
 

How to contact us 

Write to: Manor House, Church Street,  
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5EW 

Email: ltc@littlehampton-tc.gov.uk 
Call: 01903 732063 

Find us online: www.littlehampton-tc.gov.uk  
 

 

 

  
 

 

Minutes of the Policy and Finance Committee held on Tuesday 12th May 2020 at 

6.30pm 

Present:  

Councillor Dr Walsh KStJ (Chair) 
Councillor Blanchard-Cooper 
Councillor Chace 
Councillor Long 
Councillor Northeast 
 

2019/2020 

This meeting is available to view using the following link:  
https://youtu.be/OHREAAQ78ig 

The presentation discussed in this meeting is available to view in Appendix A.  

 

    56. Virtual Meeting Protocol and Use of Mobile Devices 

The Chairman welcomed Members, the press, officers, and members of the 

public to this first virtual meeting held by the Town Council.  He proceeded to 

explain how the meeting would be conducted and the protocol that would be 

followed, including how any break in the proceedings due to technical 

difficulties would be managed. 

 

     57. Apologies 

There were none. 

 

     58. Declarations of Interest 
Members and Officers were reminded to make any declarations of disclosable 

pecuniary or personal and/or prejudicial interests that they might have in 

relation to items on the Agenda. The standing declarations were noted, and 

Councillor Blanchard-Cooper also declared a personal interest as the Vice 

Chair of Littlehampton Regeneration Committee at Arun District Council. 

mailto:ltc@littlehampton-tc.gov.uk
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    59. Chair’s Report and Urgent Items 
The Chairman reported with great sadness that there had been a loss of three 
outstanding individuals who had served the Town Council over many years. 
These were Rosemary Orpin, former Mayor and Town Councillor and more 
recently Councillors Tony Squires and Chris Blanchard-Cooper. The Town 
Council would hear a tribute to them on Thursday at the Annual meeting and 
he offered deep condolences to their families on behalf of the Committee.  

 

    60. Public Forum 
60.1. In accordance with the Remote Meetings Protocol introduced by the Town 

Council, members of the public who wished to address the Council or any of 

its Committees during a remote meeting should have emailed their 

representations one clear working day before the meeting.  

 

60.2 The Chairman reported that four questions had been received from residents 

which he dealt with in turn:  

Sarah Tyrrell asked: 

What measures will be put in place for the safety of pedestrians at the 

radically new layout of the junction of East Street, High Street and Beach 

Road? 

In particular, what signage will be provided for the blind, partially sighted and 
other disabled pedestrians? 
Will there be reduced speed limits for road traffic at this junction? The current 
speed limit of 30mph is far too high. 

 Are the 2016 pictures for this proposal out of date? 
Similar changes have already been made at the junction of London Road with 
the High Street in Bognor where the lack of difference in levels has been 
found to be quite disconcerting and dangerous for pedestrians. 

 
The Chair responded, stating that he was sympathetic to the requests about 
controlling the speed of traffic.  He asked Ms Vine to pick this up during her 
presentation along with other related highway matters.  He also asked her to 
cover the points about the use of the 2016 pictures and the use of levels in 
the Bognor Regis scheme. 

 
Janet Crosley asked:  

Why does the seating and other ironwork have to be changed? 

The new designs do not relate to ' seaside and heritage', as proposed. 

Expensive to maintain, wood costs more than metal. 

Some appear to have problems cleaning underneath. 

Why single chairs? 

Boring. 

If they have to be replaced, use them elsewhere, or sell them to us the public, 

not to contractors to make a profit. 



 

 

Other iron work, namely colourful planters and hanging baskets, are very 

popular with the public. They fulfil the brief of attracting more pollinators and 

beautifying the environment, in a way tamarisk trees do not. 

I think this is an unnecessary waste of money, a vanity project, we do not 

have 'modern buildings' to go with this vaguely 'modern design'.  

A grant should not be wasted, that's immoral. 

As it is 4 yrs. since the 'final proposal' longer since the public consultation. 

Much has changed, mostly in the last 3 mths, this has to be looked at again, 

please. 

 

The Chair responded stating that it was important to note that the grant which 

had been secured for this project could not be spent on any other scheme and 

if it were not used would have to be returned. He added that the Members’ 

Group had asked officers to explore other options that better reflected the 

seaside heritage of the Town.  He asked Ms Vine to pick up on the points on 

the design during her presentation. 

 
Susan Penn, on behalf of the Littlehampton Society asked:  
Is it really necessary to change Littlehampton High Street paving? 
The paving design reflects the link with the town’s maritime heritage and has 
specific foundations enabling vehicular access without causing damage. With 
quality repair and cleaning the paving could be rejuvenated. This paving is 
very similar to that of the walkway along the East Bank proceeding north from 
the Littlehampton Harbour Office to its termination, thereby linking the town 
centre to the river. The planned paving is unimaginative and bland and if 
similar to Bognor very difficult to keep clean. 
Littlehampton - Public Realm final report June 2016, states, ‘The existing 
street furniture intends to portray the town as having a unique coastal, 
seafaring heritage of which the community is inherently proud’. Total 
agreement. 
Then, ‘Unfortunately, this off-the-shelf style can be found in many coastal 
towns and cities and does not offer a distinctive identity’. Total disagreement. 
What will be the cost of unnecessary and expensive ‘new high-quality 
materials and furniture’? 
Please, please, rethink the planned changes to our High Street, in these 
unprecedented times funds could be spent more wisely on a town centre 
Community Hub. 

 
The Chair responded stating that this question was very similar to the 

previous one and reiterated his previous response that the Members Group 

have asked officers to explore other options that better reflected the seaside 

heritage of the Town and that unfortunately the grant could not be spent on a 

different project. He asked Ms Vine to address the other points within her 

presentation. 

 

 



 

 

 
Danny Surridge asked:  
Regarding the recommendation to replace the Town Clock. I would suggest 
that it is not the Clock, but the edifice on which it is sited that must be 
replaced; too tall, too wide, indeed “an impediment to sight lines”.  
The present Town Clock is the Town Clock of the town of Littlehampton, 
weathervane, and all. There are town clocks of similar appearance in many 
towns and in both modern and traditional settings, on a variety of designs of 
plinth, pillar, etc.  
One of the functions of consultants is too accommodate that which their client 
wishes to retain and to do this in a manner which does not jar with their 
overall scheme. Did they not offer any designs for a new supporting structure? 
May I offer you, and them, the following, which should satisfy the modernising 
brief: 
Retain the clock on the present site and set it on a single pillar-like support 
sympathetic to the approved street furniture designs, then set Option 4 tree 
seats around it. 
I am of the belief that our Town Clock would fit perfectly well into such a 
modern scheme. 
 

The Chair thanked Mr Surridge for his suggestion and hoped Members would 

bear these ideas in mind when they came to consider the proposals later in 

the meeting.  

 

Bringing the public forum to a close the Chair stated that this method of 

hearing public questions and views was a temporary arrangement and the 

Town Council looked forward to returning to meetings, with the public 

physically attending. when the circumstances allowed. He thanked the public 

for their questions and proceeded to the next item on the agenda. 

 

 

      61. Officer’s Reports 

Town Centre Public Realm 

61.1 The Chair welcomed Denise Vine, Arun District Council’s Group Head of 

Economy who gave a presentation setting out proposals for improvements to 

the Public Realm in Littlehampton Town Centre. She explained that the 

current Scheme was part of a phased approach to delivering improvements in 

the Town Centre area leading from the railway station through the High Street 

and Beach Road, including Clifton Road and East Street. The Scheme aimed 

to support tourism and economic growth and was funded in the main through 

Government grants specifically for a public realm regeneration scheme which 

could not re-purposed to another project. The current timetable envisaged 

major work commencing in December 2020. 

 



 

 

61.2 Ms Vine proceeded to explain the concept in more detail. The Scheme had 

been designed to intuitively link footfall through the town and towards the 

riverside and seafront. There would be new paving, lighting, street furniture 

and trees with the focus on creating pedestrian priority. Roads would become 

narrower and traffic slower with changes to the colour and height of road 

surfaces, making junctions easier to cross for pedestrians. The Scheme would 

require changes to the existing Traffic Regulation Orders, and the District 

Council and its consultants would be working with WSCC to develop a new 

regime for approval. It was noted that the highways design changes would be 

subject to Road Safety Audits to ensure they were safe and accessible for 

everyone. The slides that supported the presentation are attached as an 

appendix to the report. 

61.3 Members comments regarding the scheme were invited particularly in respect 

of the options for seating and the Town Clock. There was considerable 

criticism of the designs to replace the Clock and the strong view expressed 

that the designs were too contemporary and detracted from the unique design 

and history of the Clock. There were also concerns that if the Clock remained 

in its present position, the proposed design would provide a shelter for groups 

to congregate and encourage antisocial behaviour. A review of other potential 

sites for the Clock demonstrated that moving it was not a viable option. On 

balance, the preference of the Committee was therefore that the Clock remain 

in its current form and position and if possible be enhanced.   

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:42pm due to technical issues and resumed at 7:52pm. 

 

61.4 Turing to the general layout of the scheme and the proposed use of street 

furniture, Members discussed the styles and materials at length. In terms of 

comfort and design, option two was favoured and Members also wished to 

investigate whether the Town Progress emblem could be added. Regarding 

the existing street furniture, the Committee considered that due to its good 

condition, it could be upcycled and reused in other areas. It was suggested 

that any savings achieved through initiatives such as not proceeding with a 

new Town Clock should be used to extend the scope of the current phase of 

the scheme potentially into Surrey Street, and onwards to the river walkway.  

61.5 The rationale for repaving the Town Centre was also questioned and it was 

suggested that the current paving could be revived and treated to bring it up 

to the required standard. This view was not accepted by the Committee.  It 

was thought that the new paving was an integral part of the scheme providing 

continuity and visual impact to lift the area. A recorded vote on whether the 

new paving should be the Town Council’s preferred option of street treatment 

was requested: 

 



 

 

For:       Against: 

Councillor Blanchard-Cooper   Councillor Northeast  

 Councillor Chace  

 Councillor Long  

 Councillor Dr Walsh KStJ  

  

The proposition was therefore agreed. 

61.6 Finally, observing that December was a key trading period for businesses, it 

was strongly recommended that the District Council be urged to postpone the 

start date for the works until January 2021. Overall, the consensus was that 

the scheme was considered to be vital to regeneration of the Town Centre 

and would encourage the growth and diversity necessary to encourage 

visitors and lift the area. The Committee proceeded to consider the 

recommendations before it and it was Resolved that Council be 

RECOMMENDED to:  

 

1) Support the retention of the Town  
Clock as part of the Public Realm Scheme 
and that it be maintained and protected 
during the works.  

2) Support Option Two as the style of  
preferred seating, for consideration by the 
District Council. 

3) Retain the existing street furniture for  
future use at other sites. 

4) Support the retention of residual  
funding for use to extend the scope of the 
Public Realm Improvement Scheme to 
Surrey Street and the River Walkway as a 
proposal for consideration by the District 
Council. 

5) Support postponing the start of the  
works until January 2021 as a proposal for 
consideration by the District Council. 

 

 

 

     62. Exempt Business 

There was none. 



 

 

The meeting closed at 8:28pm.       

_________________                                                                                

CHAIR 



Littlehampton Town Centre 
public realm improvements

Denise Vine
Group Head of Economy 

Arun District Council 
Littlehampton Town Council – Policy & Finance Committee, 12th May 2020



Timeline















Design concept

• modern design



































Funding
Littlehampton town centre public realm funding

Coastal Communities Fund £2,452,295

Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership Local Growth Fund 

£564,274

Littlehampton Town Council £200,000

Arun District Council £200,000

TOTAL £3,416,569



Town Clock



Seating 1



Seating 2



Next steps of delivery
Programme milestone

Tendering for a contractor June 2020
Appointment of contractor July 2020
Design detail

• RIBA Stage 3 (developed) - September
• RIBA Stage 4 (Detailed) - November

September / November 
2020

Begin on site (phased implementation) December 2020
Completion Late summer 2021

Programme dates may be subject to delays or constraints caused by the COVID-19 
restrictions and the potential impact on contractors, supply chains and materials.



Any questions ? 
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