Seaford Town Council

To the Members of the Full Council

A Meeting of the of the Full Council will be held at 3"7 Chureh Street, Seaford on Thursday 12®
May 2016 immediately following the Annual Meeting, which you are summoned to attend.

m: 13&@0%?1@5;‘}
Town Clerk
4" May 2016

AGENDA

1. Apologies for Absence
To consider apologies for absence.
2.  Disclosure of Interests

To deal with any disclosure by Members of any discloseable pecuniary interests and interests
other than pecuniary interests, as defined under the Seaford Town Council Code of Conduct
and the Localism Act 2011, in relation to matters on the agenda.

3. Public Participation

To deal with any questions, or brief representations, from members of the public in
accorddnce with Standing Order 3 and Seaford Town Council Policy.

4.  Minutes
To note the following minutes, approving or not approving recommendations as required:
4.1 Personnel —31% March 2016 (page 2)
4.2 Planming & Highways — 21* April 2016 (pages 3 to 9)
4.3 Council- 28" April 2016 (pages 10 to 17)
5.  Final Meeting Attendance Record 2015-2016

To note report 12/16 presenting the Final Mcetmg Attendance Record for the 2015/16
Municipal Year (pages 18 to 19).

6. Consultation on New Electoral Arrangéments for East Susséx County Council

To consider report 13/16 providing details of the draft tecommendations from the Local
Government Boundary Commission (for England) regarding the Electoral Arrangements for
East Sussex County Council that are currently under consultation (pages 20 to 32).

For further information about ifems appearing on this Agenda please contact:
James Corrigan, Town Clerk, 37 Church Street, Scaimd East Sussex, BN25 1HG

Email: admin@seafordtowncouncil gov.uk

Telephone: 01323 894 870

Circultion: All Councillors, Young Mayor, Deputy Young Mayor and Police Sergeant Mullins,
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Seaford Town Couincil

MINUTES of a Mecting of the Pelsonnel Sub-Committee held at the Council Chambers, 37
Church Street, Seaford on Thursday 31% March 2016 at 6.00pm,

Present:
Councillor S Adeniji (Chair), C Campbell (Vwe -Chair), L Freeman, R Honeyman and A Latham.
James Corrigan, Town Clerk — Seaford Town Council
No members of the public were present,

PE07/03/16 Apologies for Absence

There were no apologies for absence,

PE08/03/16 Disclosure of Interests

No declarations were made of dis
than pecuniary inferests as defined:
Conduct and the Localism Act 2011,

cable pecumal y interests or interests other

PEGY/03/16 Office Structure Ament
The Commiftee discussed-

It was PROPOSED to AG
Administration Assistant to a -pa
and a halfhotirs. per week. :

i x1st1ng post of Apprentice
i 'rshatlon Assistant for twenty two

Councillor Sam Adeniji
Chairman




Seaford Town Council
Planning & Highways Committec

Minutes of the meeting of the Planning & Highways Committee held at the Council Chambers, 37
Church Street, Seaford on Thursday 21st April 2016.

Present:

Councillor L Wallraven (Chairman)
Councillor R Honeyman (Vice Chairman)
Councillors D Burchett, P Boorman, C Campbell, A Latham, A McLean and L. Worcester.
Lucy Clark, Support Services Manager — Seaford Town Cowcil

Elizabeth Harvey, Admin Assistant (Finance) — Seaford Town Council (mmutes)

6 members of the public.

P112/4/16 Apologies for Absence and Declaration of Substitut Men )

Apologies for absence were received from COI.II]CIHQIS ) Argent,‘ly [
Councillor C Campbell substituted for CouncillorD Ajgent.
Councillor P Boorman substituted for Coun for P Lowcl

ambert and P Lower.

P113/4/16 Disclosure of Interests

Under the Seaford Town Council Code of Con&uo Y ﬁm I:écalism Act 201 1,
Councillors D Burchett, C Campbell L Wallraven and 1, Worcester declared a pecuniary
filie Conservative patly.

P114/4/16  Public Participation
There was no publi

P115/4/16 Planning Ap

was RESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION,

20 Princess Drive
lanining Application - Two storey side/reas extension for Mr 1) Mayers

Tt was RESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION.

Seaford 58 High Street
LW/16/0158 Planning Application - Installation of rear dorimer and two
Conscivation-style Velux windows at the front for Ms E Ryan,

It was RESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION.

Seaford Cresta Crouch Lane
LW/16/0163 Planning Application - Ercction of 2 % two bedroom detached
bungalows and 2 x two bedroom semi-detached chalet bungalows (in
place of previous application ref; LW/ 15/0870) for Si Homes
3 58




Tony Delaney Advised that original application was withdrawn and advised he has
various objections, The Design Access Statement brings up Lewes
District Council policy RES15, which relates to planning boundaries
and the conversion of dwellings to ptovide separate units of
accommodation. The six dwellings in total on this site will increase
density of the land use and leave very litle open space. These propetties
will have a larger footprint and impact on the environment, as these
properties will have a larger roof surface from which rain fall will rui
off and go down the drairis and Steyne Road, Steyne Road has already
had recent flooding and no improvements have been made to the ground
or the Jocal pumping station, therefore we have i  increased problem of
drainage. In Crouch Lane/Steyne Road the draiii'is gefting clogged up
by soil from the Cresta Site due to current:digging. This has been
reported to East Sussex County Council;iwihg has advised they have a
two yearly programme of cleaving ojit the drains; Part of the problem is
there is a dip in Crouch Lane and watér collects. Thére has been no
significant change on the easteri boyndary of the sité; by 67A Steyne
Road, the new elevations of tlie building is looking straight down on us
and the bungalows are all-béing set fopward and the roof T
been reduced only paytially; how tl '

No traffic issues has been lo
or Crouch Lane, There is no pay
side and the increased traffic move
pedestrians;

Susan Smith Highlighted the |
to the new applications.
only just slightly Jower

reason an objection was made was for an archacological

¢"done. Theie has been no evidence of a survey cartied
ut by Natural England or other wildlife organisations to assess or
onitor badger activity. Diggers on the site have alteady moved
oil from west to east on the site to create a high plato, so the
build of the chalet bungalows will be very overbearing. It is
- overdevelopment, out of character, over shadowing, and loss of
privacy to neighbouring properties, no support to land or piling
measures to stop landslides. Advised that the applicants
statements about the development are not true and do not benefit

the local residents of Seaford.

Rod Smith Highlighted comments Lewes District Council made regarding
the last application made for (his site, That the development
would bring more density to the site and would adversely affect
the appearance and character of the area and how it relates to the
8T3 local plan, Quoted Lewes District Couneil condition number
5 on the previous application, which gives guidance to parking
conditions and the properties not being occupied until the 4
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planning authority has given approval, given reasons for this due
to highways safety of pedestrians. It is hard to believe and
understand why the applications have been split as one would
cover the whole site. Application LW/16/0163 should have the
number of bungalows cut to two semi de-attached, that parking
should be incorporated in the site that enhances the landscape and
drainage, that a provision for a footpath is made along the Crouch
Lane perimeter, That the application LW/16/0163, LW/16/0164
and 1. W/16/0124 be considered together on the appearance it has
io the town.

Clir Sam Adeniji [ am speaking for the residents of South Wa for Seaford. Can
we realistically have four dwellings i replacement of one on
this site and have front and back g nd a pa’rking space. It is

Please object 1o th:s apphcauon on the following
overdevelopment, overlgoking, unreasonable density an
Lewes District Council ST3 condltion stating that the
development should respet ]
and layout of the site.

ane
Apphcatlon - Demolition of existing bungalow Cresta and
) with 2 x two-bedroom detached bungalows (in place of
outline approval ref: LW/03/0929) for Si Homes

CLW/I6/016

epeating what has been stated before, density of the land, height of the
foof lifie, overlooking of properties on the south side of Steyne Road
and how the bungalow has been pushcd further to the front of the site,

Parkirig issues and how the stops are going to focus the run off of
rainfall in Steyne Road and drains will be clogged. Along with traffic
issues and speeding cars.

Rod Smith I have the same objections as to the last application and I am objecting
on it being overbearing to 67A Steyne Road and overbearing to the
neighbourhood and designed to confuse. Lack of clarity of the design
for the steep slope on the eastern boundary and the parly wall. The
unexplained absence of 67A sun lounge from the plans, cited in the
original plans to carry out, rights of light repoit, which has not be
followed up upon. We would ask for the application to cut the number
of bungalow homes to two semi-detached bungalows, to contain the
parking in the site and enhance the landscape and drainage and insist
that the developer meet his obligations under the party wall act and

5
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rights of light notifications, Recommend that the applications
LW/16/0163, LW/16/0164 and LW/16/0124 be considered together on
the appearance it has to the town, If thele was a footpath on application
LW/16/0163 along to the Conservative Club, then it would be desirable
for it to be extended along {he Iength of the Conservative Club
development.

Susan Smith There ate two detdched bungalows for this application and the high
pitched deep and appal roofs are higher than 1 meter than 67A Steyne
Road and adjoining properties. It would be overlooking if later on roof
dormers were added, It is sti[l overbearing an’d overshadowing to 67A

1 idea of the site
the 67A in the

Cllr S Adeniji

membels are thm!{mg of ap
8T3 for pedestriaii safety,

vas RESOLVED to OBJECT on'grounds of overdevelopment;
ove faadowmg and Ioss of puvacy, over beari mg and needs to be

3 apphcatlons:LW/iG/OMS and LW!]6/0164 being too

ing ¢ Comlmttee queries whether a full archacological
\t.was carried out and would like clarification of this,

he Planning Committee would also like to express their concems that
ie notices for these applications were not prominently displayed and
ould appear misleading to the public who may think this is one
“application.

Scaford 19 Xairways Road
LW/16/0170 Planning Application - Demolition of existing frotit porch and erection
of replacement porch for Mr G Ferdinard

it was RESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION.

Planning Applications week ending 8" April 2016

Seaford 32 Hawth Crescent
LW/16/0111 Planning Application - Erection of rear extension, front porch and roof
conversion with rear dormer for Mr T O'Donnell
6




It was RESOLVED to malke NO OBJECTION.

Seaford Scaford Constitutional Club Crouch Lané

LW/16/0124 Planning Application - Alterations and extension to the Seaford
Constitutional Club to provide new club facilities, 8x2 bed flats, 3x1
bed flats & 8x3 bedroom houses together with new carpark layout and
landscaping for Seaford and District Constitutional Club

Councillors D Burchett, C Campbell. L Wallraven and L Worcester left
the room,

Councitlor R Honeyman continued to chair the meeting,

Rod Smith We welcome tlie developnient of the Conseryative Club, however, two
things the noise pollution and prevailed to: ol at footpath along the
boundary that would be most gratefu

Susan Smith Mmm planmng amendmeﬂts to the A phcatlon I ihe’m nmore neise

0013, This wi 101,--fop1301t1111it}f01 weathel is
suitable, It is the int’entiou of the Gons ivative Club to mmeﬂse its

increased niij

especially i

by the arr |va1

evidence that the: Consei

changes to the bu1ldmg an'
en

| for aquatlcs,a‘ss'es'sments, specialist sound
ciiients and fabric of the building including

. Will air conditioning units be installed for

e, think of the tena s residing above and with extended opening
| lg;:.ﬂle committee to impose condltlons and seek

now and T aim obJectmg on the gmlmds of iand use and
soverdevelopment due to the huge number of dwellings put on this site.
lus the’ etghteen parking spaces for the vesidents and only 10 parking
paces for the Conscrvative Club, On the website where this application
iis, the applicant explains about securing aid keeping the viability of the
"Conservative Club open into the future, meaning more noise pollution
and 1 can’t imagine living that close to that amount of noise.

I am speaking for the residents of the South Ward for Seaford.
What should be taken into account is the community impact of
this development. There are residences being proposed and there
will only be 10 parking spaces for the Conservative Club and this
application breaches ST3 and ST4 of the Lewes District Council’s
Local plan. It produces noise pollution to the area and if going to
approve then it shouldn’t breach the licensing conditions which
they currently have in place and request a Section 106 agreement
be asked foi the extending of the pavement for pedestrians safety.

Cllrs Adentji

We are having double glazed windows and previously only single
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Mrs G Hide

Seaford
IL.W/16/0132

Seaford
LW/i6/0184

Seaford
LW/16/0193

glazed and we are only having one patio doox, we are not having two
and that door will be closed whén entertainmerit is on. We are not
increasing the size of the garden, they are creating a pathway fo get
around the building as the entrance is in a different place to the
members. Conservative club cuuently use the garden now in the
summet and there will be no more noise than is eurrent. We are doing
sowiid proofing for the properties above and we are considering the
neighbours now and what has been said.

It was RESOLVED to make OBJECTION on the gaounds of

entered the room,

9 Kammond Avenue

It was ;ESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION,

Seaford

Tree"Works Applications

1 Willow Drive

TW/ 16/0024/”1‘ PO Tl % Holm Oak T8 of the order — feli

T2x HoIm Oak T7 of the order — reduce by approx. Im.

It was RESOLVED to make NO OBJECTION.

P116/4/16 Road Closure Request — Street Party, Queen’s 99" Bivthday
Members considered report 93/15
It was RESOLVED to APPROVE the report and make NO COMMENT.

P117/4/16 Update Report




The Committee considered report 166/15 and RESOLVED to NOTE its contents,

The meeting closed at 8.26pm.

Councillor I, Wallraven
Chairman
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Seaford Town Council

MINUTES of a Meeting of the Full Council held at the Council Chambers, 37 Church Sireet,
Seaford on Thursday 28" April 2016 at 7.00pm.

Present:

Councillor D Argent (Mayor) and Councillor R Hayder (Deputy Mayor).

Councillors S Adeniji, P Bootman, M Brown, D Burchett, B Burfield, C Campbell, L Freeman,
O Honeyman, R Honeyman, A Latham, P Lower, A McLean, I Murray, L. Wallraven and

L Worcester.

James Corrigan, Town Clerk — Seaford Town Council

Georgia Racbuin, PA to the Town Clerk — Seaford Town Council (ininutes)

Inspector Robert Lovell — Sussex Police

14 members of the public.

C100/04/16 Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Cou
D Silvey-Adam.

C101/04/16 Disclosure of Interests

Councillor L Wallraven declared a pecuniary interest 1
the Seaford Town Council Code of Condiict and Localis
resident of a property in discussion.

C102/04/16 Public Participation
Anthony White  Questioned whal W

M Lambett and

8 on the agenda under
2011, due to being a

] draft plans by East Sussex C otnly
‘ce the management of the Seven Sisters Country

ncement would be made on a completion date
jorks on ﬂm play area at The Salts.

own Clerk

iand ithe plans cover or the thnd party that it is p1oposed to outsomce
1ahagement to as the announcement of the draft plans had only been
teceived that day.

Confirmed that Officers are visiting The Salts play area daily and that
the contractors are also carrying out some work outside of the original
contract, such as the safety surfacing on one of the mounds to make
this more user-friendly and sustainable. The contractors still have not
been fully paid and Council officers continue to pursue them for a

completion date,
Police Stated that he would speak with Mr White after the meeting to get
Inspector more details regarding any issues at The Salts and speak also with the
Lovell local Police Sergeant to better understand the situation.
Eric Regquested thal ail Councillors declare which way they will be voting

Woodward in the EU Referendum.

10,




Sylvia Dunn

Town Cletk

Christine Brett

Wished to thank Councillors O Honeyman and Adeniji for thezr work
With the Flood Action Group and its Flood Fair event on 23" April,
Ben King for his support and those other councillors that attended on
the day.

Questioned whether there was a time limit on the recovery period for
an overpayment of salary as per agenda jtem 6, 1.3,

Asked whether solar panels for The View had been in the original
design and if so why the Council now had to bear the cost.

Asted for an update with Seaford in Bloom,; whether there had been a
response from East Sussex County Council and whether a new giroup
was lo be set ip.

Expr essed concei ns that rhe publ:c doviot get to sée the Police report.

s regarding
o, asked how a 15

The View but integrated solar panels th
water. The option being locked in to wa
that wouid be used for eI tiici

e g1€ no plans to close Newhaven or Seaford Police
ewhaven town has vecently seen the opening of the new

Coil rmied that Seaford station has not had Response Officers for
ljlee years now; Resporise Officers are now based out of Lewes.
Confirmed that the 15 minute response target is curiently met 80% of
the time and that there are no plans afoot to close either Police station.

Expressed that she was pleased to see the meefting attendance figures
published and hopes that these will be published online.

Inn the spirit of transparency and improved commumication, questioned
whether councillors would consider.doing a short statement éach
Jollowing their first year in office, how they have helped residents,
events they have attended etc as a follow up to the Councillor profiles
published afler the elections.

Expressed her like of the seating outside the library and her support
of a sculpture trail around the town, soinething grants can be sovght

for.
11




Vanessa
Lawrence

Town Clerk

Sally Staples

Roger Foxwell

Town Clerk

C103/04/16"

c1032 }
C1033
C103.4
C103.5
C103.6
C103.7
C103.3
C103.9
C103.10

Stated that the new hours for the Seaford Tourist Information Cenfre
on the report at item 11 are not correct and questioned whether in
light of these rediced hours, residents are now paying more for less
service.

Advised that the question regarding the Tourist Information Centre
would need to be raised with Lewes District Council.

Introduced hérself to the meefing as the East Sussex County Council
officer for the library seating project and that she would be happy to
answer ey questions on jtem 15 of the agenda.

Provided the Town Clerkwith supplier’s deiails for the previously
mentioned request to have British butter at The View.

Questioned why the new trees on
close fo the pavément and the qué

mfor mation to malre a deczcion on:
Sus*se,x erdigfe TI ust on u Iong

Planning & HighW'ays — 4" February 2016
Cominunity Services — 11" February 2016
Planning & Highways — 25" February 2016
Finance & General Purposes — 3™ March 2016
Planning & Highways — 10" March 2016
Golf - 15" March 2016

Planning & Highways — 24" March 2016
Planning & Highways — 7 April 2016
Community Setvices - 14" April 2016

12,




C104/04/16  Police Report

Members NOTED the written report provided by Police Sergeént Mullins.

Police Inspector Lovell was in attendance to give membets a verbal update on the
planned changes to local policing in line with the five year Local Pohcmg Programme
aiming by 2020 for Sussex Police to have made the necessary savings (around £35m)
and efficiency cuts whilst maintaining the delivery of services.

The Programme covers response policing, neighbourhood policing, investigations,
linking with criminal justice and custodial functions,

Inspectm Lovell explained the first stage to be implemented from the Programme; the
changes to ne:ghbomhood policing that take effect from 4™ July 2016. The role of
PCSO has been revised since first being introduced in 2002 and upskllled making
PCSOs better equipped for crime and problem solyj : i

individuals. In the
n Lewes the teams

PCSOs will be woiking as Prevention Teams father than
Lewes District thelc wﬂl be thlee teams of fom PCSO’s Based;

T

Response Officers,
Inspector Lovell took questid
that there willir eSENce: Seaford police station, just not

+

Lewes, Wealden and Eastbourne policing is melgmg, the
ommunity, \Safety Paltne:shlp s Joint Action Groups will remain separate to
able them 1o focus on local issues.

(Police Inspector Lovell left the meeting)
(Members AGREED to bring forward item 15 of the agenda)

C105/04/16

C106/04/16

Seaford Library — Public Seating

The Council considered report 177/15 and RESOLVED to ACCEPT transfer of
ownership and future maintenance responsibility for the inew public seat/art project
“Transparent Seaford’ cutside Seaford Libraty to Scaford Town Council, after a 12
month maintenance pesiod during which it will remain as East Sussex County Council

propetty.
Mayor’s Report & Engagentents
The Conncil considered report 176/15 and RESOLVED to NOTE its contents, 1 3




C107/04/16  Clerk’s Report

The Council considered report 161/15 and the verbal updates the Clerk plOVlded
These included a meeting with the new Chief Executive of Lewes District Council to
be held soon where the Clerk hopes among othier things to discuss the 2015 election
costs, a Council Tax leaflet and the request from the Town Council for the District to
devolve the management responsibilities of Street Trading in the town.

The Clerk also updated members on income generation by Officers, the
Neighbourhood Plan, Hurdis House and interest from private investors in the Salts

Caié.
C107.1

C107.2

C108/04/16  District & County Council Update
Councillor Carolyn Lambert (East St 7

Provided the meeting with an upda
Rescue Service, the draft proposal for'

It was RESOLVED fo NOTE the contents of the Cletl’s report and
AGREE to the puoutles thez ein, w, ddition: of the Clelk

Charities bemg sought in exchange :
resident’s pensmn forms. ’

i Adenifi (Lewes District Council)

Confirméd that the male toilets are now open on Place Lane further to the
refurbishment.

Infofmied the meeting that Veolia are having an open day on 13" May 2016 between
10am and 2pm to raise awareness of where recycled food goes and the process

undertaken.

Encouraged members to look at the details of the Lewes District Business Awards at
www Jewesdistrictbusinessawards.co.uk to recognise the achievements of local

busitiesses.

14
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C109/04/16

C110/04/16

C111/04/16

C112/04/16

C113/04/16

Town Clerk

Informed the meeting that Lewes District Council have informed the Council that it
has secured a grant to investigate the provision of business incubator units within
Seaford on disused land at the industrial estate, or somewhere else if this is not
suitdble; a similar scheme to that introduced in Newhaven.

Amendment to Meeting Dates

The Council considered report 169/15 and RESOLVED to DELEGATE, authority to
the Town Clerk to arrange an alternate date for the next Couscil meeting in order to
meet the requirement for the Annual Return to be approved, on the undeistanding that
this may also involve changing other meeting dates to accommodate this,

Interim Meeting Attendance Record

repott and Interim Attendance Record.

Councillor Richard Honeyman asked that the
attendance as a substitute at the Community Sexs

New Opening Hours; 37 Church Street

The Council considered report 162/15 and RESOLVED;_
opening homs of Seafmd Town Councﬂ to 9.30am to Spl_ ‘

Adoptian of Time Off In Lieu Po
The Council considered report 174/1; \

Against
Agamst
Against
WA For
0i-D Burchett For
Coinicillor B Burfield Against
Coungillor C Campbell Abstained
Councillor L Freeman For
Councillor R Hayder Against

Councillor O Honeyman  Against
Coungcillor R Honeyman ~ Against

Councillor A Latham For

Councillor P Lower Against

Councillor A Mclean Against

Councillor I Muiray Against

Councillor L Wallraven For

Councillor L Worcestei Against 1 5
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C114/04/16

The MOTION was NOT CARRIED,

It was PROPOSED to take the RECOMMENDATION as per the report, to agree in
principle to entering in to a 25 year lease for Seaford Head Nature Reserve with
Sussex Wildlife Trust, with the condition that the final proposals are first approved by
a future Council meeting.

A RECORDED VOTE was requested:

Councillor S Adeniji For
Councillor D Argent For
Councillor P Boorman For
Councillor M Brown Against
Councillor D Burchett Against
Counicillor B Burfield Against
Councillor C Campbell Against
Councillor L Freeman Against
Councillor R Hayder For

Councillor O Honeyman  For
Councillor R Honeyman  Against

Councillor A Latham Against
Councillor P Lower For
Councillor A Mclean F01

Coungcillor I Murray
Councillor L Wallraven
Councillor L Worcester

The MOTION was CARRIE

C115/04/16.5 A

C116/04/16

eport 1 é()/ 15,
OLVED to ADOPT the Mission Statement “Working

1. To develop the cultural and economic well-being of the Town
#To improve the envitonment of the Town

To improve and maintain the recreational facilities of the Town
. To help represent the needs of the community

5. To practice good governance and fiscal responsibility

C1106.2 It was RESOLVED to ADOPT the Strategic Plan with the following
two amendments;

1. Both the Golf Course and The View will have a target to generate a
profit of £30k (agenda page 68);

2. Along with the introduction of the new Brown Sign scheme the
redundant and excess signs will also be removed (agenda page 66).

Flood Defence Working Group Update
The Council considered report 178/15 and the recommendations therein.
Cit71 It was RESOLVED to NOTE the contents of the update report.
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C117.2 It was RESOLVED to EXTEND the Council’s gratitude to Ian
Hodgson, Emergency Planning Officer, for his tireless support with the
groups work so far.

(Councillor L Wallraven exited the meeting having declared a pecuniary interest in the Jollowing
agenda item.)

C117/04/16  Bishopstone United Charities
The Council considered report 179/15 and verbal update provided by the Town Clerk.

It was PROPOSED to take the RECOMMENDATION as per the report , to agtee
to Officers approaching Bishopstone United Charities with the offer to take over the
Administration of the Charity initially at a charge of £35 per hour on condition that
the charity moves towards a new constitution and undertakes a full due diligence
review as outlined in the report. This will includg! surveyor éport on properties,
financial review and financial plan for the future

A RECORDED VOTE was requested;

Councillor S Adeniji Abstained
Councillor D Argent Against
Councitlor P Boorman For
Councillor M Brown Against
Councillor I Burcheit Abstained

Councillor B Burfield
Councillor C Campbell
Councillor L Freeman
Counecillor R Hayder
Councillor O Honeyman
Councillor R Honeyman
Councillor A Latham

The MOTION was C
Tosed at 9.25pm,

The piéeiin)

" Councillor Dave Argen
Mayor of Seaford ¢

17
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Seaford Town Council

Report 12/16
Agenda Item No: 5
Comunittee: Council
Date: 12" May 2016
Title: Final Meeting Attendance Record 2015-2016
By: James Corrigan, Town Clerk

Purpose of Report: To present the final Meceting Attendance Record for the
2015-2016 Municipal Year.

Recommendsations
You arve recommended;

1. To note the final Mccting Attendance Record for the 2015-2016 Municipal Year.,

1.  Information

1.1 The Council was presented with an Interim Meeting Attendance Record at its
meeting in April 2016,

1.2 Aftached at Appendix A is the updated record for the entire 2015-2016 Municipal
Year; members will notice that the average atlendarice rate has remained at 86%.

1.3 This record will be published on the Council’s website and a similar record
maintained for the 2016-2017 Municipal Year.

2,  Financial Appraisal
There are no financial implications as a result of this report.

3. Contact Officey

The Contact Officer for this report is James Corrigan, Town Clerk,

Town Clerk
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Final Attendance Record Muuleipal Year 2015 - 2016

B
=
2 5 5 g8, o B2
" ; £
§E~§§§§.§§§."%§a EIETELE
5 . é e {:}f E a 5 EA A 2 < E 2 o g E g
g. E : g E E = % E g é g g g § % E' % g Average | Individual
V] o . A : Mectin Commilitee
3 ﬁ § & § B § (%1 é g £ 5 3 gis 'gz',' = g A!lemhngce Atlerdants
PSTTEYS L R e S T I R T R R
13 -May-i3 [ %A 11 %ﬁ [ T [ 4 o |1 & V|1 B 53]
25-dun-13 1 (W7 | Pz 1 [ 1 ] 1 \ B o | b 93%)
10-Avg-15 [ | ! (1 O 1 [ ] 1 1 L1t e ! V] tel ¢ 5%
2¢.5ep.13 1 [ 1 T} 1 [0 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 e e |1 1 85%
290kt 15 i 1 1 i L 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 HENEN TN 1 95%
17-Dee-15 1 1 1 1 [ 1 i 1 1 1 1 1t b 1 N I 1 - 98%
18:Jon-16 1 1 1 1 1 30 t i 1 1 i i 1 1 ¢ v ] o8 b | 1 90%
28-Apr-16 1 ! 1 1 1 1 [ 0 I 1|1 i [ i ] ] ] 0 1 1 A T ;
. b af mins] 100%] 100% | FOOSA] 100%% | 100S&] 6746 [ 100%3 | 7554 | 100% | 100% | 100%% | 100% | 75% | 83% 159_6 T5% 1 100% | 50% ] 100% | 100% . }
H-Jua13 0 7 t o 1 T v 7 o 50%
175ep-13 1 i ] 1f 1 ] 1 ' | 0 il 100%
26-Nov-E5 i 1 P o] ] 1 t F 1| 0] B0%
11-Feb-16 i [ ) 1 5 ] 1 ) | ol ol @ 80%
4-Apr-16 [ i t 1ol 1 i i 1 ] il o | o© 1 90%|  80% |
% el nigs| $0% | 75% 100% | 40% | 100% | woosd 100% | - - 60z | S0% | 0%
Finance & Qenerat Purpose: ] ] ]
D2-Jul.t5 [ 1 1 1 t [ IS 1 1 89%
150c13 o a 1 1 i 1 [ 1 1 674
17-Dne-b3 1 [ 1 [ i 1 i 1 BN 67%
03-Mor-16 1 ] 1 1 : 1 : ] [ E 1 . 1 100kl sim |
e % of mige] 0% 0% | 00% "% . oy 100% | 75% | 100% H00% |
02l 1 T T A (I iz i [ 222 160%
05-Sep-15 | 1 | 1 L i : 1 1 o 1 0%
03-Scp-15 1 1 0 { o i i 0 0 [ 1 s
15:Mar16 1 1 1|1 1 i i I [ [} 1 so%] §0% ]
o of migs| 100%| - [T IS % | 15% | 0% - [ oo - 6% $0% 5% 0%
T T T i & Hightays - o T T i
128-May-15 1 1 | I R 1 i 1 (W77 100%)
18-Jun15 ‘1 1 : t \_pz ] 1 (W77 100%
094115 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 £5%
30.Jul18 1 -t t 1 1 i 1 1 ] 8%
20-Aug-15 ! t ! [ [ I 1 1 8%
§0:8ep-13 ] 1 1 [ 1 1 1 [ i 8%
01-0ct-15 1 1 1 [ 1 1 ! 1 ] 2%
22:0:1.15 1 1 [ 1 o | 1 1 J18%
2:Nov-15 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 i i 100%
03-Deg-15 ] [ 1 1 [ 1 e ] i 6%
21-Dec-15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 o0
14-ten 16 i 1 1 1 1 1 e 1 i 89%
04-Feb-16 1 1 1 1 1 1 i | i o 80%)
25-Fch.16 ] 1 i 1 i [ 1 1 t i 9%
19-Mar 16 [ 1 1 ! 1 T o Jo 1 i 29%
24Mar-16. i 1 : 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 100%)
07-pr16 i 1 1 [ 1 [ Y 1 1 8%
[21:Apr-16 ¢ |t 1 ] i [} 1 e L ] 1 39%| 88% |
% of mis] 9% 0% ioo% | 72% | 88w | % | a1 9ath | 88t
o, of Commiiltees*] 3 3 3 kS 1 2 3 3 3 k 3 3 3 3 3 4 2 3 2 4 "Fotal STC Meeting Attendance:
Overall Aticndance®*]| 88% | 90% | 86% | 100% | 96% | 70% | 112% | 65% | 108% | 9455 | 100% | 107% | 13% | 840 | 83% | 63%] 80% [29% | 96% | 100%
ARIREIHE AR HHE R HEBHE
A 3 S alElEla|E|
. fu ]
2lele| % ﬁ biglBiz | g § 7 R E g
51858 21518 218|818 § g
il ™|¥ g g1 ol= B8 = £
RN ] g Ak = |y g )
' o
[
Koy:
On Commiltee
b jAlended mesling
@ {Did net oticod meeting
Mot yet & Councillos
Noi on Commitles
I {Adtended a5 a Substitute

M luclades Full Council
*  Includes meclings sttended ns a Substitile

19




Seaford Town Council

Report 13/16
Agenda Item No: 6
Committee: Council
Date: 12" May 2016
Title: Consultation on New Electoral Arrangements for East Sussex
County Council
By: James Corrigan, Town Clerk
Purpose of Report: To provide details of the draft recommendations from The

Local Government Boundary Commission (for England)
regarding the Electoral Arrangements for East Sussex
County Council that are currently under consultation.

Recommendations
You are recommended:

1. To.consider whether the Couneil wishes to make comment on the draft
recommendations.

1. Information

1.1 The Local Government Boundary Commission (for England) (LGBC) has released
its drafl recommendations regarding both District and County Electoral
Arrangenients; both of which are now open for consultation.

1,2 The methodology the LGBC has to follow is detailed in Appendix D.

1.3 There are no changes proposed for the arrangements for Lewes District, there are
however changes proposed regarding the electoral arrangements for East Sussex
County Council which impact on part of Seaford, as explained further below. None
of the changes will impact on the boundary of Seaford Town Council itself.

1.4  The LGBC are proposing to amend the electoral boundaries affecting Seaford and
Bishopstone, Curtently Seaford and Bishopstone form three sepatate wards for
county council electoral arrangements, as per Appendix A; Seaford Sutton, Seaford
Blatchington and Ouse Valley East (which incorporates all of the Town Council’s
‘West Ward’).

L5  The proposed changes are included at Appendix B; members will note that while
remaining as three wards, the boundaries are significantly changed. Focussing on
LOCAL COUNCIL Seaford, the green area indicates “Seaford South’, the purple area ‘Seaford North’

AWARD SCHEME “Ne ; ;
FOUNDATION and the yellow ‘Newhaven and Bishopstone’,
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1‘9

Attached at Appendix C is a table showing details of the proposed new CED
‘County Electoral Division’ boundaries, including the projected electorate in each
ward by 2021 and the variance from the target of 8,651 electors in each ward.

As set out in Appendix C, wards have been split to ensure CED’s on the coast are
appropriately sized. Mathematically this will address achieving similarly sized
wards across Seaford and Newhaven. Howover, members may wish to consider the
impact these proposed changes, in particular with the new ‘Newhaven and
Bishopstone’ ward, will have on the representation residents in this area are able to
receive from théir elected County Councillor:

Members may also wish to make comment on the names of thie two proposed wards
entirely within Seaford, Being called North and South will cause confusion as the
Town Wards have these names but someone in for example East ward for Town
Council will be in North Ward for the County Council, Coastal Seaford and Inland
Seaford may be more appropriate.

'The Newhaven & Bishopstone ward would be losing around 1,600 electois to the
new ‘Seaford South’ ward and would be gaining around 1,400 electors from the
“Newhaven Valley Ward®, Proportionately with the new proposals, the Newhaven
& Bishopstone ward would only have 13.57% representation from within the
Seaford town parish boundary; the previous Ouse Valley East ward had 38.18%
from within the Seaford town parish boundary.

Financial Appraisal

There are no financial implications as a result of this repot.

Contact Officer

The Contact Officer for this report is James Cortigan, Town Clerk,

Town Clerk \ Q3§ /} : Z
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Summary

Who we are

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

 Electoral review

An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority's electoral arrangements decide:

How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called

e How many councillors shouid represent each ward or division

Why East Sussex?

We are conducting an electoral review of East Sussex County Councll as the Council
currently has high levals of elactoral inequality where some councillors represent
many moré or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of each vote
in county councll elections varies depending on where you live in East Sussex.
Overall, 34% of divisions currently have a variance of more than 10% from the
average for the county. Challey division currently has 21% more electors than the
average for East Sussex.

Our proposals for East Sussex

East Sussex County Council currently has 49 counclliors. Based on the evidence we
recelved during previous phases of the review, we consider that a slight increase in
councl! size by one to 50 members will ensure the Council can discharge its roles
and responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements

Our draft recommendations propose that East Sussex County Council's 50
councillors should represent 50 single-member divisions across the county. One of
our proposed divisions would have an electoral variance of greater than 10% from
the average for East Sussex by 2021.

You have until 16 June 2016 to have your say on the recommendations. See
page 28 for how to have your say.
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1 Introduction

1 This electoral review Is being conducted following our declision to review East
Sussex County Council's (‘the Council’) electoral arrangements to ensure that the
number of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same acioss
the county.

What is an electoral review?

2 Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
lagislation! and are to:

e Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents

o - Reflect community identity

o Provide for effective and convenient local government

3 Ourtaskis to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk :

Consultation

4 We wrote to the Coungll inviting the submission of proposals on coundli size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during consultation have informed our draft recommendations.

This review Is being conducted as follows:

Stage starts Description e

8 September 2015  Council size decision

22 September Invitation to submit proposals for division arrangements to

2015 LGBCE

1 December 2015 LGBCE's analysis and formulation of draft recommendations

15 March 2016 Publication of draft recommendations and consultation

17 June 2016 Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations

20 September Publication of final recommendations

2016

How will the recommendations affect you?

5  The recommendations will determine how many counclllors will serve on the
Council, They will also declde which division you vote in, which other communities
are In that division and, in some Instances, which parish councll wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town counci]

! Schiadule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Davelopment and Constraction Act 2009,
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wards In the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6  The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent

body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009,

Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton

Peter Maddison QPM

Sir Tony Redmiond

Professor Paul Wiles CB

Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE
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2  Analysis and draft recommendations

7 Legislation? states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors® in an area, but also oh estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review,

8 In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each coundillor represents to a minimum.

g  Inseeking to achieve electoral falrness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the humber of counciliors as
shown on the table below.

2015 ' 2021
Electorate of East Sussex 397,253 431,902
Number of councillors | 50 ) 50
Average number of 7,945 8,638
electors per counciflor

10 Under our draft recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021, The
outlier, Newhaven & Bishopstone, will have 13% more electors than the county
average by 2021. We are satisfied that we have achleved good levels of electoral
fairness for East Sussex.

11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division,
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review,

12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of East Sussex
County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take into account
parliamentary constituency botindaries. There is no-evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues,

Submissions received

13 See Appendix B for detalls of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

? Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, E¢onomic Davelopment and Construction Act 2009.
® Electors refors to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult poputation,
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Electorate figures

14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Gonstruction Act 2008, the Councll submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our draft recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down fo poliing district levels and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 8.7% fo 2021. The growth will largely be driven by
developments in Wealden and Lewes.

16 Having considered the information provided by the Councli, we are satisfied that
the projected figures are the best available at the present time and these figures form
the basis of our draft recommendations. '

Council size

16  Prior to consultation, East Sussex Council submitted a proposal to us to retain
the existing councll size of 49 members. The proposal also noted that, if necessary to
address electoral inequalities, the Council would support an increase in size to 50, As
part of our preliminary investigations we carried out an allocation exercise to
determine how many county councillors should represent each borough or district.
We concluded that a councll size of 50 provided for the best allocation.

17 Woe received no submissions concerning councll size in response to our
consultation on division patterns. We have therefore based our draft
recommendations on a councll size of 50, allocated across the districts and boroughs
in East Sussex. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:

Eastbourne Borough ~ nine councillors {100%)
Hastings Borough — elght counciliors (100%)
Lewes District — nine counciliors (71%)

Rother District — nine counciltors (62%)
Wealden District — 15 councillors (100%)

g ¢ o o ©

Division patterns

18  During consultation on division patterns, we received 27 submissions, including
one county-wide proposal, from the County Council. The remainder of the
submissions provided localised comments for division arrangements In particular
areas of the county.,

19 The county-wide scheme provided a pattern of all single-member divisions for
the county. Having carefully considered the proposals received, we were of the view
that the proposed patterns of divisions largely resulted in good levels of electoral
equality in most areas of the county and generally used clearly identifiable
boundaries, However, there are areas in which we have recommended changes to
provide for clearer boundarles.

20  Our draft recommendations are for 50 single-member divisions. We consider
that our draft recommendations wiil provide for good electoral equality while reflecting

5
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community identities and interests where we have received such evidence during
consultation,

21 Asummary of our proposed electoral arrangements Is set ott in Table A1 (on
pages 30-34) and on the large map accompanying this report.

22 We welcome all comments on these draft recommendations. We also welcome
comments on the division names we have proposed as part of the draft
recommendations.

Draft recommendations

23 The tables on pages 7—19 detail our draft recommendations for each area of
East Sussex. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reffect the three
statutory? criteria of;

e Equality of representation
e Reflecting community interests and identities
e Providing for convenient and effective local government

* Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2008,
6
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