FOI Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
76 - 86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
25th November 2013
Dear LGBCE,
I am writing to request information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. In order to
assist you with this request, I am outlining my query as specifically as possible.
I would like to see any documents relating to the proposal for 38 councillors for
Canterbury City Council including minutes, agendas and emails between LGBCE and
CCC.
I would also like to see the agendas, minutes and reports of meetings that discussed
and assessed the submissions made regarding the proposed number of councillors
for CCC. To help you identify the appropriate material: I would like to know what
criteria were used to assess the submissions, and what the key factors were in the
minority of submissions that caused them to outweigh the majority of submissions.
I would be interested in any information held by your organisation regarding my request. I
understand that I do not have to specify particular files or documents and that it is the
department's responsibility to provide the information I require. If you need further
clarification, please contact me by email or phone.
I would like to receive the information in electronic format wherever possible, or failing that
in hard copy. I would be grateful if you could send me this information as and when it
becomes available - there is no need to delay until it is all available.
I look forward to your response within the statutory 20-working-day time limit, and I would
be grateful if you could email me to confirm that you have received this request.
Many thanks in advance for your help.
Best regards,

If my request is denied in whole or in part, I ask that you justify all deletions by reference to
specific exemptions of the act. I will also expect you to release all non-exempt material. I
reserve the right to appeal your decision to withhold any information or to charge excessive
fees. If you plan to charge a fee for this information, I would ask that you pay particular
attention to the ruling on fees made by the Information Tribunal 28 March 2006: Mr David
Markinson v. Information Commissioner.
This decision makes clear that public authorities cannot charge an unreasonable amount
for environmental information. It directed King's Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council to
overturn their charging structure and adopt instead a price of 10p per photocopied A4 page.
Section 44 of the Tribunal decision states that a public authority can only exceed the guide
price if it can demonstrate a good reason to do so, and in considering whether any such
reason exists the public authority should:


take due regard of the guidance set out in the Code of Practice on the discharge of
the obligations of public authorities under the Environmental Information Regulations
2004 and the Guidance to the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, both
published by DEFRA, to the effect that any charge should be at a level that does not
exceed the cost of producing the copies;



disregard any costs, including staff costs, associated with the maintenance of the
information in question or its identification or extraction from storage; and



disregard any factors beyond the number and size of sheets to be copied, in
particular, the real or perceived significance of the content, or the effect that any
charging structure may have on the Council's revenue or its staff workload.
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Date
Summary
08/04/2013 Attaching the Council’s draft
submission on Council Size
15/04/2013 Discussing the Council’s
draft submission on Council
Size
01/05/2013 Informing on the Council
Size the council will be
basing its submission on
01/05/2013 Attaching the Council’s
submission on Council Size
31/05/2013 Discussing the Council Size
and the background to the
review
11/06/2013 Email confirming the
Commission’s decision to
consult on a size of 38
24/06/2013 Attaching letter announcing
the start of the consultation
on Council Size
24/10/2013 Note of meeting with parish
council representatives

Date
Summary
25/06/2013 Announcing the start of the
consultation on Council Size
24/09/2013 Announcing the start of the
consultation on warding
arrangements

LGBCE (13)6th

AGENDA
For the meeting of the Commission to be held in Rooms A - B at Layden House, 76-86
Turnmill Street, London, EC1M 5LG. 09.30am; Tuesday 11 June 2013
09:15am Co

mmissioners’ Pre Meeting

09.30am Co

mmission Meeting

Apologies for Absence
Declarations of Interest
Minutes from the Local Government Boundary Commission meeting on 21 May 2013 and
matters arising
Reviews
1. Operational Report
2. Darlington Council Size

LGBCE (13)84
LGBCE

(13)85

3. Canterbury Council Size

LGBCE (13)86

4. Wyre Forest Council Size

LGBCE (13)87

5. Breckland Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE (13)88

6. Corby Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE (13)89

7. Braintree Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE (13)90

Governance

8. Chair’s Report (oral)
9. Chief Executive’s Report (oral)
10. Finalise Annual Report and
Accounts 2012-13

LGBCE (13)91

11. Audit Committee Annual Report
to the Commission

LGBCE (13)92

12. May Audit Committee Minutes

LGBCE (13)93

13. Report on the Year

LGBCE (13)94

14. Council Size Nearest Neighbour Averages

LGBCE (13)95

15. Future Business

LGBCE (13)96

AOB
Commissioner Wash Up
Lunch – 12:05 approximately
Close of business – 12:35

LGBCE (13)9th

AGENDA
For the meeting of the Commission to be held in Rooms A - B at Layden House, 76-86
Turnmill Street, London, EC1M 5LG. 09.30am; Tuesday 10 September 2013
09:15am Co

mmissioners’ Pre Meeting

09.30am Co

mmission Meeting

Apologies for Absence
Declarations of Interest
Minutes from the Local Government Boundary Commission meeting on 13 August 2013 and
matters arising
Reviews
1. Operational Report

LGBCE (13)135

2. Peterborough Council Size

LGBCE

(13)136

3. Woking Council Size

LGBCE

(13)137

4. Darlington Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE

(13)138

5. Canterbury Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE

(13)139

6. Wyre Forest Council Size Post Consultation

LGBCE

(13)140

7. Newark & Sherwood Draft Recommendations

LGBCE

(13)141

8. South Kesteven Draft Recommendations

LGBCE (13)142

9. South Ribble Draft Recommendations

LGBCE (13)143

10. North Dorset Draft Recommendations

LGBCE (13)144

11. Three Rivers Final Recommendations

LGBCE (13)145

12. Uttlesford Final Recommendations

LGBCE

13. East Dorset Final Recommendations

L

(13)146

GBCE (13)147

14. Lancaster Final Recommendations
Further Limited Consultation

LGBCE (13)148

15. Council Size Consultations

LGBCE (13)149

Governance
16. Chair’s Report (oral)
17. Chief Executive’s Report (oral)
18. New and Emerging Risks (oral)
19. Future Business

Including a paper on actions from the Strategic Planning Event to be tabled

AOB
Commissioner Wash Up
Lunch – 13:00 – 13:30
Close of business – 13:30 approximately

LGBCE (13)150

LGBCE (13) 6th Meeting
Minutes of meeting held on 11 June 2013, at 09:30am, in Rooms A & B, Layden
House, 76-86 Turnmill Street, London, EC1M 5LG
Commissioners Present
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
LGBCE Officers Present:
Alan Cogbill
Archie Gall
Lynn Ingram
Alison Evison
Marcus Bowell
Tim Bowden
David Owen (from item 8)
Richard Otterway
Nick Clarke (for item 10)

Chief Executive
Director of Reviews
Director of Finance
Review & Programme Manager
Communications and Public Affairs Manager
Review Manager
Policy and Research Officer
Review Officer
National Audit Office
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Apologies for Absence
Dr Colin Sinclair.
The Chair noted that this was Richard Otterway’s last meeting prior to his taking up a
new post outside the organisation and thanked him for his work at LGBCE and
extended the Commission’s best wishes for his new role

Declarations of interest
None.

Minutes of LGBCE’s meeting on 21 May 2013
The minutes were agreed as a correct record.

Matters Arising
None.

1. Operational Report - LGBCE (13)84
The Director of Reviews informed the Commission that a formal request for an
electoral review – as part of the 2014/15 programme - had been received from the
Mayor of Bristol. Arrangements would be made for the Chair and the Director to
meet the Mayor and group leaders to discuss the request.

2. Darlington Council Size - LGBCE (13)85
The Review & Programme Manager introduced the item and reported that the Lead
Commissioner (Dr Colin Sinclair) had indicated his endorsement of the
recommendation that the Commission should consult on a council size of 50 for
Darlington Borough Council.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 50 be used as the basis for the council size consultation.

3. Canterbury Council Size - LGBCE (13)86
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Richard Otterway introduced the item. The council had requested the review and the
Chair and Director of Reviews had met the authority before their inclusion in the
programme.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 38 be used as the basis for the council size consultation.

4. Wyre Forest Council Size - LGBCE (13)87
The Review and Programme Manager introduced the item explaining that the council
had requested to become part of the Commission’s work programme. The council
are expected to take a decision on moving to whole-council elections later in the
year.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 33 be used as the basis for the council size consultation.

5. Breckland Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)88
The Review and Programme Manager introduced the item on the outcome of the
council size consultation and evidence received.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 50 be used as the basis to proceed to consultation on warding arrangements and
preparation of draft recommendations

6. Corby Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)89
The Review and Programme Manager introduced the item on the outcome of the
council size consultation and evidence received.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 29 be used as the basis to proceed to consultation on warding arrangements and
preparation of draft recommendations.

7. Braintree Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)90
3

The Review and Programme Manager introduced the item on the outcome of the
council size consultation and evidence received.
Agreed
After considering the evidence received, the Commission agreed that a council size
of 50 be used as the basis to proceed to consultation on warding arrangements and
preparation of draft recommendations.

8. Chair’s Report (oral)
Doncaster – the Chair reported on arrangements for a meeting with the council to
discuss the forthcoming review and outline the Commission’s approach and practice
for electoral reviews.
Commission evening meeting – the Chair reported that Jenny Watson (Chair of the
Electoral Commission) would be invited to a future discussion meeting with
Commissioners following a future Audit Committee meeting. The main issues to be
discussed might include:
•
•

The Electoral Commission’s view on the potential impact of Individual Electoral
Registration and the potential effect on the Commission’s future work
programme.
The Electoral Commission’s view on the trend towards smaller council sizes, the
inevitable increase in electoral areas and the effect this may have on the
representation of smaller parties on local authorities.

The Chair reported on his meeting with Gary Streeter MP on 4 June primarily to
discuss the electoral review of South Hams District Council. It was thought
appropriate to invite Mr Streeter to a future evening meeting.
Fenland electoral review – the Chair reported that he was due to meet Steve Barclay
MP (North East Cambridgeshire) on 12 June to discuss the outcome of the electoral
review of Fenland District Council and, in particular, the consequential creation of
additional parish wards in the town of Chatteris.
Agreed
The Commission should invite Gary Streeter MP and Jenny Watson to future
Commission evening discussion meetings.

9. Chief Executive’s Report (oral)
LGA Conference 2013 – the Chief Executive reported on preparations for the
conference which is due to take place on 2-4 July in Manchester and where the
Commission is due to host a fringe event. The Chair reported that he had conducted
4

an interview with the Municipal Journal to highlight the Commission’s invitation to
local authorities to put themselves forward for review and encourage them to attend
the fringe session.
Industrial action – the Chief Executive had briefed the Commission privately on the
on-going industrial action by staff.
Speaker’s Committee – the Committee is due to meet on 2 July to discuss the
Electoral Commission’s budget. The Chief Executive has been asked to provide a
factual briefing, in advance of that meeting, on the industrial action at the
Commission. The Chief Executive has also been asked to be present for the meeting
if members wish to discuss the proportionality of levels of scrutiny placed on the
Commission (primarily by National Audit Office Value for Money studies) and/or
legislation prescribing the status of independent Audit Committee members.

10. Finalise Annual Report and Accounts 2012-13 – LGBCE (13)92
The Director of Finance introduced the item and distributed additional papers:
National Audit Office’s Audit Completion report 2012-13, Summary of Resource and
Capital Outturn, Statement of Cash Flows for 2012-13 and details of director
pensions.
Nick Clarke (National Audit Office - NAO) introduced the Audit Completion Report
and described the actions expected to be taken by the Commission in response. He
explained that the NAO was content for the accounts to be signed off by the
Accounting Officer. The accounts are expected to be signed off by the Comptroller
and Auditor and General without qualification.
The Director of Finance confirmed that the recommendation from the previous year
re. outstanding debts has been followed up.
Agreed

• The Commission noted the National Audit Office’s Audit Completion Report

(including Management Letter) on the 2012-13 financial statement audit.
• The Commission approved the Commission’s Annual Report and Accounts
subject to the revisions to the Financial Statements (re. Summary of Resource
and Capital Outturn 2012/13 and Statement of Cash Flows for Year Ended 31
March 2013) which were tabled at the meeting, a correction to the details of a
secondment described in the report and any further typographical errors.

11. Audit Committee Annual Report to the Commission – LGBCE (13)92
Sir Tony Redmond introduced the item and described how the Audit Committee had
had a positive year.
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Sir Tony emphasised the on-going concern of the Committee regarding the formal
designated status of Ms Butler (as required by the legislation) as an independent
external advisor rather than as a full member. He stressed the importance of this
role and the value it brings to the work of the Audit Committee.
He described how good progress had been made by the Committee in its risk
management responsibilities but there remained work to do on producing clearing
plans for mitigating risks. He suggested that the Commission could be more robust in
the way it handles internal audit recommendations which may be inherently
unexceptionable but which are seen to offer little value to the organisation.
On the effectiveness of the Committee, Sir Tony reported that the current situation
was positive but that the Committee was alert to the possibility of requesting
additional training as required.
Professor Colin Mellors endorsed Sir Tony’s views.
The Chair thanked the Committee for its work throughout the year and emphasised
the need for action on the status of its independent member and the proportionality
of the Value for Money study.

12. May Audit Committee Minutes – LGBCE (13) AC 2nd
The minutes were noted.

13. Report on the Year – LGBCE (13)94
The Policy and Research Officer introduced the item and identified three particular
highlights of the report:
• Levels of activity by the Commission during the course of the year.
• Impact of the Commission’s work on council size and warding arrangements.
• Stakeholder and public views on the Commission’s conduct and outputs.
Agreed
The report should be sent to members of the Speaker’s Committee, the peers who
have agreed to speak for the Commission in the House of Lords, Clive Betts MP
(Chair of the Communities and Local Government Select Committee) as well as
being published on the Commission’s website.
Future editions of the report should include where helpful comparisons with previous
years of Commission activity (e.g. trends over five years).

14. Council Size Nearest Neighbour Averages – LGBCE (13)95
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The Commission thanked the Policy and Research Officer for his work to devise the
new policy and discussed the methodology set out in his report. It was noted that
there would be monitoring of the CIPFA data so that updates could be included as
soon as possible.
It was proposed that the data concerned would be included in the pen portrait
provided to Commissioners at an early stage of a review and in advance of meetings
with the council.
Agreed
•
•

•

•

The Commission agreed to adopt the CIPFA Nearest Neighbours model in its
consideration of council size
A current or proposed council size for an authority that varies from the average
for the authority’s grouping by more than 47.5% of the range of sizes in that
grouping should be regarded as having a ‘significant variance’ and that a strong
justification would be required to justify it.
In the absence of strong justification by an authority for a significant variance,
the Commission should hold a public consultation on a council size which is
within the limits set out above. In the absence of strong evidence received
during public consultation for an alternative council size, the Commission
should proceed to the further stages of the review with the size indicated using
the methodology above, bringing the council within the edge of the range
defined.
The Commission’s Technical Guidance should be updated to include the new
policy.

15. Future Business – LGBCE (13)96
The Chair reported that he may not be able to attend the Commission meeting in
October. However, the meeting remains set to be quorate.

AOB
There was no other business
Meeting closed at 11:28am
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LGBCE (13) 9th Meeting
Minutes of meeting held on 10 September 2013, at 09:30am, in Rooms A & B,
Layden House, 76-86 Turnmill Street, London, EC1M 5LG
Commissioners Present
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL
Sir Tony Redmond
LGBCE Officers Present:
Alan Cogbill
Archie Gall
Lynn Ingram
Alison Evison
Tim Bowden
Richard Buck
Sarah Vallotton
William Morrison
Nicholas Dunkeyson
Mark Pascoe
Lucy Ward
Simon Keal

Chief Executive
Director of Reviews
Director of Finance
Review & Programme Manager
Review Manager
Review Manager
Business & Committee Services Manager
Review Officer
Review Officer
Review Officer
Review Officer
Review Officer

Apologies for Absence
There were apologies from Professor Paul Wiles CB, Dr Colin Sinclair CBE and
Marcus Bowell, Communications Manager.

Declarations of interest
There were no declarations of interest.

Minutes of LGBCE’s meeting on 13th August 2013

The minutes were agreed as a correct record.

Matters Arising
No matters arising.

1. Operational Report - LGBCE (13)135
The content of the Operational Report was noted.

2. Peterborough Council Size - LGBCE (13)136
It had been agreed to review Peterborough City Council due to electoral imbalance.
The review had commenced in December 2012. According to the latest electoral
figures, 33 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent with one ward
being over 30 per cent.
The Commission had held meetings with local authority leaders and officers both to
explain the review process and to seek information about electorate forecasts and
the basis of the proposed council size. The current size of the Council is 57
members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support the council size changing to 60 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence. On the basis of the evidence
submitted they were minded to support a council size of 60 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 60 be used as the basis for
consultation.

3. Woking Council Size - LGBCE (13)137
It had been agreed to review Woking Borough Council due to electoral imbalance.
The review had commenced in February 2013. According to the latest electoral
figures, 35 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent.
The Commission had held meetings with local authority leaders and officers both to
explain the review process and to seek information about electorate forecasts and
the basis of the proposed council size. The current size of the Council is 36
members.

Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was proposed by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient evidence
to support the council size changing to 30 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence. On the basis of the evidence
submitted they were minded to support a council size of 30 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 30 be used as the basis for
consultation.

4. Darlington Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)138
It had been agreed to review Darlington Council due to electoral imbalance. The
review had commenced in August 2012. According to the latest electoral figures, 17
per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent with one ward being over
40 per cent.
The Commission had held meetings with local authority leaders and officers both to
explain the review process and to seek information about electorate forecasts and
the basis of the proposed council size. The current size of the Council is 53
members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support the council size changing to 50 members.
At its meeting in June 2013 the Commission considered all the evidence it had
received on council size. Given the change proposed, the Commission had decided
to consult on the issue of council size. The Commission sought views on a change in
council size to 50 members. The consultation ended on August 2013
The Commission considered all the available evidence. On the basis of the evidence
submitted they were minded to support a council size of 50 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 50 be used as the basis to proceed to
consultation on warding arrangements and preparation of draft recommendations.

5. Canterbury Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)139
It had been agreed to review Canterbury City Council at the request of the authority.
The review had commenced in March 2013.
The Commission had held meetings with local authority leaders and officers both to
explain the review process and to seek information about electorate forecasts and
the basis of the proposed council size. The current size of the Council is 50
members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support the council size changing to 38 members.
At its meeting in June 2013 the Commission considered all the evidence it had
received on council size. Given the change proposed, the Commission had decided
to consult on the issue of council size. The Commission sought views on a change in
council size to 38 members. The consultation ended on August 2013.
The Commission considered all the available evidence. On the basis of the evidence
submitted they were minded to support a council size of 38 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 38 be used as the basis to proceed to
consultation on warding arrangements and preparation of draft recommendations.

6. Wyre Forest Council Size Post Consultation - LGBCE (13)140
It had been agreed to review Wyre Forest District Council at the request of the
authority. The review commenced in March 2013. According to the latest electoral
figures, it does not meet the criteria with 24% of wards having variances of greater
than 10%.
The Commission has held meetings with local authority leaders and officers both to
explain the review process and to seek information about electorate forecasts and
the basis of the proposed council size. The current size of the Council is 42
members.
At its meeting in June 2013 the Commission considered all the evidence it had
received on council size. The Commission sought views on a change in council size
to 33 members. The consultation ended on August 2013.
The Commission considered all the available evidence. On the basis of the evidence
submitted they were minded to support a council size of 33 members.

Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 33 be used as the basis to proceed to
consultation on warding arrangements and preparation of draft recommendations.

7. Newark & Sherwood Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (13)141
The review of Newark & Sherwood had commenced on July 2012. According to the
latest electoral figures, 36 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on February 2013, the Commission was minded to agree a Council
size of 38 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been prepared on
the basis of such a Council size. However, the team felt it necessary to move away
from the minded council size of 38 and instead adopt the District Council’s proposal
of 39 as this was felt to provide a better allocation of members across the district and
would not adversely impact on the governance arrangements for the council.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of seven three-member wards, five two-member wards, and eight
single-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the submissions received. It agreed the Draft
Recommendations as presented
Agreed
Draft Recommendations for Newark & Sherwood as presented.

8. South Kesteven Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (13)142
The review of South Kesteven had commenced on August 2012. According to the
latest electoral figures, 38 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on June 2013, the Commission was minded to agree a Council size of
55 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been prepared on the
basis of such a Council size. However, following consultation on a proposed council
size of 55, the team has put together an alternative warding pattern that would see a
council size of 56. This increase of one councillor provides for a better allocation of
members across the town and rural areas and also provides for a warding pattern
that achieves a better balance between the statutory criteria.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of four three-member wards, 18 two-member wards, and eight
single-member wards in total.

The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the submissions received. It agreed the Draft
Recommendations as presented
Agreed
Draft Recommendations for South Kesteven as presented.

9. South Ribble Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (13)143
The review of South Ribble Borough Council had commenced on September 2012.
According to the latest electoral figures, 33 per cent of wards had variances greater
than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on February 2013, the Commission was minded to agree a Council
size of 50 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been prepared on
the basis of such a Council size.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of four three-member wards, and 19 two-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the submissions received. It agreed the Draft
Recommendations as presented and was keen to receive local evidence on warding
names.
Agreed
Draft Recommendations for South Ribble Borough Council as presented.

10.

North Dorset Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (13)144

The review of North Dorset District Council had commenced in June 2012.
According to the latest electoral figures, 29 per cent of wards had variances greater
than 10 per cent with one ward being over 30 per cent.
At its meeting in March 2013, the Commission was minded to agree a Council size of
33 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been prepared on the
basis of such a Council size.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of two three-member wards, 10 two-member wards, and seven
single-member wards in total.

The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the submissions received. It agreed the Draft
Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Draft Recommendations for North Dorset District Council as presented.

11.

Three Rivers Final Recommendations - LGBCE (13)145

The review of Three Rivers District Council had commenced in January 2012. The
review was being conducted following a request from the authority. According to the
latest electoral figures, 25 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting in July 2012, the Commission was minded to agree a Council size of
39 and had subsequently agreed Draft Recommendations.
Following publication, 312 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations. These had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it had not been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations except in respect
of the Abbots Langley area as well as a small amendment to the boundary between
the proposed Moor Park & Eastbury and Rickmansworth Town wards. The team also
proposed changing the ward name of Croxleyhall Wood to Dickinsons. These were
proposed as the Final Recommendations for Three Rivers District Council.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of 13 three-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations. It agreed the Final Recommendations as
presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Three Rivers District Council as presented.

12.

Uttlesford Final Recommendations – LGBCE (13) 146

The review of Uttlesford District Council commenced in January 2012. According to
the latest electoral figures, 33 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per
cent with one ward being over 30 per cent.
At its meeting in March 2013, the Commission was minded to agree a Council size of
39 and had subsequently agreed the Draft Recommendations.

Following publication, 41 submissions were received on the Draft
Recommendations. These had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it had not been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations except in respect
of an amendment to the Stansted North and Broad Oak & the Hallingburys wards
and some changes to ward names: The Commission agreed to rename four wards:
Stansted South & Birchanger; Littlebury, Chesterford & Wendon Lofts; Flitch Green
& Little Dunmow and Great Dunmow South & Barnston. These were proposed as the
Final Recommendations for Uttlesford District Council.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of three three-member wards, 11
two-member wards, and eight single-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations. It agreed the Final Recommendations as
presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Uttlesford District Council as presented.

13.

East Dorset Final Recommendations – LGBCE (13)147

The review of East Dorset District Council had commenced in June 2012. The review
was being conducted following a request from the authority. According to the latest
electoral figures, eight per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting in September 2012, the Commission was minded to agree a Council
size of 29 and had subsequently agreed the Draft Recommendations.
Following publication, 24 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations. These had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account it had not been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations except in respect
of a minor amendment for the proposed wards in the Verwood and Crane areas, and
the renaming of Heath & Moors ward as West Moors & Holt. These changes were
reflected in the Final Recommendations for East Dorset District Council.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of four three-member wards, five
two-member wards, and seven single-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following

publication of the Draft Recommendations. It agreed the Final Recommendations as
presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for East Dorset District Council as presented.

14.
Lancaster Final Recommendations Further Limited
Consultation - LGBCE (13)148
The review of Lancaster City Council had commenced in April 2012. According to the
latest electoral figures, one ward has a variance of over 30 per cent.
At its meeting in May 2013, the Commission was minded to adopt the draft
recommendations for Lancaster City Council as final but felt there was sufficient
evidence to move away from the draft recommendations in respect of the areas for
Morecombe and Heysham, and Carnforth. The Commission therefore proposed that
further limited consultation should be held in those areas. During this further limited
consultation, the Commission received a total of eight submissions concerning its
revised proposals. These had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it had been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the draft recommendations for the
Morecombe and Heysham, and Camforth areas of Lancaster and adopt the revised
proposals as part of the Final Recommendations.
The Final Recommendations would provide a pattern of 12 three-member wards,
nine two-member wards, and six single-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations. It agreed the Final Recommendations as
presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Lancaster City Council as presented.

15.

Council Size Consultations – LGBCE (13)149

This paper would be deferred to November’s meeting.

16.

Chair’s Report

The Chair reported on the helpful meetings he and the Director of Reviews had
attended with County Council Leaders on the next round of reviews.
The Chair informed the Commission that he was due to meet with Gary Streeter MP.
He would brief the Commission on the outcome of the meeting at a later date.
The Chair circulated a draft note to Commissioners only on the future top structure of
the Commission which will be substantively discussed in November and in the
meantime the Commission agreed that the Chair will work with the Chief Executive
to establish a timeline and more detail for discussion at the same time.

17.

Chief Executive’s Report

The Chief Executive updated the Commission on the continuing industrial action.
The Chief Executive reported on the recent Speaker’s Committee session on
proposed changes to legislation relating to governance.
The Chief Executive presented an office action note detailing the agreed actions
following the recent Strategic Planning Event.
Agreed
 The Strategic Planning Actions as set out and amended
 A half-hour demonstration of the Commission’s video conference system be
arranged immediately in advance of the Commission meeting on 11
November (Commissioners were requested to bring any portable IT
equipment they might wish to use for video conferencing).
 That dates for the Commission’s policy discussion and the Commissioner &
Staff event in April 2014 be agreed and arranged by Business Manager as
soon as possible.

18.

New and Emerging Risks

The Chief Executive updated the Commission on its current recruitment exercise
with regards to the vacant Review Officer posts, the Research & Policy Officer post,
and the Business Support Officer post.
The Commission also noted the variable capacity of local authorities to engage fully
with the review process.
Agreed
 An updated staff contact list to be circulated to the Commission upon
completion of the recruitment exercise.

19.

Future Business – LGBCE (13)150

The content of the Future Business paper was noted.

AOB
None.
Close of Business 12:55

Canterbury City Council
Submission on Council Size to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
1. Introduction
At its meeting on 10 January 2013, Full Council resolved to submit an expression of
interest to the LGBCE to join the programme for an Electoral Review in the near
future. The basis for the review is that the council has not undergone a review for
over ten years, it needs to accommodate new governance arrangements and ensure
that the size of council reflects the demands made upon it bearing in mind the
challenging budget situation.
The LGBCE wrote to the council in March 2013 confirming that the council could be
included in the programme of electoral reviews for 2013.
2. Background
The starting point of an Electoral Review is to establish a council size. This is the
number of councillors required to deliver effective and convenient local government.
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) decides the
Council Size and will consider proposals from the city council and other relevant
stakeholders that put forward proposals when making its decision. Before the
council size is determined, the LGBCE make a ‘minded to’ recommendation which
will be subject to a public consultation.
Once the council size has been established, the second phase of the review will be to
develop future warding patterns for the Canterbury district.
This paper sets out Canterbury City Council’s proposal for a council size. The
proposal has been developed by the council’s Political Management Member Panel.
The role of this cross-party Panel is to consider constitutional issues of the council in
detail and make recommendations on them by a majority vote to Full Council.
In developing the proposal for council size, the council’s Political Management
Member Panel considered how the council functions now and how it plans to
function from 2015 onwards in terms of:
•
•
•

The Governance arrangements of the council
The Scrutiny function
The representational role of councillors in the local community

1

3. Summary of the council’s submission
The council is putting forward a case for a reduction in council size from 50 to 38
councillors. The reasons for this proposal are dealt with in detail throughout this
paper but can be broadly summarised as:
•

The last Electoral Review of the council took place between 2000-01 when
the council was on the cusp of moving from the committee system of political
management to Executive arrangements in response to the Local
Government Act 2000. The council introduced Executive arrangements in
2002 and as a result, the role of councillors and the council’s decision making
structure have changed significantly since the last electoral review. The
average number of committee meetings per councillor has reduced from 5.2
to 1.5 meetings. Under the committee system the workload was more
evenly spread between councillors. The Executive arrangements have meant
that the workload between councillors now varies considerably and the
council could continue to effectively take decisions if the council size was
reduced to 38.

•

The Political Management Member Panel has recently reviewed the council’s
governance arrangements. The Panel has recommended that the council
should continue to operate a ‘Strong Leader’ model of governance from
2015. To deliver this preferred model of governance the Panel has developed
a decision making structure which best meets the business needs of the
council and representational role of Members. The council’s current decision
making structure is to an extent influenced by the number of councillors
rather than business needs. To most effectively deliver the business needs of
the council, the Panel concluded that the optimum council size would be 38.

•

The council has changed the way that services are delivered locally since the
last electoral review took place. A large proportion of the council’s business
is now delivered through shared services. Highways Services has been
transferred to Kent County Council. The council has and continues to develop
relationships with community groups to deliver services on its behalf. For
example, Whitstable Castle, the district’s leisure centres and the Horsebridge
Arts and Community Centre in Whitstable are directly run by partner
organisations. Councillors have overseen the development of these changes
but once implemented, their role has evolved to become a monitoring and
scrutiny one. As a result there has been a reduction in the business dealt
with through the council’s decision making process which means that it could
continue to function effectively with a reduced size of 38 councillors.
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4. The council’s governance model
4.1 Full Council
The council currently has 50 councillors elected every four years. At the time of
writing this submission one seat is vacant following a resignation in January 2013.
4.2 Leadership
Since May 2011 the council has operated a ‘strong leader’ and Executive governance
model. The Leader has not chosen to delegate functions to individual portfolio
holders and decisions that have not been delegated to officers are taken collectively
by the Executive.
4.3 Executive
The Executive currently consists of nine councillors including the Leader although in
the past it has been 10 councillors. Executive meetings are scheduled on a monthly
basis and invariably there is a substantial workload to be dealt with at each meeting.
As a result of the Local Government Act 2000, the council has operated Executive
arrangements since 2002. Prior to 2002 the city council was governed by a
committee system of political management. The decision making structure the
council used to support the committee system model is set out at Appendix A. The
structure is based on the committees appointed by Full Council in 2001 and shows
there were three main service area committees (policy, community services and
development and planning) plus sub-committees and working groups appointed by
those committees.
An assessment of the number of committee meetings held in 2001/02 (the last year
that the council operated the committee system) compared to number of committee
meetings held in 2011/12 has been made. The comparison shows a similar number
of meetings were held under both models of governance. There were 113 meetings
per year under the committee system and 136 under our present Leader and cabinet
model. However, the committees had higher memberships and as a result the
workload of members in delivering the councils governance function under the
committee system was far greater. Councillors shared 261 places on 16 committees
or sub-committees - an average of 5.3 committees per councillor. Under our current
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Leader Executive arrangements councillors share 76 places on 9 committee or subcommittees - an average of 1.5 committees per councillor.1
Average number of committee places
per councillor in 2001/02 (Committee
System)
5.3

Average number of committee places
per councillor in 2011/12 (Leader and
Cabinet)
1.5

Whilst this gives an average workload, it is of course for each political party to
allocate places on committees. At the present time there are 9 Executive councillors
(including the Leader), the Lord Mayor has a civic role and 40 councillors perform the
council’s non-Executive functions2. Of the non-Executive councillors, three sit on four
committees, five sit on three committees, 19 sit on two committees, 10 sit on one
committee and there are three councillors that do not sit on any committees.3 This
includes a seat which has been vacant since January 2013.
The move away from the committee system to Executive arrangements has had a
significant impact on the role of councillors in the decision making process.
Previously there were 22 councillors on each of the service committees that took
decisions and the workload was more evenly spread between councillors. Multiple
committees meant a higher number of councillors were needed for decisions to be
taken. Now just 10 Executive councillors are directly involved in decision making
outside of the regulatory committees and Full Council.4 This has lead to the
workloads of councillors to vary considerably. For example, whilst the workload of
Executive councillors is significant, 13 of the non-Executive councillors are members
of just one or no committees. Executive arrangements ultimately mean that fewer
councillors are needed for decisions to be taken. As a result, the decision making
process could continue to function effectively if the membership of the council was
reduced to 38 councillors.
The Localism Act 2011 has given councils the option to return to the former
committee system of political management if they wish. The council has recently
considered this issue and concluded that it wishes to continue with the present
‘Strong Leader’ and Executive model as it allows clarity of accountability and a
strategic overview when taking decisions.
The council has recently undertaken a governance review. The recommendations of
the review will be implemented in the 2013/14 council year and the decision making
1

Figures based on the council’s main committees appointed by Full Council in 2001/02 and 2011/12.
The current Executive is nine (including the Leader) but it is usually 10 (including the Leader)
3
Number of committees per councillor figures at March 2013 include one vacant seat.
4
Including vacant Executive seat following resignation in 2012.
2
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structure to support these changes is set out at Appendix B. The council has also
reviewed how its decision making structure should operate from 2015. This
structure is set out at Appendix C. The council’s Political Management Member
Panel developed the structure by assessing the committees needed to deliver the
statutory business of the council, local requirements and the recommendations of
the governance review. It also took account of the workload of councillors both in
delivering the business of the council and their representational role. The Panel
concluded that the optimum council size based on these factors was 38 councillors.
On the basis that political control of the council does not change, the structure will
be implemented in 2015.
An assessment of the councillor workload to deliver the structure to be introduced
from 2015 compared to the council’s current structure is set out in the table below:
Council size
50

workload
Current model
- 10 Executive Members (including the Leader) are involved in
Executive activity, an area Member Panel (AMP) and up to one
Best Value Review per year.
- The Lord Mayor has a civic role outside of the decision making
process.
- 39 non-Executive councillors share 66 places on the council’s
eight regulatory and scrutiny committees. On average each nonExecutive councillor sits on 1.7 of these committees plus one
AMP and 0.7 Best Value or Scrutiny Reviews per year.

38

Proposed future model from 2015
- Eight Executive Members: Executive activity, an AMP and up to
one Best Value Review per year.
- The Mayor: civic role.
- 29 non-Executive councillors: share 62 places on eight regulatory
and scrutiny committees. An average of 2.1 of these committees
plus one AMP and one Best Value or Scrutiny Reviews per year.

The Panel has also considered whether the decision making structure for the council
could be delivered by a smaller council size of either 30 or 35 councillors as set out at
appendices D and E. The Panel concluded that it could not function effectively with
fewer than 38 councillors for the following reasons:
-

The membership of the Executive, Overview, Scrutiny and Audit Committees
would be too small to effectively deal with the council’s business. The posts
of Leader and Deputy Leader can be regarded full time and the workload of
other Executive councillors can vary depending on the scope of the portfolio,
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but is significant. Therefore an Executive of fewer than eight councillors is
considered to be too small to effectively deal with portfolio work.
-

Similarly, the size of the Overview, Audit and Scrutiny Committees would be
too small to cope with the workload if the council size was either 30 or 35
councillors. In particular, the council’s scrutiny function has a strong focus
towards commissioning small panels to carry out task and finish reviews and
there are no plans to change this approach. A larger pool of councillors that
can be drawn on to carry out these reviews and deal with other scrutiny and
audit work is needed than a council size of either 30 or 35 would allow.

-

The smaller council sizes would ultimately mean councillors would be spread
too thinly across the number of committees set out in these structures. This
could lead to capacity issues for example, finding substitutions when
councillors were unable to attend their committees.

-

Too small a council size would deter people of working age from becoming
councillors due to the time commitment that would be required particularly
at Executive level. Currently the council has a good level of representation of
younger councillors and it would not wish to see this change as a result of the
workload becoming unmanageable

-

A higher number was required to fulfil the representational role of councillors
across a city, two coastal towns and a large rural area which have distinct
characters and their own local priorities. As explained later in this
submission, councillors have roles on outside bodies, provide a key link to
parish councils and residents associations in their wards and champion
community interest groups. The impact of a change in council size on their
ability to deal with casework has also been assessed. The results of the 2011
Councillor Survey showed that city councillors spent approximately 18 hours
per month responding to constituents. Using the survey results as a guide,
the approximate average increase in workload per councillor that a smaller
council size could create is set out below:
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Council size

30
35
38
50
National average for shire
district councils5

Approximate average
number of hours responding
to constituents
30
26
24
18
26

% change

67%
44%
33%

The results National Census of Local Authority Councillors 2010 show that for
shire district councillors, the average number of hours per week spent
engaging with constituents, conducting surgeries and answering queries is
6.1 hours per week.6 This gives an average per month of 26 hours. Whilst
the results of the city council’s survey are an approximate average, it is
indicated that a reduction in council size to 38 would not suggest an increase
the workload of councillors beyond the national average. The Panel also
considered that the increase in time spent dealing with casework would be
manageable with a council size of 38 particularly as electronic
communication methods had made it easier for councillors to respond to
constituents. However, given the distinct geography of the district and the
level of work involved in council business and on outside bodies, a council
size of fewer than 38 would increase the workload of councillors to an extent
that could undermine the community leadership and representational role.
The Panel also considered that a council size of more than 38 was not necessary to
effectively deliver the council’s business and the representational role of councillors
going forward.
5. Regulatory
5.1 Development Management Committee
The Development Management Committee meets monthly to determine planning
applications and consider other planning matters. The council has gradually
increased delegation of planning matters to officers and in 2012 reduced its
membership from 16 to 11 councillors.

5

National Census of Local Authority Councillors, analysis of results by type of authority.
Local Government Group, National Census of Local Authority Councillors 2010, p7 and analysis of results by
type of authority.
6
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The Development Management Committee also appoints a Sub-Committee to
undertake site visits and make recommendations back to the Committee. The SubCommittee met 5 times in 2011/12.
Councillors new to the Development Management Committee undertake mandatory
training and there is also refresher training available once a year.
Changes to the Development Management Committee
The council have proposed a further reduction in the membership of the
Development Management Committee from 11 to 10 Members to be implemented
from 2015. The council does not anticipate any further changes to the arrangements
of the Development Management Committee or the delegation of planning matters.
5.2 Licensing Committee
The Licensing Committee comprises 11 councillors and meets annually to elect a
Chair and Vice-Chair and to appoint a Sub-Committee. The Licensing Sub-Committee
consists of 3 Members drawn from the Licensing Committee on a rotational basis.
In order to accommodate the transfer of the licensing function to the city council as
a result of the Licensing Act 2003, the Licensing Committee initially comprised 15
councillors. Whilst the licensing workload remains high, systems are now in place for
it to be effectively managed and consequently the Committee membership reduced
to its present 11 councillors in 2010.
The city of Canterbury has a large number of licensed premises which results in the
need for the Sub-Committee to meet frequently. 49 cases were heard at 24
meetings of the Sub-Committee in 2011/14. The cases included private hire and
hackney carriage and premises licensing.
The Sub-Committee may also undertake site visits to premises in advance of a
licensing hearing. Site visits usually takes place immediately before the hearing.
Councillors new to the Licensing Committee have to undertake mandatory training
and there is also refresher training available once a year.
Changes to the Licensing Committee arrangements
•

The council’s governance review has recommended that an officer be given
delegated authority for matters relating to private hire and hackney carriage
licensing currently considered by the Licensing Committee. Between April
and December 2012 there were 27 hearing which dealt with private hire and
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hackney carriage licensing. An officer assessment concluded that the number
of Licensing Sub-Committee meetings could be reduced by 10-15 meetings
per year (35-40%).
•

Another change that is being implemented at the start of the 2013/14
Council Year is that the Licensing Committee will be combined with the
General Purposes Committee. This will create a single Licensing and General
Purposes Committee and reduce the overall number of meetings by two per
annum. The Licensing meetings will be incorporated into the General
Purposes cycle of meetings.

•

The council has proposed a reduction in the membership of the Licensing and
General Purposes Committee from 11 to 10 Members.

5.3 General Purposes Committee
The General Purposes Committee comprises 11 Members and meets five times per
annum.
The Committee is responsible for licensing and registration including caravan sites,
market and street trading and food premises. Its remit also covers health and safety
at work, elections, pensions and appeals and other miscellaneous items not covered
by officer delegated powers.
Changes to the General Purposes Committee arrangements
The General Purposes Committee will be combined with the Licensing Committee
from the beginning of the 2013/14 Council Year. Refer to section 5.2 above.
5.4 Standards Committee
The council’s Standards Committee comprises 4 Members. In 2011/12 there were
five scheduled meetings of which three were cancelled and no complaints were
considered.
There are no proposed changes to the Standards Committee.
6 Scrutiny function
The council’s scrutiny function has evolved since its introduction in 2002. Originally
the council had an Overview and Scrutiny Committee (membership 16) and a
Scrutiny Sub-Committee (membership 9). In 2011 two separate committees were
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created – an Overview Committee and a Scrutiny Committee to clearly define the
two aspects of the function. There are 11 places on each committee. The total
reduction in membership to deliver the function has therefore reduced from 25
places to 21 places.
The roles of the two committees can be summarised as follows:
Overview Committee
-

Formulates, scrutinises or reviews the policies of the Council and the
Executive.
Receives briefing on matters of major local interest.
Pre-budget scrutiny
Petitions

Scrutiny Committee
-

Considers call-ins
Develops and manages the annual scrutiny review programme
Monitors the progress of the recommendations from scrutiny reviews and
Best Value Reviews
Scrutinises council and East Kent shared services performance monitoring
reports
Conducts crime and disorder scrutiny

Scrutiny Panels
The council has a comprehensive rolling programme of scrutiny reviews which is
developed in consultation with councillors, members of the public and officers and
managed by the Scrutiny Committee. Small panels of five Members carry out short
topic or in-depth reviews of specific topics relating to council or partner services.
Recent review topics include allotments, highways, High Speed 1, cycle safety and
the development of the council’s Engaging Communities Policy. There are
approximately three scrutiny reviews per year although this is dependent on the
length and nature of individual reviews.
Health Scrutiny Panel
The council also has a Health Scrutiny Panel. As the council does not have a
statutory role in health scrutiny this panel meets on an ad hoc basis to respond to
health consultations that affect the district’s residents. The Panel has not met this
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year and met once in 2011/12. The council will have a future role in health via a
councillor appointment to the Local Health and Wellbeing Board which is a subcommittee of the Kent Health and Wellbeing Board.
Changes to the scrutiny function
•

An outcome of the recent governance review is that the council’s Audit
Committee will be combined with the Scrutiny Committee to create a
Scrutiny and Audit Committee from the beginning of the 2013/14 Council
Year. The new committee will provide a link between scrutiny and the
register of risk management and corporate governance. The membership
will be 11 councillors reducing the overall number of places on council
committees by five and eliminating four meetings per year.

•

The council have proposed a reduction in the memberships of the Overview
Committees from 11 to 10 councillors to be implemented from 2015.
The council does not anticipate any further changes to the scrutiny function.

7 Other council working groups/panels/boards
In addition to the regulatory and scrutiny functions, the council also has established
other councillor groups that take account of local priorities. These are summarised
below:
7.1 Joint Transportation Board
The Joint Transportation Board comprises nine City and nine County Councillors and
meets quarterly. The Board acts as a forum for consultation on highways issues,
performance and prioritisation of bids for future work. It specifically considers:
-

Capital and Revenue funded works programmes
Traffic regulation orders
Street management proposals

There are proposals to streamline the number of consultations considered by the
Joint Board. There are no further planned changes to the arrangements of the Joint
Board.
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7.2 Whitstable Harbour Board
The Whitstable Harbour Board comprises six city councillors and three co-opted
independent members. The Board has the status of a council committee and
discharges the functions relating to the Whitstable Harbour.
There are no planned changes to the arrangements of the Board.
7.3 Area Member Panels
There are five area Member Panels – Canterbury, Herne Bay, Whitstable, Rural North
and Rural South. In practice Rural North and Rural South meetings take place at the
same time. All councillors are automatically a member of the panel covering their
Ward.
The Panels are mainly consultative bodies and consider matters of interest to the
local community. Each Panel has an ‘opportunities fund’ of £10,000 per year which
can be used to support local improvements, priorities and community projects. The
Panels have delegated powers to take decisions over how this fund is spent.
Changes to the Area Member Panels
The Rural North and Rural South Panels receive less business than the other panels.
As a result they have decided to reduce the number of their joint meetings from six
to four for the 2013/14 Council Year.
There no further planned changes to the arrangements of the Area Member Panels.
7.4 Executive Working Groups and Best Value Reviews
•

Executive Working Groups are established to oversee key council projects,
policies or local issues for example the Local Plan, Environmental Policy and
Student Community. They are politically proportionate and include the
relevant portfolio holder and where appropriate external representatives.
The regularity of working group meetings is variable depending on business
need. Some meet on an ad hoc basis for example when a policy is being
reviewed. Others meet with greater regularity as serve as a point of liaison
between the council and external bodies.

•

Best Value Reviews are conducted by small politically proportionate panels of
councillors including the relevant portfolio holder. They are task and finish in
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their approach and are commissioned to carry out policy development or to
look at specific issues. Example review topics include Houses in Multiple
Occupation, public conveniences and housing allocations. Up to three Best
Value Reviews may be carried out each year. The programme of Best Value
Reviews is designed to complement the scrutiny review programme. The key
difference is that they are commissioned by the Executive and the portfolio
holder is represented on the Review Team. Best Value Review topics tend to
be service and policy based whilst scrutiny review topics are generated by
councillors and members of the public and can also have an external focus.
8 Demands on time
There is an adopted role profile for councillors describing the key tasks for each role
within the council. The role profile is set out at Appendix F. The council has a
comprehensive training programme for councillors. The programme includes
mandatory training for councillors on the audit, planning, licensing and standards
committees. There is also discretionary training provided which at the last induction
included topics such as casework and constituency business, scrutiny skills, budget,
social media and IT. The training programme is set out at appendix G.
The council holds an event for prospective councillors to explain the role of
councillors and how time commitment is divided between council meetings, reading
reports and constituency work.
Members were asked at part of the 2011 Members’ Survey to give an approximate
indication of the amount of time spent responding to constituents each month. 34
councillors responded to the survey. The average time spent responding to
constituents based on the survey results was approximately 18 hours per month.
The responses ranged from three and 50 hours per month indicating local need and
individual Member engagement in constituent work is variable.
Members were also asked if the level of constituency work was more or less than
expected before joining the council. The response is set out below:

More than expected

4

28.57%

Less than expected

9

64.29%

No reply

1

7.14%

Finally, Members were asked if the number of council meetings attended was more
or less than expected before joining the council. However, no conclusion from the
responses could be drawn as the results were evenly split.
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The majority of councillors share 62 places on 45 outside bodies across the district
and nationally. Each year the council reviews all outside bodies to establish the
number of meetings held and obtain feedback on the appointment. A scrutiny
review in 2009 assessed the role of councillors on outside bodies and an outcome of
the review was a small reduction in the number of bodies the council appoints to. A
list of the outside bodies, number of councillor representations on each and
approximate number of meetings held per annum (where known) is provided at
appendix H.
The time commitment for councillors on these outside bodies is variable but in some
cases significant. Some bodies hold meetings once or twice per year whilst others
meet on a quarterly or six monthly basis. Two of the bodies involve a far greater
time commitment with two councillors on the Whitstable Castle Trust attending
meeting approximately 24 times per year and the two councillors on the Herne Bay
Pier Trust attending meeting approximately 40 times per year. However, it is for the
individual councillor to decide the level of their involvement on each outside body
and the workload they take on as a result.
9. Representational role of councillors
Councillors carry out their representational role in a variety of ways and it very much
down to the individual. In dealing with casework, councillors tend to take an indepth approach to resolving specific issues raised by residents following the case
through from start to finish.
The political groups are supported by two group secretaries whose role is to support
councillors with casework, for example directing a councillor to the correct service or
body when an issue is raised. The group secretaries also co-ordinate group meetings
and communicate matters between councillors. Councillors are also able to access
services directly to resolve issues.
Councillors use a range of communication methods to engage with constituents
which include visiting individuals, phone, email, social networking sites and
newsletters. Some councillors hold surgeries which are advertised in the local paper.
Councillors can also receive casework from residents’ associations where they are
members of them. Electronic communication methods and in particular email have
made councillors more accessible to constituents. As a result councillors potentially
receive more correspondence from constituents but it has also become easier for
them to respond more efficiently.
The council holds events for young people to engage with councillors as part of Local
Democracy Week. These include a competition for young people to become ‘Lord
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Mayor for the Day’ and an event for school children to develop campaigns which
they present to councillors.
There are 26 parish councils and several active residents associations concentrated
in the urban areas of the district. The frequency of parish council or resident
association meetings is unique to each group and it is for the individual councillor to
decide how frequently they will attend but generally councillors are active members
of these groups. There is also a parish forum held twice per year attended by
councillors representing rural wards in the district.
The community issues for Canterbury city, the coastal towns and rural areas are
distinct and councillors also have a role in championing community groups of
interest for their areas. Some examples include Friends of Duncan Downs, the
Seasalter Project, Friends of Prospect Fields, the Canterbury Society and Whitstable
Society. This role includes attendance and meetings and providing a direct link into
the council.
10. The future
10.1 Localism and policy development
One of the aspirations behind the Big Society is that local people and community
groups will become more empowered to run and improve local services themselves.
Similarly, the Localism Act gives community based organisations new rights to bid to
run council services where they can demonstrate they have the capacity to do so.
The council has already developed strong relationships with many community based
organisations that provide services on its behalf or run services which benefit the
communities they serve. Whitstable Castle, Rural Street Runner, Leisure Centres, the
Horsebridge Arts and Community Centre and Herne Bay Festival are directly run by a
partner with grant, concessions or in kind support from the council. The way these
services are delivered has changed since the last electoral review. Decisions about
service delivery have reduced for the council. Instead, councillors have a monitoring
role or are appointed to these bodies as representatives of the council to assist with
their work.
How the council manages these relationships and develops new ones is a critical
issue and is set out in the council’s Engaging Communities Policy which was
developed by a scrutiny panel. The role of councillors in services or facilities
transferred to the direct management of third parties is more of a monitoring role
than where services are provided directly by the council. Councillors may be
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represented on the management board or equivalent depending on the scale of the
operation and the risks involved.
10.2 Service delivery and finance
Since the last electoral review of the council there have been significant changes to
the way some services are delivered locally which have also changed the role of
councillors.
As mentioned above, some council services are now delivered by community based
organisations. Another key change since is that until 2005 Kent County Council
operated a partnership arrangement for highways services with the district
authorities. This meant each district council had joint responsibility for the highways
in their areas and hosted a Highways Partnership team. The County Council ended
these arrangements on the basis of greater efficiency and took back sole control of
Kent Highways Services in April 2005. This has reduced the workload of councillors
and their role has changed. Councillors are consulted on highways matters through
a Joint Transportation Board, raise and signpost matters to County Council and also
have a role in scrutinising the highways service.
The council has taken two approaches in response to recent financial constraints:
1) Shared Services
The council together with neighbouring authorities in East Kent has created
shared services for a range of support and frontline services. The council has
entered into joint arrangements for personnel and payroll and waste collection.
EK Services has been created to deliver the council’s ICT, revenues and benefits,
and customer contact centre functions on behalf of Canterbury city, Dover and
Thanet district councils. Landlord housing services are now delivered by an Arms
Length Management Organisation on behalf of Canterbury city, Dover, Shepway
and Thanet district councils.
The role of the councillors in handling the business of these services has shifted
to a client and monitoring role. For example, there is councillor representation
on the East Kent Housing Board and areas boards. Initially an East Kent Joint
Arrangement Committee and an East Kent Joint Scrutiny Committee between the
four district councils and Kent County Council that would be sharing services
were created. In practice only three of the district councils share services and so
these committees will be abolished and a new committee created between these
16

three councils. Decisions relating to shared services have been delegated to
officers and the East Kent Joint Arrangements Committee has not had a role in
taking decisions around the delivery of services. There will no longer be a joint
scrutiny committee as this monitoring role is handled by the individual district
council scrutiny committees. The council’s Scrutiny Committee considers the
quarterly performance reports from all shared service partners.
2) Customer Focus Review
The council is currently undergoing a programme of Customer Focus Reviews of
services that have not entered shared service arrangements. The purpose of the
reviews is to reduce the costs of services by delivering them in different and
more efficient ways. For example, recent reviews that have concluded have
created a more streamlined development management service and introduced a
single neighbourhood enforcement team. These changes are operational and
therefore do not affect the level of service delivery. The reviews are overseen by
a councillor working group but beyond this have not changed the role of
councillors or their workload.
11. Conclusion
Based on the evidence set out in this submission and accompanying documents the
council believes 38 councillors is the right number to manage the council’s business
in an effective and efficient way whilst ensuring that councillors are able to fulfil
their representational role.
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City Council committee
system structure 2001

Highways
Partnership
Joint Board
(12)

Appendix A
Full Council
(49)

Community
Services
Committee
(22)

Policy
Committee
(22)

Development &
Planning
Committee
(22)

Housing Appeals
Sub
(6)

Central
Services Sub
(8)

Development
Control Sub
(19)

Housing and
Community Sub
(11)

Review Sub
(8)

Economic &
Strategic
Planning Sub
(11)

Leisure, Culture
& Environment
Sub (11)

Executive Sub
(8)

Property &
Engineering
Sub
(8)

Licensing Sub
(11)

Executive Sub
(11)

Working Groups
(commissioned
by each service
committee)

Executive Sub
(8)

Appendix B

Decision making structure
from 2013/14
Full Council
(50)

JTB
(9)

Development
Management
(11)

Executive
(10)

Best Value
Reviews/work
ing groups

Overview
(11)

AMPs

Standards
(4)

Scrutiny and
Audit
(11)

Statutory
Non‐statutory

Scrutiny
Panels

General
Purposes and
Licensing
(11)

Licensing
Sub
(3)

Whitstable
Harbour
Board
(6)

Appendix C

Proposed future decision making
structure from 2015 based on 38
councillors
Full Council
(38)

JTB
(9)

Development
Management
(10)

Executive
(8)

Best Value
Reviews/work
ing groups

Overview
(10)

AMPs

Standards
(4)

Scrutiny and
Audit
(10)

Statutory
Non‐statutory

Scrutiny
Panels

General
Purposes and
Licensing
(10)

Licensing
Sub
(3)

Whitstable
Harbour
Board
(6)

Appendix D

Example future decision making
structure from 2015 based on 30
councillors
Full Council
(30)

JTB
(9)

Development
Management
(8)

Executive
(6)

Best Value
Reviews/work
ing groups

Overview
(6)

AMPs

Standards
(4)

Scrutiny and
Audit
(6)

Statutory
Non‐statutory

Scrutiny
Panels

General
Purposes and
Licensing
(10)

Licensing
Sub
(3)

Whitstable
Harbour
Board
(6)

Appendix E

Example future decision making
structure from 2015 based on 35
councillors
Full Council
(35)

JTB
(9)

Development
Management
(8)

Executive
(8)

Best Value
Reviews/work
ing groups

Overview
(8)

AMPs

Standards
(4)

Scrutiny and
Audit
(8)

Statutory
Non‐statutory

Scrutiny
Panels

General
Purposes and
Licensing
(10)

Licensing
Sub
(3)

Whitstable
Harbour
Board
(6)

Role profiles
1.

Councillor

1.1 Purpose of role
(a)

To participate in the good governance of the district.

(b)

To contribute to the formation and scrutiny of the authority’s policies,
budget strategies and service delivery.

(c)

To represent the interests of the ward for which elected and deal with
constituents’ enquiries and representations.

(d)

To champion the causes which best relate to the interests and
sustainability of the community and campaign for the improvement of the
quality of life of the community in terms of equity, economy and
environment.

(e)

If and when appointed, to represent the council on an outside body, such
as a charitable trust or neighbourhood association.

(f)

To act at all times with probity and propriety.

1.2 Key tasks
(a)

To fulfil the statutory and any locally determined requirements of a
councillor including compliance with all relevant codes of conduct and
protocols and participation in those decisions and activities reserved to
the full council (eg setting budgets, overall priorities, strategy).

(b)

To participate effectively as a member of any committee or other body to
which appointed.

(c)

To participate in the activities of any outside body to which appointed,
providing two way communication between the organisations, developing
and monitoring a working knowledge of the authority’s policies in relation
to that body and of the community’s needs and aspirations in respect of
that body’s role and functions.

(d)

To participate in the call in of decisions, scrutiny of policies and functions
and performance reviews of the services of the authority.

(e)

To participate, as appointed, in the area and service based consultative
processes with the community and with other organisations.

(f)

To develop and maintain the skills and knowledge needed to perform all
roles of a councillor, and develop good working relationships with relevant
officers of the authority.

(g)

To contribute to open government and democratic renewal through active
encouragement to the community to participate in the government of the
area.

(h)

To participate in the activities of any political group of which the councillor
is a member.

1.3 Skills required

2.

(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

Ability to relate and deal with people in a professional and timely manner.

(c)

Ability to work effectively with council officers and outside organisations.

(d)

Community leadership skills.

Leader of the council

2.1 Purpose of role
(a)

To provide political leadership to the council and its political
administration.

(b)

To provide strategic direction for the council.

2.2 Key tasks
(a)

To allocate Executive portfolios.

(b)

To chair meetings of the Executive.

(c)

To take responsibility for any portfolio in the absence or incapacity of the
portfolio holder.

(d)

To provide political leadership in proposing new policies, strategies,
service standards and the annual budget of the council.

(e)

To represent the council and the political administration in the community
and at regional, national and international organisations on matters of
interest to the authority and its communities.

(f)

To act as the principal political spokesperson for the council.

(g)

To promote the long term financial and organisational stability of the
council.

(h)

To encourage the highest standards of probity and corporate government
for the well being of the city.

(i)

To communicate the political administrations policies and priorities to the
Senior Management Team and receive their advice.

2.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

To have the ability to analyse and grasp complex issues.

(c)

A good understanding of how local, national and European government
operates, including the statutory and financial frameworks.

(d)

A clear understanding of the operation of the council, including the
economic and social situation within the Canterbury district.

(e)

Business and financial acumen, including the ability to understand and
manage the council’s budget.

(f)

Effective leadership skills.
(g)

Excellent political knowledge and awareness.

(h)

The ability to work effectively with council officers, the public, the media
and outside organisations.

Note:

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s role
as a councillor and as an Executive Member (see separate job profile).

3.

Lord Mayor

3.1 Purpose of role
To perform the duties of Chairman as the Civic Head of Canterbury City
Council.
3.2 Key tasks
(a)

To act as chairman at meetings of Canterbury City Council and perform
the statutory and other duties associated with the office of chairman of the
council.

(b)

Through ensuring free and open debate establish that the sense of the
meeting is properly ascertained with regard to any question properly
before it.

(c)

To represent the council and the district at civic and other occasions
within and outside the district and to act as host at events organised by
Canterbury City Council.

(d)

To sign documents on behalf of the council as required.

3.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication, interpersonal and social skills.

(b)

Leadership and chairmanship skills.

(c)

Project and time management skills.

Note:

4.

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor.

The Sheriff and Vice Chairman of the council

4.1 Purpose of role
To assist the Lord Mayor with the performance of the duties of the Civic Head
of Canterbury City Council and if necessary to chair council meetings.

4.2 Key tasks
(a)

To deputise, when required, for the chairman of the council and perform
the statutory and other duties associated with the office of vice chairman
of the council.

(b)

To assist and support the Lord Mayor with representing the council and
the district at civic and other occasions within and outside the district and
to help with hosting events organised by Canterbury City Council.

4.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication, interpersonal and social skills.

(b)

Leadership and chairmanship skills.

(c)

Project and time management skills.

Note:

5.

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor.

Chairman of a committee

5.1 Purpose of role
(a)

To chair meetings of committees and sub-committees of the council,
mindful of its terms of reference.

(b)

To provide leadership of and direction to the committee where
appropriate.

5.2 Key tasks
(a)

To develop and maintain a knowledge of committee practices and
procedures and of the services and functions that fall within the terms of
reference of the committee.

(b)

To account for the work of the committee as required.

(c)

To endeavour to engage all members of the committee in its activities.

(d)

To discuss the preparation of the agenda in conjunction with the
appropriate senior officers.

(e)

6.

To ensure the committee is able to give direction to appropriate senior
officer on the policies within the committee’s terms of reference.

Deputy Leader of the council

6.1 Purpose of role
To assist the Leader of the council with the provision of political leadership to
the council and its political administration and to deputise in the absence of the
Leader.
6.2 Key tasks
(a)

To chair meetings of the Executive in the absence of the Leader.

(b)

To take responsibility for any portfolio in the absence or incapacity of the
Leader and the Portfolio Holder.

(c)

To assist the Leader with the provision of political leadership in proposing
new policies, strategies, service standards and the annual budget of the
council.

(d)

To represent the council and the political administration in the community
and at regional, national and international organisations on matters of
interest to the authority and its communities as required.

6.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

To have the ability to analyse and grasp complex issues.

(c)

A good understanding of how local, national and European government
operates, including the statutory and financial frameworks.

(d)

A clear understanding of the operation of the council, including the
economic and social situation within the Canterbury district.

(e)

Business and financial acumen, including the ability to understand and
manage the council’s budget.

(f)

Effective leadership skills.
(g)

Excellent political knowledge and awareness.

(h)
Note:

7.

The ability to work effectively with council officers, the public, the media
and outside organisations.
The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s role
as a councillor and as an Executive Member (see separate job profile).

Executive Members

7.1 Purpose of role
(a)

To provide collective and individual leadership as part of the Executive.

(b)

To undertake lead responsibility for allocated portfolios.

(c)

To contribute towards the strategic direction of the council.

7.2 Key tasks
(a)

To chair meetings of the cabinet in the absence of the Leader and Deputy
Leader.

(b)

To take responsibility for any portfolio in the absence or incapacity of the
Leader and the Portfolio Holder.

(c)

To assist the Leader with the provision of political leadership in proposing
new policies, strategies, service standards and the annual budget of the
council.

(d)

To represent the council and the political administration in the community
and at regional, national and international organisations on matters of
interest to the authority and its communities as required.

(e)

In connection with any portfolio allocated to you:
(i)

build good working relationships with appropriate senior officers and
work with them in developing policy or strategic issues prior to formal
reporting. Be supporting in dealing with any problems at a strategic
level;

(ii)

keep abreast of related developments and policies at national,
regional and local level;

(iii)

consider service development and provision and take an active
interest in any related performance indicators and rankings;

(iv) represent the Executive where necessary at any Overview and
Scrutiny Committee;
(v)

be aware of issues of importance to the community and others
concerning portfolio services;

(vi) be aware of key budget issues affecting the portfolio.
7.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

Ability to analyse and grasp complex issues.

(c)

An understanding of national and local government statutory and financial
frameworks.

(d)

An understanding of the council including the economic and social
situation within the Canterbury district.

(e)

The ability to understand the council’s budget especially in respect of the
relevant portfolio.

(f)

Leadership skills.
(g)

Political knowledge and awareness.

(h)

Ability to work effectively with council officers, the public, the media and
outside organisations.

(i)

Ability to work as part of a team.

Note:

8.
8.1

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor.

Overview and Scrutiny Chairman
Purpose of Role
(a)

To provide leadership of and direction to their particular committee.

(b)

To chair committee meetings and ensure the committee achieves a
constructive result of benefit to the council.

8.2 Key tasks
(a)

To ensure that committee members assist in developing an effective work
programme.

(b)

To encourage committee members to obtain necessary skills to carry out
the scrutiny role and to work with officers to provide training if necessary.

(c)

To endeavour to engage all members of the committee within the scrutiny
process.

(d)

To lead the committee in prioritising its work so as to ensure effective
scrutiny.

(e)

To co-ordinate work with other scrutiny committees and chairmen and to
share learning.

(f)

To develop a constructive relationship with the Executive, especially with
relevant portfolio holders.

(g)

To develop a constructive relationship with the Executive Directors/Heads
of Service in the area that the committee scrutinises.

8.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

Leadership and chairmanship skills.

(c)

Project and time management skills.

(d)

Ability to influence and work constructively with members, officers, the
public and outside organisations.

(e)

Ability to work as part of a team.

Note:

9.

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor (see separate job profile).

Area Member Panel Chairman

9.1 Purpose of role

(a)
(b)

To provide leadership of and direction to their particular panel.
To chair the meeting mindful of its terms of reference.

(c)

To encourage Area Committee Members in their community development
roles.

9.2 Key tasks
(a)

To ensure that the committee:
(i) develops an effective work programme to engage with the community;
and
(ii) monitors services within the area of the panel making
recommendations where appropriate about their alteration or
improvement.

(b)

To work with other area panels and chairmen where appropriate to share
learning and experience and to progress and promote the role of
community engagement.

(c)

To engage, liaise and consult with the local community.

9.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

Leadership and chairmanship skills.

(c)

Project and time management skills.

(d)

Ability to influence and work constructively with members, officers, the
public and outside organisations.

(e)

Ability to work as part of a team.

Note:

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor (see separate job profile).

10. Chairman of a committee with a regulatory role
10.1 Purpose of role

(a)
(b)

To provide leadership of and direction to the committee.
To demonstrate to the public, applicants, objects etc, fair and open
decision making by or on behalf of the committee.

(c)

To chair and manage committee meetings mindful of the committee’s
terms of reference.

10.2 Key tasks
(a)

To encourage committee members to obtain necessary skills to contribute
to the work of the committee and to work with officers to provide training if
necessary.

(b)

To endeavour to engage all members of the committee in its activities.

(c)

To lead the committee, in consultation with officers, in prioritising its work.

(d)

To develop a constructive relationship with the relevant staff and where
appropriate, with relevant portfolio holders.

(e)

To be willing to learn about the professional disciplines and services
relevant to the work of the committee.

(f)

To be available to chair scheduled meetings and on occasion
unscheduled meetings.

(g)

To chair the committee in a fair and open manner in accordance with the
procedures of the committee and to enable applicants and objectors to put
their arguments to the committee.

(h)

To guide, with the assistance of officers, the committee to reach decisions
based on the information presented to it.

10.3 Skills required
(a)

Good communication and interpersonal skills.

(b)

Leadership and chairmanship skills.

(c)

Project and time management skills.

(d)

Ability to influence and work constructively with members, officers, the
public and outside organisations.

(e)

Ability to work as part of a team.

Note:

The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the member’s
role as a councillor (see separate job profile).

11. Member of the Licensing Committee
11.1 Purpose of role
(a)

To concentrate over an extended period of time on the material presented
to the Committee.

(b)

To contribute to fair and open decision making by or on behalf of the
Committee.

11.2 Key tasks
(a)

To accept on-going training during service with the Committee.

(b)

To sift evidence and analyse the material presented to the Committee.

(c)

Where necessary to probe the material presented to ensure the
arguments may be fully understood.

(d)

To apply the appropriate statutory criteria to arrive objectively at a fair and
rational decision.
Skills required

11.3
(a)

Good listening and communication skills.

(b)

Good analytical skills.

(c)

Ability to work as part of a team.

Note: The above duties and responsibilities are in addition to the members role
as a Councillor.

COUNCILLOR INDUCTION TIMETABLE 2011
Date and Time
JUNE
Sat 25 June – 9.15am
Guildhall

Mon 27 June – 7.00pm
Location: Guildhall

30 June

Task

Action by

Member Consultation on the
Corporate Plan

Facilitator: Chief Executive

Audit Committee - introduction to
the role of Audit committee.

Facilitator:
EKAP/Jim McDonald

An item has been included at the
start of the meeting at 7pm.
Chairmanship skills

1.30pm – 4.30pm
6.00 pm– 9.00pm

Facilitator:
Sue Keogh – South East
Employers
Arrangements:
Nicola Adams

Location: Military Road,
Marion Attwood, CCC
JULY
Mon 4 July – 6pm

Arrangements:
Policy and Improvement

Code of Conduct
(session 3)

Facilitator:
Mark Ellender

For those who have not already
attended

Arrangements:
Nicola Adams

Valuing Difference/
Councillors role in the wider
community

Facilitator:
TheatreAnd

Weds 6 July
10am-4pm

Introduction to Licensing/Gambling
training

Facilitator:
Roger Vick

Location: Guildhall

For Members of the committee

Arrangements:
Jemma Richards

Fri 15 July
10.30am – 4.30pm

Tour of the District to view and
discuss topical projects.

Facilitator:
Chief Executive

Pick up: CCC offices

Trip in a minibus, with CX hosting.

Arrangements:
Denise Pettit

Mon 11 July
10.30am – 4.30pm

Media Skills training (6 places)

Facilitator:
PR Media – Fergal Parkinson

Location: Guildhall

Tues 5 July – 1pm
Tues 5 July - 6.30pm
Location: Westgate Hall

Thursday 21 July
1.00pm – 5.00pm
Location: Tower House
Weds 20 July
Location: Guildhall

Places restricted

Member briefing: Local
Development Framework and
related topics.

Arrangements:
Nicola Adams/Paul Swan

Arrangements:
Matthew Archer
Facilitator:
David Reed/Ian Brown
Arrangements:

Date and Time

Task

Action by
Charlotte Hammersley

July – to be advised

Introduction to Local Government
Finance

Facilitator:
Sector/Jim McDonald

Location: Military Road,
CCC
SEPTEMBER
Mon 5 September 2011
6pm

Arrangements:
Nicola Adams
Member briefing: New Policing
Arrangements

Arrangements:
Charlotte Hammersley

Public speaking

Facilitator:
Elaine Bolton – Beckwith
Consulting

Scrutinising the Budget

Facilitator:
Sector?

Location: Guildhall

8 September 2011
10am – 3pm
Location: Marion Attwood
Room, Military Road, CCC

September
Location: Military Road,
CCC
September
Location: Guildhall

Arrangements: Nicola Adams
Development Control
training/refresher – advanced
session

Facilitator:
External Trainer or
Ian Brown/DC
Arrangements:
DC

September
Location: Military Road,
CCC
OCTOBER
Weds 5 October 2011

Council decision making and
committee protocols

Arranged by: Nicola Adams
Member briefing: Topic tbc

Arrangements:
Charlotte Hammersley

Member briefing: Topic tbc

Arrangements:
Charlotte Hammersley

Managing casework

Facilitator:
External

Location: Guildhall
Weds 26 October 2011
Location: Guildhall
October
Location: Military Road,
CCC

Facilitator:
Mark Ellender/
Matthew Archer

Date and Time

Task

Action by

September

Recruitment and Selection training
(1 day course)
- for Members of the
Appointments Committee

EKHRP

Member briefing: Topic tbc

Arrangements:
Charlotte Hammersley

Member survey to assess future
needs

Matthew Archer

Member briefing: Topic tbc

Arrangements:
Charlotte Hammersley

Location: Military Road,
CCC
NOVEMBER
Weds 10 November 2011
Location: Guildhall

DECEMBER
Weds 8 December 2011
Location: Guildhall

Compulsory elements (with sanction that councillor cannot sit on committee if training
not completed by given date) :  De velopment Control
 Li censing
 Hous ing Appeals
 Aud it
 Standards/Code of Conduct?
 App ointments sub-committee

Current Representatives on Outside Bodies
Outside Body

Number of councillor rep

Approximate number of
meetings where known

Action for Communities in Rural Kent

2

1

Active Life Ltd

2

6

Age UK (Herne Bay)

1

7

Age UK (Whitstable)

1

6
6

Canterbury and Herne Bay Shopmobility

1

Canterbury and Herne Bay Volunteer Centre

1

Canterbury Archaeological Trust

4

2

Canterbury Arts Council

2

5

Canterbury Cathedral Council
Canterbury Community in Bloom

1
1

5

Canterbury District Citizens' Advice Bureau

2

Canterbury District Fairtrade Steering Group

3

Canterbury Housing Advice Centre

1

5

Canterbury Relief in Need Charity

4

2

Canterbury Theatre and Festival Trust

4

2

6
4

Canterbury World Heritage Site Committee and
the Local Authority World Heritage Forum
(LAWHF)
Canterbury-Reims Twinning Association

1

4

1

2

Children's Centre's Advisory Board

1

East Kent Relate (Canterbury District)

1

East Kent Voluntary Action Support (EKVAS)

2

Herne Bay Parochial Charity

2

Herne Bay Pier Trust

2

Hersden Neighbourhood Centre

1

4

40

9

Horsebridge Arts and Community Centre

2

John and Ann Smith Charities
Kent International Airport Consultative
Committee
Littlebourne Barn Committee

1
1

3

1

4

Local Childrens Trust (LCT)
Local Government Association - Coastal Issues
Special
Interest Group
Local Government
Association - Rural

1

4

1

Commission
Local Government Association - Urban
Commission
PATROL (Parking and Traffic Regulations

Outside
London)
Adjudication
Joint Committee
Porchlight
Management
Committee
(was East
Kent Cyrenians)
Prince of Wales Youth Club

1

2

1

2

1

1

1

7

1
1

River Stour (Kent) Internal Drainage Board
South East Employers

1 plus 1 reserve

Sturry Road Community Garden Trust

1 plus 1 reserve

Thanington Neighbourhood Resource Centre
Management Committee

6

2

6

The Almshouse Charity of Wynn Ellis

1

4

The Canterbury and District's Mediation Service

1

11

Water Safety Committee

4

1 plus 1 reserve

Whitstable Castle Trust

2

Whitstable Improvement Trust

1

Whitstable Non-Ecclesiastical Charities

3

Whitstable Umbrella Community Support Centre

1

24

4

Electoral Review Submission on Council Size to the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England from Canterbury City Council Liberal
Democrat Group

The origin of the approach to the Boundary Commission came from an ongoing
internal exercise to seek cost reductions across the council. This was coupled with
some suspicion that it might also at the same time reduce the number of backbenchers as well! Although the issue of costs is not within the remit of the Boundary
Commission this has actually been the driver of the council’s application. Reducing
the number of committee places per councillor and re-organising committees
reduces both councillor costs and officer costs and naturally means that councillors
will spend less time on committee work. If the main function of councillors is to sit on
committees then clearly such an approach will guarantee the need for fewer
councillors. However, we challenge the original premise for making some of these
changes and we do so particularly given the growing population of the district.
We believe there are two prime inter-linking strands in the role of the councillor :1. Representing constituents.
2. Sitting on committees.
1. Representation.
Canterbury city councillors represent just over 3,000 residents per councillor.
This is the highest figure in east Kent. If the Local Plan is adopted our
population will go up from the current 151,000 to about 200,000 by 2031.
This would mean if we stayed at our current level of 50 councillors we would
be representing a population of 4,000 constituents per councillor in 18 years
time. If we moved to the suggested model of 38 councillors this would rise to
5,260 consituents per councillor over the same period.
Obviously a larger number of constituents would lead to a more full time role.
This has implications for attracting more younger councillors which we have
argued for some time would ensure that councillors better represent the age
structure of their constituents. It is significant that the more full time role of
county councillors is reflected in their generally being older and less
representative in terms of age. It has also been suggested that having
responsibility for more constituents would mean that councillors would have to
be paid more which rather negates the cost saving argument.
It is a given that all councils are different. The area covered by Canterbury
City Council can loosely be characterised in four parts:
(1) the urban area of Canterbury – a historic city. A cultural hub. Dominated
by public sector employment. Strong retail and tourist sectors.
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(2) the urban area of Herne Bay – a traditional seaside town facing some
difficulties in adjusting to the loss of the traditional holiday business. Large
elderly population. Some areas of economic deprivation.
(3) the urban area of Whitstable - the importance of the harbour and a range
of small individualistic shops. Some urban renaissance from second home
owners and the influx of London money. Elements of a bohemian and artistic
community.
(4) a number of villages around these urban areas. Villages ranging from the
classic chocolate box Kent village to ex-mining villages with continuing levels
of significant social deprivation.
We would argue that there are considerable differences between the various
communities in the district and indeed these are fiercely safeguarded.
Whitstable residents frequently complain about playing second fiddle to
Canterbury! Consequently councillors need to have detailed local knowledge
and be sympathetically attuned to these different communities.
For some years there has been considerable public debate and disquiet over
the governance of the district. Residents’ groups such as the Canterbury
Society have called variously for a more representative Executive, more
power to Area Member Panels, a Town Council structure etc.
Recorded information on the amount of time spent by councillors in their
representational role is sketchy and varies considerably from councillor to
councillor. We certainly have councillors in our group who regularly spend
between 10 and 20 hours a week on community issues related to their role as
councillors. These can roughly be described as :(1) Formal casework such as housing issues, refuse problems, noisy
neighbours etc.
(2) Local neighbourhood issues such as contentious planning applications,
licensing and late night problems which often involve formal or informal
groups of residents.
(3) Ongoing interaction with residents’ associations, parish councils, outside
bodies etc.
Many residents and councillors value the fine grain local relationship which
ensures local issues can be democratically voiced. This level of interaction
cannot easily be achieved by county councillors with their large
constituencies.
Representation means different things to different councillors. Straight
forward casework has indeed been greatly eased with the availability of email
and electronic media, but it has also increased the amount of casework
because access by constituents to councillors is now also much easier.
However, representation spreads into working with various residents’ groups,
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community organisations, parish councils etc. Community groups, particularly
in Canterbury and Whitstable, have become much more vocal and influential.
Cuts to local authority funding have spurred some of these groups into taking
action to enhance, protect and improve their communities themselves and this
means more involvement by councillors in those actions.
2. Committee work.
When the council was forced to abandon the old committee system it was
opposed by all three parties at the time. However, the Political Management
Working Group now disagrees that a return to the old committee system
would be desirable. This is unsurprising because the Political Management
Working Group is essentially made up of members of the Executive who
would of course lose power if the committee system was re-adopted.
The old structure had fewer formal meetings than the new system. Old
system 2001/2 113 formal meetings, new system 2011/12 136 formal
meetings. So it could well be perceived to have been more efficient.
Some individual committees have already been reduced in size over the
years. Given the diversity of the district we believe it is important that different
areas are represented at committee.
For example, the Development
Management committee, which regularly attracts lengthy public debate with
50 to 100 members of the public attending, comprised 19 councillors in 2001.
It has been progressively cut to 15 and then to the current number of 11. It is
questionable that members are currently sufficiently familiar with some
applications. With a bigger population in the district in 2031 and 25% more
houses we would question that decision-making of a current committee size of
11 would be sound, let alone the proposal of a reduction to 10 or even 8. It
must not be forgotten that already occasional absences means the committee
sits with lower numbers. Only nine councillors decided on an application for
100 houses in April 2013.
This committee also needs to be balanced between our four main areas (see
earlier). Currently it comprises four Canterbury councillors, four rural and
three from Whitstable with no representation from Herne Bay. A smaller
committee is only likely to add to this distortion. Similar concerns apply to
other committee reductions which will make them less representative.
Working groups and panels can be very effective in developing new policy
detail or recommending changes to the way in which the council operates.
Many are topic based and most meet for a relatively short period of time, often
with quite an intensive period of meetings – sometimes fortnightly or monthly.
Some, like the Local Plan Working Group, can meet over a period of years
with considerable volumes of paperwork and quite lengthy meetings. We
would stress the importance of such groups and the role of councillors within
them in contrast to formal meetings such as Full Council which is increasingly
a rubber-stamping exercise with meetings that can be as short as half an
hour.
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Equally one needs to consider the work of councillors on outside bodies which
varies hugely. Some meet once or twice a year and comprise merely formal
meetings such as the University Court or the Canterbury Archaeological Trust.
Others may have relatively few formal meetings, but demand huge amounts
of time such as the Thanington Neighbourhood Resource Centre which only
has six formal meetings a year, but the councillor who is chair of Trustees
probably visits at least twice a week and spends several hours a week on the
business of that organisation.
Work with residents’ associations and parish councils is not recorded within
the city council’s submission, but often the decisions made at committee need
to be communicated to those organisations and indeed their desires fed
through to committee. Thus we would suggest that the role of councillors at
committee should be considered to be subservient to their representational
role.
3. Conclusions and Recommendations.
(1) Different councillors put in different degrees of effort and time. Some
regard committees and committee work as their prime functions. Others
spend most time in their representation role. Some are able to devote a
great deal of time. Others, perhaps because they are full time employed,
much less. They may find day time meetings impossible unless they have
especially understanding employers.
(2) We recognise that cost issues are not part of the remit of the Boundary
Commission, but inevitably it is an issue at a time of financial stringency in
local government. In the Canterbury district 30 of our 50 councillors draw
less than £6,000 per annum each in terms of renumeration including
expenses. About 40% of the cost of elected members is attributable to the
nine Executive members. The proposal recommended by Canterbury City
Council is to cut Executive members from nine to eight ie. 11% and
backbenchers from 40 to 29 ie. 28%. Reducing the size of the council will
therefore not significantly reduce costs, especially if back-benchers have
to be paid more in order to compensate them for larger constituencies.
This would be particularly important if we are to attract younger councillors
who will be working and will need to combine their chosen careers with
their council work.
(3) The balance between the representational role and the committee role is a
matter of judgment. It is our view that committee work should be
subservient to the representational role. Thus cutting committees is not an
argument for cutting councillor numbers.
(4) The uncertainly about the outcome of the Local Plan, which is now out to
consultation and then to examination by the Inspector, means that the
likely future growth of the district is uncertain. There is currently
considerable debate as to whether we should be looking at growth to
200,000 or 180,000 by 2031. However, it is clear that there will be
significant population growth.
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(5) There is also uncertainty about the current demands from some quarters
for town councils. The issue of a community governance review was
considered recently by the Executive, but a decision was made to proceed
with an electoral review first. We believe the advice of the Boundary
Commission should have been followed where a governance review
precedes an electoral review. Without a governance review it is difficult to
make firm recommendations about councillor numbers.
(6) It
is
suggested
that
some
committees
should
be
abolished/merged/reduced in numbers. This is used to support the case
for a reduction in the number of councillors although we question this in
point (3) above. We would support the case for some re-organisation of
the committee structure and indeed some of the proposals made seem
perfectly sensible. However, we would actually prefer to see a return to
something akin to the old committee structure which actually had fewer
formal meetings although it involved more councillors on a much more
consensual basis. Furthermore, with a population in the district that has
grown 50% faster than the south east average over the last 12 years and
is now set to grow at a 50% higher rate than this over the next 18 years,
we question that a reduction in councillor numbers is commensurate with
proper democratic representation. As has been noted earlier, we already
have the highest population to councillor ratio in Kent.
(7) However, we do accept that given the reduction in revenue, the local
authority has had to re-organise its services and indeed to cut and reduce
a number of its activities. This has to be balanced with an increase in the
population for which this authority is responsible. Particularly, given that
the population is already distorted by a large student population which has
grown considerably during the last 15 years and which does not show up
in the statistics. When considering councillor numbers there is a balance
between the work that the council can undertake on its reduced budget
and the increased population.
(8) Thus we would accept that the current 3,000 electorate per councillor does
work and given the reduction in council services we accept that this might
even rise to 3,500. Looking forward to 2031 this would suggest that rather
than reducing councillor numbers we should be looking to a modest
increase to around 57 from the present 50. This might be staged over the
next 18 years or introduced about half way through that period.

Cllr Alex Perkins and Cllr Nick Eden Green
on behalf of Canterbury City Council Liberal Democrat Group
10 May 2013
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The Commission is invited to consider the council
size of Canterbury City Council

Canterbury City Council in the county of Kent
Current Council Size
50

Recommended Council Size
38

Current Electoral Arrangements
Electoral cycle
Electorate (projected)
Electors per member (projected)
Wards
One-member wards
Two-member wards
Three-member wards
Date of last review

Whole

109,923 (awaiting projections)
2,198 (awaiting projections)

24
7
8
9
May 2001

Purpose
1 The purpose of this paper is to invite the Commission to consider the
council size submission received from Canterbury City Council and to agree
a council size for consultation.
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Recommendations
2 Having considered the evidence provided by the Council and Liberal
Democrat Group, the team recommends that the Commission consult on
the proposal to reduce the council size of Canterbury City Council to 38
members. This is a reduction of twelve members from the existing council
size of 50.

Background
3 This further electoral review is being conducted following the Commission’s
decision to review Canterbury City Council’s electoral arrangements. This
review is being undertaken at the request of the City Council. Based on
December 2011 figures, Canterbury does not meet the Commission’s
intervention criteria. Only three of the Council’s 24 wards have electoral
variances greater than +/- 10%. The largest variance is Blean Forest, which
has an electoral variance of 26%.
4 The political management structure of the Council comprises the Leader
and Cabinet model. The Council is currently represented by 50 councillors,
all elected every four years, and has a mixed warding pattern of single-,
two-, and three-member wards.
5 The request for this review originated with the ruling Conservative Group.
However, the opposition Liberal Democrat and Labour Groups are opposed
to the electoral review. The city of Canterbury itself is unparished and there
has been a local campaign for a community governance review to establish
a city council, of which the opposition groups are supportive. At its Full
meeting on 25 April 2013, the Council voted to postpone a community
governance review so that an electoral review could first take place. The
Liberal Democrat and Labour Groups voted against this decision and
argued that the community governance review should take precedence.
Following debate, the Council resolved to request an electoral review.
6 The previous electoral review of Canterbury was completed in May 2001
and proposed an increase in council size from 49 to 50 members.
7 The Commission agreed to add an electoral review of Canterbury to its
programme at a late stage and preliminary meetings first took place in
March 2013. As a result, the Council’s focus has been on preparing a
council size submission to meet the Commission’s deadlines and electorate
projections for 2019 have yet to be received. Meetings have been held with
officers, group leaders and Full Council.
8 During the preliminary period the Commission has received two proposals
on council size. The submission from the Council proposed a reduction in
council size to 38 members. The submission from the Liberal Democrat
Group proposed no change to the council size as part of this review, but
also proposed that an increase in council size from 50 to 57 councillors
should be ‘staged over the next 18 years or introduced about half way
through that period’.
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Canterbury City Council Proposal – 38 members (Appendix
A)
9 Canterbury City Council proposed a council size of 38 members, twelve
fewer than the existing council size of 50.
10 At its Full Council meeting on 25 April 2013, the Council discussed the
submission and voted to present the proposal for a council size of 38 to the
Commission. However, the vote was not unanimous. An alternative
representation was subsequently submitted on behalf of the Liberal
Democrat Group, which voted against the proposal (paragraphs 26–29).
11 The Council’s case for a reduction of twelve members focused on three key
arguments, which the Council rationalised with supporting evidence
(paragraphs 12–24):
a) The Council stated that as a result of the leader and cabinet
arrangements introduced since the last review, ‘the role of councillors
and the council’s decision-making structure has changed significantly’.
The Council argued that the workload of councillors had reduced and
that, as a result, the key statutory functions of the authority could be
maintained with significantly fewer councillors.
b) The Council stated that one of its committees, the Political Management
Member Panel, had proposed a new decision-making structure ‘which
best meets the business needs of the council and representational role
of members’. The Council argued that the existing decision-making
process was ‘to an extent influenced by the number of councillors rather
than business needs’ and that, as a result, to ‘most effectively deliver the
business needs of the council, the Panel concluded that the optimum
council size would be 38’.
c) The Council stated that the Council had ‘changed the way that services
are delivered locally since the last electoral review took place. A large
proportion of the council’s business is now delivered through shared
services’. The Council stated that a number of services were now
delivered through partner organisations such as Kent County Council. As
a result, the Council argued that the role of the councillor had ‘evolved to
become a monitoring and scrutiny one’. The Council stated that there
had been a concurrent ‘reduction in the business dealt with through the
council’s decision making process which means that it could continue to
function effectively with a reduced council size of 38 members’.
Governance and management structure
12 The Cabinet, which currently comprises nine councillors (including the
Leader), takes on the responsibility of discharging the Council’s executive
functions. Since May 2011, the Council has operated a ‘strong leader’
model. The Leader ‘has not chosen to delegate functions to individual
portfolio holders and decisions that have not been delegated to officers are
taken collectively by the Executive’.
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13 The Council noted the difference in committee places available to members
in 2011/12 (76) compared with 2001/02 (261), the last time the council size
was reviewed. The average number of places available per councillor was
5.3 in 2001/02. In 2011/12, the average number available was 1.5. The
Council argued that ‘the move away from the committee system to
executive arrangements has had a significant impact on the role of
councillors in the decision-making process… executive arrangements
ultimately mean that fewer councillors are needed for decisions to be taken’.
The Council stated that ‘the decision-making process could continue to
function effectively if the membership of the council was reduced’.
14 The Council stated that the Political Management Panel had recently
conducted a review which assessed the governance arrangements of the
Council. The Panel reviewed ‘the committees needed to deliver the statutory
business of the council, local requirements… and the workload of
councillors’ and recommended a new governance structure to be
implemented in 2015 (attached as Appendix C in the Council submission). A
number of more minor governance changes will also be made during the
2013/14 financial year (Appendix B in the Council submission). To service
the new structure beyond 2015, the Panel concluded that the ‘optimum
council size’ for Canterbury City Council was 38 members. However, the
team note that this final structure will only be implemented ‘on the basis that
political control of the council does not change’.
15 The Council stated that the Panel had also considered whether the
decision-making structure could be delivered ‘by a smaller council size of
either 30 or 35 councillors’. The Council argued that it would not be able to
function effectively with fewer than 38 councillors, stating that the Executive,
Scrutiny and Audit committees would be ‘too small to effectively deal with
the council’s business’, deter ‘people of working age from becoming
councillors due to the time commitment’ and undermine the ability of
councillors to effectively fulfil their representative role.
Scrutiny and regulatory committees
16 The Council operates its scrutiny function through two committees: an
overview committee which ‘formulates, scrutinises or review the policies of
the Council and the Executive’, and a scrutiny committee which ‘considers
call-ins’ and ‘develops and manages the annual scrutiny review
programme’. There are 11 places available on each committee. Alongside
these committees, scrutiny panels (of up to five members) undertake a
‘comprehensive rolling programme of scrutiny reviews’, of which there are
approximately three per year. The Council stated that, as part of the
governance review, the scrutiny committee will be combined with the
existing audit committee, which will eliminate four meetings per year and
reduce the overall number of places on council committees by five. The
Council also argued that the change will ‘provide a link between scrutiny
and the register of risk management and corporate governance’.
17 The Council currently operates its development control through two
committees: a development management committee which meets monthly
to determine planning applications; and a sub-committee which undertakes
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site visits and makes recommendations to the management committee. The
Council stated that it had ‘gradually increased delegation of planning
matters to officers’ and in 2012 reduced the membership of the
management committee from 16 to 11 councillors. As part of the changes to
governance proposed by the Political Management Panel, the committee’s
membership will be reduced still further to 10 members in 2015.
18 The Council operates its licensing arrangements through a licensing
committee and sub-committee. The Council stated that the membership of
the licensing committee, set up in 2003 following the Licensing Act, initially
comprised 15 councillors. However, the Council also stated that while the
licensing workload remains high, systems are now in place for it to be
effectively managed and consequently the committee membership reduced
to its present 11 councillors in 2010’. The sub-committee, which consists of
three members drawn from the licensing committee on a rotational basis,
meets frequently and 49 cases were heard at 24 meetings in 2011/12.
19 As part of the changes to governance proposed by the Political
Management Panel, delegation will be made to an officer on ‘matters
relating to private hire and hackney carriage licensing currently considered
by the planning committee’. The Council stated that this change will likely
reduce the number of sub-committee meetings by 10-15 meetings per year
(35-40%). The licensing committee will also be combined with the general
purposes committee from 2013/14, with a membership of 10 councillors.
20 The Council operates a number of area member panels (Canterbury, Herne
Bay, Whitstable, Rural North and Rural South), which are ‘mainly
consultative bodies and consider matters of interest to the local community’.
As part of changes to governance in 2013/14, the Rural North and Rural
South member panels – which currently meet at the same time – will reduce
the frequency of their joint meetings from six meetings per year to four.
Representative role of councillors
21 The Council stated that councillors ‘carry out their representative role in a
variety of ways… In dealing with casework, councillors tend to take an indepth approach to resolving specific issues raised by residents’. The
Council also noted that councillors ‘use a range of communication methods
with constituents which include visiting individuals, phone, email, social
networking sites and newsletters’. The Council argued that electronic
communication methods had made councillors more accessible and that
members received more correspondence. However, the Council also noted
that it had ‘become far easier for them to respond more efficiently’.
22 The Council stated that there are 26 parish councils and ‘several active
residents associations’ in the district, but that it was ‘for the individual
councillors to decide how frequently they will attend’. However, the Council
noted that councils were ‘generally active members of these groups’. The
Council also stated that councillors took a key role in ‘championing
community groups of interest for their areas’, including the Seasalter
Project, Friends of Prospect Fields and the Canterbury Society.
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23 The Council stated that, on average, councillors spend 18 hours per month
dealing with constituency business and argued that 38 councillors were
needed for councillors to fulfil this role effectively. In its review of
governance of the authority, the Political Management Panel stated that
‘given the distinct geography of the district and the level of work involved in
council business and on outside bodies, a council size of fewer than 38
would increase the workload of councillors to an extent that could
undermine the community leadership and representative role’.
24 The Council also argued that the Council had ‘changed the way that
services are delivered locally since the last electoral review took place. A
large proportion of the council’s business is now delivered through shared
services’. The Council stated that a number of services were now delivered
through partner organisations such as EK Services (which deliver ICT,
revenues and benefits, and customer contact centre functions on behalf of
Canterbury City Council and Dover and Thanet District Councils) and Kent
County Council. As a result, the Council argued that the role of the
councillor had ‘evolved to become a monitoring and scrutiny one’. For
example, the scrutiny committee consider quarterly performance reports
from all shared service partners. The Council stated that there had been a
concurrent ‘reduction in the business dealt with through the council’s
decision making process which means that it could continue to function
effectively with a reduced council size of 38 members’.

Proposal of the Liberal Democrats – 50 members
(Appendix B)
25 The Liberal Democrat Group proposed a council size of 50 members, no
change to the existing number of councillors. The Group also suggested
that an increase in council size from 50 to 57 councillors should be ‘staged
over the next 18 years or introduced about half way through that period’.
The Group’s proposal was based on the ‘growing population of the district’.
26 The Group argued that if the Council’s proposed Local Plan was to be
adopted, the district’s projected population will ‘go up from the current
151,000 to about 200,000 by 2031… if we move to the suggested 38
councillors this would rise to 5,260 constituents per councillor over the same
period’. The Group argued that ‘a larger number of constituents would lead
to a more full time role. This has implications for attracting more younger
councillors which we have argued for some time would ensure that
councillors better represent the age structure of their constituents’. The
Group also argued that ‘with a population in the district that has grown 50%
faster than the south east average over the last 12 years and is now set to
grow at a 50% higher rate over the next 18 years, we question that a
reduction in councillor numbers is commensurate with proper democratic
representation’.
27 The Group also argued that a number of councillors ‘regularly spend
between 10 and 20 hours a week on community issues related to their role
as councillors… Many residents and councillors value the fine grain local
relationship which ensures local issues can be democratically voiced’. The
Group argued that such interaction would not be easily achieved with large
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constituencies’. The Group argued that electronic media had ‘increased the
amount of casework because access by constituents to councillors is now
also much easier’. The Group also stated that cuts to local authority funding
had ‘spurred’ local community groups into ‘taking action to enhance, protect
and improve their communities themselves and this means more
involvement by councillors’.
28 The Group argued that, while the number of members on individual
committees may change, it was their view that ‘committee work should be
subservient to the representational role… cutting committees is not an
argument for cutting councillor numbers’. On this basis, the Group argued
that ‘looking forward to 2013 this would suggest that rather than reducing
councillor numbers we should be looking to a modest increase to around 57
from the present 50. This might be staged over the next 18 years or
introduced about half way through that period’.

Conclusions
29 The team is of the view that the Council has carefully considered the roles
and responsibilities of the authority and of the councillors, and has proposed
changes to its committee structures and management to reflect these roles.
At this stage, the team consider that the Council’s proposal for 38 members
provides the strongest rationale for council size. The team consider that the
Council has provided evidence to support its view that the business of the
council could be sustainably maintained under a council size of 38.
30 The team do not consider that the proposal of the Liberal Democrat Group
was supported by strong evidence or rationale. While the team note the
concerns made by the Group about the representational role of councillors,
the team consider that the Political Management Panel carefully considered
this issue when making its recommendations for new governance structures
and council size. Indeed, the team note that the Council’s Political
Management Panel considered a larger reduction in council size but
rejected this option on the basis that representative workloads remain
relatively time-consuming. The Panel argued that while the proposed new
governance arrangements would reduce councillors’ workloads, an even
larger reduction could undermine the ability of councillors to fulfil the
representative role. The team is satisfied with this argument.
31 Overall, the team is of the view that the evidence supports the Council’s
case that the number of councillors could be sustainably reduced to 38
members. The team consider that a council size of 38 would provide
sufficient capacity to meet both the Council’s governance requirements and
the representative roles of councillors, particularly given the streamlined
nature of decision-making at Canterbury and the partnership arrangements
in place in east Kent. Overall, the team consider that the Council has
provided a strong rationale for a significant reduction in council size. The
team therefore recommend that the Commission consult on a council size of
38 for Canterbury City Council.
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Levels of consultation and support
32 There is no evidence of wider consultation by the Council.

Recommendations
33 Having considered the evidence provided by Canterbury City Council, the
team recommends that the Commission consult on the proposal to reduce
the council size to 38 members. This next stage in this process would begin
on 25 June 2013.

Equalities
34 This report has been screened for impact on equalities, with due regard
being given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full
equality impact analysis is not required.
Richard Otterway
Tim Bowden
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
May 2013
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For decision

The Commission is invited to consider the council size for
Canterbury City Council

Canterbury City Council in the county of Kent
Current Council Size
50
Within nearest neighbour range?

Recommended Council Size
38
Yes

Current Electoral Arrangements
Electoral cycle
Electorate (projected)
Electors per member (projected)
Wards
One-member wards
Two-member wards
Three-member wards
Date of last review

Whole
109,923 (awaiting projections)
2,198 (awaiting projections)
24
7
8
9
May 2001

Purpose
1
The purpose of this paper is to invite the Commission to consider and
agree the recommendation on council size for Canterbury City Council (“the
Council”) following consultation.
1

Recommendations
2
Having considered the evidence received during the consultation on
council size, the team recommend that the Commission be minded to adopt a
council size of 38 for Canterbury. This is a reduction of 12 from the current
council size.
3
Subject to the Commission agreeing the team’s recommendation, the
next stage in the review process would begin on 24 September 2013.

Background
4
This review is being undertaken at the request of the City Council.
Based on December 2011 figures, Canterbury does not meet the
Commission’s intervention criteria. Only three of the Council’s 24 wards have
electoral variances greater than +/- 10%. The largest variance is Blean Forest,
which has an electoral variance of 26%.
5
The political management structure of the Council comprises the
Leader and Cabinet model. The Council is currently represented by 50
councillors, all elected every four years, and has a mixed warding pattern of
single-, two-, and three-member wards.
6
The previous electoral review of Canterbury was completed in May
2001 and proposed an increase in council size from 49 to 50 members.
7
During the preliminary period the Commission received two proposals
on council size. The submission from the Council proposed a reduction in
council size to 38 members. The submission from the Liberal Democrat Group
proposed no change to the council size as part of this review, but also
proposed that an increase in council size from 50 to 57 councillors should be
‘staged over the next 18 years or introduced about half way through that
period’.
At its June 2013 meeting, the Commission considered the evidence it had
received on council size. The Commission concluded that the evidence
received justified a reduction in the number of councillors and determined to
consult on a reduction in council size to 38 members.

Consultation on council size
8
The Commission received 56 submissions during the consultation on
council size. These were from parish and town councils, residents’
associations, a Canterbury City councillor, the local MP and local residents. A
summary of the submissions received during the consultation is included as
Appendix A.
9
The majority of respondents, 48 of 55, did not support the proposed
reduction of council size to 38, arguing that there should be no reduction in
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size. The remainder of respondents supported a size of 38 or below, with
suggested sizes below 38 ranging from 12 to 25.
10
Opposition to a reduction was largely based on discontent with the
Council’s Leader and Cabinet model. Several respondents requested that a
decision on council size be delayed until after a review of the Council’s
governance arrangements. As detailed in the pre-consultation Commission
paper, included as Appendix C, the Council has very recently undertaken
such a review and will be implementing a modified governance system in
2015.
11
Several respondents expressed concern that a reduction in council size
would increase councillor workloads to an extent where they would be unable
to effectively fulfil the representational role. The team note that the Council’s
original submission considered this issue and opted for a size of 38 rather
than a smaller number as they recognised that representation was timeconsuming. The Council also stated the new governance system would
reduce the business dealt with through the Council’s decision making process
which in turn would reduce councillor workloads. The Council argued that this
will give councillors more time to undertake the representational role.
12
The majority of respondents who supported a reduction to 38 did not
go into detail on their reasons, simply expressing ‘broad support’ for the
Council’s proposals. One resident supported a further reduction to 19 while
another suggested the council could function with as few as 12 members.
13
The MP for Canterbury, Julian Brazier, supported the reduction, stating
that the move away from the committee system has reduced the workloads of
backbench members to the extent that ‘there simply isn’t very much for those
outside the Executive to do’.

Conclusions
14
The team does not consider that the evidence received during
consultation substantially builds on the original evidence received from the
Council and opposition groups at the preliminary stage of the review.
15
While substantial opposition to the reduction was received, this
opposition largely focused on arguments outside the Commission’s control, as
several respondents requested a change in the political management
structure.
16
A number of submissions were received arguing that councillor
workload would increase under a membership of 38 in such a way as to
reduce the quality of representation, particularly in rural areas and with
respect to the diversity of council representation.
17
The team was not persuaded by this evidence, noting in particular the
evidence from the Council’s original submission around the changing
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governance arrangements which are likely to reduce councillor workload and
increase the time Members have to focus on the representational role.
18
Overall, the team considers that the Council provided sufficient
evidence both with regard to the decision-making structure of the council and
with regard to members’ changing representational role to justify their
proposal for a council size of 38. The team is of the view that the submissions
received during consultation have not provided evidence to support an
alternative council size.

Recommendations
19
Having considered the evidence received during the consultation on
council size, the team recommend that the Commission be minded to adopt a
council size of 38 for Canterbury City Council, and that the review proceed to
consultation on warding arrangements.

Equalities
20
This report has been screened for impact on equalities, with due regard
being given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full
equality impact analysis is not required.
Lucy Ward & Tim Bowden
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
September 2013
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LGBCE(13)39 - Canterbury City Council
Appendix A: Council Size Submissions
Key
1
2
3
4
5

Organisation

Clerk
Resident
Resident
Resident
Chair
Clerk
Chair
Chair
Cllr
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident

The Canterbury Society

Chair

Opposes a reduction as it will strengthen the executive system and weaken representation.

Market Way Area Residents'
Association

Chair

Opposes the executive system

Westbere Parish Council
Chestfield Parish Council
Waltham Parish Council
Bridge Parish Council

20
21

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Comments
Support for a size of 38
Supports a reduction on cost grounds
Supports a reduction. No further comments
Supports a reduction on cost grounds
Supports the District Council's reasoning
Supports a reduction. No further comments
Support for a size of 50
Opposes a reduction - concerned about representation
Opposes a reduction - concerned about representation
Opposes a reduction - concerned about representation
Opposes the executive system
Concerned about population growth. Also opposes the executive system
Expresses concern about the executive
Concerned about population growth. Also opposes the executive system
Opposes the executive system
Concerned about representation and too much power being held by the exective
Concerned about representation and too much power being held by the exective
Opposes the executive system
Concerned about representation and too much power being held by the exective
Concerned about an increase in cllr workloads
Concerned about representation

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

22

Position

Oaten Hill and District Society
Chestfield Parish Council
Protect Kent, Canterbury branch
Wickhambreaux Parish Council
Littlebourne Parish Council

Resident
Clerk
Resident
Clerk
Clerk

Resident

The current number works
Other sizes
Resident
25 is plenty
Resident
Would like a 'board of directors' style council with 12 members
Opposition to a reduction without specifing a size
Resident
Opposes the executive system
Resident
Opposes the executive system
Resident
Concerned about representation
Resident
Wants a decision to wait until after a review of governance.
Resident
Does not support a reduction - no further comments

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Herne and Broomfield Parish
Council
Canterbury City Councillor

41

St Michael's Road Area Residents'
Assoc

42

St Stephen's Residents' Assoc

43
44

The Wincheap Society

Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident

Opposes the executive system
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident

Opposed due to expected population growth
Opposes the executive system. Concerned about levels of representation and population
growth
Concerned about an increase in cllr workloads. Opposes the executive system
Opposes the executive system. Concerned about levels of representation.
Opposes the executive system. Concerned about levels of representation.
Concerned about levels of representation.

Vice Chair

Opposes the executive system. Wants a decision to wait until after a review of governance.

Cllr

Chair
Resident

45

Resident

46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident
Chair
Resident
Resident

53
54
55

Canterbury Labour Party

Concerned about the impact of a reduction on political groups and candidates
Opposes the executive system
Opposes the executive system
Opposes the executive system. Concerned about levels of representation.

Resident
Resident
Resident

Concerned about population growth. Also wants a decision to wait until after a review of
governance.
Opposes a reduction - concerned about representation
Wants a decision to wait until after a review of governance.
Concerned about the effect a reduction in the number of councillors will have on Canterbury
city - it is under represented compared to the rest of the district.
Opposes the executive system
Wants a decision to wait until after a review of governance.
Opposes a redution - concerned about representation
Opposes the executive system
Wants a decision to wait until after a review of governance.
Opposes a redution - concerned about representation
Opposes a redution - concerned about representation
Other comments not specifying a size
Opposes large rural wards
A reduction will save money
No comments relevant to council size

Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charlotte Hammersley <Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk>
08 April 2013 10:46
Otterway, Richard
Canterbury - Draft Submission
Canterbury City Council submission to Boundary Commission on Council Size.docx;
Appendix A previous committee structure.pptx; Appendices B and C - future decision
making structure.pptx; Appendix D councillor role profile.docx; Appendix E councillor
induction programme.doc; Appendix F Outside Bodies 2012.xlsx

Hi Richard,
Please find attached a draft submission on council size for you to have a look at.
The agenda for our Political Management Panel will go out towards the end of this week for which the full and final
draft will need to be ready for them to consider. Therefore, if you can let me have your comments as soon as possible it
would be appreciated so I can make any changes in time.
The Group Leaders have got back to me and would like to meet Sir Tony on the 17th. As I suspected they would prefer
to meet him separately so apologies as I know this wasn’t your preference. Could I therefore suggest the following
timetable for the meeting:
6pm Councillor John Gilbey (Leader)
6.30pm Councillor John Wratten (Labour)
7pm Councillor Alex Perkins (Liberal Democrats)
Are 30 minute slots suitable? I’ll confirm the arrangements with them once I have your views.
I shall be leaving the office shortly so if you have any queries today, please either email me or ring my mobile –

Many thanks
Charlotte

DISCLAIMER:
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are
not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other
information in this message that does not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
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Canterbury City Council
Submission on Council Size to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
1. Introduction
At its meeting on 10 January 2013, Full Council resolved to submit an expression of
interest to the LGBCE to join the programme for an Electoral Review in the near
future. The basis for the review is that the council has not undergone a review for
over ten years, it needs to accommodate new governance arrangements and ensure
that the size of council reflects the demands made upon it bearing in mind the
challenging budget situation.
The LGBCE wrote to the council in March 2013 confirming that the council could be
included in the programme of electoral reviews for 2013.
2. Background
The starting point of an Electoral Review is to establish a Council Size. This is the
number of councillors required to deliver effective and convenient local government.
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) decides the
Council Size and will consider proposals from the city council and other relevant
stakeholders that put forward proposals when making its decision. Before the
Council Size is determined, the LGBCE make a ‘minded to’ recommendation which
will be subject to a public consultation.
Once the Council Size has been established, the second phase of the review will be
to develop future warding patterns for the Canterbury district.
This paper sets out Canterbury City Council’s proposal for a council size. The
proposal has been developed by the council’s Political Management Member Panel
(PMMP). The role of the Panel is to consider constitutional issues of the council in
detail and make recommendations on them by a majority vote to Full Council.
Full Council considered the proposal set out in this submission at its meeting on 25
April 2011.
Insert council minute
In developing the proposal for Council Size, the council’s Political Management
Member Panel considered how the council functions now and how it plans to
function from 2015 onwards in terms of:
1





The Governance arrangements of the council
The Scrutiny function
The representational role of councillors in the local community

3. Summary of the council’s submission
The council is putting forward a case for a reduction in Council Size from 50 to X
councillors. The reasons for this proposal are dealt with in detail throughout this
paper but can be broadly summarised as:


The last Electoral Review of the council took place between 2000‐01 when
the council was on the cusp of moving from the committee system of political
management to Executive arrangements in response to the Local
Government Act 2000. The council introduced Executive arrangements in
2002 and as a result, the role of councillors and the council’s decision making
structure have changed significantly since the last electoral review.



The Political Management Member Panel has recently reviewed the council’s
governance arrangements. The Panel has recommended that the council
should continue to operate a ‘Strong Leader’ model of governance from
2015. To deliver this preferred model of governance the Panel has developed
a decision making structure which best meets the business needs of the
council and representational role of Members. The council’s current decision
making structure is to an extent influenced by the number of councillors
rather than business needs.



The council has changed the way that services are delivered locally since the
last electoral review took place. A large proportion of the council’s business
is now delivered through shared services. Highways Services has been
transferred to Kent County Council. The council has and continues to develop
relationships with community groups to deliver services on its behalf. For
example, Whitstable Castle, the district’s leisure centres and the Horsebridge
Arts and Community Centre in Whitstable are directly run by partner
organisations.
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4. The council’s governance model
4.1 Full Council
The council currently has 50 councillors elected every four years. At the time of
writing this submission one seat is vacant following a resignation in January 2013.
4.2 Leadership
Since May 2011 the council has operated a ‘strong leader’ and Executive governance
model. The Leader has not chosen to delegate functions to individual portfolio
holders and decisions that have not been delegated to officers are taken collectively
by the Executive.
4.3 Executive
The Executive currently consists of nine councillors including the Leader although in
the past it has been 10 councillors.
As a result of the Local Government Act 2000, the council has operated Executive
arrangements since 2002. Prior to 2002 the city council was governed by a
committee system of political management. The decision making structure the
council used to support the committee system model is set out at Appendix A. The
structure is based on the committees appointed by Full Council in 2001 and shows
there were three main service area committees (policy, community services and
development and planning) plus sub‐committees and working groups appointed by
those committees.
An assessment of the number of committee meetings held in 2001/02 (the last year
that the council operated the committee system) compared to number of committee
meetings held in 2011/12 has been made. The comparison shows a similar number
of meetings were held under both models of governance. There were 113 meetings
per year under the committee system and 136 under our present Leader and cabinet
model. However, the committees had higher memberships and as a result the
workload of members in delivering the councils governance function under the
committee system was far greater. Members shared 261 places on 16 committees
or sub‐committees ‐ an average of 5.2 committees per councillor. Under our current
Leader Executive arrangements Members share 76 places on 9 committee or sub‐
committees ‐ an average of 1.5 committees per councillor.
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Average number of committee meetings Average number of committee meetings
per councillor in 2001/02 (Committee
per councillor in 20111/12 (Leader and
System)
Cabinet)
5.2
1.5
Whilst this gives an average workload, it is of course for each political party to
allocate places on committees. At the present time there are 9 Executive councillors
(including the Leader), the Lord Mayor has a civic role and 40 councillors perform the
council’s non‐Executive functions1. Of the non‐Executive councillors, three sit on four
committees, five sit on three committees, 19 sit on two committees, 10 sit on one
committee and there are three councillors that do not sit on any committees.2 This
includes a seat which has been vacant since January 2013.
The move away from the committee system to Executive arrangements has had a
significant impact on the role of councillors in the decision making process.
Previously there were 22 councillors on each of the service committees that took
decisions. Now just 10 councillors are directly involved in decision making outside of
Full Council.3
The Localism Act 2011 has given councils the option to return to the former
committee system of political management if they wish. The council has recently
considered this issue and concluded that it wishes to continue with the present
‘Strong Leader’ and Executive model as it allows clarity of accountability and a
strategic overview when taking decisions.
The council has recently undertaken a governance review. The recommendations of
the review will be implemented in the 2013/14 council year and the decision making
structure to support these changes is set out at Appendix B. The council has also
reviewed how its decision making structure should operate from 2015. This
structure is set out at Appendix C. The council’s Political Management Member
Panel developed the structure by assessing the committees needed to deliver the
statutory business of the council, local requirements and the recommendations of
the governance review. It also took account of the workload of councillors both in
delivering the business of the council and their representational role.
An assessment of the councillor workload to deliver the structure to be introduced
from 2015 compared to the council’s current structure is set out in the table below:
Council size

workload

1

The current Executive is nine (including the Leader) but it is usually 10 (including the Leader)
Number of committees per councillor figures at March 2013 include one vacant seat.
3
Including vacant Executive seat following resignation in 2012.
2

4

50

Current model
‐ 10 Executive Members (including the Leader) are involved in
Executive activity, an area Member Panel (AMP) and up to one
Best Value Review per year.
‐ The Lord Mayor has a civic role outside of the decision making
process.
‐ 39 non‐Executive councillors share 66 places on the council’s
eight regulatory and scrutiny committees. On average each non‐
Executive councillor sits on 1.7 of these committees plus one
AMP and 0.7 Best Value or Scrutiny Reviews per year.

X

Proposed future model from 2015
‐ Eight Executive Members: Executive activity, an AMP and up to
one Best Value Review per year.
‐ The Mayor: civic role.
‐ X non‐Executive councillors: share 62 places on eight regulatory
and scrutiny committees. An average of X of these committees
plus one AMP and one Best Value or Scrutiny Reviews per year.

The Panel has also considered whether a decision making structure for the council
could be delivered by a smaller council size of either X or X councillors but concluded
that it could not function effectively with less than X councillors for the following
reasons:
‐
‐

‐

The membership of the Executive, Overview, Scrutiny and Audit Committees
would be too small to effectively deal with the council’s business.
Too small a council size would deter people of working age from becoming
councillors due to the time commitment that would be required particularly
at Executive level. Currently the council has a good level of representation of
younger councillors and it would not wish to see this change.
A higher number was required to fulfil the representational role of
councillors.

The Panel also considered that a council size of more than X was not necessary to
effectively deliver the council’s business going forward.
5. Regulatory
5.1 Development Management Committee
The Development Management Committee meets monthly to determine planning
applications and consider other planning matters. The council has gradually
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increased delegation of planning matters to officers and in 2012 reduced its
membership from 16 to 11 councillors.
The Development Management Committee also appoints a Sub‐Committee to
undertake site visits and make recommendations back to the Committee. The Sub‐
Committee met 5 times in 2011/12.
Councillors new to the Development Management Committee undertake mandatory
training and there is also refresher training available once a year.
Changes to the Development Management Committee
The council have proposed a further reduction in the membership of the
Development Management Committee from 11 to 10 Members to be implemented
from 2015. The council does not anticipate any further changes to the arrangements
of the Development Management Committee or the delegation of planning matters.
5.2 Licensing Committee
The Licensing Committee comprises of 11 councillors and meets annually to elect a
Chair and Vice‐Chair and to appoint a Sub‐Committee. The Licensing Sub‐Committee
consists of 3 Members drawn from the Licensing Committee on a rotational basis.
In order to accommodate the transfer of the licensing function to the city council as
a result of the Licensing Act 2003, the Licensing Committee initially comprised 15
councillors. Whilst the licensing workload remains high, systems are now in place for
it to be effectively managed and consequently the Committee membership reduced
to its present 11 councillors in 2010.
The city of Canterbury has a large number of licensed premises which results in the
need for the Sub‐Committee to meet frequently. 49 cases were heard at 24
meetings of the Sub‐Committee in 2011/14. The cases included private hire and
hackney carriage and premises licensing.
The Sub‐Committee may also undertake site visits to premises in advance of a
licensing hearing. Site visits usually takes place immediately before the hearing.
Councillors new to the Licensing Committee have to undertake mandatory training
and there is also refresher training available once a year.
Changes to the Licensing Committee arrangements
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The council’s governance review has recommended that an officer be given
delegated authority for matters relating to private hire and hackney carriage
licensing currently considered by the Licensing Committee. Between April
and December 2012 there were 27 hearing which dealt with private hire and
hackney carriage licensing. An officer assessment concluded that the number
of Licensing Sub‐Committee meetings could be reduced by 10‐15 meetings
per year (35‐40%).



Another change that is being implemented at the start of the 2013/14
Council Year is that the Licensing Committee will be combined with the
General Purposes Committee. This will create a single Licensing and General
Purposes Committee and reduce the overall number of meetings by two per
annum. The Licensing meetings will be incorporated into the General
Purposes cycle of meetings.



The council has proposed a reduction in the membership of the Licensing and
General Purposes Committee from 11 to 10 Members.

4.3 General Purposes Committee
The General Purposes Committee comprises 11 Members and meets five times per
annum.
The Committee is responsible for licensing and registration including caravan sites,
market and street trading and food premises. Its remit also covers health and safety
at work, elections, pensions and appeals and other miscellaneous items not covered
by officer delegated powers.
Changes to the General Purposes Committee arrangements
The General Purposes Committee will be combined with the Licensing Committee
from the beginning of the 2013/14 Council Year. Refer to section 5.2 above.
5.3 Standards Committee
The council’s Standards Committee comprises 4 Members. In 2011/12 there were
five scheduled meetings of which three were cancelled and no complaints were
considered.
There are no proposed changes to the Standards Committee.
6. Scrutiny function
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The council’s scrutiny function has evolved since its introduction in 2002. Originally
the council had an Overview and Scrutiny Committee (membership 16) and a
Scrutiny Sub‐Committee (membership 9). In 2011 two separate committees were
created – an Overview Committee and a Scrutiny Committee to clearly define the
two aspects of the function. There are 11 places on each committee. The total
reduction in membership to deliver the function has therefore reduced from 25
places to 21 places.
The roles of the two committees can be summarised as follows:
Overview Committee
‐
‐
‐
‐

Formulates, scrutinises or reviews the policies of the Council and the
Executive.
Receives briefing on matters of major local interest.
Pre‐budget scrutiny
Petitions

Scrutiny Committee
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Considers call‐ins
Develops and manages the annual scrutiny review programme
Monitors the progress of the recommendations from scrutiny reviews and
Best Value Reviews
Scrutinises council performance monitoring reports
Conducts crime and disorder scrutiny

Scrutiny Panels
The council has a comprehensive rolling programme of scrutiny reviews which is
developed in consultation with councillors, members of the public and officers and
managed by the Scrutiny Committee. Small panels of five Members carry out short
topic or in‐depth reviews of specific topics relating to council or partner services.
Recent review topics include allotments, highways, High Speed 1, cycle safety and
the development of the council’s Engaging Communities Policy. There are
approximately three scrutiny reviews per year although this is dependent on the
length and nature of individual reviews.
Health Scrutiny Panel
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The council also has a Health Scrutiny Panel. As the council does not have a
statutory role in health scrutiny this panel meets on an ad hoc basis to respond to
health consultations that affect the district’s residents. The Panel has not met this
year and met once in 2011/12.
Changes to the scrutiny function


An outcome of the recent governance review is that the council’s Audit
Committee will be combined with the Scrutiny Committee to create a
Scrutiny and Audit Committee from the beginning of the 2013/14 Council
Year. The new committee will provide a link between scrutiny and the
register of risk management and corporate governance. The membership
will be 11 councillors reducing the overall number of places on council
committees by five and eliminating four meetings per year.



The council have proposed a reduction in the memberships of the Overview
Committees from 11 to 10 councillors to be implemented from 2015.
The council does not anticipate any further changes to the scrutiny function.

7. Other council working groups/panels/boards
In addition to the regulatory and scrutiny functions, the council also has established
other councillor groups that take account of local priorities. These are summarised
below:
7.1 Joint Transportation Board
The Joint Transportation Board comprises nine City and nine County Councillors and
meets quarterly. The Board acts as a forum for consultation on highways issues,
performance and prioritisation of bids for future work. It specifically considers:
‐
‐
‐

Capital and Revenue funded works programmes
Traffic regulation orders
Street management proposals

There are no planned changes to the arrangements of the Joint Board.
7.2 Whitstable Harbour Board
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The Whitstable Harbour Board comprises six city councillors and three co‐opted
independent members. The Board has the status of a council committee and
discharges the functions relating to the Whitstable Harbour.
There are no planned changes to the arrangements of the Board.
7.3 Area Member Panels
There are five area Member Panels – Canterbury, Herne Bay, Whitstable, Rural North
and Rural South. In practice Rural North and Rural South meetings take place at the
same time. All councillors are automatically a member of the panel covering their
Ward.
The Panels are mainly consultative bodies and consider matters of interest to the
local community. Each Panel has an ‘opportunities fund’ of £10,000 per year which
can be used to support local improvements, priorities and community projects. The
Panels have delegated powers to take decisions over how this fund is spent.
Changes to the Area Member Panels
The Rural North and Rural South Panels receive less business than the other panels.
As a result they have decided to reduce the number of their joint meetings from six
to four for the 2013/14 Council Year.
There no further planned changes to the arrangements of the Area Member Panels.
7.4 Executive Working Groups and Best Value Reviews


Executive Working Groups are established to oversee key council projects,
policies or local issues for example the Local Plan, Environmental Policy and
Student Community. They are politically proportionate and include the
relevant portfolio holder and where appropriate external representatives.
The regularity of working group meetings is variable depending on business
need. Some meet on an ad hoc basis for example when a policy is being
reviewed. Others meet with greater regularity as serve as a point of liaison
between the council and external bodies.



Best Value Reviews are conducted by small politically proportionate panels of
councillors including the relevant portfolio. They are task and finish in their
approach and are commissioned to carry out policy development or to look
at specific issues. Example review topics include Houses in Multiple
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Occupation, public conveniences and housing allocations. Up to three Best
Value Reviews may be carried out each year.
8. Demands on time
There is an adopted role profile for councillors describing the key tasks for each role
within the council. The role profile is set out at Appendix D. The council has a
comprehensive training programme for councillors. The programme includes
mandatory training for councillors on the audit, planning, licensing and standards
committees. There is also discretionary training provided which at the last induction
included topics such as casework and constituency business, scrutiny skills, budget,
social media and IT. The training programme is set out at appendix E.
The council holds an event for prospective councillors to explain the role of
councillors and how time commitment is divided between council meetings, reading
reports and constituency work.
Members were asked at part of the 2011 Members’ Survey to give an approximate
indication of the amount of time spent responding to constituents each month. 34
councillors responded to the survey. The average time spent responding to
constituents based on the survey results was approximately 18 hours per month.
The responses ranged from three and 50 hours per month indicating local need and
individual Member engagement in constituent work is variable.

Members were also asked if the level of constituency work was more or less than
expected before joining the council. The response is set out below:
More than expected

4

28.57%

Less than expected

9

64.29%

No reply

1

7.14%

Finally, Members were asked if the number of council meetings attended was more
or less than expected before joining the council. However, no conclusion from the
responses could be drawn as the results were evenly split.
Councillors are appointed to 44 outside bodies across the district and nationally.
Each year the council all outside bodies to establish the number of meetings held
and obtain feedback on the appointment. A scrutiny review in 2009 assessed the
role of councillors on outside bodies and an outcome of the review was a small
reduction in the number of bodies the council appoints to. A list of the outside
bodies, number of councillor representations on each and approximate number of
meetings held per annum (where known) is provided at appendix F.
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9. Representational role of councillors
Councillors carry out their representational role in a variety of ways and it very much
down to the individual. In dealing with casework, councillors tend to take an in‐
depth approach to resolving specific issues raised by residents following the case
through from start to finish.
The political groups are supported by two group secretaries whose role is to support
councillors with casework, for example directing a councillor to the correct service or
body when an issue is raised. The group secretaries also co‐ordinate group meetings
and communicate matters between councillors. Councillors are also able to access
services directly to resolve issues.
Councillors use a range of communication methods to engage with constituents
which include visiting individuals, phone, email, social networking sites and
newsletters. Some councillors hold surgeries which are advertised in the local paper.
Councillors can also receive casework from residents’ associations where they are
members of them. Electronic communication methods and in particular email have
made councillors more accessible to constituents. As a result councillors potentially
receive more correspondence from constituents but it has also become easier for
them to respond more efficiently.
The council holds events for young people to engage with councillors as part of Local
Democracy Week. These include a completion for young people to become ‘Lord
Mayor for the Day’ and an event for school children to develop campaigns which
they present to councillors.
There are 26 parish councils and several active residents associations concentrated
in the urban areas of the district. The frequency of parish council or resident
association meetings is unique to each group and it is for the individual councillor to
decide how frequently attend.
10. The future
10.1 Localism and policy development
One of the aspirations behind the Big Society is that local people and community
groups will become more empowered to run and improve local services themselves.
Similarly, the Localism Act gives community based organisations new rights to bid to
run council services where they can demonstrate they have the capacity to do so.
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The council has already developed strong relationships with many community based
organisations that provide services on its behalf or run services which benefit the
communities they serve. Whitstable Castle Rural Street Runner, Leisure Centres, the
Horsebridge Arts and Community Centre and Herne Bay Festival are directly run by a
partner with grant, concessions or in kind support from the council.
How the council manages these relationships and develops new ones is a critical
issue and is set out in the council’s Engaging Communities Policy which was
developed by a scrutiny panel. The role of councillors in services or facilities
transferred to the direct management of third parties is more of a monitoring role
than where services are provided directly by the council. Councillors may be
represented on the management board or equivalent depending on the scale of the
operation and the risks involved.
10.2 Service delivery and finance
Since the last electoral review of the council there have been significant changes to
the way some services are delivered locally which have also changed the role of
councillors.
Until 2005 Kent County Council operated a partnership arrangement for highways
services with the district authorities. This meant each district council had joint
responsibility for the highways in their areas and hosted a Highways Partnership
team. The County Council ended these arrangements on the basis of greater
efficiency and tool back sole control of Kent Highways Services in April 2005. This
has reduced the workload of councillors and their role has changed. Councillors are
consulted on highways matters through a Joint Transportation Board, raise and
signpost matters to County Council and also have a role in scrutinising the highways
service.
The council has taken two approaches in response to recent financial constraints:
1) Shared Services
The council together with neighbouring authorities in East Kent has created
shared services for a range of support and frontline services. The council has
entered into joint arrangements for personal and payroll and waste collection.
EK Services has been created to deliver the councils ICT, revenues and benefits,
and customer contact centre functions on behalf of Canterbury city, Dover and
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Thanet district councils. Landlord housing services are now delivered by an ALMO
on behalf of Canterbury city, Dover, Shepway and Thanet district councils.
The role of the councillors in handling the business of these services has shifted
to a client and monitoring role. For example, there is councillor representation
on the East Kent Housing Board and areas boards and the council’s Scrutiny
Committee considers the quarterly performance reports for EK Services.
2) Customer Focus Review
The council is currently undergoing a programme of Customer Focus Reviews of
services that have not entered shared service arrangements. The purpose of the
reviews is to reduce the costs of services by delivering them in different and
more efficient ways. For example, recent reviews that have concluded have
created a more streamlined development management service and introduced a
single neighbourhood enforcement team. These changes are operational and
therefore do not affect the level of service delivery. The reviews are overseen by
a councillor working group but beyond this have not changed the role of
councillors or their workload.
11. Conclusion
Based on the evidence set out in this submission and accompanying documents the
council believes X councillors is the right number to manage the council’s business in
an effective way whilst ensuring that councillors are able to fulfil their
representational role.
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Charlotte Hammersley <Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk>
15 April 2013 08:41
Otterway, Richard
Bowden, Tim
RE: Canterbury - Draft Submission

Hi Richard,
Many thanks for the comments which I have hopefully addressed in the draft submission now.
Rob Davies, our press officer will be giving you a call over the next couple of days. He would like to discuss how you
usually handle the press/communication side of the review.
Regards,
Charlotte
From: Otterway, Richard [mailto:Richard.Otterway@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 10 April 2013 16:46
To: Charlotte Hammersley
Cc: Bowden, Tim
Subject: RE: Canterbury - Draft Submission

Hi Charlotte,
Many thanks for your draft submission. It is certainly a good case, especially given the time you have
had to put it together. I’ve put a couple of pointers in the email below, which hopefully will prove
useful.


The most important guidance, I think, is to try to relate each key piece of evidence back to why
the proposed council size is most appropriate for the district. For example, there’s a paragraph
on page 4 which ends with, ‘Now just 10 councillors are involved in decision-making outside of
Full Council’. What does this mean for the question of council size? Does it mean that the
overall workload of councillors has been reduced and that therefore a reduction in councillors
would be sustainable? Placing the evidence in context of the council size proposal can lend
significant weight to a case. The same is true of the summary at the front of the submission.
The first bullet point (the role of the councillors has changed) is very important but is not
expanded upon. What do the changes in the role of councillors mean for their workload and for
the ability of the council to function effectively with fewer councillors? The same question can
be applied to the point about increased partnership working.



Will the proposed future model of governance definitely be adopted following the 2015
elections? If so, it would be helpful to include this point in the submission and state whether
this has cross-party agreement.



In the section where the submission notes that the panel has considered smaller council sizes,
there are some key reasons why the panel rejected them. Without knowing the numbers
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considered it is a bit difficult to place context, but a couple of the points could certainly be
fleshed-out a little more. Firstly, the submission argues that the membership of the executive,
overview, scrutiny and audit committees would be too small to effectively operate. Does this
mean that the structure of the Council’s governance would therefore have to be different to
what has been proposed to take effect in 2015, or does it mean that there would not be
enough councillors to go around the proposed structures to make them operate effectively? If
the former, then it would be worth explaining why an alternative structure is not desirable. If
the latter, it would be useful to say so, and explain more fully the implications for the
committees if an even smaller council size was adopted. Secondly, the submission states that
the representative role has also led it to propose a higher council size than those considered.
The implication of this argument – not an unreasonable one – is that the ability of councillors to
fulfil their representative roles may be undermined by an even smaller council size. For that
reason, we’d like to learn a bit more about the workload pressures created by representative
work and the possible effect a reduced council size may have for them. While some workload
discussions are obviously included in the submission, it would be helpful to expand further on
why councillors’ representative workloads may become difficult to manage with a council size
of only X or Y.
I hope these are useful to you. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
From: Charlotte Hammersley [mailto:Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk]
Sent: 09 April 2013 17:55
To: Otterway, Richard
Subject: Re: Canterbury - Draft Submission
Thank you Richard.
I'll confirm the arrangements with the Group Leaders.
Regards
Charlotte

From: Otterway, Richard <Richard.Otterway@lgbce.org.uk>
To: Charlotte Hammersley
Sent: Tue Apr 09 17:47:50 2013
Subject: RE: Canterbury - Draft Submission

Hi Charlotte,
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I’ve spoken to Sir Tony and he is happy for the timings you suggest below. I will be able to get feedback on
your council size draft submission to you tomorrow afternoon.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
From: Otterway, Richard
Sent: 08 April 2013 11:30
To: 'Charlotte Hammersley'
Subject: RE: Canterbury - Draft Submission

Hi Charlotte,
That’s great – many thanks for sending the draft through. I’ll be able to get some feedback to you in the next
couple of days.
No problem about the separate meetings. I will be seeing Sir Tony tomorrow morning so I will confirm the
timetable once I’ve spoken to him. I can’t imagine there will be any issues.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
From: Charlotte Hammersley [mailto:Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk]
Sent: 08 April 2013 10:46
To: Otterway, Richard
Subject: Canterbury - Draft Submission

Hi Richard,
Please find attached a draft submission on council size for you to have a look at.
The agenda for our Political Management Panel will go out towards the end of this week for which the full and final
draft will need to be ready for them to consider. Therefore, if you can let me have your comments as soon as possible it
would be appreciated so I can make any changes in time.
3

The Group Leaders have got back to me and would like to meet Sir Tony on the 17th. As I suspected they would prefer
to meet him separately so apologies as I know this wasn’t your preference. Could I therefore suggest the following
timetable for the meeting:
6pm Councillor John Gilbey (Leader)
6.30pm Councillor John Wratten (Labour)
7pm Councillor Alex Perkins (Liberal Democrats)
Are 30 minute slots suitable? I’ll confirm the arrangements with them once I have your views.
I shall be leaving the office shortly so if you have any queries today, please either email me or ring my mobile –

Many thanks
Charlotte

DISCLAIMER:
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are
not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other
information in this message that does not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
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This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are
not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other
information in this message that does not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
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This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are
not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other
information in this message that does not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Charlotte Hammersley <Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk>
01 May 2013 08:53
Otterway, Richard
Bowden, Tim
RE: Member Briefing presentation

Hi Richard,
Yes, I’m just waiting on the formal minute which I should receive this morning and then I will send the council’s
submission over to you. The submission was approved at Full Council with no amendments so the council size we are
seeking is 38.
Regards,
Charlotte
From: Otterway, Richard [mailto:Richard.Otterway@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 30 April 2013 19:11
To: Charlotte Hammersley
Cc: Bowden, Tim
Subject: RE: Member Briefing presentation
Hi Charlotte,
Further to the Full Council meeting last week, I wondered if you might be able to confirm the number (if any) agreed
by the Council regarding council size. I'm aware you have a good couple of weeks before the deadline, so there is no
rush at all in sending over the final draft. It would just be useful on our part to be aware of the number.
Best wishes,
Richard

From: Charlotte Hammersley [Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk]
Sent: 24 April 2013 11:00
To: Bowden, Tim
Cc: Otterway, Richard
Subject: Member Briefing presentation

Tim,
I understand from Richard that you will be attending the Member briefing tomorrow with Sir Tony. Will there be a
PowerPoint presentation? If so, could you email it to me in advance so I can get it set up on our IT system at the
Guildhall?
Many thanks
Charlotte
Tel: 01227 862 332
1
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charlotte Hammersley <Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk>
01 May 2013 13:19
Otterway, Richard
Bowden, Tim
Canterbury City Council submission on council size
Canterbury City Council submission to Boundary Commission on Council Size.docx;
Appendix A previous committee structure.pptx; Appendices B-E - future decision
making structures.pptx; Appendix F councillor role profile.docx; Appendix G councillor
induction programme.doc; Appendix H Appointments to Outside Bodies.xlsx

Richard,
Please find attached Canterbury City Council’s submission on Council Size which was adopted by Full Council at its
meeting on 25 April 2013. Full Council also resolved to proceed with the Electoral Review in 2013.
If you have any queries, please let me know.
Regards,
Charlotte
DISCLAIMER:
This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are
not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other
information in this message that does not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Otterway, Richard
31 May 2013 14:39
Tony Redmond
Bowden, Tim
Canterbury
Canterbury nearest neighbours diagram.docx; LGBCE (13) XX - Canterbury Council Size
Paper - Appendix A.pdf; LGBCE (13) XX - Canterbury Council Size Paper - Appendix
B.pdf

Dear Sir Tony,
Ahead of the Commission papers going out to you next week, a quick update about Canterbury. As you are aware, we
received two proposals for council size: one for a reduction to 38 members received from the Council, and one to retain
the existing council size of 50 received from the Liberal Democrats.
You will remember from our meetings there that the driving force behind this review is the ruling Conservative Group (and
particularly the leader). The opposition Liberal Democrat and Labour Groups are opposed to the electoral review. The city
of Canterbury itself is unparished and there has been a local campaign for a community governance review to establish a
city council, of which the opposition groups are supportive. At its meeting on 25 April 2013, the Council voted to postpone
a community governance review so that an electoral review could first take place. The Liberal Democrat and Labour
Groups voted against this decision and argued that the community governance review should take precedence. The
Liberal Democrat Group also argued against the proposal to reduce council size and therefore submitted an alternative
proposal. Both representations have been attached again to this email.
Having considered the two submissions, the team is of the view that the Council's case is the strongest. We don't
consider the Liberal Democrat case to be be particularly strong. Its focus is upon the likely increase in electorate
throughout the district increasing the representational workload of councillors, and this was something considered by the
Council's Political Management Panel when it first considered the issue of council size. The Council has also clearly
thought pretty carefully about its management and governance structures and is proposing a number of changes to those
structures to provide for efficient governace. More detail will obviously be in the paper you'll get next week, but the team
will be recommending that the Commission consult on a council size of 38.
We're likely to get a fair bit of response. I've had a number of conversations with active members of local resident
associations who are all concerned about a reduction in council size. It is also interesting to note where Canterbury sits
on its 'CIPFA nearest neighbour diagrams' (also attached). At present, it is almost exactly on the average for the
group (which is 48). The group's range is between 31 and 60, so a reduction to 38 clearly takes the council down towards
the lower end.
Best wishes,
Richard

Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Charlotte Hammersley <Charlotte.Hammersley@CANTERBURY.GOV.UK>
11 June 2013 13:51
Otterway, Richard
Re: Commission meeting

Hi Richard,
Thanks for letting me know ‐ that's good news. I will give you a call tomorrow.
Regards
Charlotte
From: Otterway, Richard [mailto:Richard.Otterway@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 01:33 PM GMT Standard Time
To: Charlotte Hammersley
Subject: RE: Commission meeting

Hi Charlotte,
Just a quick note to let you know that the Commission met this morning to consider the issue of council size
for Canterbury and agreed to consult on a council size of 38.
The next step is the council size consultation – to begin on 25 June. Once you’re back in the office (I hope
you’re in London on a day trip rather than work!), we can discuss the finer details of the consultation period.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
From: Charlotte Hammersley [mailto:Charlotte.Hammersley@CANTERBURY.GOV.UK]
Sent: 10 June 2013 16:24
To: Otterway, Richard
Subject: RE: Commission meeting

Hi Richard,
Ah ha – I thought it was soon! I’m actually in London tomorrow but will have my blackberry with me so if you drop me
an email to let me know you are ready I will give you a call back as I would like to know!
Many thanks
1

Charlotte
From: Otterway, Richard [mailto:Richard.Otterway@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 10 June 2013 16:22
To: Charlotte Hammersley
Subject: RE: Commission meeting

Hi Charlotte,
Very good timing! The Commission meeting is tomorrow. I’ll give you a call in the afternoon to let you know the
outcome and to discuss next steps.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
From: Charlotte Hammersley [mailto:Charlotte.Hammersley@CANTERBURY.GOV.UK]
Sent: 10 June 2013 16:13
To: Otterway, Richard
Subject: Commission meeting

Hi Richard,
I hope you are well.
Please can you remind me when the Commission meeting to consider Canterbury’s submission on Council Size is taking
place?
Many thanks
Charlotte
Tel: 01227 862 332

DISCLAIMER: This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by the Council.
This message has been checked for all known viruses.
DISCLAIMER: This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it is
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient please destroy or delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by reply email. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of Canterbury City Council shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by the Council.
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Otterway, Richard
24 June 2013 16:32
colin.carmichael@canterbury.gov.uk
Charlotte.Hammersley@canterbury.gov.uk; Bowden, Tim
Consultation on council size of Canterbury City Council
Canterbury-launch-chief-exec-pdf.pdf

Dear Mr Carmichael,
Ahead of tomorrow’s launch of the Commission’s public consultation on council size in Canterbury, please find
attached a letter from Archie Gall, Director of Reviews. A hard copy will follow in the post.
As you are aware, the Commission is consulting on a council size of 38 members for Canterbury City Council.
The consultation will run from 25 June until 6 August 2013.
If you have any questions, please do contact us.
Best wishes,
Richard
Richard Otterway
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8535
Email: richard.otterway@lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we
dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views
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Ward, Lucy
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bowden, Tim
24 October 2013 10:38
Charlotte Hammersley (Charlotte.Hammersley@CANTERBURY.GOV.UK)
Ward, Lucy
Canterbury meeting note
Canterbury-meeting-note-and-presentation.pdf

Charlotte
Please find attached the note from the meeting on Monday and presentation.
The note is not a minute of the meeting but reflects the key themes/topics that were discussed.
Kind regards
Tim
Tim Bowden
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8514
www.lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of
how we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views
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This note is not intended to be a complete minute of the meeting but captures
the key themes/topics that were raised.
LGBCE meeting with Canterbury parish councils, residents’ associations,
community groups and local organisations.
Guildhall, 21 October 2013 at 7pm – 8.30pm.
Attendees
LGBCE representative – Tim Bowden, Review Manager
Canterbury City Council representative – Charlotte Hammersley, Policy and
Improvement
Parish councils, residents’ associations, community groups and local organisations
representatives – all those who signed the attendance sheet (provided by the
council).
Janet Larkinson, Harbledown and Rough Common Parish Council
Nigel Witburn, Liberal Democrats
Richard Norman, North Canterbury Forum
Amanda Sparkes, Chestfield Parish Council
Sue Langdown, St Stephen’s Residents’ Association
Paul Hornibrook, Chartham Parish Council
Sian Pettman, Save Kingsmead Field
Cllr Geoffrey Barrett, Littlebourne Parish Council
Cate Reid, Littlebourne Parish Council
Maureen Smith, The Whitstable Society
Kath Gill, The Whitstable Society
Cllr John Corfield, Bridge Parish Council
Cllr Ann Edmonds, Bridge Parish Council
Mrs Bradley, Spring Lane Residents’ Association
Ray Evison, Chairman of Hackington Parish Council
Phil Rose, East Cliff Neighbourhood Panel

Dick Eburne, Herne Bay and District Residents' Association
Councillor Tony Day, Herne and Broomfield Parish Council
Tony O’Sullivan, Wickhambreaux Parish Council
Jackie Fee, Chislet Parish Council
Toni Hazard, Chislet Parish Council
John Linnane, Langton and Nackington Residents' Association

Meeting
Tim Bowden (LGBCE) ran through a presentation on the electoral review of
Canterbury City Council. A copy is attached to this note. Following the presentation
the meeting was open to the floor for questions.
Key themes from the meeting were:
Council size
A number of representatives were concerned at how the Commission had reached
its conclusions on council size. Representatives objected to the Commission’s
decision to propose a council size of 38 for Canterbury City Council.
Representatives considered that the Commission had ignored the submissions
received during consultation on council size, particularly the representations which
commented on the governance arrangements for the City Council.
Tim Bowden stated that the Commission considered all the representations received
on council size and that the Commission was of the view that evidence supported a
council size of 38.
Warding patterns – i.e. SMWs/multi-member wards
Some representatives asked whether the Commission would only consider warding
patterns proposing single-member wards (SMWs)
Tim Bowden explained that Canterbury City Council had not passed a singlemember ward resolution and that as the council elected by whole council elections,
the Commission would consider warding patterns based on single-, two and threemember wards. In terms of the considering warding patterns it was explained that
the Commission considers each proposed ward in relation to its statutory criteria –
electoral equality, community identity and effective and convenient local government.
Tim Bowden encouraged representatives to submit proposals to the Commission on
warding boundaries during the consultation period.

Objection and dissatisfaction to the review
Many representatives were dissatisfied with the review. Some indicated that they
had or were intending to make complaints to the Commission.
Many representatives considered that the Commission had ignored local views
during the consultation on council size and put in lots of time and effort to make
submissions. Many representatives considered that engaging in the consultation on
warding patterns would be a wasted effort. It was suggested it would have been
helpful to have had a briefing with parish councils and community groups at the
council size stage of the review.
Tim Bowden acknowledged the objections and dissatisfaction to the review.
Tim Bowden informed representatives that Commissions complaints procedure was
on its website - http://www.lgbce.org.uk/about-us/contact-us/complaints-procedure.
Tim Bowden restated that the Commission had considered all representations
received during the consultation on council size. He encouraged representatives to
submit proposals during this stage of the consultations, in doing so he highlighted
some other reviews where the Commission had proposed its draft recommendations
on the basis of evidence received from parish councils and community groups and
not that of the principal authority under review.
Electorate data and electorate forecasts
Some representatives were concerned with the electorate data the Commission was
using in conducting the review and questioned how the electorate forecasts had
been collated.
Tim Bowden explained that in conducting all electoral reviews the Commission uses
the base data of the local government electoral register. He explained that the
Commission uses the local government electoral register as it is a public document
and enables the Commission to count the electors on the register when considering
ward boundaries.
In terms of forecasts electorate, Charlotte Hamersley explained the ‘modelling’
Canterbury City Council had used in collating its electorate forecasts.
Tim Bowden explained that the Commission wanted forecasts that were realistic and
as accurate as possible. The Commission wanted to get an understanding of what
developments will be built during the forecast period (5 years from the publication of
final recommendations).
Future reviews

Some representatives asked whether the Commission would consider undertaking a
further review if a request was made to the Commission following completion of this
current review.
Tim Bowden explained that the Commission considers all requests received. He
stated that he couldn’t give any commitment that the Commission would undertake a
review.
Consultation
Some representatives asked what the Commission had done to publicise the review.
Tim Bowden explained that the Commission had issued press releases to the local
media. He said that the Commission had been provided with contact details from the
Canterbury City Council for parish councils, community groups and local
organisations, all of whom had been written to about the review. Posters had been
provided to the Council for libraries, one-stop-shops etc and it was noted that the
City Council had also been publicising the review on its website and issuing press
releases.
There was some concern raised that the city council did not have up-to-date contact
details for some groups in the district.
Below are some useful links which might be helpful when considering warding
proposals:
Canterbury electoral web page - http://www.lgbce.org.uk/all-reviews/southeast/kent/canterbury-fer. This is where the Commission publishes submissions
received and its draft/final recommendations.
Canterbury consultation portal - https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/1872/la=96.
This is interactive mapping of the existing warding patterns. The portal also details
the boundaries of parish councils. The site allows a user to draw ward boundaries.
Canterbury electorate forecasts http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ documents/lgbce/reviews/canterbury/stage1/canterburyproforma 2013 09 19-1.xls This is an excel document which details the
existing and forecast electorate for Canterbury broken down by polling district. On
these figures the councillor to elector ratios based on a council size of 38 are – In
2013 – 2,976 and in 2019 – 3,127.
Guidance on proposing a pattern of wards http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ documents/lgbce/guidance-policy-andpublications/guidance/proposing-new-wards-guidance.pdf.
All other reviews the Commission undertakes are also all published on its website.
www.lgbce.org.uk. During the meeting Tim Bowden gave the example of the Draft

Recommendations in Newark & Sherwood, a link to them is here http://www.lgbce.org.uk/ documents/lgbce/reviews/newark- and -sherwood/draftrecs/n and s-draft-recs-post-editor-final.pdf

Canterbury City Council
Electoral review briefing

Parish/Community Groups/Local Organisations briefing

21 October 2013

Introductions

• Tim Bowden – Review Manager
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1

About us

• We are independent of Government and political
parties, and directly accountable to Parliament
through the Speaker’s Committee
• We are responsible for reviewing local authority
electoral arrangements, administrative boundaries
and structure
• Our recommendations for this review will be
implemented by Parliament
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Purpose of
Presentation

• Explain the Review Process
- Our statutory criteria
- How we develop our recommendations
- Consultation – involvement
• What you can expect from us and how we
can assist you
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2

Why are we
conducting an
electoral review
of Canterbury?

• We are conducting the review at the request of the
Council
• Our aim is to try to ensure that each councillor
represents approximately the same number of
electors
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Scope of the
review

• Review will decide the pattern of wards for the entire
district – not just wards where there are levels of
electoral inequality
• We will decide:
– Total number of councillors
– Number of wards
– Names of wards
– Boundaries of wards
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3

• Electoral equality

Statutory
criteria

– optimum number of electors per councillor
– Five year forecast
– In time for next election

• Community identity
–
–
–
–

parishes as building blocks
strong boundaries
Public facilities
Focus on community interaction

• Effective and convenient local government
– coherent wards with good internal transport links
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• Parliamentary constituency boundaries, which are
drawn by the Boundary Commission for England

What we
cannot consider •

Current district wards

• Local political implications of recommendations
• School catchment areas
• Postcodes or addresses
• Polling districts
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4

Rules relating
to parishes

• we cannot create or abolish parishes,
or amend their boundaries
• if we divide a parish between district
wards, we must create parish wards
• we can change parish electoral
arrangements only as a direct
consequence of our district ward
proposals
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Review process

• Consulted on a proposed council size of 38
• Consultation on warding patterns 24 September – 10
December
• Commission publishes draft recommendations 11 March
–
–

Posters provided to parish councils to publicise review
Submissions published on website

• Open consultation on draft recommendations 11 March – 20
May
–

–

Invite warding patterns from council, public, parish councils,
everybody who takes an interest
Welcome proposals for whole district or just a few parishes

• Commission publishes final recommendations
• Final recommendations will be implemented by order in the
Houses of Parliament
10

5

Parish councils’
/local
organisations/
community
groups input

• Tell us what you think
– Explain how the proposed ward pattern reflects
community identity
– Consider ward names and patterns
– Give evidence of how recommendations would
impact your communities
– We don’t expect a district-wide scheme but
remember there may be knock-on effects to
proposals
• Talk to residents and publicise the review
– We will provide all parishes with posters
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•
Effective
Representations

Representations which support are as important
as those which oppose

• Representations will be judged on the quality of
argument and evidence presented
• Effective representations will:

– Suggest an alternative as well as setting out an
objection
– Take account of statutory requirements
– Consider consequences of alternative across widest
possible area

• Representations based on evidence, not just
assertion
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Contact
details

• Review Officer: Lucy Ward
• email: lucy.ward@lgbce.org.uk
Tel: 020 7664 8520
• Review Manager: Tim Bowden
email: tim.bowden@lgbce.org.uk
Tel: 020 7664 8514

Website: www.lgbce.org.uk
Consultation portal:
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/
13
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