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LINK Southwark Steering Group
Purpose of Report:

To investigate complaints received by the Host on the election process to elect members of the Steering Group through democratic process in accordance with the directions provided by the Steering Group terms of reference as compiled by the Steering Group working party. These Terms of Reference were adopted by the LINk Southwark Steering Group on 20th January, 2009 by unanimous agreement. 

The Election

Selection of Steering Group members:

Cambridge House was guided in the delivery of the election process by the following instructions provided within the Steering Group Terms of Reference produced by the Steering Group Working Party.

Membership of the Steering Group

‘The Steering Group will comprise twenty three members. Sixteen of these should be individuals no more than two of whom should come from any one Community Council area. The remaining seven should come from community organisations. We recognise that it is not possible to have a group that is fully representative of the wide variety of communities present in Southwark. We will monitor the diversity of members. Where there is an under-representation in the major areas of equal opportunity, for instance gender, ethnicity, disability or faith we will actively encourage people from under-represented groups to stand for election’.

(Taken from the Steering Group Terms of Reference compiled by the Steering Group Working Party).

‘Members of the steering group will be selected by the following process:

1. Nomination of any member of the Assembly (that is anyone who has registered an interest in the LINk) either by self-selection or by others’:

Registrations of interest in the LINk were generated in response to general public announcements related to the establishment of national LINks and specifically through LINk Southwark public meetings and through outreach work done by the ‘LINk Outreach Worker’ based at Cambridge House. 

Distribution of Nomination Forms

Cambridge House distributed the nomination forms to registered participants from 6th of November – as promised at the Public Meeting on 22nd October.  Forms were also distributed by the LINk Outreach Worker when delivering outreach sessions. 

The deadline for submission of nominations was set as 17th November, 2008 noon. 

However, the deadline for nomination submission was extended to 5pm on the 18th in response to a number of participants stating that they ‘received the nomination forms late’. 

All candidates were asked to submit a ‘Candidate Statement’ with a maximum of 200 words. 

By 18th November at 5pm, Cambridge House had received 23 nominations. There were 13 nominations from individuals and Community Council areas - 10 from representatives of organisations. 
Some nominees had filled in both sections of the nomination form relating to whether they were going to be a community council area representative or a representative from a group/ organisation. 

As of 24th November 2008, a group of people had not made it clear on their form whether they wanted to be recorded as – individual or group representative. 

After a phone call, they had decided and the choice can be seen below next to their names.

Individuals: Silvio Coutinho- Camberwell, Inez Taylor- Dulwich, Sandra Tomlinson- Peckham, Patrick York- Peckham.

Groups: Lorraine Beck- Brayards Estate Tenants and Residents Association, Henri Alfonso Panton- Calvary Temple, Shaila Ravindranath- New Future Now, Bibisaffina Zafar- Southwark Disability Forum.

Gillian Portwine, (GP)

However, GP remained undecided as to which category she would prefer to nominate herself in.   AK made numerous phone calls and e-mails to ascertain whether she wanted to come under Dulwich CCA or Vale Residents Association. GP instructed AK to ‘make the choice on (her) behalf’. AK placed GP as an individual as she did not feel authorised by any organisation to put GP forward as a representative of an organisation.
Candidate’s Statements
All candidate statements were checked by Rochelle Powell (RP) a maximum of 200 words. Silvio Coutinho’s statement was found to be in excess of this and in order to be strictly fair to all candidates, Silvio was asked to edit this to within the maximum stated. However, when he was contacted Silvio, informed RP that he wished to withdraw from the process due to time commitments. 

Complaints Received
Gillian Portwine, (GP)

GP did not choose a category for herself she informed AK that she was flexible.  She instructed AK to choose what she wanted her to represent (or not).

Findings - GP’s offer to be flexible so that she could fit in as either an individual or group/organisation candidate, created difficulties for AK as she was then faced with the difficult task of making a choice on her behalf.
Mike Colvin, (MC)
2/12/08: Mike Colvin - made contact by email to find out why his name had not been included in the list of candidates. 
3/12/08: Checks carried out by AK and Rochelle Powell (RP) revealed that MC had not completed a nomination form.  However further checks by RP showed that he had completed the Southwark LINK Interim Committee form to register his interest and another SLIC Membership form.  This was reported back to him by telephone.  He then said it was ‘…irritating but that it was not the end of the world.’ 
Saffina Zafar, (BZ)
3/12/08: Saffina Zafar (BZ) - rang AK to inform her that she was concerned that Patrick Yorke, (PY) had stated that he was a delegate of the Southwark Disabilities Forum. BZ informed AK that PY was not a delegate or a member of SDF.  

Findings - AK contacted PY and asked him for clarification. His responded that he had filled out a form but had not received any of their newsletters. He stated that he ‘had been to external meetings as a delegate of SDF’.  (Quoted by PY to AK).

Kenneth Hoole, (KH) and Stan Hardy, (SH) 
4/12/08: Stan Hardy telephoned and stated his ‘objections to the election’.

5/12/08: AK telephoned Ken to arrange a meeting with her, Stan and Kris Hall
8/12/08: Meeting with AK, Kris Hall, Stan Hardy and Kenneth Hoole. 

Points Raised
1. The working party that produced the steering group document is invalid as it was not elected but consisted of a group of volunteers. Therefore it is not legal.

Findings - These Terms of Reference were adopted by the LINk Southwark Steering Group on 20th January, 2009 by unanimous agreement.

2.
There could be easy manipulation of the result.
Findings – Candidates statements, a voting form, the Steering Group Terms of Reference and a pre-paid envelope were sent out in which to return the voting form to all LINk participants. The pre-paid envelopes were clearly marked to enable identification upon its return without the need for opening the envelopes before the day of the vote count.
All voting forms were numbered in order to avoid any duplication of voting forms by third parties. However, no log was taken of which number was sent to which participant. 

19th December was given as the deadline for ballot forms to be received by Cambridge House. On this date, all forms returned before 12pm midday were collected together and brought before the opening panel. The opening panel consisted of Kwasi Kamara (Lambeth LINk Manager), Alvin Kinch (LINk Southwark Team Leader) and Rebecca Bahar (Solicitor, Cambridge House Law Centre). The votes were counted independently by each member of the panel. 

22nd December- votes were recounted independently by Kris Hall, Cambridge House Community Services Manager. The same numbers were independently confirmed. Successful candidates were notified
3.
Allan Johnstone’s post funded by London Borough of Southwark

Findings - Allan Johnstone’s post as Chief Executive of Southwark Careers’ represents a diverse group of vulnerable members of the community, therefore it is irrelevant whether his post is funded by the London Borough of Southwark or not.
4.
Questions to be raised re. Host’s tendering process - Not relevant to the Election process.
5.
There will be six vacancies in the steering group
Findings - There is only 1 vacancy in the steering group
7.
No handover from SLIC to host – Not relevant to the Election process

8.
Mike Colvin. Why he was not included in list of nominees. Section 3a of LINk membership form reads that anyone who answers the question is registering their interest in being on the steering group. SH said that Mike should have been asked as he worked on the steering group document.

Findings - Each individual is responsible for completing and returning their nomination forms.

9.
Some organisations central – (see recommendations)
10.
Candidates should have been informed of who the returning officer is - (see recommendations)
Stan Hardy, (SH)
4/12/08: Stan Hardy telephoned and stated his ‘objections to the election’.

5/12/08: AK contacted Ken to arrange a meeting with her, Kenneth Hoole and Kris Hall.

8/12/08: Meeting with AK, Kris Hall, Stan Hardy and Kenneth Hoole.   
Points Raised

1.
Hazel’s three month contract should not have been allowed to happen – Not relevant to the Election process
2.
Martin Saunders is supporting project that is against the LINk – Individuals are required to declare conflicting interest, therefore, this should not create a problem.
3.
Canvassing of voters should not have been part of the process - No evidence produced that indicated that candidates canvassed for votes.
4.
Election process is unsatisfactory, (see recommendations)
Eileen Conn, (EC)

3/12/08: Eileen Conn rang AK - She would have preferred the voting form to have the candidate’s statements under the community council area headings rather than alphabetical order. (See recommendations)

Barry Silverman, (BS) 

11/12/08 Barry Silverman emailed Clare Gilhooly to raise concerns about potential flaws in the election process.
Points Raised

1.
electors have been informed that there are 22 nominations for 23 places (12 + 10) and that they have 22 votes; 12 in the Individuals Constituency and 10 in the Organisations Constituency 
Findings - A choice of 7 organisations not 10. Candidates should have been asked to choose their top 7 groups/ organisations that they wanted to be in the steering group.
2.
in any election, the process should be designed to reduce the number of  candidates, when the number of nominations exceed the elected places available, so that some succeed and some do not” 

Findings - On the 2nd December, Cambridge House sent all 22 candidates statements, a voting form, the Steering Group Terms of Reference and a prepaid envelope in which to return the voting form to all LINk participants. The pre-paid envelope was clearly marked to enable identification upon its return without the need for opening the envelope before the day of the vote count. 

All voting forms were numbered in order to avoid any duplication of voting forms by third parties. However, no log was taken of which number was sent to which participant. 

· 12 nomination forms were received from individual candidates.   The 12 nominees were not reflective of all 8 community council areas.
· 10 nomination forms were received from group representative/organisation candidates.
Instructions on how to vote were given to candidates as stated in the Steering Group Terms of Reference as follows:

1.
“This is the voting form for the Steering group.  Please select your chosen candidates with a cross in the box by their name and return this form in the envelope provided by NOON Friday 19th December 2008.
You may select up to 12 individual candidates and up to 10 group representative candidates, up to 22 in total.  

Where more than two people stand from one Community Council area the two with the most votes will be elected.  

Where more than seven community organisation representatives stand the seven with the highest number of votes each will be elected.  

As there are 22 candidates in total there will be vacancies on the steering group once this present election process is over i.e. December 08.  

When all the vacancies have been filled there will be no more than 23 steering group members (as stated on page 3 under ‘Membership of the Steering Group’ and ‘Selection of members’ in the LINk Steering Group document enclosed). 

This will comprise 16 individuals and 7 community group/ organisation representatives’.

2.
 Elections will be held every year.

3.
 The Steering Group may co-opt additional members until the next election where there are vacancies and the majority agrees.

Deadline for ballot forms to be received
19th December was given as the deadline for ballot forms to be received by Cambridge House. On this date, all forms returned before 12pm midday were collected together and brought before the opening panel. The opening panel consisted of Kwasi Kamara (Lambeth LINk Manager), Alvin Kinch (LINk Southwark Team Leader) and Rebecca Bahar (Solicitor, Cambridge House Law Centre). The votes were counted independently by each member of the panel. The following results were obtained (successful candidates in italics): 

	Individual candidates and Community Council Area
	Number of Votes received 

	Ivy Douglas, Rotherhithe 
	18

	Stan Hardy, Dulwich
	12

	Jason Harris, Rotherhithe
	6

	Dorothy Mace, Bermondsey
	12

	Gill Portwine, Dulwich
	11

	Martin Saunders, Dulwich
	17

	Barry Silverman, Borough and Bankside
	19

	Victoria Silvester, Borough and Bankside
	11

	Inez Taylor, Dulwich
	11

	Sandra Tomlinson, Peckham
	19

	Paul Yarrow, Borough and Bankside
	14

	Patrick Yorke, Peckham
	15

	Group/ organisation representative candidates and Group/ organisation name
	Number of Votes received

	Phelicia Agugu, Community Outreach Ministries
	16

	Lorraine Beck, Brayards Estate TRA 
	13

	Margaret Fisher, Together, Working for Well-being
	10

	Fay Hall, Stroke Care
	18

	Kenneth Hoole, The East Dulwich Society
	10

	Allan Johnstone, Southwark Carers
	18

	Henri Panton, Calvary Temple
	7

	Shaila Ravindranath, New Future Now 
	12

	Chris Sanford, Community Action Southwark
	17

	Bibisaffina Zafar, Southwark Disability Forum
	19


Votes were counted as follows:

22nd December- votes were recounted independently by Kris Hall, Cambridge House Community Services Manager. The same numbers were independently confirmed. Successful candidates were notified
23rd December- Unsuccessful candidates notified and steering group members’ names were put on the website.

On this point, a number of nominees who were not elected have expressed their dismay that they have not been co-opted to vacant Community Council seats on the Steering Group. (See minutes of meeting 9th February and email transcripts in Appendix 3) 

Unsuccessful Candidates

Complaints Received

Mr & Mrs Barry Silverman, (BS)
Security of elections:
1.
The voting paper sent to BS wife was not numbered - only a smear on the envelope which had been crossed out and which might or might not have originally been a number.

2.
BS wife registered but did not, initially receive a voting paper.  She e-mailed, and was told that it would be posted, although nothing arrived.  She then sent a further e-mail reminder and it is significant that the voting paper received was post marked at 4.30pm on the day of the e-mail reminder and so clearly despatch was stimulated by it. 

Findings – BS wife was not registered when she first enquired on 29/11/08 (Saturday) 
3/12/08: she was sent a registration form by email. 
3/12/08: Cambridge House received the registration form back by email. 

8/12/08: voting form was then sent out (as the administrative assistant was unwell between 3rd and 8th).  However it does appear that as this voting form went out later than the others it was not numbered.
Unelected Nominees 

A number of nominees who were not elected have expressed their dismay that they have not been co-opted to vacant Community Council seats on the Steering Group. (See recommendations).

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that a working group is set up to draw up the electoral process for future elections taking into consideration the recommendations listed as follows:

1.
The minimum and maximum numbers required to be elected should be clearly stated.

2.
Non attendees at to meetings could be asked to step down so that new members could be co-opted on to the Steering Group.

3.
The group representative/organisation candidates should include the area they represent on the form

4.
Forms should include the named officer on returned reply.

5.
Each form numbered and logged against the named participant.

6.
Candidate statements should be under the community council area headings
The election process designed to reduce the number of candidates, when the number of nominations exceeds the elected places available.  The candidates with the most votes are then selected.
The Steering Group may co-opt unelected/additional members until the next election where there are vacancies and the majority agrees.
Request references from groups that individuals were representing e.g. letter of approval from management committee/ board or senior manager in the group.
Conclussion
We have come to the conclusion that the electoral process was a mammoth task and we commend all those who took part in it, however the process must be transformed by the next election.

Although a number of the allegations were irrelevant to the election process, they raised issues of concern for LINk Southwark to work on.
If LINk Southwark is to be successful in serving the people of Southwark, it will need people with passion, zeal, knowledge of Southwark and it’s diverse communities and availability, therefore we must do everything in our power to bring such people on board.

email communication between Barry Silverman and Clare Gilhooly:

From: Clare Gilhooly 
Sent: 16 December 2008 19:20
To: 'Barry Silverman'
Subject: RE: LINk Southwark Steering Group Elections

Dear Barry,

Thank you for contacting me with your concerns about the elections.

Firstly, I would concede that that process is not perfect and there are lessons to learn from it. What we have endeavoured to do is try to make the elections as inclusive and open as is possible but in doing so retain as much of the actual and spirit of the agreements developed with the Steering Group. 

With hindsight we have internally spent an inordinate amount of time going over the detail of some elements of the process in particular ensuring nominations were received fairly which has meant we did not look as closely at the potential for different scenarios in terms of the voting element and one of which has now of course arisen! 

There have been time pressures placed on the LINk staff team which I have insisted we stick to because timescales have been published and it is very important for LINk Southwark’s future credibility such things as timescales are adhered to.

In relation to your specific concerns;

Individuals  

1) Voting – firstly, yes there are only 10 places to fill for individuals and it may have been easier to only allow 10 individual votes. However, people do not have to use all their votes and I suspect people will not.  

2) People being elected unopposed was something we did consider but felt in the circumstances given the amount of questions we had been receiving about the process at that stage it was important as Host to stick to the process agreed and furthermore that people should feel duly elected not just slotted in as no one else wanted to do it.
3) Again, with saying only residents of areas where there were opposed seats voting in those areas was considered but given the LINk remit is open to people who use services and organisations this became quite difficult to administer and I was concerned that this could also be open to question as being seen to manipulate voting.
4) If some people are elected with a lower vote in their area that others I think that is fine for now, we are trying to be inclusive and get people elected not put barriers in the way which is why not having a minimum feels OK. In time that may need to be reviewed.
5) I think all of these issues could be considered and reviewed by a small time limited working party of Steering Group members once the Group has met. Other issues have been raised by other people as well that could also form part of the working party considerations. The working party could then draw together the process for future elections.
Organisations

1) Again it may have been easier to only allow 7 votes.

2) This is a very interesting point about organisation validation of candidates and something that I have to say had not been a serious consideration as we had worked, maybe somewhat naively, on the basis that people were supported by an organisation if they said they were!  This is something we may need to formalise for future elections and could be reviewed by the working party. 

3) It may be that some people are therefore technically in the wrong category but I think for now the important thing is to get a Steering Group together with as broader basis as possible and fill the gaps in the under represented areas.

We have received a number of requests to change different elements of the nomination and voting process. At this stage I do not intend to intervene and change any element of the process as I think that will cause more confusion and could create suspicion as to why we respond positively to some quarters and not others. However I have asked Alvin to collate all the queries we have had ready to be reviewed after the election.

Security of elections

I have enquired what had happened here. Apparently, your wife was not registered when she first enquired on 29/11/08 (Saturday) and was then emailed a registration form on 3/12/08. When that was emailed back on 3/12/08 the voting form was then sent out on 8/12/08 as the administrative assistant was unwell between 3rd and 8th.  However it does appear that as this voting form went out later than the others it was not numbered and should be the only one that is not. Alvin will double check the numbering when the votes are opened on Friday. I am sorry this was overlooked on your wife’s form.

Thank you very much for your comments which have given us a lot to think about. 

Kind regards

Clare Gilhooly

Chief Executive

 

Cambridge House

T:0207 358 7000

Save a tree...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to
 


From: Barry Silverman [mailto:shebar1@btinternet.com] 
Sent: 11 December 2008 19:49
To: Clare Gilhooly
Subject: LINk Southwark Steering Group Elections

Dear Clare,

 

I will try again.

 

I have some developing concerns about the conduct of the Steering Group elections which I fear when taken together, serve to make the process flawed.  I have shared some of these concerns with Alvin but I am not at all sure  that she really appreciated the point I was making and seemed more concerned with the current available timescale and doing things better next time (suggesting such issues could be taken aboard by the Steering Group, when elected).

 

Thinking about the situation some more, and as the accumulation became more apparent.  I thought it to be appropriate to share my concerns with yourself, especially as I would have thought that the most significant difficulty ought to have been recognised by CH Senior Management overseeing the LINk Southwark Project.  Indeed, I have the impression, from my conversation with Alvin, that all of this has been done under great time pressure by herself.  Anyway, I would appreciate your comments, especially on the latter point to see whether they can assuage my worries :

 

My concerns are :

 

(1) Voting
· electors have been informed that there are 22 nominations for 23 places (12 + 10) and that they have 22 votes; 12 in the Individuals Constituency and 10 in the Organisations Constituency 

· in any election, the process should be designed to reduce the number of  candidates, when the number of nominations exceed the elected places available, so that some succeed and some do not 

on this basis

 

#   Individual Constituency : There are nominations for only 5 Community areas which mean that, under our rules, there are only 10 places to be filled.   Therefore, electors should be exercising no more than 10 votes to close from the 12 available candidates,  However, in 3 of those areas, there are a lesser number of candidates than places to be either and so, no matter how electors distribute their votes - as long as each get at least one vote - these nominees will be elected.    This suggests that they should have been declared elected unopposed (we have no rule that stipulates a minimum number of votes or a minimum percentage of the total vote in order to qualify) - maybe we should have thought of this but that is too late now.

 

Therefore,  contests should only have been in Dulwich & Borough & Bankside  which itself makes rather a nonsense of all Borough voting - that is non residents influencing the vote in Dulwich & Borough & Bankside but not vice-versa.....but there it is !  I did point out in the Working Party that the consequence of our decision (which I supported at the time) was that some candidates would be elected with a lower number of votes than those who were not.   What we have is an extreme of that situation in which know one anticipated the influence on the result that the distribution of nominations might have.

· Organisations Constituency 

(i)   Voting Process :  The situation is simpler here...but the principle is the same.  There are 10 nominations for 7 places....yet voters have been given 10 votes.  If every voter voted for each candidate, which could happen, each candidate (all 10) would have the same number of votes.  This excess of votes being cast could distort the result even if there is not this extreme.  However, the important point is that the voting is not serving to reduce 10 candidates to 7 to fill 7 places.

 

(ii)  Organisations Validation of Candidates :  In addition,it is apparent that Organisations have not been asked to validate their nominees and some of the candidates declare themselves to be self-nominated which places them in the category of Individuals.  Electors are asked to vote on declarations only about people but with virtually no information about the Organisation in respect of its membership numbers, strength, support or charitable objectives.....or where in the borough is their main area of operation

 

(2)  As a result
 

#   there is a loophole, for a very few or even an individual, to represent themselves as an Organisation

 

#   the accountability of those elected to their Organisation is not clear or whether they will be acting as an individual or for their Organisations.  I fear that some are in the wrong Constituency

 

(3)   Security of elections :
· Initially, I could not see that the voting was being controlled to ensure that copy ballots were not submitted and counted.  Then, on my own voting paper, I spotted in the bottom RH corner what appeared might be an unique number....and so my worry was assuaged.  However, the voting paper sent to my wife had no such number - only a smear on the envelope which had been crossed out and which might or might not have originally been a number.  So, what is the security system ? 

· my wife registered but did not, initially receive a voting paper.  She e-mailed, and was told that it would be posted, although nothing arrived.  She then sent a further e-mail reminder and it is significant that the voting paper received was post marked at 4.30pm on the day of the e-mail reminder and so clearly despatch was stimulated by it. 

How common might this be....not many would remind CH twice ?

 

The Working Party spent very little time on the Organisation of the elections - there wasn't any - and certainly none on testing the practicality of the principles arrived at in debate.  I would have thought that this was a task of CH at Senior level but see little evidence that this was so. 

 

 I shall look forward to hearing from you.

 

Regards,

Barry

Appendix 3:

Email communication between Kenneth Hoole and Mike Colvin:

From: Kenneth Hoole [member@khoole.wanadoo.co.uk]
Sent: 29 November 2008 01:02
To: Mike Colvin; LINk
Cc: Jennifer Quinton Chelley; Mike Colvin; Ken Hoole; LINk; Barry Silverman; Phelicia Agugu; Daniel Fashe; Shaila Ravindranath; Martin Saunders
Subject: Re: Steering group numbers

Importance: High

Dear MIke,
Thank you for your initiative. I too am worried about the mix and the apparent certainty that there will  be vacancies (4?) going begging in one category while willing nominees from community groups are left without a place. I therefore  support the idea of accepting with gratitude all nominees from whatsoever source or cateory. We ned them all. 
Yours Ken Hoole 

========================================
Message Received: Nov 28 2008, 03:28 PM
From: "Mike Colvin" 
To: "LINk" 
Cc: "Jennifer Quinton Chelley" , "Mike Colvin" , "Ken Hoole" , "Hazel Vinson" , "Barry Silverman" , "Phelicia Agugu" , "Daniel Fashe" , "Shaila Ravindranath" , "Martin Saunders" 
Subject: Re: Steering group numbers

Hi Alvin

 

I am not surprised that you came to that conclusion given the difficult situation you are now placed in.

 

My updated information is that we have 23 applicants for 23 places, but the mix is wrong (more representing groups, not enough representing Community council areas)

 

However I can't help thinking that if my colleagues and I had envisaged this situation we would have made the elections conditional on there being more applicants than places, since the inevitable result of this proposed election is to reject some of the volunteers, when what we need is as many as possible, even if the mix is not as distributed quite as we would like it to be.

 

Accordingly I am now copying in my colleagues on that panel to see whether they are of the same mind.

If they are we can amend the ToR at our first meeting.

So please hold your hand on the election for a day or two.

 

Kind Regards
Mike Colvin

 

 

 

 

 

From: LINk 

Sent: Friday, November 28, 2008 2:58 PM

To: Mike Colvin 

Subject: RE: Steering group numbers

Hello Mike
 

I would like to thank-you for your suggestion. The reason why I did not reply straight away was that I wanted to speak to Clare and Kris, Community Services Programme Manager, about it. Having done this and revisited the steering group document which was compiled by those in the interim working party we felt it best to go ahead with what was decided upon and written in that document. Therefore the election process is going ahead.
 

I look forward to meeting you soon.
 

Many regards,
 

Alvin
 



From: Mike Colvin [mailto:mike@mascot.co.uk] 
Sent: 25 November 2008 12:40
To: LINk
Cc: Clare Gilhooly
Subject: Steering group numbers

 

Hi Alvin & Clare

I hear via the grapevine that we have 24 applicants for 23 places on the steering group.

If this is correct then technically this means we have to hold an election which seems like an unnecessary expense in such a circumstance.

However the there was quite a lot of discussion about how big the steering group should be and the 23 number was a compromise.

My guess is that the steering group would be perfectly happy with 24, so with that in mind herewith a suggestion.

All 24 go forward to form the new steering group with the proviso that the first task is either to amend the TOR so that the number is 24,

OR put all the names in a hat, draw one out, and that one steps down.

What do you think?

If it appeals I leave you to circulate all 24 applicants to get their views.

 

Kind Regards
Mike Colvin

Appendix 4: Cost Analysis of Election Process:

Estimation on the time and cost attached to the Election process

Black and White Printing: 16 pages 

· Cover Letter

· Steering group document

· Election papers

· Voting form 

Total= 80 pence x 150 = £120.00 

Postage: 1st Class Stamps

Total= 36 pence x 150 = £54.00

Pre- paid envelopes received: 31

Total= 31 received x 27 pence (2nd class stamp)= £8.57

Hours/days spent on process:

Alvin Kinch (AK) and Rochelle Powell (RP): Total= 5 days = 35 hours 

Kris Hall (KH) and Clare Gilhooly (CG): 7 hours including 2 hr meeting with SH and KH)

Total financial cost: £182.57 plus salary costs of AK, RP, KH & CG.

