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Governance Committee 
 
28 November 2016 – At a meeting of the Committee held at County Hall, 
Chichester. 
 
Present: 
 
Mrs Arculus (Chairman), Mr Barnard, Mr Brown, Mr Burrett, Ms Goldsmith, 
Ms James, Mr Lanzer, Mrs Mullins and Dr Walsh. 
 
Ms Goldsmith arrived at 2.20 p.m.  Ms James arrived at 2.22 p.m. and left at 
3.15 p.m.  Dr Walsh left at 3.32 p.m. and Mr Lanzer left at 4.30 p.m. 
 
Also in attendance:  
 
Members of the Independent Remuneration Panel: Dr Beer, Mr Consterdine, 
Mr Croucher and Mr Donaldson. 
 
Declarations of Interest  
 
88. In accordance with the code of conduct, in relation to item 10, Options for an 
employment break post retirement and approval of an NHS Pension ‘Access to 
Retirement’ Policy, and item 16, minutes of the last meeting re Pension Fund 
Pooling Update, personal interests were declared by Mr Burrett and Mr Lanzer as 
deferred members of the Local Government Pension Scheme. 
 
Minutes of the Governance Committee 
 
89. Resolved – that the minutes (Part I) of the meeting held on 12 September 

2016 be approved as a correct record and that they be signed by the 
Chairman. 

 
Report of the Independent Remuneration Panel 
 
90. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director Corporate 
Resources and Services and the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy, together 
with a report from the Independent Remuneration Panel (IRP), on the review of the 
Members’ Allowances Scheme for recommendation to the County Council (copy 
appended to the signed minutes).  The members of the IRP attended the meeting 
to present the report and answer members’ questions and Dr Beer, the Chairman of 
the IRP, gave a brief introduction to the report. 
 
91. The Committee debated the IRP’s recommendations at length, in particular 
the proposed rates for minority group leaders based on the size of group.  
Dr Walsh, as Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group, commented that in principle he 
supported the differentiation in rate for different sizes of minority groups but could 
not see a justification for the size of reduction in allowance paid to the leader of the 
largest minority group.  He argued that if the workload of Cabinet Member was 
deemed to have increased it must follow that the workload for minority group 
leaders had also increased and that they were expected to be familiar with the 
issues affecting the Council as whole.  Ms James, the leader of UKIP, supported 
Dr Walsh and added that minority group leaders had less support than the majority 
group but still had to cover a large workload.  Mrs Mullins, the Labour Group 



Agenda Item No. 2 

Leader, agreed and commented that leaders of smaller groups had fewer members 
to whom to delegate.  She stressed the importance of strong scrutiny, the need for 
minority members to be well informed and expressed concern that the reduction in 
allowance could be seen to indicate a lack of value for the role played by minority 
parties. 
 
92. Dr Beer commented that, in reaching its decisions, the IRP had considered 
three factors: responsibility (not the scale of workload); accountability (those in 
power were more accountable than those in opposition); and workload.  The IRP 
had used the analysis of member workloads prepared for the boundary review 
which had been signed off by full Council.  In addition it had interviewed members 
and consulted on its proposals. 
 
93. Mr Barnard commented on the proposed level of reduction in the allowance 
for the County Chairman, particularly given that the table of scale of responsibility 
in the IRP report put it at level B immediately below the Leader, and expressed 
concern that the IRP had not fully understood the role of West Sussex County 
Chairman which had more responsibilities than some others.   
 
94. Dr Walsh agreed that there was no justification in the report for a reduction 
of £10,000 in the allowance paid to the County Chairman and that the IRP had not 
presented any evidence for a reduction in workload.  However, his main concern 
remained the unjustified reduction of 28% in the current level of allowance for 
minority group leaders.  He therefore proposed that the allowance for the largest 
minority group should stay at the current rate of £14,361 and that the rate for the 
medium minority party should be at the rate proposed by the IRP for the largest 
group, i.e. £12,490 and £7,072 for a small group and this was seconded by 
Mrs Mullins.  The proposal was put to the vote and lost. 
 
95. Whilst other members of the Committee understood issues raised by the 
minority group leaders they felt that the recommendations were an improvement 
on the current scheme which made no differentiation for size of group and was 
therefore too generous to the leaders of small groups.  Some members expressed a 
preference for a sliding scale with a basic amount per group leader plus a top-up 
sum for each member of a group.  However, on balance, a majority of the 
Committee felt the IRP had made a fair attempt at finding an alternative solution 
and that the rates recommended should be supported as an improvement on the 
current scheme.  The Committee, acknowledging the strength of feeling, agreed to 
ask the IRP to review the scheme after a year when the outcome of the elections 
were known to check that the new rates were working in practice. 
 
96. Members queried a number of other points in the report as follows: 
 
• In relation to the inflation index, whether the rate should be linked to the 

increase as agreed by the National Joint Council or to the award to senior staff.  
It was explained that linking the increase to the National Joint Council meant the 
increase could be paid nearer to the start of the financial year. 

• On the wording of the paragraph 7(d) of the Scheme of Members’ Allowances at 
Appendix 2 to the report which dealt with the suspension of a member it was 
agreed that the reference to a breach in the Code of Conduct would be amended 
in the version to be considered by the County Council. 
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• The rationale behind the 20p a mile cycling rate was questioned and Dr Beer 
explained that it was based on the HRMC rate and agreed that it may have been 
designed to encourage cycling. 

• The continued inclusion of subsistence allowances in the scheme was questioned 
but the point was made that it helped to make the role of councillor accessible 
to everyone, irrespective of their financial circumstances. 

 
97. In relation to recommendation (d), the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy reminded members that the County Council had previously approved the 
replacement of the role of Deputy to a Cabinet Member with two roles - Senior 
Adviser and Adviser.  However, the introduction of the two roles has been on hold 
pending a recommendation from the IRP as to the level of SRA to be paid for each 
role.   
 
98. In order to bring in the two new roles of Senior Adviser and Adviser now, 
rather than wait until after the elections, he therefore proposed that the two levels 
of SRA for Senior Advisers and Advisers (£5,294 and £3,406 respectively) set out in 
recommendation (d) above should come into effect from the end of the Council 
meeting.  Members supported that proposal and also suggested that the payment 
of an SRA to members of the Fostering Panel set out in recommendation (f) should 
also come into effect from the end of the Council meeting.  It was recommended 
that the rate paid should match the current rate paid to members of the Adoption 
Panel and that both roles should move to the higher rate from the date of 
implementation of the other changes after the elections in May 2017. 
 
99. Resolved –  
 

(1) That the Independent Remuneration Panel’s report and 
recommendations be approved, subject to the earlier implementation 
of recommendations (d) and (f), as set out in minute 98 above; and 

 
(2) That the IRP be asked to review the scheme after a year when the 

outcome of the elections are known to check that the new rates are 
working in practice, particularly those for minority group leaders. 

 
Proposals relating to Planning and Rights of Way Committees 
 
100. Members were reminded that at the last meeting of the Committee the 
suggestion that there should be a single chairman for both the Planning and Rights 
of Way Committees, as part of the Democratic Services savings proposals, had 
been deferred pending the report of the Independent Remuneration Panel (IRP).  
Now that the IRP’s report had been received, the Committee considered a report by 
the Executive Director Corporate Resources and Services and the Director of Law, 
Assurance and Strategy which asked members to consider whether to propose any 
change to the County Council on 16 December 2016, for implementation from May 
2017 (copy appended to the signed minutes).   
 
101. Since the last meeting of the Committee the IRP had been asked to consider 
whether any differentiation should be introduced for the special responsibility 
allowances (SRAs) paid to the two chairmen.  Having heard evidence from several 
committee chairmen, including those of the Planning and Rights of Way 
Committees, the IRP had concluded that a single level of SRA remained appropriate 
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for the non-Executive committees and Select Committees due to a similar ultimate 
responsibility in chairmanship roles. 
 
102. The Committee noted that the reduction in the cost of members’ allowances 
resulting from the recommendations it had endorsed in the previous agenda item 
would achieve sufficient savings to make a merger of the two chairmanships 
unnecessary.  Members confirmed that they did not support a merger of the two 
chairmanships and, as the IRP had not recommended a reduction in the SRA for the 
Rights of Way Committee felt that no further action should be taken. 
 
103. Resolved – That no further action be taken in relation to the chairmanships of 

the Planning and Rights of Way Committees. 
 
Schemes of Delegation and Governance of the Capital Programme 
 
104. Members considered a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy 
on proposed changes to the schemes of delegation and guidance on the Capital 
Programme (copy appended to the signed minutes).  The Committee was asked to 
consider a more flexible approach to the delegation of functions to senior officers 
together with proposals for greater transparency of officer decisions to align with 
the new approach.  Following the approval of the Council in December 2015 to the 
detailed governance arrangements for the capital programme, the report also 
suggested clarification of the wording of the approved scheme to make it clear that 
cross-budget adjustments should be included and that any changes would only be 
agreed where additional cost could be met within the approved capital programme.   
 
105. The Leader commented that, with a new Chief Executive, it was important to 
give him the flexibility to make changes to the senior management team to respond 
quickly to circumstances.  She requested however that changes to the delegation of 
functions between officers should be in consultation with the Leader and that was 
agreed. 
 
106. In relation to the proposals for clarification of the arrangements for capital 
programme governance, as set out in paragraphs 2.8 to 2.10 of the report, the 
Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy confirmed that the wording of the 
proposed changes to the Scheme of Delegation would be included in the report to 
the County Council. 
 
107. Members asked about the arrangements for representation of those with 
responsibility for financial and legal matters on the Executive Leadership Team 
(ELT) following the removal the post of Executive Director Corporate Resources and 
Services at the end of the year.  The Chief Executive reassured the Committee that 
ELT now comprised the three Executive Directors plus the Directors of Finance, 
Law, Assurance & Strategy and Workforce, Organisational Development and 
Delivery Support, who had the relevant responsibilities. 
 
108. Resolved –  
 

(1) That the changes to the senior leadership team and to the allocation of 
responsibilities to senior officers, as set out in Appendix 1 to the 
report, be approved and the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy 
be authorised to make all relevant changes to the Constitution to 
enable the changes to have effect from 1 December 2016; 
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(2) That the proposals for making changes to allocation of functions within 
the scheme of delegation to officers by the Chief Executive be 
approved, subject to the addition of the requirement to consult the 
Leader, and the scheme of officer delegation amended accordingly, 
and that the County Council be recommended to approve an 
amendment to the terms of reference of the Committee, as set out in 
Appendix 2 to the report; and 

  
(3) That the proposals for clarifying the governance of the capital 

programme, as set out in paragraph 2.10 to the report plus the 
proposed amendments to the wording of the Scheme of Delegation, be 
recommended to the County Council. 

 
County Council Question Times 
 
109. The Committee considered a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy on a proposal that the County Council be recommended that written 
questions, Cabinet Member question time and Leader’s question time items at 
County Council should be amalgamated into a single, integrated question time item, 
with an overall time limit of a maximum of two hours (copy appended to the signed 
minutes).   
 
110. Members were supportive of amalgamating the three question times with a 
maximum time limit of two hours.  It was noted that the current arrangements 
whereby written questions could be addressed to non-Executive committee 
chairmen, for example the Chairman of the Governance Committee, would continue 
as part of the amalgamated question time.  It was agreed that the provision in 
Standing Orders for a five-minute time limit on questions starting after the Cabinet 
Member/Chairman had given their first reply should be retained. 
 
111. The Committee discussed whether a limit to the number of written questions 
per member should be introduced and agreed to recommend to the County Council 
that there should be a limit of two questions per member per meeting.   
 
112. Members also agreed to recommend to the Council that, under the 
provisions for an address by a Cabinet Member on urgent matters in Standing 
Order 14(4), the time for questions by members arising from the statement should 
be increased from ten to 15 minutes. 
 
113. A number of other textual amendments to the proposed changes to Standing 
Orders set out at the Appendix to the report were endorsed as follows: 
 
• On page 53 the reference to item (xv) in Standing Order 14(2) should read 

(xiv). 
• The reference to topics considered by select committees in Standing Order 14(5) 

on page 54 should be deleted as the facility was rarely used. 
• On page 55 the reference in Standing Order 14(9) to sub-paragraph 8(a) should 

not be crossed out. 
• That in relation to Standing Order 14(9) a reference should be made to the fact 

that responses from officers to questions beyond the first ten to Council were 
also published in the Members’ Information Service newsletter. 

• Also on page 55, officers agreed to check the reference to the Chairman’s rights 
under Standing Order 15(11). 



Agenda Item No. 2 

• On page 56 in Standing Order 14(12) ‘a’ should be deleted after ‘to’ in the first 
line. 
 

114. The Committee also requested that a report be brought to a future meeting 
on options for limiting the overall time taken to debate notices of motion. 
 
115. Resolved – That the County Council be recommended: 
 

(1) That written questions, Cabinet Member Question Time and Leader’s 
Question Time be amalgamated into a single, integrated Question Time 
item at the County Council, with an overall time limit of two hours, 
with a limit of two written questions per member, including the 
required changes to Standing Orders set out at Appendix 1, subject to 
the amendments in minute 113 above; 

 
(2) That the time limit for questions from members under the facility for 

Cabinet Members to make an urgent address to Council should be 
increased from ten to 15 minutes; 

 
(3) That a report be brought to a future meeting of the Committee on 

options for limiting the overall time taken to debate notices of motion. 
 
Electoral Review Panel Recommendations on Parliamentary Boundary 
Review 
 
116. The Committee was informed that the Boundary Commission for England was 
consulting on amendments to Parliamentary boundaries across England and several 
changes were proposed for West Sussex.  The Electoral Review Panel had 
considered the proposals, which ensured that all constituencies were within 5% of 
the published electoral quota and had concluded that the County Council should 
support the minimal change necessary.  The Committee was asked to approve the 
response set out in a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy (copy 
appended to the signed minutes). 
 
117. Resolved – That a draft response to the Boundary Commission for England’s 

consultation on Parliamentary boundary changes be approved as follows: 
 
(1)  That the proposals by the Commission be supported; and 
 
(2)  That it be recommended that the East Worthing and Shoreham 

 constituency be renamed ‘Worthing East and Shoreham’. 
 

Options for an employment break post retirement and approval of an NHS 
Pension ‘Access to Retirement’ Policy 
 
118. The Committee considered a report by the Director of Workforce, 
Organisation Development and Delivery Support on proposals for a definition of a 
break in service when an employee sought to retire and then be re-employed by 
the County Council and for an Access to Pension on Retirement Policy for those 
employees in the NHS pension scheme (copy appended to the signed minutes). 
 
119. Members questioned the rationale for a month’s break in service and 
whether it should be a longer period.  The Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy 
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commented that a month was consistent with other provisions already in existence 
but also provided a clear and definite break in service. 
 
120. Resolved –  
 

(1) That option one, a one-month break in service, across all pension 
schemes, be implemented; and 
 

(2) That the NHS Access to Pension on Retirement Policy be adopted. 
 

Proposal to Dissolve the Care Commissioning Planning Group 
 
121. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director Care, Wellbeing 
and Education and the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy which asked it to 
recommend to the County Council that the Care Commissioning Planning Group 
should be dissolved and deleted from the Scheme of Delegation in the Constitution 
(copy appended to the signed minutes).   
 
122. Resolved – That the proposal to dissolve the Care Commissioning Planning 

Group and amend the Scheme of Delegation in the Constitution 
accordingly be endorsed for recommendation to the County Council. 

 
Update to the Scheme of Delegation – Flood and Water Management 
 
123.  The Committee was informed that, under the provisions of the Flood and 
Water Management Act 2010, the County Council had become the Lead Local Flood 
Authority for West Sussex and, as such, was responsible for the issuing of consents 
to any alterations to ordinary watercourses under the provisions of the Land 
Drainage Act 1991.  The district and borough councils who had previously carried 
out this function were continuing to deal with the issue of consents under agency 
arrangements as they had the necessary resources and local knowledge.  Any 
alterations which were not consented to and any failures in maintenance were 
subject to enforcement under the Act.  The County Council’s Legal Services was 
responsible for the issue of statutory notices for the necessary enforcement work 
and entry onto land where required.  

 
124. The Committee was therefore asked to approve the delegation of the 
following power to the Executive Director Residents’ Services, in consultation with 
the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy, to support this work: 

 
“All powers of enforcement with respect to the statutory duties and powers 
under the Land Drainage Act 1991.” 

 
125. Resolved – That the delegation set out at minute 124 above be approved for 

inclusion in the Scheme of Delegation. 
 
Consultation on Video-conference Participation at Joint Committees 
 
126. The Committee considered a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy seeking approval to the County Council’s response to the Government’s 
proposals on allowing video-conference participation at joint committees and 
combined authorities, including a suggestion that Police and Crime Panels should be 
included in the provision (copy appended to the signed minutes). 
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127. Resolved – That the Government’s proposals on allowing video-conference 
participation at joint committees and combined authorities be supported 
and that a response be made to the consultation accordingly, including 
a suggestion that Police and Crime Panels should be included in the 
provision. 

 
Appointment to Member Development Group 

 
128. In accordance with the provisions of the Local Government and Housing Act 
1989, the Committee was asked to appoint Mr Burrett to the Member Development 
Group in place of Mr Lanzer. 
 
129. Resolved – That Mr Burrett be appointed to the Member Development Group 

in place of Mr Lanzer. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
130. The Committee noted that the next meeting would be held at 2.15 p.m. on 
Monday, 23 January 2017. 
 
Exclusion of Press and Public 
 
131. 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. 

 
Minutes of the Governance Committee 
 
132. Resolved – that the minutes (Part II) of the meeting held on 12 September 

2016 be approved as a correct record and that they be signed by the 
Chairman. 

 
(Exempt:  paragraph 3, Financial or business affairs of any person (including the 

authority)) 
 
The meeting ended at 4.47 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Chairman 


