EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

FRIDAY 13 FEBRUARY 2004 AT 1.00 PM

PRESENT:


Councillor Mitchelson (Chairman) (Leader in Promoting Carlisle Portfolio) 

Councillor Bloxham (Environment, Infrastructure and Transport Portfolio)

Councillor Mrs M Bowman (Economic Prosperity Portfolio)

Councillor Firth (Policy Performance Management Finance and

 
Resources Portfolio)

Councillor Mrs Geddes (Corporate Resources Portfolio)

Councillor Knapton (Health and Community Activities Portfolio)

ALSO PRESENT:   


Councillors Guest (Chairman of the Corporate Resources Overview & Scrutiny Committee) and Mrs E Mallinson (Chairman of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee) were present at the meeting to speak on the item dealing with Regional Government (EX.33/04).

DECLARATION OF INTEREST   

There were no declarations of interest.

EX.33/04
REGIONAL GOVERNMENT - FURTHER SUBMISSION TO THE BOUNDARY COMMITTEE (Key Decision)

(In accordance with Rule 15(i) of the Overview and Scrutiny Procedure Rules, the Mayor has agreed that call-in procedures should not be applied to this decision)

Portfolio
Policy, Performance Management, Finance and Resources


Subject Matter

A report from the Town Clerk and Chief Executive (CE.07/04) containing details of additional work carried out by KPMG Consultants on behalf of the District Councils of Allerdale, Copeland, Eden and Carlisle in support of the Council's preferred option of a Unitary Carlisle and Eden Council had been circulated to Members with the papers for the meeting.

Since then, the KPMG document had been considered at meetings of the Overview and Scrutiny Committees held on 9, 11 and 12 February 2004 and the views expressed at these meetings were circulated.

The Town Clerk and Chief Executive tabled at the meeting a revised KPMG document containing suggested amendments to take into account the views of the Overview and Scrutiny Committees.  The Chairmen of the Community and Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committees were present at the meeting and commented on the outcome of their Committees' deliberations.

Summary of options rejected

None

DECISION

1.  That subject to minor typographical errors which have been pointed out to Officers and corrected and to the other amendments listed below, the Executive adopt the revised KPMG document, as tabled at this meeting, as the report of the Executive to the City Council on 20 February 2004 as their proposed response with a recommendation that it be approved as the City Council's formal response to the Boundary Committee's initial recommendations on the future structure of local government in Cumbria should regional government be introduced in the north west of England:-

(a)  the use of the word 'intimate' in the penultimate paragraph of 3.4 on P5 being reviewed;

(b)  the word 'two' being deleted from the fifth bullet point on P1;

(c)  the addition of '(other than Parish Councils and the County Councils)' after the word infrastructure in the seventh bullet point on P1;

(d)  the proposal to delete the last sentence in the third paragraph on P12 be not approved;

(e)  footnote 2 on P12 be amended to reflect the fact that local health groups are very close to amalgamation;

(f)  the assessment of risk summary on P31 be amended to reflect the changes agreed by the Executive to P1;

(g)  that the views of the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee relating to the public transport links between east and west Cumbria and the potential implications for elected Members with no access to private transport be included within the report.

2.  That the Overview and Scrutiny Committees be thanked for their input in scrutinising the draft KPMG document.

Reasons for Decision

The Executive has made a recommendation to the City Council on the content of a further submission to the City Council on 20 February 2004.

EX.34/04
ELECTED REGIONAL ASSEMBLIES - CONSULTATIONS ON REFERENDUM ARRANGEMENTS (Non-Key Decision)

Portfolio
Health and Community Activities

Subject Matter

To consider a report from the Town Clerk and Chief Executive and Head of Legal and Democratic Services (LDS.9/04) on consultation papers issued by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister on the conduct of regional and local referendums and on the registration and spending limits for those wishing to campaign in the referendums.  Views were required to be submitted to the ODPM by 16 February 2004.

Summary of options rejected

None

DECISION

1. That in respect of the consultation on the Conduct of the Referendums is concerned, the following response be made:-

Q1 - Do you agree that combining the regional and local referendums is sensible?

The combination of the regional and local referendums is sensible from the point of view of both the electorate and the administration of the referendum.

Q2 - Do you agree that they should not be combined with any other election?

The referendums should not be combined with any other election on the same day.  To do so might distract from the purpose of the referendum, confuse electors and cause administrative difficulties.  In practice, the opportunity for combination is considered to be unlikely because the poll at any Local Authority by-election would be conducted on a traditional basis unless all-postal pilot status were granted.

Q3 - Do you want to make any comments on the combination provisions?

The aim of the combination Orders to harmonise the rules for conducting the two referendums and to maintain consistency with current election rules is supported.

Q4 - Do you wish to make any comments on the role of the Chief Counting Officer?

Given that the Chairman of the Electoral Commission or his appointee is the Chief Counting Officer for the regional referendums it is sensible that the same arrangement applies at local referendums held on the same day.

Q5 - Do you agree that the same counting officers should be used for both referendums?

In view of the proposal that the regional and local referendums be combined, the same Counting Officers should be used for both referendums in the interests of consistency and accountability.

Q6 - Do you wish to make any comments on proposals for all-postal referendums?

Some practical issues arise from the proposed all-postal arrangements:

(a) the current closing date for receipt of applications to change postal vote address details or proxy details is 11 working days before the day of poll yet referendum ballot papers are to be despatched as soon as practicable after giving Notice of Poll, 16 working days before the day of referendum.  These dates need to be aligned.

(b) There should be a consistent approach across each region as to the policy towards the number of supported delivery points to be provided and their opening times. 

(For Members information, it will be proposed that supported delivery points could be provided in the Civic Centre and at Brampton, Dalston and Longtown.)

Q7 - Do you have any views on the offences which should be included for all-postal voting?

No comment on offences to be included, but the penalties for committing offences should be stated clearly in the explanatory material accompanying ballot papers.

Q8 - What time do you think that the poll should close?

As there is unlikely to be a need for supported delivery points outside normal working hours, it is considered that the poll should close at 5 pm.  This would also accord with the recommendation in the Electoral Commission model for all-postal local elections that replacement ballot papers may be issued up to 5 pm on polling day.  A 5pm close of poll would also allow the count to commence earlier in the evening than at a traditional election.

Q9 - Do you agree that either the Chairman of the Electoral Commission or someone appointed by him should administer any further local referendum if the first local referendum is declared, or held, to be invalid?

The proposal that the Chairman of the Electoral Commission or his appointee should administer any further local referendum is supported.

Q10 - Do you agree that some of the rules proposed for the first local referendum can straightforwardly be applied to a further local referendum, eg the procedure for all-postal voting, counting of votes and so forth?

Any further referendum should be run on the same set of rules as the first one.  To do otherwise would cause confusion among voters, campaigners and electoral administrators.

Q.11 - How do you think permitted participants and further referendums should be handled?

As a further local referendum would effectively be a new referendum, albeit on the same issues, it is suggested that there should be a separate regime for permitted participants.

Q12 - Do you wish to make any comments on the type of official mark to be used?

An alternative to the traditional perforated mark is supported.  As one of the grounds for rejecting ballot papers at the count is the lack of the official mark, whatever mark is used must be easily identifiable.  This may not be the case with heat sensitive marks.  Barcodes may not be convenient in circumstances where a replacement ballot paper is required, particularly when issued at a supported delivery point.

Q13 - Do you wish to comment on those eligible for a proxy vote having to have grounds based on theor inability to vote by post?

Existing proxy voters should be able to vote by proxy at the referendums.  New applications in respect of the referendums only should be on the grounds of inability to vote by post.

Q14 - Do you wish to make any comments on the use of electronic counting?

Electronic counting should take less time and require fewer staff than manual counting but the process needs to be as transparent and open to scrutiny as traditional methods.

Q15 - Do you have a view as to whether there should be one ballot paper or two?

If the content of statements and questions for both referendums can be contained on a single A4 size sheet of paper, then one ballot paper should be used.  If not, there should be two.  Ballot papers larger than A4 are likely to be more difficult and costly to print and issue, unwieldy for voters and less easy to count.

Q16 - Do you have any other views about the design of the ballot paper?

In order to assist the counting process, the area on the ballot paper for the elector’s response needs to be unambiguous and clearly separated from the text.

Q17 - Do you have any views on dispatching explanatory material with the ballot paper?

The amount of explanatory material to accompany the ballot paper should be kept to a minimum, consistent with providing sufficient information.  Otherwise, the efficient issue of ballot papers may be compromised.

Q18 - Do you wish to make any comment on the fact that the procedures for the count are not significantly different from those in other electoral legislation?

The consistent approach to counting procedures is supported.

Q19 - Do you wish to make any comment on the people able to attend the count and opening of the postal ballots?

No comment.

Q20 - With electronic counting, should counting or processing the votes start before the close of poll?

In the interests of simplicity and openness, processing the votes should not start before the close of poll.

Q21 - Do you have any views on the provisions for those entitled to attend the count if there is electronic counting?

Attendance of counting agents at an electronic count should be on the same basis as a traditional count i.e. calculated according to the number of counting clerks employed.

2.  That in respect of the consultation on registration and spending limits is concerned, the following response be made:-

Q1 - Do you agree that there should be a single registration process?

The proposal is supported as a sensible approach.

Q2 - Do you agree that all permitted participants in a region should be subject to the same set of spending limits whether they are campaigning on local issues, regional issues, or both?

Agreed.

Q3 - Do you agree that there should be a new category of 'neutral' participant?

Agreed.

Q4 - Do you agree that organisations should only be designated for the regional referendums?

Agreed

Q5 - Do you think the limits on campaign costs for designated organisations are reasonable?  If not, what limits do you think are more appropriate?

Agreed campaign costs for designated organisations are reasonable.

Q6 - Do you think the spending limits for political parties are reasonable?  If not, what limits do you think are more appropriate?

Spending limits are considered reasonable.

Q7 - Do you agree with the limit for other permitted participants?  If not, what limits are more appropriate?

Agree with limit for other permitted participants.

Reasons for Decision

To respond to the consultation papers from the ODPM on the referendum arrangements for elected regional assemblies.

 (The meeting ended at 1.40 pm)

