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Environmental & Community Services Select Committee 
 
13 January 2016 – At a meeting of the Select Committee held at 10.30 a.m. at 
County Hall, Chichester. 
 
Present:      Mr Tyler (Chairman) 
 
Mr Barrett-Miles Mr G Jones  
Mrs Brunsdon Mr M Jones Mr J Rogers 
Mr Circus 
Dr Dennis  

Mr S Oakley 
Mrs Phillips 

 

Mr Whittington 

   
   
In attendance by invitation: Ms Goldsmith (Leader) and Mr O’Brien (Cabinet 
Member for Highways and Transport) and Mr Lamb  
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mr Rae 
 
Declarations of Interests 
 
143. No interests were declared 
 
Part I Minutes of the last meeting of the Committee 
 
144. The Committee considered the minutes of the last meeting and agreed that 
minute no 126, point 6, should be changed from:-  
 

• Feedback can be given to the Horsham Cycle Forum and other 
groups on request  
 

To:  
• Feedback can be given to the West Sussex Cycle Forum and other 

groups on request  
 

145. and that minute no 135 (date of the next meeting) should be 
changed from:- 
 

• 10 February 2016  
To:  

• 13 January 2016  
 
146. Resolved – that subject to the amendment in minute no’s 126 and 135 
above, the Part I minutes of the Environmental and Community Services Select 
Committee held on 14 December 2015 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 
Public Engagement and Consultation on the Future of the 3in1 Card 
Young Persons Travel Scheme 
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147. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s response to the Committee’s 
recommendations on the Public Engagement and Consultation on the Future of 
the 3in1 Card Young Persons Travel Scheme (copy appended to signed minutes) 
 
148. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It:  
 

• Welcomed that a no change option to the existing scheme has been 
considered in the consultation, but observed that the Cabinet Members’ 
response did not address the majority of the Committee’s concerns.  
 

• Requested details of how much the consultation will cost to administer, 
the current administration costs of the scheme and if any steps or 
alternative options have been considered to reduce costs. 
 

• Requested that the consultation be presented in a neutral and open 
handed way and requested an opportunity to look at the consultation 
questions prior to public release.   

 
149. The Cabinet Member assured the Committee that all comments and 
recommendations had been acknowledged, but that without a consultation it was 
hard to determine the benefits, risks and change options. The results of the 
consultation will be brought back to the Committee for comment before any 
decision is made.  
 
150. Resolved – That the Committee request that the consultation questions  
would be seen prior to public release by Mr Tyler, Mr Barrett-Miles and Mrs 
Brunsdon when they become available.  
 
Part II Matters  
 
151. The Committee agreed that as they had no comments on the minutes it 
was not necessary to enter Part II to discuss their content.  
 
152. Resolved – that the Part II minutes of the Environmental and Community  
Services Select Committee held on 14 December 2015 be approved as a correct 
record, and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Call-in – Subsidised Verge Marker Scheme – HT13 (15/16) Decision 
 
153. Mr Lamb introduced the request to call-in the decision by the Cabinet 
Member for Highways and Transport concerning the Subsidised Verge Marker 
Scheme  (call-in request appended to the signed minutes) and highlighted the 
following points:-  

• The issue of verge markers and parking shortages affects many urban 
areas, particularly in Crawley where rising housing density in recent years 
has led to an increase in verge parking.  
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• Verge parking can often lead to mud on the pavement and roads, 
kerbstones knocked onto the roads, and make it harder to cut the grass, 
with an overall degradation of the street scene.   
 

• Crawley Borough Council has previously attempted schemes but he 
believes that regulation is needed to address this issue. There is currently 
a Private Members Bill on pavement and street parking moving through 
parliament, but at a local level he believes that an effective solution would 
be to consider a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO).  

 
• He believes that the Cabinet Member understands these points and the 

importance of regulation, but is concerned that uncertainty around 
resources for parking audits could mean that lengthy timescales are 
involved, with no solution available in the foreseeable future.   

 
154. The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport addressed the 
Committee, providing justification for the decision and highlighted the following 
points: 
 

• He understands that verge and pavement parking is a countywide issue 
and finding a solution that fits all is difficult; but that the scheme involving 
subsidisation of the installation of verge marker posts and their on-going 
maintenance is no longer viable and has not fulfilled what it set out to do. 
The current cost to the County Council is £18 per post, likely to rise to 
£85, with customers currently paying a subsidy of £10 per post. Many 
customers were already unwilling to meet the replacement costs leading 
to a detrimental effect on street scenes where posts have been damaged 
and need replacing.  The decision is not to remove the provision and 
maintenance option for posts, just the subsidised version.  

 
• A soft consultation has already been carried out with customers and 

officers and a trial Road Space Audit is currently being conducted in 
Chichester to look at how best to manage parking, the report of which is 
expected to be published in the spring.  
 

• He is happy to discuss with Mr Lamb ways in which the issue can be 
improved and addressed in the TRO process and the Integrated Works 
Programme (IWP). Opportunities could exist for this to link in with larger 
complex TRO’s but it is possible this could have unintended consequences 
with more houses than parking spaces available. 

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

• Agreed that the subsidy for markers was not financially viable so the 
current scheme was not sustainable going forward, but noted that verges 
and parking were important areas with issues that need to be addressed. 
The question was raised over whether the problems surrounding parking 
were treated as a priority by the County Council. The Cabinet Member for 
Highways and Transport advised that parking is taken seriously within the 
TRO and IWP process as it affects many people, but further discussions 
could take place to see how it is best dealt with. Although there are 
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currently several Bills coming forward from the Government, these can’t 
be relied upon as a total solution. 
 

• Welcomed the Chichester trial Road Space Audit and requested that 
effective use of garages and private compounds should also be looked at; 
but raised concerns over the time it has taken to action and the issue of 
other towns having to wait for the outcome. 

 
• Noted that if the scheme is no longer subsidised then take-up could be 

significantly lower as it becomes a cost issue for customers; with a 
suggestion that legally enforceable signs could be looked at as a first line 
of defence that the public can put up themselves. An officer advised that 
signs are a good approach but this is only part of the issue. There is the 
added complication of enforcement, where they are placed, what level of 
damage or behaviour warrants a sign, and the number per verge.  
 

• Raised concerns that the Equality Impact Report states that Highways 
safety issues would not be compromised, although when posts are 
removed large dips and rut marks can occur, which constitute a Highways 
safety issue. An officer advised that if it was a safety issue the verge 
would be repaired accordingly by Highways.  
 

• Raised concerns that decisions to put in markers had been taken by 
members of the Community Teams and divorced from Highways depots. 
An officer advised that previously Highways had been disconnected from 
the process and that a more robust plan should be in place. Verge 
markers should be the last resort in areas after other options are looked 
at.  
 

• Queried how much maintenance costs for damaged verges or 
reinstatement are in relation to original installation costs. An officer 
advised these are usually one-off scenarios with differing issues so 
comparison costs are hard to determine.  
 

• Noted that many residents used the posts for largely cosmetic purposes 
so it would be sensible to continue the facility for residents to purchase at 
full cost. The removal of individual markers often leaving behind a mess 
also needs to be considered. Reassurance was requested from the Cabinet 
Member that renewal or removal of posts will rest with qualified Highways 
officers. The Cabinet Member advised that if posts are broken or deemed 
an eyesore then they will be removed under the supervision of Highways. 

 
• Were in favour of the parish and district and borough councils speaking to 

households as there were many concerns over parking problems in both 
towns and rural villages particularly for commuters; and suggested that 
officers should encourage direct community engagement. It queried what 
scope there was for parishes, towns and local communities to install the 
posts themselves.  The Cabinet Member advised that local communities 
have to go through the same criteria to determine whether markers will 
be appropriate or needed. Where there are safety issues then Highways 
can agree these and install themselves.  
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• Queried the process with new householders, where previous residents had 
paid for the existing post, and maintenance or replacement was now 
needed. An officer advised that the posts are allocated to an individual 
and not a household; and if a new resident does not want to pay for their 
maintenance they will be removed.  

 
• Requested that the option of converting grass verges into hard surfaces is 

discounted as this could create more issues.  
 

• Noted that the County Council needs to send out a strong message 
whatever scheme is approved and would like to see further discussions on 
the issue be brought back to the Committee once the Chichester trial 
Road Space Audit has been completed and the result of the Private 
Member’s Bill is known. The Cabinet Member agreed that the Audit will be 
of interest to everyone and although only an urban study, it is important 
as it could highlight issues. The Private Member’s Bill may take a while 
longer. 

 
156. The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport summed up by thanking 
Mr Lamb for the opportunity to raise this issue in a wider forum and confirmed 
that the results from the Chichester trial Road Space Audit and any legislation 
coming forward from government will be looked at to determine the right course 
of action.   
 
157. Mr Lamb summed up by thanking the Committee for considering the issues 
surrounding the current schemes. He was happy to talk to the Cabinet Member 
and move into action and consultation stage.  
 
158. A vote was held on whether to overturn the decision and this was lost.  
 
159. Resolved that: - The Committee supports decision HT13 (15/16) –  
Subsidised Verge Marker Scheme with a request that the results of the trial Road 
Space Audit in Chichester be brought back to the Committee once completed.   
 
Draft Budget Including Savings Proposals 2016-17 
 
160. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director Corporate 
Resources and Services (copy appended to signed minutes) 
 
161. Peter Lewis, Executive Director of Corporate Resources and Services 
introduced the report setting out the budget for 2016/17 in the context of the 
Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS).  He highlighted that the Government 
had changed the funding formula to assume the raising of Council Tax by 3.75% 
compared to recent years when the encouragement was to freeze the Council 
tax.  This budget proposed raising the council tax by 3.95%, which would 
generate an additional £14 million funding for the year 2016-17 compared to the 
£30m or so lost in grant. Funding has also been set aside in a budget 
management reserve to underpin the assumptions in the budget. 
  
162. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It:  
 

• Welcomes the efficiency savings but queried how realistic it was that 
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the £505k Highways Contract savings could be achieved, and whether 
service reductions are being looked at within the overall proposals. An 
officer advised that the £505k saving had already been negotiated with 
the contractor, also that the process for achieving the balance of the 
portfolio savings included identifying areas where services could 
maximise savings and achieve operating efficiencies, in areas such as 
traffic management . Proposals were identified within Highways and 
Transport that included, for example, better contracting. The savings 
targets are considered to be realistic.  

 
• Raised concerns that the services delivered by Highways and Transport 

are the most visual to West Sussex, and that a loss to discretionary 
services will have a negative impact on a proportionately large number 
of people. It was considered that the Highways budget should be 
maintained and concerns were raised that there is not enough detail 
within the savings proposals for members to come to a view on 
endorsing them. An officer advised that if the budget was maintained, 
the money would have to be saved from other service budgets. Any 
service change proposals will be taken through the democratic process 
at the appropriate time, when the requisite detail would be made 
available. 

 
• Raised concerns that the County Council had been penalised by the 

government for not raising council tax in the last few years and queried 
what the calculations were based on. Also, if the new approach 
surrounding the number of Band D council tax houses is based upon 
existing stock, or future growth, and how West Sussex compares to 
Hampshire and Surrey in this respect. An officer advised that the County 
Council had experienced less of a proportionate percentage cut in 
government funding than others. Council tax is calculated by reference to 
the council taxbase, which is based on the number of Band D houses in 
the County. The Council has not been penalised for keeping the freeze on 
council tax. It received a freeze grant equivalent to a 1% rise, to 
compensate those local authorities that froze council tax, although over 
the next 3 years the council will effectively lose the freeze grant. If new 
homes are built then the County Council does gain, but this growth is 
assumed in the formula, so in effect there is no benefit. Regarding 
affordable housing, Band A, B or C houses are converted into an 
equivalent number of Band D homes for the purposes of the calculation.  

 
• Queried what the incentive was for the local authority to invest in local 

economic growth projects if the resulting increase in business rates 
income did not accrue to the County Council. An officer advised that this 
was not a disincentive for growth, and that the money will still revert to 
central government if growth is not realised. 
 

• Wanted reassurances that no further cuts to the Fire and Rescue 
Service will take place this year or the next. An officer advised that 
previous reductions were mainly management restructures, which have 
already been implemented. There will be no effect or impact on front 
line services. Partnership work with East Sussex already saves £0.5m 
each year.  
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• Queried what the implications are for the deletion of the Local Lead 
Flood grant.  An officer advised that as a local lead authority, West 
Sussex receive a grant that is then shared amongst the district and 
borough councils.  It is hopeful that going forward there will be further 
grants. 

 
• Wanted reassurances that there will be no library closures, reductions 

in opening hours and no charge for library activities that may result in 
residents accessing the service less. An officer advised that there are 
no proposals to reduce services and, in relation to shift planning, there 
is not yet enough detail to see if this will impact opening hours. It is 
proposed to look more closely at consolidating a range of public 
services within library buildings. 
 

• Raised concerns that there had been no attempt to address needs within 
the settlement and to look at pockets of deprivation in certain areas such 
as Crawley and the coastal strip. The fact that West Sussex was in the 
bottom quartile of shire counties was also highlighted. An officer advised 
that the element of need had been in the original formula and included 
depravation. Although this had remained untouched for years the 
government has now changed this formula including the importance of 
need.  
 

• Queried if there were any changes proposed to the Community 
Infrastructure Fund (CIF) and Members’ Big Society Fund. An officer 
advised that the base budget is proposed to continue and there is no 
change proposed to the CIF amount, but there is a proposal to review 
the mechanisms by which the grants are agreed and dispersed.  

 
• Queried if there was any change in the budget which would impact 

Strategic Planning’s ability to engage with local plan development, 
planning applications and enforcement proceedings. An officer advised 
that there is a proposed change to the organisational structure, and 
key areas are being looked at. Appropriate staff resources will be an 
area of focus.  

 
• Welcomed the opportunity to increase income through recycling but 

raised concerns that this could lead to increased travel time, transport 
costs and wear and tear on the roads, particularly from the site at Ford. 
It was noted that local opposition and planning conditions may need to 
be relaxed. An officer advised that co-ordinating with other local 
authorities is an opportunity being explored. The contract with Viridor 
would need to be varied and it is possible that the movement of waste 
would be less as a result. The movement of HGV lorries is one of the 
areas explored in response to any planning application.  
 

• Raised concerns over the reduction in Highways and structural 
maintenance and the small figures for local roads including the 
Worthing sustainable transport package reducing to £0 for 2017. An 
officer advised that Phase 1 of Montague street had been funded by the 
County Council and the funding for Phase 2 is being sought externally.    
 



                                                                                         Agenda Item No. 2 

 
 

• Highlighted the proposed reduction in Democratic Services, County 
Local Committees, member meetings and Select Committees and 
requested more information on these. The reduction of external legal 
costs were welcomed, but with a request that the transfer of legal 
services to work with Surrey and East Sussex councils be looked into.  

 
• Wanted assurances that the County Council is not jeopardising 

government grants if it cuts back in areas such as cycling and walking.  
 

• Raised concerns over the English National Concessionary Travel 
Scheme (ENCTS) and the reduction to the base budget in line with 
current journey numbers. If numbers were fewer than expected it could 
entail the loss of subsidy or income to bus operators, impacting on 
previously viable routes. Likewise with an increasing older population 
there could be an increase in scheme take-up and a potential risk of 
overspend. An officer advised that there is no action by the County 
Council to reduce passenger numbers and these figures represent a 
more accurate reflection of forecast demand. Take-up had been over-
estimated in the last 2 years, and the base budget still includes a risk 
factor, and was therefore realistic.  

 
• Queried how, under the Transport Review, sharing arrangements with 

other local authorities over SEN transport had progressed. An officer 
advised that there are currently joint relationships with service 
providers in place and information is shared with other local authorities 
to ensure efforts are joined up.  

 
• Queried if adult obesity is means-tested, and noted that child obesity is 

not mentioned.  
 
163. Mrs Brunsdon made the following proposal, seconded by Mr M Jones which 
the Committee considered:- 
 
That the Committee does not endorse the County Council Draft budget and 
savings proposal for the Committee’s portfolio areas for 2016/17. 
 
164. A vote was held and the proposal was carried.  
 
165. Resolved – That the Committee: 
 

a) Does not endorse the County Council Draft Budget and savings 
proposal for the Committee’s portfolio areas for 2016/17. 

 
b) Identifies the strategic issues detailed in the appendix to these minutes 

for referral to the Performance and Finance Select Committee for 
consideration at the meeting on 21 January 2016. 

 
c) Agrees the comments and issues detailed in the appendix to these 

minutes for the Cabinet to take into account the Committees concerns 
including the Highways aspects of the budget, when it considers the 
draft Budget and Savings proposals for 2016/17 on 2 February 2016.  

 

http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/ds/cttee/ecs/ecs100216i2a.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/ds/cttee/ecs/ecs100216i2a.pdf
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Final Report of the Joint Scrutiny Task and Finish Group on Flooding 

166. The Committee considered a report by the Chairman of the Joint Scrutiny 
Task and Finish Group on Flooding (TFG), (copy appended to signed minutes) 
 
167. Mr Tyler, Chairman of the Joint Scrutiny TFG on Flooding, introduced the 
report which gave an overview of the work carried out by the group which 
included representatives of the County Council and all seven district and borough 
councils, whose comments have been incorporated into the report.  
 
168. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It:  
 

• Welcomed Operation Watershed but noted that the report is light in 
content and lacks mention of the monitoring or improvement for sites that 
have been part of the scheme. It was also queried if there was a 
programme in place for better water surface drainage that can be 
incorporated into existing roads and whether any consideration was given 
to resurrecting any previously cut back flooding schemes. An officer 
advised that this comes down to Strategic Planning and within the draft 
budget there is an additional £500,000 to run Operation Watershed for 
another year.  
 

• Noted that on the report’s Recommendation A , that ‘the County’s 
drainage infrastructure has not been significantly tested by weather 
conditions since the 2012 events’ should be updated to reflect recent bad 
weather occurring over the last few years.   
 

169. Resolved – That the Committee notes the report. 
 
Forward Plan of Key Decisions 

 
170. The Committee considered the Forward Plan February to May 2016 (copy 
appended to signed minutes). 
 
171. The Committee queried the membership of the S106 liaison group. An 
officer advised this information can be provided to the Committee.    
 
172. Resolved – That the Forward Plan be noted.   
 
Date of the Next Meeting 
 

173. The Committee noted that its next scheduled meeting will take place on 
10 February 2016 at 10.30am at County Hall, Chichester. 
 
 
The meeting ended at 1.23pm 

 

Chairman 


