
 

Governance Committee             Agenda Item No. 2 
 
28th November 2011 – At a meeting of the Committee held at County Hall, 
Chichester. 
 
Present: 
 
Mr Barnard, Mr Brown, Mr Burrett, Mr Coleman (Chairman), Ms Goldsmith, 
Mr Hodgson, Mrs Millson, Mr A R H Smith and Dr Walsh. 
 
Also in attendance: Mr T M E Dunn 
 
Declarations of Interest 
 
91.  No interests were declared. 
  
Minutes of the Governance Committee 
 
92. Resolved - that the minutes of the meeting held on 12th September 2011 be 

approved as a correct record and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Electoral Review Panel Recommendations on Parliamentary Boundary 
Review 
 
93. The Committee considered a report by the Head of Legal and Democratic 
Services on a consultation from the Boundary Commission for England on 
amendments to Parliamentary boundaries across England which included several 
proposed changes for West Sussex (copy appended to the signed minutes).  The 
Electoral Review Panel had considered the proposals, which went further than 
strictly necessary to ensure that all constituencies were within 5% of the published 
electoral quota, and had concluded that the County Council should support the 
minimal change necessary, to three district wards, rather than the six proposed in 
the consultation.   
 
94. Members noted that the current review gave limited options as there were 
now set size ranges for constituencies and the electoral figures used did not take 
into account future projections of growth.  The Head of Legal and Democratic 
Services informed the Committee that the members of the Electoral Review Panel 
were Mr Acraman, Mr Barnard, Mr Crow, Mr R B Dunn, Mr Jones, Mr Oppler and 
Mr Rogers.  The Panel’s role was to undertake the numerical analysis of the 
proposals and make recommendations to the Governance Committee.   
 
95. Members noted that the references to ‘divisions’ in the Appendix to the 
report should read ‘wards’ and that the references in paragraph 2.4 of the report to 
‘Worth and Copthorne’ should read ‘Copthorne and Worth’. 
 
96. There was some support for the proposal put forward by Mr Deedman, as set 
out in paragraph 4.1 of the report, advocating that Sussex should be treated as one 
sub-region.  This would avoid the affect on constituencies in East Sussex of the 
Boundary Commission’s proposals and be in line with the historic nature of Sussex 
and the number of organisations already covering the whole area.  There was also 
concern that the grouping of areas such as Brighton and Hove, East Sussex, Kent 
and Medway into sub-regions could set a precedent for the future.  However, on 



 

balance, bearing in mind that the current review was based on strict numerical 
calculations, it was felt that retaining eight constituencies within West Sussex was 
the best arrangement for the county and that any other solution could have an 
unwanted domino effect elsewhere. 
 
97. Resolved - That, subject to the correction of the words ‘division, to read 

‘wards’, the draft response to the Boundary Commission for England’s 
consultation on Parliamentary boundary changes be approved, as 
attached at the Appendix to the report. 

 
Review of Petitions Scheme 
 
98. The Committee considered a report by the Head of Legal and Democratic 
Services on a review of the Petitions Scheme (copy appended to the signed 
minutes).  Members were reminded that when the current Petitions Scheme was 
approved by the County Council on 28th May 2010 the Governance Committee had 
requested that the operation of the scheme, including the number of signatures 
required to trigger debates at County Council and officers giving evidence to Select 
Committees, should be reviewed by the Committee after a year of operation.  The 
Committee was therefore asked to consider a number of suggestions for 
improvements to the scheme for recommendation to the County Council. 
 
99. The Leader said she welcomed the report and was pleased that the lower 
number of signatures agreed by the Committee at the introduction of the scheme 
had proved to be appropriate.  Listening to the voice of the people was crucial to 
localism and she supported the continuation of the petition arrangements as an 
important part of that process. 
 
100. Members supported the proposals put forward in recommendation (1) of the 
report.  However, in relation to the proposed opportunity for closing statements to 
be made by the petitioner and Cabinet Member at the end of a debate on a petition 
at County Council or Select Committee meetings set out at recommendation 
(1) (iv), members felt that the option to do so should be as of right rather than at 
the discretion of the Chairman and requested that the text of the constitutional 
changes in the Appendix be amended accordingly. 
 
101. The Committee discussed the options set out for consideration at 
recommendation (2) for the introduction of restrictions on duplicate petitions and 
the submission of written statements of not more than 500 words to accompany 
their presentation to the County Council or a Select Committee.  In relation to (2)(i) 
members were of the view that this went against the principles of localism and 
were not in favour of banning duplicate petitions.  With reference to (2)(ii), on the 
basis that it would give an additional optional opportunity for petitioners to put 
forward their case the Committee, agreed to recommend this to the County 
Council.  Amendments to the Constitution would be drafted to put this 
recommendation into effect. 
 
102. Resolved –  
 

(1) That the County Council be recommended that: 
 

(i) The number of signatures required for a debate at County 
Council or consideration of an issue by a Select Committee 



 

remain at 3,000 and 500 respectively and that there continue to 
be no minimum number of signatures required for a response to 
a petition from the County Council; 

 
(ii) The deadline for submission of petitions to be debated by a 

Council meeting be increased from 13 to 15 working days; 
 
(iii) The order of business at Council meetings be revised to allow 

debates on petitions to be taken after any address by a Cabinet 
Member; 

 
(iv) The petitioner and the Cabinet Member be given the opportunity 

to make a closing statement at the end of a debate for a 
maximum of three minutes each, with any propositions put 
forward after any closing statements; 

 
(v) The deadline for submission of petitions to be debated by a 

Select Committee meeting be set at 15 working days; 
 
(vi) The procedure for allowing the petition organiser to present a 

petition at a Council meeting be applied to the consideration of 
petitions by Select Committees; 

 
(vii) Guidance on what may happen as a result of a Select 

Committee debate on a petition be included in the Petitions 
Scheme as is the case with debates at Council meetings; and 

 
(viii) The consequential changes to the Constitution, as set out at 

Appendix 1 to the report, subject to the amendment set out in 
minute 100, be approved.  

 
(2) That option (i) below be rejected but option (ii) be recommended to 

the County Council as an additional optional opportunity for 
petitioners, together with the required constitutional amendments: 

 
(i) A restriction on duplicate petitions being submitted within six 

months. 
 

(ii) The submission of a written statement of not more than 500 
words to accompany a petition. 

 
Changes to the Constitution 
 
103. The Committee was asked to consider a report by the Head of Legal and 
Democratic Services on two minor changes to the Constitution (copy appended to 
the signed minutes).  The first was to correct an omission from Standing Orders 
and the Access to Information Procedure Rules in relation to the procedure for 
reporting urgent key decisions which should have been in the Forward Plan to the 
County Council.  The second was a change to the constitution of the Treasury 
Management Panel at the request of the Cabinet Member for Finance and 
Resources. 
 
104. In relation to the alternative option set out at the end of paragraph 3.2 of the 
report, members were of the view that it was preferable for the Constitution to be 



 

clear on the process for the appointment of the Chairman of the Treasury 
Management Panel rather than for the Cabinet Member to be presumed to serve as 
Chairman unless he or she determined otherwise.  Members noted that the in 
proposed changes to Standing Orders and to the Access to Information Procedure 
Rules in the Appendix to the report that the words ‘proceeding’ should read 
‘preceding’. 
 
105. Members questioned whether the Customer Focus Appraisal attached to the 
report was necessary given its subject matter and whether it was presented in the 
most reader-friendly way.  The Head of Legal and Democratic Services said that 
there would be a review of the process early in the New Year based on the 
experience of a committee cycle to see if the requirements could be relaxed in any 
way.  He did however stress the importance of ensuring that the County Council did 
not lay itself open to judicial review of its decisions by failing to comply with the 
requirements of the Equality Act 2010. 
 
106. Resolved -  
 

That the following be endorsed for recommendation to the County Council: 
 

(1) That the proposed changes to Standing Orders and the Access to 
Information Procedure Rules in relation to the procedure for reporting 
urgent key decisions to the County Council, as set out at Appendix 1 to 
the report, subject to the correction in minute 104, be approved; and  

 
(2) That the changes in relation to the constitution of the Treasury 

Management Panel, as set out at Appendix 2 to the report, be 
approved. 

 
Future of the Standards Committee  
 
107. The Committee received an update from the Head of Legal and Democratic 
Services on progress on the Standards Committee’s deliberations on its future as a 
result of the Localism Bill and the recent survey of members of the County Council 
on whether a code and a Standards Committee should be retained.   
 
108. Members were informed that the Standards Committee at its last meeting 
had considered all the responses from members to the survey questionnaire.  The 
survey had shown that members were generally in favour of retaining the Code of 
Conduct and the Standards Committee and of allowing the Committee to carry on 
with its current arrangements.  The Standards Committee had made a number of 
recommendations which would be examined in the light of the Localism Act which 
was now on the statute book.  The Governance Committee would be asked to 
consider the amended recommendations at its meeting in January for 
recommendation to the County Council for approval. 
 
109. Resolved – That the position be noted. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
110. Members noted that the next meeting of the Committee would be held at 
2.15 p.m. on Monday, 23rd January 2012.   
 



 

The meeting ended at 3.05 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Chairman 


