AGENDA ITEM NO 7

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION (LGBC) — COUNCIL SIZE

Committee: Council

Date: 15 April 2014
Author: Chief Executive
[N266]

1.0 ISSUE

1.1 Implementation of Council decision to reduce the number of elected members
beyond 2015/16.

2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1  Members are requested to:

0] approve a revised 'Council size' based on the revised Committee
arrangements;

(i) support, in principle, the introduction of single member wards with the
exception of Ely, Littleport and Soham;

(i)  confirm the whole election cycle for future District elections;

(iv)  consider an implementation date for post 2015/16 revised boundary
arrangements;

(V) authorise the Chief Executive to submit a request to the LGBC to undertake
an electoral review based on the decisions in para 2.1 (i) to (iv).

3.0 BACKGROUND

3.1  Council on 9 January 2014 agreed a motion to critically look at the cost of the
current 39 elected members in the light of the budget challenge ahead and
proposed revisions to the Committee structure. The Council also agreed, in
principle, a reduction in the number of elected members and instructed the Chief
Executive to bring forward a report setting out the case and process for change.
This report has been put forward to this Council meeting to allow the revised
Committee structure to be agreed prior to consideration of this item.

3.2 This issue is to be covered in a Special Members Seminar on 7 April 2014 and the
notes will be circulated prior to this Council meeting to inform the outcome of the
review.

3.3 The Council previously requested the LGBC to review Council size with a view to

reducing the number of elected members by 15% (approx 6 members to 33 total)
(ref: Council, 22 February 2011, Agenda Item No. 14). The LGBC did not agree
these proposals as the basis for a review of Council size.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

4.0

4.1

Electoral reviews, including related to Council size, are carried out by the LGBC
either on a periodic basis, in the event of significant electoral inequality or at the
request of a specific local authority. The aims of an electoral review are defined by
statute, specifically to:-

. deliver electoral equality for voters;

. establish electoral words that reflect, as far as possible, community identities
in that area;

. promote effective and convenient local government.

These aims underpin the statutory criteria which are taken into account by the
LGBC in their deliberations.

As previously advised, any local authority can request an electoral review including
to increase or reduce the number of elected members (known as Council size)
under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009
(Section 56(9)). The LGBC is obliged to consider our request but are not compelled
to agree to conduct a review.

Appendix 1 details the stages for an electoral review if agreed by the LGBC. The
LGBC have agreed to formally consider our request for a post 2015/16 review
based on Council size in August 2014. Prior to their agreement to proceed with the
review, the Council will need to articulate a preferred Council size together with an
outline case and there will also be preliminary discussions with the Leader of the
Council and the Chief Executive to fully understand the resource implications of any
review.

Dependant on Council's view on the Implementation Date (see paragraph 4.7), the
LGBC will timetable the review accordingly.

In formulating its case for a specific reduction in Council size, our proposal should
take account of the following factors:-

. the governance arrangements of the Council and how many changes would
affect the ability of the Council to take effective decisions;

. the Council's scrutiny arrangements, (if appropriate);
. the representational role of Councillors in the local community.

Any proposals from the Council will be assessed against the criteria defined in
paragraph 3.4 and these criteria will inform the draft proposals from the LGBC.

ARGUMENTS/CONCLUSIONS

Our case for change must be based on a number of factors and these should inform
the preferred Council size put forward to the LGBC, specifically:-

. the revised Committee arrangements (See Agenda Item No. 6), specifically
the reduction in policy Committees and the role of Service Delivery
Champions;
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4.2

4.3

4.4

. the decision by Council to abolish the Scrutiny Committee and vest the
responsibility for considering ‘call ins' to full Council;

. the representational role of Councillors in the local community, particularly in
relation to Parish Councils (this will also inform our deliberations with respect
to the number of Councillors in each ward) and the decision to abolish
Neighbourhood Panels.

The Council and the LGBC must also take account of electorate forecasts over a
five year period, although population increase/decrease cannot be a driver for
changes to Council size (rather a means to ensure electoral equality is sustainable).

One of the drivers for change is value for money ie. reducing the cost of democracy
in the light of the budget challenges ahead. The LGBC considers this issue solely
in respect of their obligations to achieve effective and convenient local government.

The Council can also consider three further factors in their submission to LGBC,
specifically:-

. Number of Councillors in each ward

. Timetable for implementing any changes introduced by LGBC
. Cycle of elections (whole or in part).

Council Size

The current Council has 39 elected members with current electorate of 65,520
representing an average ratio of 1680 electors per member. There is considerable
variance between individual wards ranging from 2145 (Soham North) to 1335
(Littleport West) representing 27.7% and -20.5% variance from the average.

Whilst the LGBC will not take into account comparisons with other Councils in their
deliberations, this data does provide Council with useful information to inform their
views. See Appendix 3. They range from an average electorate per member of
2514 in Huntingdonshire District Council to 1471 in Forest Heath District Council.

The key changes to inform the Council size is in relation to revisions to the
Committee system, specifically:-

. deletion of Scrutiny Committee and Neighbourhood Panels;

. proposals included in Agenda Item No. 6 (subject to approval).

Assuming agreement to the changes included in the previous agenda item and
taking into account the deletion of the Scrutiny Committee and Neighbourhood

Panels, there are less formal Committee/Sub Committee/Panel places (partly
compensated by proposals for Service Delivery Champions).
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4.5

4.6

Total No. of Places (i) | Average per member (ii)
Pre Scrutiny/NP decision 123 3.237 (3.153)
Current 93 2.447 (2.385)
Revised Committee 80 (iii) 2.105 (2.051)
proposals

Notes: (i) Does not include Working Parties
(i) Average per member based on 38 aligned members (figure in brackets
based on 39 total members)
(ii) Includes 18 Service Delivery Champions

If the Council maintained the representation workload (pre Scrutiny/Neighbourhood
Panel deletion), this would equate to 25 members.

For members information, based on 25 members (36% reduction) the average
electorate per member would be 2621.

Electoral Cycle

The Chief Executive would not recommend any changes to the electoral cycle as it
would potentially undermine the proposal to move towards single member wards for
rural areas.

Number of Councillors Each Ward

Currently we have three single member wards (Dullingham Villages, Isleham and
The Swaffhams), twelve 2 member wards and four 3 member wards (Burwell, Ely
North, Haddenham and Soham South).

A number of members representing rural wards are concerned that any reduction in
the number of members with the current distribution of seats per ward would
significantly increase the size of their wards and the number of Parish Councils.

Therefore, if members are minded to reduce the number of Councillors, it would be
preferable to argue for a greater number of single member wards in rural areas.

In the market town communities, moving to single member wards could result in
greater warding for City/Town/Parish Councils, which has previously been opposed
by certain local Councils. Nevertheless, the LGBC would be likely to oppose any
more than three members per ward. For example,

Current No. of Current No. of Projected No. of Members
Members Wards based on 2427 average
electorate
Ely 9 4 6/7 (6.36)
Soham 5 2 3/4 (3.91)
Littleport 4 2 213 (2.74)
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4.7 Implementation Date
The LGBC have advised the Council that the detailed ward boundary review would
not be instigated until after Autumn 2015 given the current timetable for the County
Council periodic electoral review and given the current electoral cycle, the major
workload would be in 2015/16. Nevertheless, the Council would have an option to
bring forward the planned 2019 elections and restart the four year cycle either from
2016 or 2018.
5.0 EINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS/EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
5.1 Based on the current basic allowance of £4,128 per members, a reduction to 27
members would equate to £49,536 savings plus other expenses.
5.2  Equality Impact Assessment (INRA) not required/completed* (*delete as applicable)
6.0 APPENDICES
6.1 Appendix1l Typical review timetable
Appendix 2 LGBC - Council size (A guide for elected members and staff)
Appendix 3 Comparative analysis — average electorate per member
(Neighbouring authorities)
Background Documents Location Contact Officer
Council 9 January 2014 Room 103 John Hill
Agenda Item No. 7(b) The Grange, Chief Executive

Ely Tel No: 01353 616271
E-mail: john.hill@eastcambs.gov.uk
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Local Government
Boundary Commission

Helping you make the strongest possible case to the Commission

« A guide for local authority elected members and staff
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About this briefing
The first part of every electoral review is a consideration of council size.

This briefing is designed to assist members and staff of local authorities who are
preparing submissions to the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England on council size (the total number of councillors who represent the local
authority) as part of an electoral review.

The note indicates the kinds of issues the Commission will consider in its
deliberations on council size and should assist you in making the strongest
possible representation to us.

Background

Before the Commission considers possible changes to ward boundaries, we will
initiate discussions with the local authority about its views on councii size and invite
written evidence during a preliminary phase of the review.

Once we have considered the evidence provided to us during the preliminary
stage, the Commission will hold a public consultation on council size to assess
local opinion.

Following the Commission’s consideration of the evidence received during the
preliminary phase, and any views expressed to it during public consultation, we will
publish a decision on the future size of the council before starting our work on ward
or electoral division boundaries.

Preparing your council size submission

The Commission has no preconceptions about the right number of councillors to
represent an authority. We do not compare authorities directly with each other, we
have no targets or thresholds for council size, and we recognise that every local
authority will represent local people and deliver services in different ways. We
therefore make recommendations on the basis of the evidence we receive during
the electoral review.

The Commission aims to recommend a council size that allows the council to take
decisions effectively, manage the business and responsibilities of the council
successfully, and provide effective community leadership and representation.

Whilst it might appear simplest to retain the current council size, the Commission
does not consider this is, in itself, a compelling reason to maintain the existing
arrangements. Similarly, an increase in council size due, for example, solely to
reflect population growth or a reduction in numbers solely to achieve financial
savings are both arguments that have previously failed to satisfy the Commission
that such changes would promote effective and convenient local government.

Instead, the Commission will form its view about the right council size for an
authority by considering three areas:

43



s \We will lock at the governance arrangements of the council and how it takes
decisions across the broad range of its responsibilities.

¢ The Commission will look at the council's scrufiny functions relating to its own
decision making and the council's responsibilities to outside bodies.

¢ We will also consider the representational role of counciltors in the local
community and how they engage with people, conduct casework and
represent the council on local partner organisations.

The questions outlined below are the kinds of matters the Commission considers
hefore reaching a decision on council size. In doing so0, we recognise that each
area has its own geographical, community and organisational characteristics.
Accordingly, some of the questions, and prompts, may not be appropriate to the
circumstances of your council or the area you serve. You should think of them as a
range of considerations that will help lead you to identify the appropriate number of
councillors for your area. They are also intended to help you and present to us a
clear reasoning for the number you suggest.

This is not an exhaustive list and the Commission will consider any further issues
you wish to raise. We do not expect local authorities to provide lengthy responses
to every question (or necessarily even respond directly to all of the questions) and
you can set out your submission in any way you wish.

Finally, you should consider the questions not simply in the context of the council’s
current arrangements, but also likely future trends or plans. In every review it
carries ouf, the Commission aims to ensure its recommendations remain relevant
for the long term. As such, councils are advised to give consideration to Part Four
of this guide (The Future) in its responses to all the other sections.

We hope these questions and prompts will help guide your thinking on this
important issue.

Part One: governance and decision making

The Commission aims to ensure that councils have the right number of
councillors to take decisions and manage their business in an effective way.
We therefore look at how decisions are taken across the authority to assess
the volume and distribution of responsibkility amongst elected members and
staff.

Leadership:

» What kind of governance arrangements are in place for your authority? Does
the council operate an executive mayoral, Cabinet/Executive or committee
system?

s« How many portfolios are there?
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¢ To what extent are decisions delegated to portfolio holders or are most
decisions taken by the fuli Executive and/or Mayor?

» Do Executive (or other) members serve on other decision making partnerships,
sub-regional, regional or national bodies?

» In general, are leadership and/or portfolio roles considered to be full time roles?

Regulatory:

¢ In relation to licensing, planning and other regulatory responsibilities, to what
extent are decisions delegated fo officers?

e How many members are involved in committees?

e |s committee membership standing or rotating?

e Are meetings ad hoc, frequent and/or area based?

¢ What level of attendance is achieved? Are meetings always quorate?

¢ Does the council believe that changes to legislation, national or local policy will
have influence the workload of commitiees and their members which would
have an impact on council size?
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Demands on time:

e |s there a formal role description for councillors in your authority?
¢ Do councillors receive formal training for all or any roles at the council?

¢ Do councillors generally find that the time they spend on council business is
what they expected?

+ How much time do members generally spend on the business of your council?

» Does the council appoint members to outside bodies? if so, how many
councillors are involved in this activity and what is their expected workload?

» Does the council attract and retain members?

¢ Have there been any instances where the council has been unable to discharge
its duties due to a lack of councillors?

¢ Do councillors have an individual or ward budget for allocation in their area? If
so, how is such a system administered?
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Part Two: scrutiny functions

Every council has mechanisms to scrutinise the executive functions of the
councii and other local bodies. They also have significant discretion over the
kind (and extent) of activities involved in that process. In considering council
size, the Commission will want to satisfy itself that these responsibilities can
be administered in a convenient and effective way through the number of
councillors it recommends.

e How do scrutiny arrangements operate in the authority? How many commitiees
are there and what is their membership?

* What is the general workload of scrutiny committees”? Has the council ever
found that it has had too many active projects for the scrutiny process to
function effectively?

¢ How is the work of scrutiny committee programmed? Is the work strictly
timetabled?

o What aclivities are scrutiny committee members expected to carry out between
formal meetings?
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Part Three: representational role of councillors

The Commission understands that there is no single approach to
representation and members will represent and provide leadership to their
communities in different ways. However, we are interested in hearing about
the extent to which members are routinely expected {o engage with
communities and how this affects workload and responsibilities. In
particular, if the council has defined a role for elected members, the
Commission would find that evidence interesting.

¢ In general terms, how do counciliors carry out their representational roles with
electors? Do members mainly respond casework from constituents or do they
have a more active role in the community?

» How do councillors generally deal with casework? Do they pass on issues
directly to staff or do they take a more in depth approach to resolving issues?

» What support do councillors receive in discharging their duties in relation to
casework and representational role in their ward?

e How do councillors engage with constituenis? Do they hold surgeries, distribute
newsletters, hold public meetings, write blogs etc?

¢ How has the role of councillors changed since the council last considered how
many elected members it should have?

e Has the council put in place any mechanisms for councillors to interact with

young people, those not on the electoral register or minority groups or their
representative bodies?
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e Are councillors expected to attend meetings of community bodies such as
parish councils or residents associations? If so, what is the level of their
involvement and what role are they expected to play?

Part Four: the future

The Commission understands that the role of local authorities is constantly
changing. In particular, changes such as the introduction of elected mayors
in some parts of England have significantly altered the nature of decision
making and role of elected members. Equally, many local authorities have
not seriously considered the size of their council since the introduction of
Executive/Scrutiny functions over a decade ago. The pace of change for
authorities is likely to continue into the foreseeable future. That is why you
should consider future trends and developments when coming to
conclusions on councii size.

In Parts One - Three, we set out a number of questions about how the council and
councillors currently operate. If proposing a change in council size, we would also
be interested in knowing what changes might be made to current arrangements,
which might affect the number of councillors needed.

In particular:

Localism and policy development

e What impact do you think the localism agenda might have on the scope and
conduct of council business and how do you think this might affect the role of
councillors?

« Does the council have any plans to devolve responsibilities and/or assets to
community organisations? Or does the council expect to take on more
responsibilities in the medium to long term?

Service delivery
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¢« Have changes to the arrangements for local delivery of services led to
significant changes to councillors’ workloads? (For example, control of housing
stock or sharing services with neighbouring authorities).

o Are there any developments in policy ongoing that might significantly affect the
role of elected members in the future?

Finance

¢« What has been the impact of recent financial constraints on the council's
activities? Would a reduction in the scope and/or scale of council business
warrant a reduction in the number of councillors?

« If you are proposing a reduction in the number of councillors for your authority,
to what exient is this a reflection of reduced activity of the council overail, an
anticipation of efficiency plans or a statement to local people? Or none of these
things?

Further reading

You may find it helpful to read the Commission’s technical guidance on electoral

reviews which covers our policy towards council size and the rest of the electoral
review process. This can be found on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk/quidance-
policy-and-publications/quidance

The Commission also produces guidance aimed at members of the public who
wish to engage with the electoral review process. This is also available on our
website.

The Commission publishes ali submissions it receives throughout an electoral
review. Our website therefore includes previous examples of council size
submissions made by local authorities across England. Our staff will also be able
to advise you on previous submissions that you might find interesting.
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APPENDIX 3

COUNCIL — 15 APRIL 2014 — AGENDA ITEM NO. 7

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS — AVERAGE ELECTORATE PER MEMBER

Authority Electorate Number of Average Electorate
Members per Member

Cambridge City 93,159 42 2,218
Fenland 74,875 40 1,872
Forest Heath 39,728 27 1,471
Huntingdonshire 130,757 52 2,514
South Cambridgeshire 114,684 57 2,012
St Edmundsbury 82,447 45 1,832
East Cambridgeshire 65,520 39 1,680

(Current)

ERRATUM

Paragraph 5.1 of the report headed ‘Financial Implications/Equality Impact Assessment’
refers to savings of £49,536 plus other expenses based on a reduction to 27 Members.
For a reduction to 25 Members, these savings would equate to £57,792 plus other

expenses.
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