

4) Expresses concerns over any further erosion of in-house expertise from 
the County Council to the private sector and wish to review this when the 
tenders have been received.  
 

5) Stresses the importance of adequate contract supervision, monitoring and 
enforcement.  
 

6) Requests regular TFG reports to come back to the Committee; and that 
the contractor’s attendance at the Committee as and when required, be 
written into the contract.  

 
Local Transport Investment Programme Prioritisation  
 
24. The Committee considered a report by Executive Director Economy, 
Infrastructure and Environment and Director of Highways and Transport (copy 
appended to signed minutes).  
 
25. Andy Ekinsmyth, Head of Transport and Countryside and Mike Elkington, 
Head of Planning Services introduced the report which outlined the process by 
which Local Transport Investment Programme (LTIP) schemes are identified and 
processed.  
 
26. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It: 
 

• Requested further clarity over member involvement in the process, such 
as scope for them to see the scoresheets before the moderation process. 
An officer advised that once the initial assessment had been done then 
members can be given this information, together with any changes that 
may arise following moderation by the cross-service officer group. As the 
programme builds, then longer term plans for each workstream will be 
developed and made available to members for information.   
 

• Raised concerns over the co-ordination of the LTIP and addressing 
community needs, with some highways schemes also pursuing the same 
funding channels of either Section 106 funds or Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) monies. An officer advised that if there were two schemes 
applying for the same funds, an LTIP and a Community Highway Scheme, 
then it is likely that the LTIP scheme would have a higher priority as it is 
likely to contribute more to the County Council’s priorities. However there 
would be opportunity to discuss the balance of funding between 
Community Highway and LTIP schemes when improvement schemes 
proposed for inclusion in the Highway and Transport Integrated Works 
Programme are determined by July each year.   
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• Noted that some weighting scores could be deemed as subjective. An 
officer advised that as this was a relatively new process these can be 
reviewed and refined if needed. The Cabinet Member for Infrastructure 
and Highways added that the Operation Watershed scheme also uses 
subjective scoring and the outcomes from this have been good.  
 

27. Resolved – That the Committee notes the suggested process for the 
prioritisation of LTIP schemes, including the proposed methodology in Appendix 
A; with no further comments for the Cabinet Member for Infrastructure and 
Highways.  
 
Appointment of Business Planning Group Members 
 
28. The Committee considered the political group requirements for the 
membership of the Business Planning Group. 
 
29. The Committee voted on each candidate and approved the membership by 
majority. 
 
30. Resolved – That the Committee appoints Mr Barret-Miles (Chairman), Mr S 
Oakley (Vice-Chairman), Mr Jones, Mr Patel and Mr Purchese to the Business 
Planning Group. 
 
Forward Plan of Key Decisions 
 
31. The Committee considered the Forward Plan March to June 2017 (copy 
appended to signed minutes).  
 
32. Members made the following comments:  
 

• Whether the Procurement of Fire and Rescue Communications 
Equipment would be compatible with or even duplicate government 
funded provisions with the introduction of the national ‘Emergency 
Services Mobile Communication Programme’. The Committee will be 
provided with this information.  

  
33. Resolved – That the Forward Plan be noted.  
   
Date of the Next Meeting 
 

34. The Committee noted that its next scheduled meeting will take place on 28 
September 2017 at 10.30am at County Hall, Chichester.  
 
The meeting ended at 1.55pm 

 

Chairman 


