Options for changes to 13 June 2012 draft constitution of the
Central Ealing Neighbourhood Forum
(see also comments/suggestions dated 9 July)
	Comments
	Options
	Justifications
	Objections

	1.
Forum Membership 
	
	
	

	Para 4. The “neighbourhood area” as now approved by Ealing Council does not adequately encompass all those people who have a direct interest in central Ealing as users but who do not qualify as either residents or workers. Ealing Broadway is a metropolitan town centre with regional importance and its catchment draws from a wider constitutency than that expressed by the neighbourhood area or the Borough borders. There are a significant number of people who regularly use the town centre for essential purposes (healthcare, schooling, retail) who may be seriously impacted by decisions taken by the forum. Provision should be made for people outside the area to participate, without diluting the importance of those who are within it. It is also important to find a method to enable cross party political membership. The current wording does not enable members from other wards, including the executive, to hold a voting share.
	Option 1: insert new sub-paragraph 4.c to read:

“Non-voting membership shall be open to any individual who does not qualify for full membership under paragraph 4.a.” 
Paragraph 4a would then be renamed “Full membership”. 


	To meet the comment and reflect the minimum requirements of the Localism Act, and to ensure widest possible engagement of interested parties without passing possible control to those from outside the area.
	Would create two classes of membership, which may not be the same as the groups entitled to vote in any referendum if this is drawn wider than the neighbourhood area.

	
	Option 2: to remove the geographical limitation on membership and allow full voting rights to all who wish to join. (Could be unlimited, or restricted to residents of LBE.)
	To ensure widest engagement of those with an interest in central Ealing but who do not qualify under the present criteria; to allow for differences between the neighbourhood area and the one still to be settled for voting rights in any referendum; and avoid any political imbalance compared to the make-up of the borough.
	Would allow control to expand to people not resident in the area, (risk politicisation of the forum and open its procedures to abuse by pressure groups)  If limited to LBE residents, would exclude many users of the centre.  If unlimited, could allow residents of other boroughs to influence Ealing decisions.

	Para 4.a. Councillors should be permitted to be members.
	Option 1: Insert new sub-paragraph 4.a.v to read:

“Individuals who are elected members of Ealing Council any of whose area falls within the area of the Forum.”
	To recognise the requirement of the Localism Act, so as to engage the locally elected representatives.
	Wording would exclude Members from outside the area and would be inconsistent with option 2 for para 4 above generally 

	
	Option 2:  As option 1, but stop after “Ealing Council”.
	To be consistent with general option 2 above for para 4. (all councillors have to be Ealing residents).
	To qualify as one of the minimum 21 members, Councillors must be elected for all or part of the area. 

	Comments
	Options
	Justifications
	Objections

	2
Structure.
	
	
	

	General

The proposed three tier structure of: 

· the General Committee 

· the Stakeholder Group 

· the NF 

creates a position where the will of the majority will prevail subject only to the casting vote of the Chairman. 

Committee. 

The provision for a quorum is too complicated.  It should be for a fixed number of members. 


	Option 1. Retain the three-tier structure, which places day-to-day operation of the Forum in the hands of the Committee, subject to the guidance of the Stakeholder Group. 


	The three-tier structure protects any group within the NF from arbitrary action by a majority on the NF by giving the Stakeholder Group control of how it operates in practice. It recognises the need for a balance between different interests while encouraging maximum participation.


	Structure is cumbersome and raises the question of how a dissenting minority might react to finding themselves overruled on any issues determined by a simple majority.

	
	Option 2. The stakeholder group and the Forum should be merged to form one body meeting quarterly.
	Simplifies the structure and allows more regular direct involvement of individuals.
	Does not answer the question of how to protect a minority. 

	
	Option 3. (Can be in conjunction with either Options 1 or 2.)

Committee members should be elected by the AGM in the proportions of one-third by residents of the area, one third by community organisations, and one third business organisations.
There will be a 50:50 deadlock provision between the business and resident blocks (as the electorate of the referendum) to ensure any proposal would not proceed without agreement from both parties. 

In para 5.a, delete the words “One third of its members (calculated as the nearest whole number above its full membership at the relevant time)…” and substitute “Twelve members….” 
	To protect the balance of interests on the committee and ensure the proposals that comer forward are agreed by representatives of the two participating groups in the referenda.

To accept the suggestion for a fixed number and allow for a total divisible by three.   
	

	Elected councillors should not be eligible for election to the committee
	Amend wording in 5.a. to read “Councillors…are not eligible for election, but may be co-opted under para 5.b.”
	To avoid Forum elections becoming politicised whilst allowing the committee to ensure it retains a reasonable balance and meets the requirements of the Act.
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