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Environmental & Community Services Select Committee 
 
15 September 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 
Dr Dennis 
Mr G Jones 
 

Mr M Jones 
Mr S Oakley 
Mrs Phillips 
 

Mr J Rogers 
 

In attendance by invitation: Ms Goldsmith (Leader), Mr O’Brien (Cabinet Member 
for Highways and Transport), Mr Barling (Cabinet Member for Residents’ 
Services) and Mr Hunt (Cabinet Member for Finance). 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mrs Brunsdon, Mr Circus, Mr Rae and 
Mr Whittington.  
 
Apologies for absence were also received from Mrs Evans in relation to the 
Response to the Highways England Consultation on plans for the A27 at 
Chichester item.  
 

Part I 

 
Declarations of Interests 
 
116. In accordance with the Code of Conduct, the following personal 
interests were declared: 
 
117. Mr S Oakley as a Member of Chichester District Council, which is a 
statutory consultee on the A27 consultation; in relation to the Response to the 
Highways England Consultation on plans for the A27 at Chichester item. Also 
as a representative on the South Downs and Coastal Plain LEADER Local 
Action Group in relation to Update on EU Leverage funding and business 
support projects.  
 
118. Mr M Jones as a Member of Crawley Borough Council in relation to the 
Crawley Parking Petition item.  
 
Part I Minutes of the meeting held on 8 July. 
 
119. Resolved – that the Part I minutes of the Environmental and Community 
Services Select Committee held on 8 July 2016 be approved as a correct record, 
and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Part II Minutes of the meeting held on 8 July. 
 
120. Resolved – that the Part II minutes of the Environmental and Community 
Services Select Committee held on 8 July 2016 be approved as a correct record, 
and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
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Response to the Highways England Consultation on options for the A27 
at Chichester  
 
121. The Committee considered a report by Executive Director for Residents’ 
Services and Director of Highways and Transport (copy appended to signed 
minutes).  
 
122. The Committee invited the following non committee local Members to 
address the Committee and give comment:  
 

• Mrs Evans – A statement was read by the Chairman on behalf of Mrs 
Evans, in summary:  

 
That none of the 5 options improve the road journey off or onto the 
Manhood peninsula, with the proposed link road in Option 2 greatly 
impacting Donnington. The effect of compulsory purchase loss to houses, 
new flyovers, noise and pollution levels to residents has not been properly 
addressed, with little or no provision to encourage walking and cycling. In 
her view no option addresses the problem that 60% of the traffic is local 
and only 40% is through traffic. 

 
• Ms Goldsmith – Recognised that improvements to the A27 were needed 

and that there was no easy option or solution; but was saddened at the 
polarisation of residents’ views in relation to the consultation options. Also 
stressed the importance of ensuring residents do not pay a high price for 
the improvements.  

 
• Mr Hunt – Commended the draft response and favoured Option 2 as a 

starting point, subject to acceptable levels of mitigation planning and 
further modelling work needed, especially at the Portfield junction. He is 
of the belief that this option meets all the strategic objectives and asked 
the Committee to recommend this to the Cabinet Member.   

 
• Ms James – Understands the need to commit to delivering improvements 

but is not supportive of any of the current 5 options put forward and 
believes Highways England have failed to be transparent in the 
development of the options. Also raised the issue that options involving a 
northern bypass had been removed without understanding and although 
not necessarily supporting a northern bypass, invited the re-examination 
of other options that would consider other possibilities such as tunnelling.  

 
• Mr Montyn – Recognised the need for improvements and a long term 

solution to the current congestion effects on the economy, tourism, 
accidents and air quality. Also highlighted that, based on data published 
by Highways England, in his view, options for a northern bypass 
outperform the current 5 options, and show the biggest improvement in 
journey times and greatest monetary benefits. 

 
• Mr Smith – Does not support any of the current 5 options and favours a 

northern bypass allowing for fewer disturbances of traffic flows. Also 
raised concerns that with any of the options in place, the scheme is likely 
to be overloaded by 2035, meaning future schemes would then be needed 
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and how these would be funded. Also raised the issue that no thought had 
been given to non-motorised users such as cyclists and walkers. 

 
123. Darryl Hemmings, Planning and Transport Policy Manager introduced the 
report outlining that in order to prepare the draft consultation response, officers 
had assessed the extent to which the options achieve the strategic objectives 
for the scheme. Several overall conclusions apply to all the options including 
that; no assessment of the cumulative impact of A27 improvements at 
Chichester, Arundel, Worthing and Lancing had been undertaken at this stage; 
the operation of the Portfield junction is a concern; and, only simple level 
environmental impact assessments have been carried out, but would need to be 
undertaken before a preferred option is selected.  Further work by Highways 
England was also needed to improve conditions on local roads approaching the 
junctions, to improve access to/from the Manhood Peninsula, and to reduce the 
impacts of rerouting traffic on less suitable local roads. 
 
124. The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport welcomed comments from 
the Committee and local Members and highlighted the importance of delivering 
the right improvements at Chichester, Arundel, Worthing and Lancing. The draft 
response dealt consultation options published by Highways England, commenting 
on the extent to which they met the strategic objectives, and did not comment 
on options which have already been discounted. It was acknowledged that some 
options fell short of what was needed and a submission to Highways England 
would be finalised shortly.  
 
125. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It: 
 

• Supported a comprehensive and positive response to the proposals and 
acknowledged that not all objectives could be met whichever option the 
County Council supports.  

 
• Raised concerns that northern bypass options had not been published for 

consultation by Highways England and that the process for making this 
decision had not been made clear or transparent. 
 

• Raised concerns over the estimated 41 month construction period of the 
improvements and its subsequent effect on local traffic and the economy.  
 

• Questioned how future improvements beyond 2035 would be funded, as 
traffic flows on some arms of the A27 junctions in 2035 are predicted to 
exceed capacity under some options. An officer advised that highway 
capacity will always be used up over time but after the implementation of 
the scheme, the traffic conditions in 2035 are predicted to be better than 
they are presently. 

 
• Acknowledged that even though Option 2 may be the best performing 

option, it still exposed the County Council to future risks such as excess 
congestion at the Portfield Road roundabout, unfunded road 
improvements, environmental impacts and compensation arising from 
removal of houses. With this option, the impact of the Stockbridge Link 
Road was also seen as a critical issue. An officer advised that the County 
Council acknowledged that performance at the Portfield Road roundabout 
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was a concern in all the options and the response to Highways England 
requests that this issue is addressed, whichever option is taken forward.  

 
• Highlighted concerns over the environmental impacts on all of the 5 

options, including the impact on Non-Motorised Users and raised the 
importance of a flyover at both the Bognor and Fishbourne junctions.  

 
126. Mr S Oakley made the following proposal, seconded by Mr J Rogers which 
the Committee considered:- 
 
That this Committee recommends to the Cabinet Member that this Council’s 
response:- 
 

1) Takes the form of a commentary on the proposed options, enhancing 
concerns and highlighting of risks; 
 

2) Does not implicitly or formally support any of them at this time; and 
 

3) Recommends a re-examination of the northern options given the 
magnitude of their additional benefits and the need to provide high quality 
road transport connectivity to support regional economic activity and 
growth for all over the long term, hence fully meeting strategic objectives.  

 
127. A vote was held and the proposal was carried.  
 
128. Resolved – That the Committee recommends that the County Council’s 
response: 
 

1) Takes the form of a commentary on the proposed options, enhancing 
concerns and highlighting of risks; 
 

2) Does not implicitly or formally support any of them at this time; and 
 

3) Recommends a re-examination of the northern options given the 
magnitude of their additional benefits and the need to provide high quality 
road transport connectivity to support regional economic activity and 
growth for all over the long term, hence fully meeting strategic objectives.   

 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on 
the Annual Sustainability Report  
 
129. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s response to the Committee’s 
recommendations on the Annual Sustainability Report (copy appended to signed 
minutes). 
 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on 
the Review of the 3in1 Card Young Persons Travel Scheme  
 
130. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s response to the Committee’s 
recommendations on the Review of the 3in1 Card Young Persons Travel Scheme 
(copy appended to signed minutes). 
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131. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It: 
 

• Raised concerns that the arrangements for implementing the mitigation 
arrangements may not be in place before the scheme ceases on 31 
December 2016 and therefore requests an update on this aspect of the 
arrangements to its meeting in November.  

 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on 
the Recommended Changes to the services, opening hours and 
charges at Household Waste and recycling Sites & the introduction of 
two enforcement officers to tackle fly-tipping  
 
132. The Committee noted the Cabinet Member’s response to the Committee’s 
recommendations on the recommended changes to the services, opening hours 
and charges at household waste and recycling Sites & the introduction of two 
enforcement officers to tackle fly-tipping (copy appended to signed minutes). 
 
133. Mr M Jones made the following proposal, seconded by Mr Dennis which the 
Committee considered:- 
 
The Committee acknowledges that the Cabinet Member made some changes 
to the initial proposals as a result of the responses to the public consultation 
and the comments of this Committee. However the Committee stands by its 
previous recommendation that it does not support the proposed changes to 
the number of days the sites are open per week, nor does it consider the 
introduction of a charging structure for disposal of non-household waste is in 
the best interest of West Sussex residents, recycling rates and a sustainable, 
long-term financial benefit for the council. The Committee therefore intends to 
closely monitor the impact of these proposals on West Sussex residents and 
requests a user satisfaction survey is carried out in six months’ time, the 
results of which should subsequently be reported to the Committee.  
 
134. A vote was held and the proposal was carried.  
 
135. The Cabinet Member for Residents’ Services advised that the County 
Council will implement and monitor the changes as best as it can. The 
Committee’s views were considered as much as possible, but he felt more harm 
would have been done by ignoring the need to make savings, in light of the 
current financial climate. He will consider the request for a survey and discuss at 
a later date with officers.   
 
136. Resolved – That the Committee:  
 
Acknowledges that the Cabinet Member made some changes to the initial 
proposals as a result of the responses to the public consultation and the 
comments of this Committee. However the Committee stands by its previous 
recommendation that it does not support the proposed changes to the 
number of days the sites are open per week, nor does it consider the 
introduction of a charging structure for disposal of non-household waste is in 
the best interest of West Sussex residents, recycling rates and a sustainable, 
long-term financial benefit for the council. The Committee therefore intends to 
closely monitor the impact of these proposals on West Sussex residents and 
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request a user satisfaction survey is carried out in six months’ time, the 
results of which should subsequently be reported to the Committee.  
 
Crawley Parking Petition  
 
137. The Committee considered a petition that had been received regarding 
Crawley parking.  
 
138. The Committee considered a written statement from the petitioners urging 
the County Council, as the authority legally responsible for roads and 
pavements, to carry out a full review of Crawley’s current and future parking 
needs and to take all reasonable steps to ensure those needs are met, and a 
briefing note from the Director of Highways and Transport (copies appended to 
signed minutes).  
 
139. The Chairman informed the committee of the process for the debate. The  
Petitioner would begin with a five minute opening statement, followed by a 
statement by Mrs Sue Mullins, Member for Gossops Green and Ifield East, 
followed by a statement by senior officers. The Committee would then debate 
the petition followed by each representative making a three minute closing 
statement.  
 
140. The Lead Petitioner, Michael Pickett made his opening statement outlining 
the inadequacy of the current parking capacity in Crawley. His view was that 
although car ownership and parking had increased, no expansion of road space 
had been made in correlation with this increase. He requested that a Road Space 
Audit be carried out on Crawley parking as soon as possible, in the same 
capacity as the recent Chichester Road Space Audit.   
 
141. Mrs Mullins made her opening statement outlining the issue that for local 
residents parking is an important part of their lives. In her view, Traffic 
Regulation Orders (TRO’s) were not working and felt something further needed 
to be done.  
 
142. Andy Ekinsmyth, Service Manager Transport and Countryside made his 
opening statement which explained that that a pilot Road Space Audit in 
Chichester had been undertaken over the last year and a final report on the 
outcome is due to be published shortly. The Cabinet Member for Highways and 
Transport has set up an Executive Task and Finish Group (TFG) to understand 
whether an audit is the correct approach and whether it could then be applicable 
for the rest of the county. The outcome is to consider the results from the 
Chichester pilot and how best to take this forward once the TFG had concluded 
its findings.   
 
143. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It: 
 

• Understood the parking problems in Crawley, but was recognised that 
these issues were not unique to one area of the County.  

 
• Recognised that the number of vehicles per household had increased 

and that some residents were unable to park on their own driveway 
due to the cost of garden conversion and dropping kerbs; and 
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requested that the TFG could consider a scheme to allow residents to 
convert their gardens at a reasonable cost. 

 
• Raised concerns that members had yet to receive the results of the 

Chichester Road Space Audit, but recognised that the scope of the 
process has been complex and ambitious and that patience was 
required to fully analyse the output.  

 
144. Mr Pickett summarised by stating that the petition request is only for a 
Road Space Audit in Crawley, to then be followed by an action plan.  
 
145. Mr Ekinsmyth summarised by stating that it was important that the 
results of the Chichester audit were fully assessed and that all levels of local 
government were working together before any recommendations can be 
made.  
 
146. The Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport added that parking 
issues were apparent all over the County. Once the TFG had concluded its 
findings then it can be seen if there is a basis for a parking strategy that can 
be implemented across the county as a whole.   
 
147. Mr Tyler made the following proposal, seconded by Mr Barrett-Miles which 
the Committee considered:- 
 
That the Committee recommends that the minutes of this meeting go to the 
Executive TFG for them to look at with this petition.  
 
148. A vote was held and the proposal was carried. 
 
149. Mr M Jones made the following proposal, seconded by Mrs Phillips which the 
Committee considered:- 
 
That the Committee acknowledges that a lack of parking provision impacts on 
traffic flow and can have implications for facilitating rapid access areas for 
emergency response vehicles. It recognises that for residents in urban areas 
across the county, including Crawley, and those in smaller neighbourhoods 
adjacent to railway stations and other amenities, a lack of parking provision can 
cause a considerable amount of stress for residents and create tension within 
communities. It calls upon the Chairman of the TFG appointed to consider if/how 
parking audits might be refined, prioritised and applied in future to other towns 
and villages, to consider recommending that Crawley be prioritised for the next 
road space audit in the programme. 
 
150. A vote was held and the proposal was lost.  
 
151. Resolved – That the Committee recommends that the minutes of this 
meeting go to the Executive TFG for them to look at with this petition.  
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Consultation Report on the West Sussex Fire & Rescue Service 
Community Risk Management Plan  
 
152. The Committee considered a report by Chief Fire Officer and Executive 
Director Communities & Protection, and Assistant Chief Fire Officer and Director 
of Public Protection (copy appended to signed minutes).  
 
153. Neil Stocker, Director of Public Protection and Assistant Chief Fire Officer 
and Steve Harrod, Strategic Risk Group Manager introduced the report which 
outlined the consultation responses of the wider community on the West 
Sussex Fire & Rescue Service (WSFRS) analysis of community risk information 
and arrangements for community support. The consultation ran from 11 July 
to 5 August.   
 
154. The Committee made comments including those that follow. It:  
 

• Welcomed the good work of the WSFRS so far but noted that not all the 
responses to the consultation had been addressed in the report and 
queried why there had been no independent analysis, with a request that 
they be subject to an internal audit. An officer advised that an internal 
audit would be welcomed and that all responses would be responded to in 
a media release regarding the Community Risk Management Plan 
following any further comments from the Committee at today’s meeting 
 

• Raised concerns over co-responding to medical emergencies, the impact 
on communities and whether this will lead to longer response times and 
fewer firefighters available to attend fires. An officer advised that WSFRS 
in conjunction with South Coast Ambulance Service (SCAS), is to establish 
the impacts of running a co–responders scheme in West Sussex. The only 
calls taken will be Red 1 classified calls, which the WSFRS will be trained 
and equipped to deal with. The Crewing Optimisation Team, Technical 
Rescue Unit and Flexible Duty Officers will be taking part in a national 
pilot for co-responding. The pilot will establish the impact on business as 
usual and the funding that would then be needed from partners to be able 
to provide a viable service for residents. Once the pilot has ended these 
results will be brought back to the Committee for discussion and 
agreement on how to proceed.  

 
• Queried if an increased growth in housing or business would impact the 

plan. An officer advised that if local changes impacted the plan then it 
would need to be readdressed.  

  
155. Resolved – That the report be endorsed. 
  
Forward Plan of Key Decisions 
 
156. The Committee considered the Forward Plan October to January 2017 
(copy appended to signed minutes).  
 
157. Resolved – That the Forward Plan be noted.  
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Date of the Next Meeting 
 

158. The Committee noted that its next scheduled meeting will take place on 
14 October 2016 at 10.30am at County Hall, Chichester.  
 
Exclusion of Press and Public 

159. Resolved - That under Section 100(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following item of business on 
the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as 
defined in Part I, of Schedule 12A, of the Act by virtue of the paragraph specified 
under the item and that, in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest 
in maintaining the exemption of that information outweighs the public interest in 
disclosing the information. 
 
 
The meeting ended at 1.55pm  

 

Chairman 

 

Summary of Matters discussed in the absence of the Press and Public 

 
Update on EU Leverage funding and Business Support Projects 
 
(Exempt, paragraph 3, Financial or business affairs of any person (including the 
authority))  
 
The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director of Residents’ 
Services and Director of Economy, Place and Planning. The Committee 
considered all the relevant information and made recommendations to the 
Cabinet Member. 
 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s recommendations on 
the Bold Ideas Update 

(Exempt, paragraph 3, Financial or business affairs of any person (including the 
authority))  
 
The Committee considered the response by the Leader. The Committee 
considered all the relevant information and gave comment.   
 


