Confirmed on 23 November 2006
Minutes of the meeting of the Electoral Commission held on Thursday 26 October, in London.
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Edlira Alku (EA) (observer)

1. 
Minutes of the meeting of 13 September 2006 (EC129/06)

1.1
The minutes of the meeting held on 13 September 2006 were agreed, subject to the following amendments:


Paragraphs 1.3 and 6: reference is to KBS, not KS. 

2. 
Minutes of the meeting of 28 September 2006 (EC130/06)

2.1
The minutes of the meeting held on 13 September 2006 were agreed, subject to the following amendment:


Paragraph 7.3: remove ‘first draft of the’. 

2.2
PW and NS gave an update on timings for approval of both the annual report and the corporate plan. The corporate plan would be submitted for consideration by Commissioners at the 23 November meeting. 
3.
Minutes of the meeting of 12 October 2006 (EC131/06)
3.1
The minutes of the meeting held on 12 October were agreed. 
3.2
NS gave updates on the prospectus for electoral pilots in May 2007 and on CORE. 
4. 
Further electoral reviews 

i)  
Borough of Kettering (EC132/06)
4.1 NM presented the report which recommended altering the boundaries of 22 of Kettering’s existing wards, so that there would be 17 wards, six fewer than at present. NM drew attention to the high electoral variance for the proposed Welland ward, and noted relevant factors. 

4.2 The Commissioners agreed the recommendations set out in the Implementation Team’s report. 
ii)  
City of Lincoln (EC133/06)

4.3
SY presented the report which recommended altering the boundaries of 10 of Lincoln’s existing wards so there would be 11 wards, as at present. SY drew attention to the fact that recommendations were in part based on one set of proposals put forward by the City Council. 

4.4
AD said that paragraph 7 of the Appendix to paper EC 133/06 was only intended to clarify the anomaly in the boundary between the proposed Birchwood and Hartsholme wards around Birchwood Avenue in the final recommendations mapping. The anomaly in the boundary between the proposed Boultham and Hartsholme wards around Park Avenue in the final recommendations mapping was discussed in paragraph 8 of the Appendix, which should have explained that the boundary the Committee intended to recommend was the one shown in the draft recommendations mapping.
4.5
The Commissioners agreed the recommendations set out in the Implementation Team’s report, together with the clarifications set out in the Appendix.
iii)
District of North Hertfordshire (EC134/06)
4.6 KS presented the report which recommended that North Hertfordshire should retain its existing council size of 49, and also that existing wards should be altered so that there would be 24 wards, two fewer than at present. KS drew attention to the work undertaken by the district council in considering a response to the final recommendations, and the workshop they held at which the potential impact of the forthcoming  ‘Lyons Review’ was recognised. 
4.7 In discussion, Commissioners noted the importance of both the Lyons review and ‘Strong and prosperous communities: The Local Government White Paper’, which was due to be published later that day. 
4.8
The Commissioners agreed the recommendations set out in the Implementation Team’s report, together with the clarifications set out in Appendix B.
iv)
District of South Gloucestershire (EC135/06)

4.8 
SY presented the report which recommended altering South Gloucestershire’s existing wards so that there would be 35 wards. SY also drew attention to:

· the seven representations received and the issues they raised,
· three technical points referred to in paragraphs 9, 32 and 34 of the report which should be noted in addition to the clarifications outlined in Appendix B

· the good sets of proposed districts wards, which for technical reasons would be described by reference to the Order map, rather than defined in terms of parish wards other than those proposed by the Committee.  

4.9
AD said that paper EC135/06 occasionally referred to parishes as parish wards, and vice versa, by mistake, but that the meaning was clear from the context in each case.
4.10
The Commissioners agreed the recommendations set out in the Implementation Team’s report, together with the modifications set out in paragraph’s 33 and 35 of the paper and the clarifications set out in Appendix B.
v) District of South Northamptonshire (EC136/06)
4.11 GM presented the report which made recommendations for the reduction of the number of wards in South Northamptonshire from 31 to 27. It was noted that two written representations were received. GM also drew attention to:

· Proposals for a ward name change.

· High electoral variances in five proposed wards, and the Implementation team’s conclusion that they were content with the Committee’s arguments for these proposed wards with high variances.  
4.12
AD said that paragraphs 19 and 22 of paper EC136/06 should have referred to 'Heyfords and Bugbrooke' rather than 'Heyford and Bugbrooke'. Paragraph 4 of Appendix B should have explained that the Order map would need to tally with Ordnance Survey's records of the parish names mentioned.
4.13
The Commissioners agreed the recommendations set out in the Implementation Team’s report, together with the modifications set out in paragraphs 19 to 22 of the paper and the clarifications set out in Appendix B.
5. 
Forfeiture of impermissible donations (EC143/06)
5.1
PW presented the report which outlined both a proposed formal general policy on the issue of forfeiture of impermissible donations to political parties, and three specific cases in which a decision was necessary on whether the Commission pursue an application for forfeiture. These cases related to the United Kingdom Independence Party), the Socialist Labour Party and the Liberal Democrats. 
5.2 Commissioners had a discussion of the issues relating to forfeiture, including consideration of:

· Process

· Notification of parties of the Commission’s intent to apply for forfeiture
· Issues relating to exemptions

· Relevant legislative provisions

5.3 Commissioners considered each of the specific cases and their relevant circumstances in turn. Commissioners noted the sensitivities in relation to timing and handling. Commissioners agreed that both the United Kingdom Independence Party and the Socialist Labour Party should be notified of the Commission’s intention to apply for forfeiture of clearly impermissible donations which the party have accepted and not returned. Correspondence to the parties would indicate that the party had thirty days within which to provide the Commission with any evidence that the relevant donations were in fact permissible before an application was pursued. In respect of the Liberal Democrats the Commissioners agreed to defer a decision on this matter pending further inquiries. .
5.4
The Commissioners agreed:
· The recommendation for the adoption of the formal operational policy on forfeiture as set out in Appendix B of the report, subject to agreed amendments. 

· The Commission should pursue an application for forfeiture against the United Kingdom Independence Party in respect of impermissible donations accepted. The party should be notified of this decision. 
· The Commission should pursue an application for forfeiture against the Socialist Labour Party in respect of impermissible donations accepted. The party should be notified of this decision. 

· The Commission was not yet in a position to make a decision on the pursuit of an application for forfeiture in respect of the Liberal Democrats. The party should be notified of this decision and a short press statement should be issued to this effect. 

6.
Application to register a political party

6.1
PW gave an oral update on the progress of two applications to register parties, both in the name ‘Solidarity’. It was noted that decisions on the application were being made in view of 28(7) of PPERA which states the Commission shall determine such applications by reference to the history of each of the applicants claim to the name in question. 

7.
Equality scheme

7.1
PW presented the report seeking approval for the Equality Scheme, and for it to be sent to the Commission of Racial Equality (CRE). The Commissioners considered the scheme, and the context in which the scheme was being submitted to the CRE. The Commissioners agreed, that in principle the Commission should have one overarching scheme with annexes. To meet the requirements of the CRE the overview document would be submitted along with the annex setting out the Commission’s  proposals for complying with the general and specific duties under the Race Relations Act 1976. 

7.2
Commissioners also agreed the need to periodically review the Equality Scheme and assess the scheme in terms of achieved outcomes. 

7.3
KS declared an interest in the issue as between 1978 and 1981 he had headed up the CRE’s investigation team, and within the past decade had sat on a number of employment tribunal panels dealing with equality issues. 

7.4
The Commissioner’s approved the Equality Scheme overview and the annex relating to the requirements of the Race Relations Act 1976 as amended, for submission to the Commission for Racial Equality, subject to SY agreeing the final version. 

8.
Northern Ireland developments
8.1
KS gave an oral update on recent developments in Northern Ireland in respect of a possible election or referendum in 2007. NS noted that Seamus Magee was preparing papers on the implications for the Commission if either an election or a referendum were to be held in Northern Ireland in 2007. 
9.
Mid-year (Q2 2006/7) financial and performance report (EC138/06)
9.1
PW presented the report which focused on the Commission’s current financial position halfway through the financial year and highlighted key issues.  Progress against the 2006-07 operating plan targets was also highlighted. PW also drew attention to:
· Proposals for the Commission to notify the Secretary of the Speakers Committee of an identified £1.319m of our 2006-7 resource budget that would now not be required as the Electoral Administration Act does not now require the Commission to undertake all activities originally anticipated. 

· Spending up the mid-year point is only 2.2% behind forecast. 

· Spending for the remainder of the year will be closely monitored on a monthly basis.
· The five year forecast will be adjusted to take out money allocated within years one and two for activities anticipated as a result the Electoral Administration Act that we would now not be required to undertake. 

9.2
Commissioners discussed the issues raised, and expressed support for the proposal to surrender money for allocated activities that it was identified would not now be undertaken. It was however noted that not all Commissioners had had a copy of the report available to them prior to the meeting.  

9.3
Commissioners agreed the report should be put back on the agenda for the next Commissioners’ meeting, and also on the agenda for the next meeting of the Audit Committee.  
10. 
Matters for information

10.1 The Commissioners received the following items for information:

· Highlight report: PPERA review (EC139/06)

· Partnerships grant (EC140/06)
· Update on the change programme

· PPP minutes of 13 June 2006 (EC141/06)

· Audit Committee minutes of 4 July 2006 (EC142/06)

10.2
NS gave an update on CSPL’s current inquiry. A final hearing had been held in Belfast on Monday 23 October, at which the Commission had given evidence. Possible changes in the timing of the publication of the inquiry’s findings were noted. 

10.3
The Commissioners expressed their thanks to Hilary Mundella for the contribution she had made to the Commission during her time here, and wished her the best for the future. 
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