
 

Governance Committee             Agenda Item No. 2 
 

27 April 2015 – At a meeting of the Committee held at County Hall, Chichester. 
 

Present: 
 
Mrs Arculus (Chairman), Mr Barnard, Mr Brown, Mr Burrett, Ms Goldsmith, 

Mr G L Jones, Mr Lanzer and Mrs Mullins. 
 

Mrs Mullins arrived at 2.25 p.m.  Apologies were received from Dr Walsh. 
 
Mr Acraman attended the meeting in relation to the item on the boundary review 

and Mr M G Jones attended to speak as seconder in relation to the item on the 
notice of motion on age of voting. 

 
Declarations of Interest  
 

1. No interests were declared. 
  

Minutes of the Governance Committee 
 

2. Resolved – that the minutes of the meeting held on 2 March 2015 be 
approved as a correct record, subject to the amendment of the 
implementation date for the revised Redundancy Policy in resolution (7) 

of minute 121 on page 6, to read ‘1 April 2015’ rather than ‘1 March’ and 
that they be signed by the Chairman. 

 
Boundary Review 
 

3. The Committee considered reports by the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy on the work of the Member Development Group (MDG) and the Electoral 

Review Panel (ERP) on the boundary review (copies appended to the signed 
minutes). The Committee was reminded that the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England would be undertaking a review of the County Council’s 

electoral division boundaries, running from June 2015 and leading to a final 
proposal for any changes in May 2016, to take effect for the election in 2017.  The 

MDG was overseeing the first stage of work required as part of the review: defining 
the roles of members in order to determine the best size of the Council.  The ERP 
had undertaken electorate modelling work based on the MDG’s recommendation 

that around 71 members were required to effectively undertake the member role in 
West Sussex.  The Committee was asked to consider the reports and to agree a 

recommendation to the County Council on 22 May 2015.  
 
4. Members commented on the report at item 4(a) as set out below: 

 
 Page 17 – paragraph 9.2 (risk management implications) was unnecessary 

and should be deleted as no increase was proposed. 
 Page 23 - correct number of meetings as follows: Governance Committee 

6 meetings p.a. and Staff Joint Committee add 3 meetings p.a. 

 Page 29 – correct the cross reference to paragraph 6.0 in paragraph 3.7 
 Page 33 – paragraph 4.12 duplicated paragraph 4.11 and would be deleted 

 Page 35 – change the key to the chart to be clear in black and white. 
 



 

5. In relation to the third bullet point of paragraph 5.1 of Appendix A on 
page 36, members requested clarification of the wording on the management of 

risk and stressed that the role of members was to challenge and ask appropriate 
questions, not to undertake risk management. 

 
6. Some members expressed surprise at the results of the surveys in terms of 
the estimated average time spent by members per two-month period set out on 

pages 21 to 27 which it was felt was low.  The accuracy of the figures was 
questioned given the fairly low response rate to the surveys.  Members commented 

that the average workload for members, as shown by figure 4.4 of Appendix A on 
page 35, would make the role of county councillors inaccessible for a significant 
percentage of the population.  It was suggested that the number of employers who 

would support such a time commitment (excluding travelling time which could be 
significant in a large county) would be very small.  For someone who worked full 

time, it was very difficult to take sufficient time off to undertake Council duties, 
particularly as meetings were held in the day time.  Members commented that 
there was a perception that IT and the advent of email had made things easier for 

members whereas the reality was that it had significantly increased the accessibility 
of members and brought a corresponding increase in workload.  It was felt that the 

representational role had increased substantially over the last decade. 
 

7. Whilst understanding the need to ensure the best level of electoral division 
equality, some members were concerned not to worsen the situation and that it 
was counterintuitive to decrease the number of members.  It was suggested that a 

case could be made for recommending an increase in the size of the Council to 75 
to take account of workloads whilst still preserving divisional equality.   

 
8. However, it was also accepted that, whichever size of Council was 
recommended, there must be sufficient evidence and justification for the proposal.  

Members requested that the report to County Council and evidence in Appendix A 
include the Committee’s concerns about the need to make the role of county 

councillor accessible to as many people as possible and the impact of modern 
technology on members’ workloads, in particular in relation to constituency work.  
It was noted that there had not been an argument put forward by members in 

general for an increase in the size of the Council. 
 

9. Mr Acraman, as Chairman of the ERP, introduced the report of the ERP at 
item 4(b) which had been considering the electorate modelling work based on the 
MDG’s recommendation of a council of around 71 members and had proposed a 

Council size of 69 members.   Mr Acraman explained that the rationale for 
recommending a Council size of 69 members was that it provided the best electoral 

equality either side of the 71 members recommended by the MDG, based on a 
range from 68 to 73 members. 
 

10. Mr Acraman commented that the ERP had used the April electorate figures to 
calculate the electoral quality set out at the Appendix to the report.  However, the 

May electorate figures would be available shortly and, given the increased number 
of registrations in the run-up to the General Election, it was hoped that the 
Appendix would be updated prior to consideration of the report by the County 

Council on 22 May.  Mr Acraman said that the ERP would hold a number of 
meetings throughout July to look at detailed electoral division boundaries.  He 

proposed that the County Council meeting on 24 July provides an opportunity to 



 

consider the work completed at that point, together with maps of proposed 
divisional boundaries, and the Committee supported that proposal.   

 
11. The Committee agreed to delete the word ‘exact’ from the recommendation. 

 
12. Resolved - 
 

(1) That the evidence on current and future member roles included at 
Appendices A and B, subject to the amendments set out at minutes 4, 

5 and 8 above, be agreed as the core evidence to the Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England; 

 

(2) That the County Council be recommended that 69 members be the 
size of the Council recommended to the LCBCE on the basis that it 
provides the best electoral division equality across different district 

areas;  
 

(3) That it be noted that, in order to meet the LGBCE’s deadline of the end 

of August 2015, an additional meeting of the Governance Committee 
will be diaried for 2.15 p.m. on Monday, 24 August 2015; and 

 
(4) That the County Council at its meeting on 24 July 2015 consider 

progress on work on proposals for detailed electoral division 

boundaries prior to final approval by the Governance Committee on 
24 August 2015. 

 
Revisions to Standing Orders on Procurement and Contracts 
 

13.  The Committee considered a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy on proposals in relation to revisions to Standing Orders on Procurement 

and Contacts for recommendation to the Regulation, Audit and Accounts Committee 
(copy appended to the signed minutes). 
 

14. Resolved - 
 

(1) That the proposed approach set out in the report to revising the 
Council’s Standing Orders on Procurement and Contracts for 
recommendation to the Regulation, Audit and Accounts Committee be 

endorsed; and 
 

(2) That the proposal that the Regulation, Audit and Accounts Committee 
should be recommended to delegate authority to the Director of Law, 

Assurance and Strategy to make all necessary revisions to Standing 
Orders on Procurement and Contracts so as to make them legally 
compliant and practical for users, be endorsed. 

 
Review of Members’ Allowances Scheme 

 
15. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director Corporate 
Resources and Services and the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy on a 

review of the Members’ Allowances Scheme (copies appended to the signed 
minutes).  Members were reminded that the County Council was required to 

arrange for an Independent Remuneration Panel to undertake a review of the 



 

Members’ Allowance Scheme during 2015/16.  The Committee was asked to agree 
to a recruitment process for new members of the Independent Remuneration Panel 

to enable a Panel to be convened in autumn 2015 and that the County Council be 
recommended to extend the terms of office of the two existing Panel members by 

six months to provide continuity to the Panel’s work. 
 
16. Resolved –  

 
(1)  That a process be undertaken to recruit new members of the 

Independent Remuneration Panel to enable a Panel to be convened in 
autumn 2015; and 

 

(2) That a recommendation be made to the County Council to extend the 
terms of office of the two existing Panel members by six months. 

 
Notice of Motion – Age of Voting 
 

17. The Committee was reminded that the County Council at its meeting on 27 
March 2015 had referred a notice of motion by Mr Oxlade to the Governance 

Committee for consideration.  Members had before them the wording of the motion 
together with a briefing note on factual background information to the motion from 

the Executive Director Corporate Resources and Services which had been circulated 
at the Council meeting (copies appended to the signed minutes).  The Committee 
was asked to consider a response to the motion for submission to the meeting of 

the County Council on 22 May 2015.  Mr M G Jones, as seconder to the motion, 
attended the meeting to address the Committee. 

 
18. Mr Jones welcomed the useful summary of the current position set out in the 
briefing note.  He commented that the Scottish referendum had indicated a 

heightened level of interest in politics amongst young people.  At 16 young people 
could do a number of things associated with adulthood but could not vote.  The aim 

of moving the motion was to recognise that young people had an interest in the 
political process but, because they had no say until 18, that interest was often not 
maintained.  He said that the issue should also be of interest to members as part of 

the democratic process of the communities they represented. 
 

19. In relation to the wording of paragraph 3 of the motion, the Chairman 
commented that in England and Wales young people under the age of 18 could only 
get married with parental consent and, whilst they could join the army, they could 

not fight until they reached 18.  In addition, there were no full time work 
opportunities until the age of 18 as, until 18, young people had to be in some form 

of education or training.  Also, between the ages of 16 and 18, young people could 
agree to medical treatment but could not refuse treatment without the consent of 
someone with parental responsibility or the courts.   

 
20. Members noted that, according to the briefing note, in the 2010 General 

Election voter turnout among 18 to 21-year-olds was half that of those aged 65+, 
so it could be argued that lowering the voting age to 16 might, in statistical terms, 
decrease rather than increase the percentage turnout. 

 
21. Following a debate the majority of members felt that the right to vote should 

continue to be aligned to the age of majority.  It was also considered important that 
young people should not be expected to take on adult responsibilities too soon. 



 

22. Members did however agree that it was important to continue to work in 
schools to actively encourage more understanding of democratic processes and give 

young people the chance to express their views.  It was noted that the presence of 
youth councils often provided a voice for young people to get involved in politics.  

This should ensure that young people were as fully informed as they could be when 
they reached 18 and were allowed to vote. 
 

23. The Committee therefore resolved to recommend that the County Council 
reject the motion and noted that its views would be put before the Council at its 

meeting on 22 May 2015 when the motion would be open to debate by all 
members. 
 

24. Resolved – That the County Council be recommended that the motion be 
rejected for the reasons set out above. 

 
Disciplinary Arrangements for Senior Officers 
 

25. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director Corporate 
Resources and Services and the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy on 

changes to the arrangements for disciplinary action, including dismissal, for senior 
staff following recent regulations (copy appended to the signed minutes).  The 

Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy informed the Committee that further 
guidance was expected shortly from the Local Government Association following 
discussions nationally on how the process would work in practice and might require 

further changes to the County Council’s procedures. 
 

26. Members raised a couple of minor comments to Appendix B as follows: 
 

 Correct transposition of the words ‘been has’ in the first line of the first 

paragraph on page 86. 
 Change ‘of’ to read ‘or’ in the last line of (c) on page 86. 

 
27. The Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy also agreed to clarify the 
wording in relation to disciplinary procedures against the Chief Operating Officer, 

the Director of Law, Assurance and Strategy and the Executive Director Corporate 
Resources and Services as set out in terms of reference 1 of the Member Panel on 

page 82 and the description of disciplinary arrangements for Executive Directors 
and Directors set out in Appendix B on page 86.  
 

28. Resolved –  
 

(1) That the proposed changes to the Constitution contained in Appendix A 
of the report be recommended to the County Council for approval on 
22 May 2015;  

 
(2) That the amended Discipline and Grievance procedures for the Chief 

Operating Officer and senior management be approved as set out at 
Appendix B to the report, subject to the amendments in minute 26 and 
any amendments resulting from minute 27 above; and 

 
(3) That the recruitment process recommended to be undertaken for new 

members of the Independent Remuneration Panel in agenda item 6, 
Review of Members’ Allowances Scheme, be extended to include the 



 

recruitment of additional independent persons to advise the Standards 
Committee. 

 
Minor changes to the Constitution 

 
29. The Committee considered a report by the Director of Law, Assurance and 
Strategy on a number of minor changes to the Constitution including a minor 

amendment to the implementation date of executive decisions which are not called 
in, a change to Standing Orders to allow electronic voting, a change to the quorum 

of the Pensions Panel, a minor update to the terms of reference of the Governance 
Committee and a minor change to the Scheme of Delegation (copy appended to the 
signed minutes). 

 
30. Further minor amendments to the text on electronic voting were circulated as 

set out below: 
 

36.     (1)  Unless a recorded vote is required under 36(1)(a), every question 

shall be determined at the Chairman’s discretion by a show of hands 
or electronic voting with the provision provided that the 

Chairman or eight voting members may demand a division.  In that 
case, the voting shall be recorded either manually or by electronic 

voting so as to show how each member voted.  In applying this 
Standing Order to a committee, the number of members who may 
demand a division shall be one quarter of the number of appointed 

members of the committee or three members of the committee, 
whichever is the greater.  The taking of a division supersedes any 

prior determination of the question. 
 

(a)   When a vote is taken at a budget decision meeting of the 

County Council the voting must be recorded either manually 
or by electronic voting so as to show how each member 
voted, inc luding on any amendments. 

  
31. The Committee discussed the proposed reduction in the quorum of the 

Pensions Panel and expressed concern about the scale of the reduction given that 
that the Panel included representatives from outside of the Council and the size of 
the Pension Fund. It was therefore agreed that the Council should be recommended 

to reduce the quorum from seven to five rather than three. 
 

32. Resolved –  
 
(1) That the changes to the Protocol on Select Committees in relation to 

the implementation date of decisions which are not called in, as set out 
in the Appendix to the report, be endorsed for recommendation to the 

County Council; 
 

(2) That the amendment to Standing Orders to allow for electronic voting, 
as set out in minute 30 above, be endorsed for recommendation to the 
County Council;  

 
(3) That the County Council be recommended that the quorum of the 

Pensions Panel be reduced from seven to five, as set out in minute 31 
above;  



 

(4) That the amendment to terms of reference of the Governance 
Committee, as set out in paragraph 5 to the report, be endorsed for 

recommendation to the County Council; and  
 

(5) That the minor change to the Scheme of Delegation, as set out in 
paragraph 6 to the report, be approved.   

 

Appointments to Committees, Panels and Outside Bodies 
 

33. In accordance with the provisions of the Local Government and Housing Act 
1989, the Committee was asked to appoint members to serve on the committees, 
panels and outside bodies as set out in the report by the Director of Law, Assurance 

and Strategy (copy appended to the signed minutes) in line with the expressed 
wishes of the political groups. 

 
34. A nomination of Dr Walsh was received in relation to the vacancy on the 
Electoral Review Panel.  The Committee also noted that Mr M G Jones had resigned 

from the Pensions Panel and that a nomination would be brought to the next 
meeting of the Committee. 

 
35. Resolved – That appointments to committees, panels and South East 

Employers be approved as set out in the note, subject to the 
appointment of Dr Walsh to the Electoral Review Panel;  

  

Date of Next Meeting 
 

36. Members noted that the next meeting of the Committee would be held at 
2.15 p.m. on Monday, 29 June 2015. 
 

The meeting ended at 4.25 p.m. 
 

 
 
 

 
Chairman 


