
 

Agenda - Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 
Meeting Venue: 

Committee Room 4 - Tŷ Hywel 

Meeting date: Monday, 16 March 2020 

Meeting time: 09.45

For further information contact: 

Helen Finlayson 

Committee Clerk 

0300 200 6565  

SeneddReform@assembly.wales
------ 

Private pre-meeting  

(09.45–10.00) 

1 Introductions, apologies, substitutions and declarations of 

interest 

(10.00)   

2 Electoral systems and boundaries: oral evidence 

(10.00–11.00) (Pages 1 - 78)  

Professor Roger Awan-Scully, Head of Politics and International Relations and 

Professor of Political Science, Cardiff University 

Jess Blair, Director, Electoral Reform Society Cymru 

Attached documents:  

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 1 – Electoral systems and boundaries key terms and 

concepts 

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 2 – Research brief 

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 3 – Note on election count methodologies 

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 4 – Paper from Electoral Reform Society Cymru 

------------------------ Public Document Pack ------------------------



3 Papers to note 

(11.00)   

3.1 Responses to the Committee's consultation on electoral systems and 

boundaries 

 (Pages 79 - 123)  

Attached documents:  

ESB 01 Professor Denis Mollison 

ESB 02 Boundary Commission for Wales 

ESB 03 Peter Varley 

ESB 04 Electoral Commission 

ESB 05 Local Democracy and Boundary Commission for Wales 

ESB 06 The Association of Electoral Administrators 

ESB 07 Electoral Reform Society Cymru 

ESB 08 United Kingdom Independence Party 

ESB 09 Carmarthenshire County Council 

ESB 10 Cardiff Council 

ESB 11 Make Votes Matter 

ESB 12 Pembrokeshire County Council 

4 Motion under Standing Order 17.22 to elect a temporary Chair for 

the meeting on 20 April 2020 

(11.00)   

5 Motion under Standing Orders 17.42(vi) and (ix) to resolve to 

exclude the public from the remainder of the meeting 

(11.00)   

6 Electoral systems and boundaries: consideration of evidence 

(11.00–11.10)   

 



7 Capacity of the Assembly: approach to consultation 

(11.10–11.20) (Pages 124 - 130)  

Attached documents:  

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 5 – Approach to consultation 

8 Electing a more diverse Assembly: inquiry update 

(11.20–11.35) (Pages 131 - 165)  

Attached documents:  

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 6 – Legal advice note 

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 7 – Note of stakeholder event 

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 8 – Written evidence on electing a more diverse 

Assembly 

9 Forward work programme 

(11.35–11.45) (Pages 166 - 174)  

Attached documents:  

CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 9 – Forward work programme 



Document is Restricted

Pack Page 1

Agenda Item 2By virtue of paragraph(s) vi of Standing Order 17.42



Document is Restricted

Pack Page 14

By virtue of paragraph(s) vi of Standing Order 17.42



Document is Restricted

Pack Page 45

By virtue of paragraph(s) vi of Standing Order 17.42



CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 4 – Paper from ERS Cymru 

0 

Electoral Reform Society Briefing for the Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 

Introduction 

The Electoral Reform Society welcomes the establishment of the Committee to consider the 

recommendations of the Expert Panel and appreciates the opportunity to provide further 

information on the workings of different electoral systems. 

As the Committee is aware, the Expert Panel recommended that the Assembly should be elected by 

Single Transferable Vote from 2021, if gender quotas were adopted. If not, the Expert Panel 

recommended that the Assembly should be elected through the Flexible List system of proportional 

representation. 

This briefing draws upon and supplements the Expert Panel’s findings by considering: how the 

different systems work; voter experience; the systems’ effects – including their strengths and 

limitations – on democratic outcomes; effects on voter behaviour; and effects on party behaviour. 

The Electoral Reform Society campaigns for the adoption of proportional representation for 

elections at all levels in the UK by the method of the Single Transferable Vote (STV). For this reason, 

we are able to offer much more and in-depth evidence on the operation of this particular electoral 

system.  

Choosing an electoral system is a complex decision which usually involves trade-offs among 

competing criteria – no voting system is perfect. The fundamental premise of any system is to 

convert the preferences of voters into as accurate a representation as possible, with the business of 

government subsequently flowing from that. In their considerations, the Expert Panel were guided 

by the following principles against which they evaluated different electoral systems:1  

1. Government accountability and effectiveness: the system should encourage the return of 

effective, accountable and stable governments, whether majorities or coalitions.  

2. Proportionality: the system should be no less proportional than the Assembly’s current 

electoral arrangements, and preferably be more proportional.  

3. Member accountability: the system should ensure that all Members are clearly accountable 

to voters and able to represent them effectively and appropriately in the national interest.  

4. Equivalent status: as far as possible, the system should ensure that all Members are elected 

with broadly equivalent mandates which afford them equal status.  

5. Diversity: the system should encourage and support the election of a body of 

representatives which broadly reflects the population.  

6. Voter choice: where appropriate within its design, the system should allow voters to select 

or indicate a preference for individual candidates.  

7. Equivalent mandates: the system should reflect the general principle of electoral system 

design that votes should have approximately the same value, with seats apportioned taking 

electorate numbers and geography into account.  

                                                
1 

https://www.assembly.wales/NAfW%20Documents/About%20the%20Assembly%20section%20docu
ments/Expert%20Panel%20on%20Assembly%20Electoral%20Reform/A%20Parliament%20that%20
Works%20for%20Wales.pdf 
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8. Boundaries: the system should be based on clearly defined geographic areas which are 

meaningful to people and take into account existing communities of interest, and existing 

electoral and administrative boundaries.  

9. Simplicity: the system should be designed with simplicity and intelligibility for voters in 

mind.  

10. Sustainability and adaptability: the system should be able to be implemented in 2021, and 

subsequently respond and adapt to changing political, demographic and legislative trends, 

needs and circumstances without requiring further fundamental change in the near future.  

 

While we have done our best to outline changes under different electoral systems, estimating party 

and voter behaviour, and election results under different electoral systems is a complex endeavour, 

as changes are contingent upon the specific context in which they occur. In the case of Senedd 

reform in particular, changes to the electoral system should go hand in hand with an increase in the 

size of the Assembly (and as a corollary, the question of which boundaries to use). While the 

Electoral Reform Society has traditionally favoured increasing the number of AMs to 100, we back 

the Expert Panel recommendation of having 80-90 AMs. 

It is worth noting that the Expert Panel did explore three boundary models; the existing 40 Assembly 

constituencies, the 29 proposed Westminster constituencies and the 22 local authority areas. Each 

system discussed here would lend itself to a particular boundary system, which we have referenced 

below.  

Regardless of the electoral system that is ultimately chosen, an effective awareness-raising and 

information campaign, publicity and voter education will be essential to ensuring that Welsh citizens 

are familiar and comfortable with how their democracy works. 

 

Single Transferable Vote (STV) 

 

Key decisions for voters under STV: 

● Under STV electors face just one question with multiple possible answers, the question of 

what their preferred rank order is of the candidates on the ballot paper?  
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Key decisions for parties under STV: 

● How many candidates to field in each constituency 

● How much freedom to give candidates to run their own campaigns and raise their personal 

profile independent of their party, while maintaining a coherent party brand and policy 

platform 

● Strategies for ensuring that they maximise the number of seats they win (see details below) 

 

What is STV? 

The Single Transferable Vote (STV) is a form of proportional representation created in Britain. 

Scotland, Northern Ireland, the Republic of Ireland, Maltaand Australia use this system for some or 

all of their elections.  

The basis of STV is to give voters a choice of candidates and fair representation for their views. 

Although STV tries to give voters what they want, it is also fair to candidates and parties in how they 

can obtain representation. 

Rather than one person representing everyone in a small area, as under First Past the Post (FPTP) for 

example, bigger areas elect a small team of representatives. Given that each constituency will elect 

more than one member, parties will often stand more than one candidate in each area. These 

representatives reflect the diversity of opinions in the area.  

Voter experience 

Under STV, each voter has one vote, but they can rank candidates in order of preference. On 

election day, voters are presented with a ballot paper which lists the names of the candidates from 

each party, or of independent candidates. In some cases, candidates are listed on the ballot paper 

alphabetically – either within or outwith a party, in the case of partisan candidates.2 Voters vote by 

putting a ‘1’ next to the name of their favoured candidate, a ‘2’ next to the name of their next 

favoured candidate and so on.  Voters can rank as many or as few candidates as they like. The 

numbers tell the people counting to transfer one’s vote if their favourite candidate already has 

enough votes to be elected or stands no chance of winning. 

Unlike AMS, STV uses a less complicated single ballot paper. The ballot paper must allow electors to 

exercise their single votes for their preferred candidates by expressing their first preferences. It must 

also permit them to indicate, if they desire, their subsequent orders of preference for any of the 

other candidates. The number of preferences which may be expressed bears no relation to the 

number of places to be filled. A voting paper is valid providing that a first preference is clearly 

                                                
2 A more in-depth analysis of ballot paper ordering can be found in Gilmour (2018) ‘Comparison of 
Within-Party Voting Patterns in Recent STV Elections in Scotland, Northern Ireland, Ireland and 
Malta’, pre-conference paper for a presentation to the EPOP conference 2018. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327702499_COMPARISON_OF_WITHIN-
PARTY_VOTING_PATTERNS_IN_RECENT_STV_ELECTIONS_IN_SCOTLAND_NORTHERN_IREL
AND_IRELAND_AND_MALTA 
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expressed. Later preferences are contingency choices only, which may or may not be expressed, and, 

if expressed, may or may not be considered. 

There is no evidence to suggest that voters find any of the electoral systems currently used 

(including STV) too complicated to understand.3 Sometimes the instructions for those running and 

scrutinising the election are highly detailed, but the instructions to voters are not. Voters more often 

experience problems when faced with two different elections using different systems on the same 

day (such as when the 2007 Scotish Parliament and local elections were held on the same day).   

 

 

Sample STV Ballot Paper for Edinburgh City Council. 

How it’s counted 

To be elected, a candidate needs a set amount of votes, known as the quota. At the count, the quota 

is calculated by dividing the total number of valid ballot papers by the number of people to be 

elected plus one. For example, with 100 valid ballot papers and 3 places to be filled, the quota would 

be 25. 

                                                
3 See Hix, Johnson and McLean, (2010) ‘Choosing an electoral system’ report prepared for the British 
Academy Policy Centre.  
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The ballot papers are sorted into piles according to the first preferences. Once the counting has 

finished, if any candidate has more first preference votes than the quota, they are immediately 

elected. But, rather than ignore extra votes a candidate received after the amount they needed to 

win, these surplus votes for elected candidates are transferred to each voter’s second favourite 

candidate. To avoid the problem of deciding which of the votes are surplus, all ballot papers are 

transferred but at a reduced value so that the total adds up to the number of surplus votes.  

If no one reaches the quota after the first round of counting, then the least popular candidate is 

removed. People who voted for them have their votes transferred to their second favourite 

candidate. This process continues until every vacancy is filled. 

This process of transferring surpluses and excluding candidates continues until enough candidates 

have reached the quota to fill all the places to be elected. 

Although the counting process is more complex than with FPTP, it can be done by, or with the help 

of, a computer and it is a small price to pay for improving the voting power of every single elector. 

Effects 

Democratic outcomes 

The Single Transferable Vote scores very highly across most criteria against which to evaluate an 

electoral system, in particular proportionality, voter choice, diversity and member accountability. 

Voters are more likely to have representatives they want and the overall result is likely to be broadly 

proportional to the number of votes cast for each party. Each area will almost certainly be 

represented by a number of people from different parties. 

Voter choice: 

● STV maximises voter choice, allowing voters to express as many or as few nuanced 

preferences as they wish. Voters are able to rank all the candidates in order of preference, 

which means few votes are wasted. It also removes the incentive for tactical voting, thus 

enhancing voter choice.  With STV, a voter can safely give their first preference vote to their 

favourite candidate in the knowledge that, if that candidate cannot win or already has 

sufficient votes to be elected, the vote will be transferred according to their instructions. 

● Unlike AMS and List PR, STV gives voters, rather than parties, power to choose which 

candidates represent them.  

Proportionality: 

● STV gives fair representation to political parties in proportion to their support. Under STV, 

minor parties with a significant degree of support will have a voice. Arguments that ‘X can’t 

win here, so vote for Y’ no longer apply. Whereas a party’s support may be significantly 

understated under FPTP due to tactical voting, STV ensures that latent support becomes 

apparent. A party whose vote has in the past been squeezed for tactical reasons can bounce 

upwards because people are now free to cast first preferences for the party they support, 

rather than a negative vote to stop the party they like least from winning. 

● Two-horse races and safe seats are virtually eliminated. Under STV, parties are incentivised 

to campaign in all seats, as – depending on their level of support – they might stand a 

Pack Page 59



CAER(5)-7-20 Paper 4 – Paper from ERS Cymru 

5 

chance of being elected. In turn, this leads parties to pay more attention to the local issues 

affecting voters as a way of obtaining their preferences. Further, it also changes parties’ 

campaigning techniques – being overtly vitriolic about other candidates/parties is unlikely to 

be helpful in attracting second and lower preferences, and in forming a coalition post-

election. 

Diversity: 

● Parties have an incentive to put up a team of candidates who reflect the diversity of society. 

● Because each party typically puts up a number of candidates and voters can choose between 

them, the voter is not stuck with the party’s favourite. They can choose who they think will 

work hardest; or on the basis of gender or age; or for people they agree with on a particular 

issue.  

● STV with an integrated gender quota could ensure even greater diversity and, in the words 

of the Expert Panel, ‘could therefore be the most appropriate electoral system for Wales.’  

Member accountability: 

● Unlike List PR, STV maintains the link between an elected representative and a local 

constituency area. The constituencies are much smaller than the regions used for list seats 

and the direct link is there as members are chosen, as individuals, by the voters. 

In addition, there will be voters who voted for an unsuccessful candidate with their first preference 

but for a winner with their second or subsequent preference. 

Voter behaviour 

STV is an electoral system designed to maximise voter choice, as electors can rank candidates in 

order of preference, rather than just being able to express one preference as currently happens 

under FPTP.  

The main change for voters under STV is that they need to decide on how they would like to rank the 

candidates on the ballot paper. STV allows voters to express much more nuanced preferences than 

FPTP – for example, voters can decide to rank a candidate from party A as their first preference, but 

a candidate from party B as their second preference, and so on. Evidence from Scotland and Ireland 

suggests voters use it in quite sophisticated ways.  

Outside of the winner-takes-all mentality of FPTP, voters are no longer incentivised to vote tactically 

in certain seats and opt for the least-worst option as a way of ensuring the candidate they dislike 

does not get elected.  

Being able to express more than one preference and to vote for independent candidates means that 

voters are incentivised to find out more about candidates’ positions, rather than relying on party 

heuristics, and engage more actively in politics, as they know their vote will be heard and make a 

difference. 

Party behaviour and campaigning under STV 

STV by and large rewards parties in proportion to their support among the electors. As mentioned 

above, smaller parties have the chance of securing representation in proportion to their share of the 
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vote, enhancing their willingness to contest seats. Two-horse races and safe seats are virtually 

eliminated, meaning that all parties have an incentive to campaign as best as they can to secure one 

or more seats. Both of these contribute to ensuring that elected representatives fairly reflect the 

diversity of opinion in an area and that voters are engaged in an active and informative contest. 

Energetic, imaginative campaigning and a popular message will also be good both for the individual 

candidate and the party. 

For example, a ward under FPTP where, say, Labour poll 50-55% or so and the rest of the vote is 

scattered between the other parties would be a very predictable Labour seat to which nobody would 

devote much attention. But if it were a four-member STV seat, Labour’s campaigning efforts might 

make the difference between winning two seats or three seats. The other parties would also find it 

worth campaigning, not only to try to deprive Labour of the third seat but also to come top in the 

race for the non-Labour seat or seats, and to persuade supporters of other parties to transfer their 

lower preferences in the right direction. 

There are some aspects of campaigning which will be affected by STV and merit consideration by 

parties. 

First off, there is information gathering. On top of familiar campaigning issues (such as local issues 

and general pattern of support), parties will need to pay attention to the following considerations 

when deciding on their campaign strategy and, in particular, how many candidates to stand:  

● How many people are strong supporters of the party? 

● How many people might vote for one of the party’s candidates because of personal or other 

factors? 

● How is support for the party, and for individual candidates, distributed throughout the area? 

● Are supporters of other candidates and parties prepared to give your candidates transfers? If 

so, which candidate is most attractive to transfers? 

In Ireland, political parties take information-gathering very seriously. In general elections it is 

considered normal for the party to reach out to a majority of voters. The key, first question to ask 

voters during the campaign is to whom they will give their first preference. Between general 

elections the major political parties are able to conduct detailed opinion surveys in important 

constituencies. Although these are carried out by volunteer party members, mainly door to door on 

Saturdays, the surveys are conducted by random sampling and in numbers (perhaps 400 in a 

constituency) which allow statistically significant findings. The high level of political activism in 

Ireland makes gathering this sort of information possible at a reasonable cost. 

STV does not necessarily require all the sophisticated information and campaigning techniques that 

are used in Ireland – though if resources allow these methods are of course useful. What it does 

mean is that well-organised parties that have taken care to listen to the electorate and communicate 

with it are rewarded for their efforts. 

Second, under STV choosing how many candidates to run is one of the most important decisions to 

be made by a party. There will be very few cases in which a party can expect to win all the seats on 

offer in a ward. There is no single, simple answer to the question of how many candidates a party 

should run in a particular ward. Much depends on one’s assessment of local circumstances and 
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personalities. However, there are several arguments and considerations that should affect the 

decision. 

Arguments for running fewer candidates include: 

● Keeping a party’s vote intact: Running too many candidates means that some will be 

eliminated early in the count and, because of vote ‘leakage’ (where a voter’s second and 

lower preferences are transferred to candidates from other parties/independents), fail to 

pass on the full strength of their votes to their running mates. This means that parties can at 

times mount a better challenge with one or few candidates. This is especially the case with 

small parties. The longer the ballot paper, the more leakage will take place, as voters may 

not wish to go through all candidates to ensure they are voting for the same party. Keeping 

nominations down means that one’s voters will have less work to do when they try to vote 

for all of a party’s candidates. 

● Internal party management might influence how many candidates are put forward in a 

ward, given that parties might wish to protect the chances of incumbents or leading figures. 

Arguments for running more candidates include: 

● Making full use of a party’s support: A party might experience a surge in support during the 

campaign or miscalculate its levels of support, and thus fail to stand enough candidates.  

● Broadening a party’s appeal: Running more candidates allows the party to poll more first 

preference votes. 

● Insurance: If a party is running only one candidate and they are hit by a scandal or some 

other serious problem, the party’s support can sink. If the party has more than one 

candidate, it can still hope to elect the untainted running mates. 

● Managing transition: In a transitional situation, running a large number of candidates might 

be better for party management than easing out sitting councillors, particularly in areas 

where, say, four incumbents are being reduced to perhaps two. 

Provided that voters attracted to a party’s candidates place at least some importance on the party 

label, and that rivalries between candidates can be contained by a framework of party discipline, the 

balance will tend to be tipped towards running more candidates rather than fewer. In Ireland, a 

rough rule of thumb (varied depending on local circumstances) is that a party will run one more 

candidate than it expects to see elected. 

The extra party activity that comes with having several candidates can stimulate voter interest and 

turnout. A party with one seat it thinks it can take for granted is exposed to the risk of differential 

turnout in favour of parties that campaign harder, offer voters a genuine choice, and have two or 

more motivated candidates in the field. 

There are different options under STV for dealing with by-elections/casual vacancies. In Scotland 

local government, where there is only one vacancy, the by-election is carried out under AV. Where 

there is more than one vacancy, which happened in a by-election a few weeks ago, the election is 

carried out under STV. An alternative approach would be to go back to the result from the previous 

election and re-distribute the votes, so that the next person that would have been elected takes 

their place as a councillor. 
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Expert Panel model 

STV is the Expert Panel’s preferred option, subject to the implementation of an integrated gender 

quota. They argued that STV would be sufficiently flexible to elect an Assembly increased in size as it 

would provide increased proportionality, high member accountability, equivalent status of all 

members, while maximising voter choice. They also outlined ways that multi-member constituencies 

could provide a degree of familiarity and local identity for voters.  

In terms of how this would work for elections the Panel considered options including pairing the 

current 40 constituencies to develop 20 new multi-member constituencies. The number of members 

elected for each of those 20 constituencies would range from 4 to 5 depending on the size of the 

assembly agreed upon and the number of electors in each constituency. This method could be used 

to elect an assembly of 89 to 90 members. 

They also modelled this using 17 multi- member constituencies based on local authority areas (with 

smaller authorities becoming one constituency e.g. Ynys Mon and Gwynedd). This method could be 

used to elect an assembly of 83 to 84 members.  

 

Additional Member System (AMS)/Mixed-Member Proportional (MMP) 

 

Key decisions for voters under AMS/MMP: 

● There are two main decisions for voters under AMS/MMP: which party do they prefer and 

therefore wish to give their list vote to, and which candidate do they prefer for the 

constituency. In all MMP/AMP systems, however, an elector may be unable to vote for 

her/his preferred party in the constituency contest if it does not field a candidate there, 

making split-ticket voting – i.e. supporting two different parties in the election’s separate 

components – virtually inevitable.  

Key decisions for parties under AMS/MMP: 

● How many constituencies to contest  

● For smaller parties, whether to focus on a few constituencies or the national list vote. 

● For larger parties seeking to govern, the list vote is essential 
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What is AMS/MMP? 

AMS is a hybrid voting system: it combines elements of First Past the Post (FPTP) where voters 

choose a candidate to represent their constituency, and party-list Proportional Representation. List 

seats are allocated to parties in a way that partially compensates for the disproportionality 

associated with First Past the Post elections. 

Voters in the UK use the Additional Member System (AMS) to elect the Welsh Senedd, the Scottish 

Parliament, and the London Assembly. When used in Germany and New Zealand it is called Mixed 

Member Proportional (MMP). 

How AMS works in Wales is different from Scotland. In Scotland, 73 representatives are elected 

through the constituency seats, and 56 from the party regional list. In Wales 40 AMs are elected 

through the constituency seats, and 20 on the list. Having only one-third of members allocated 

proportionally via the list is a relatively low percentage and means that the Welsh version of AMS is 

inherently less proportional than that used in Scotland or in most other countries and regions that 

use the AMS system. For this reason, some have called for an increase in the proportion of AMs 

elected on the list. The Expert Panel found that increasing the number of list seats would be 

‘defensible, but not optimal’ and would make any increase in the size of the Assembly beyond 80 

members unfeasible in 2020. 

Voter experience 

Voters have two ballot papers. On the first is a list of candidates who want to be the constituency 

AM. Like a Westminster election, the voter marks their preferred candidate with a cross. On the 

second ballot paper is a list of parties who want seats in the Senedd. Each party will publish a list of 

candidates in advance. A vote for a party is a vote to make more of their list of candidates into 

regional AMs. Voters can cast both votes for the same party or vote for different parties in their 
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constituency and regional ballots. In Wales, voters do not have to complete both ballots for their 

votes to be valid. 

Sample ballot paper for Senedd elections 

 

How it’s counted 

The Westminster-style ballot papers are counted first. The candidate with the most votes wins, even 

if most people didn’t vote for them, as is the case under FPTP. 

The second ballot papers are then counted, with an electoral formula being applied to allocate the 

regional seats to political parties. The people counting look at how many seats a party won on the 

first ballot paper. They then add ‘additional members’ from the party lists to make parliament match 

how the country voted. The goal is to provide a proportional parliament but also keep a single local 

AM. In Wales, the D’Hondt electoral formula is applied and each region in Wales returns four AMs. 

Effects 

The Additional Member System has become popular as some see it as a compromise solution. But, 

as a compromise, it keeps Westminster’s ‘safe seats’ that rarely change hands. While a significant 

improvement over Westminster’s system, parties still have a lot of control over who gets elected.  

AMS scores highly in terms of proportionality, but lower on the other criteria/principles of a good 

electoral system, particularly voter choice and equivalent status of representatives. 
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Proportionality: 

● List MPs ensure that every party can potentially win seats in every area and can provide for a 

fairer representation of the diversity of public opinion. This ensures the government cannot 

ignore parts of the country. Over the course of five elections now in Wales, AMS has 

demonstrated itself as a superior voting system to Westminster’s FPTP system, delivering 

results which have allowed for the inclusion of a far wider range of voices in policymaking 

and governance in Wales.  

Voter choice: 

● The problems of safe seats found under FPTP are also a symptom of AMS, and the bulk of 

votes for constituency AMs wasted (either because they are cast for candidates who aren’t 

elected or for candidates who are elected with more votes than are needed for a plurality).  

●  The ‘top-up’ list element of AMS is also problematic. Voters who particularly dislike a 

candidate at the top of their preferred party’s list, or like a candidate from a party they 

otherwise do not support, are unable to express this at the polling station. Power over AMs 

is once again concentrated amongst the party, who choose the order of party lists.  

 

Equivalent status: 

● The Additional Member System effectively creates two classes of MPs, and this can lead to 

tension. For instance, there might be increased local recognition for constituency AMs, 

whereas some list AMs might feel that they are perceived as not doing casework when they 

often do. 

Expert Panel model 

The Expert Panel concluded that, if the Assembly were not to implement either STV or a Flexible List, 

an adapted version of AMS/MMP (with more list candidates, which should not exceed more than 

50% of AMs) might be used to elect the Assembly within their recommended size bracket. However, 

they made clear that this was not their preferred option. They state that it would not be possible to 

elect an Assembly larger than 80 members and that the system would not provide equivalent status 

of all members.   

The model proposed for this would be to have 40 constituency seats and 40 regional seats using the 

existing five electoral regions, which would vary in number of members according to the total 

electors in the region. The panel also suggested you could apportion eight members for each region.  

List PR – Flexible List 
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Key decisions for voters under the Flexible List: 

● The main question facing voters is whether to vote for a party list, thus accepting their 

ranking of candidates, or for an individual candidate within a party. 

Key decisions for parties under the Flexible List: 

● Parties will need to decide which candidates to select for their slate and, especially, how to 

rank them on the list 

● How to ensure diversity amongst the selected candidates 

What is List PR/Flexible List? 

Party Lists are the most commonly used way to elect representatives in the world, with more than 

80 countries using a variation of this system to elect their parliament. 

There are three main ways to vote in Party List elections in use around the world, with their main 

difference being whether or not voters may cast their vote for a party or an individual candidate: 

● Closed List: Each party publishes a list of candidates for each area. On polling day the ballot 

paper just has a list of parties. Voters mark the party they support. This is the system used in 

Great Britain to elect members of the European Parliament. In this system, a party gets seats 

roughly in proportion to its vote, and seats are filled by the party depending on the order 

they choose. 

● Flexible/Open List: On the ballot paper, each party has a list of candidates. In some open-list 

systems voters must vote for an individual candidate. In others, voters can choose between 

voting for a party or their choice of candidate. Votes for a candidate make that candidate 

more likely to be in the party’s group of MPs that get elected. A vote for a candidate is 

counted as a vote for their party when it is decided how many seats each party should 

receive. This means it is possible for a vote for a candidate to help a candidate a voter 

dislikes, if that candidate is popular with the supporters of the rest of their party.  

● Semi-Open List: in a semi-open list voters are presented with a ballot like that of an open-list 

system. 

Voter experience 
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In the Flexible List system proposed by the Expert Panel, voters have a single vote and can choose 

whether to vote for a party (in this case, the party’s preferred candidate order would apply) or for an 

individual candidate within a party’s list.  

 

Sample Flexible List ballot paper as used in Luxembourg. 

Counting the votes  

There are a number of stages in counting votes in a List PR system. First, if there is an electoral 

threshold, this is applied to the total vote shares a party received either in a constituency or at the 

national level (depending on the type of threshold).  

Second, an electoral formula is applied to allocate seats. In all three types of list PR, votes are 

aggregated across parties to determine the number of seats they receive. There are two main 

methods of allocating seats in party-list elections. The D’Hondt method, which slightly favours larger 

parties and the Sainte-Laguë method which does not. Modelling commissioned by the Expert Panel 

showed that the D’Hondt formula could produce less proportional outcomes than the current 

electoral system, which led them to recommend that the Sainte-Laguë formula should be used if the 

Assembly chose to adopt a Flexible List system. 

After determining which parties are to be allocated seats, the third step is to determine which 

candidates are elected. This is another key difference among the three main types of List PR systems. 

A Flexible List system balances party influence and voter choice over which candidates are elected, 

though the degree to which one or the other prevails can vary depending on flexibility and the 

mechanisms used to determine the final ordering of candidates. In terms of flexibility, this can vary 

from lists that are almost closed (with the party’s ordering prevailing) to ones that are almost open 

(with voters’ choice dominating). There are a variety of mechanisms that can be used to determine 

the final ordering of candidates. The Expert Panel recommended using a threshold: parties 

determine the order in which candidates’ names appear on the ballot; if no candidate receives 

enough personal votes to meet a specified candidate threshold, the party’s ordering is used to 

determine which candidates are elected. But if a candidate receives enough personal votes to meet 

the threshold, they move to the top of the party list. If several candidates meet the threshold, they 

are ordered by the number of votes they each received.   

Effects 
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Democratic outcomes 

The Flexible List scores highly on some of the indicators of a good electoral system, especially 

proportionality.  

Proportionality: 

● In Party List systems, seats in parliament closely match how many votes each party receives. 

Countries with party-list PR tend to have lots of parties as list systems are highly 

proportionate, though thresholds can be applied to prevent parties with very low levels of 

support from gaining representation. Unlike AMS/MMP (including the list boost proposed by 

the Expert Panel), where constituency candidates elected under FPTP reduce 

proportionality, the Flexible List returns representatives in proportion to their share of the 

vote. 

Voter choice: 

● The Flexible List is an improvement on FPTP and closed list proportional systems as it allows 

electors to either vote for a party’s list of candidates or vote for their preferred candidate 

within a list, depending on the flexibility of the system. But as a non-preferential voting 

system, the Flexible List reduces voter choice, compared with STV, as electors cannot 

express more than one preference and nuance their choice. 

Diversity: 

● Party List PR and closed lists, in particular, tend to provide excellent opportunities for the 

election of more diverse candidates, because parties can balance their candidates over 

larger areas. Flexible and open lists can also increase diversity by allowing voters to choose 

candidates from particular backgrounds or with specific skills and expertise. 

Equivalent status: 

● By removing the distinction between constituency and regional candidates/representatives, 

List PR is an improvement on AMS/MMP in terms of the equivalent status of members 

elected. 

Member accountability: 

● Under List PR systems, there is often a weaker constituency link, as a slate of candidates is 

elected to represent a larger area than under other electoral systems. Reducing the size of a 

constituency might improve member accountability, though this would affect 

proportionality. 

 

Voter behaviour 

Voters’ experience under the Flexible List is in some ways similar to that of FPTP – voters have only 

one vote and cannot rank candidates in order of preference. The main decision voters have to make 

is whether to vote for a party list, thus accepting their ranking of candidates, or for an individual 

candidate within a party.  
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There is some potential for voter confusion under List PR – for example, if a voter votes for a 

candidate from Party A, but also votes for Party B. In this case, it would be hard for those counting 

the election to figure out who the voter intended to vote for. 

Party behaviour 

Parties’ behaviour under the Flexible List is not too dissimilar as their behaviour with regards to the 

regional list aspect of AMS/MMP. Their main decision regards which candidates to select for their list 

and, especially, how to rank them within the list. 

In the absence of gender quotas, parties may also wish to ensure diversity amongst the selected 

candidates.  

If thresholds for representation in the legislature are applied, smaller parties may want to 

concentrate their resources on obtaining a certain percentage of the vote – which might impact the 

diversity of candidates they select. 

Expert Panel model 

The variant of Flexible List system proposed by the Expert Panel would give voters a single vote, 

where they could choose to either vote for a party- which would be interpreted as a vote for the 

party’s preferred candidate order- or for an individual candidate within a party’s list. This model is 

similar to the one used in Sweden.  

The candidate threshold chosen (where a candidate would be elected in a different order to their 

party list if there threshold were to be reached) can have a significant effect on who actually gets 

elected under the Flexible List. The Expert Panel concluded a threshold of about 10% would be the 

most effective in Wales, due to the high numbers of voters already used to voting for individual 

candidates, but called for it to be reviewed after the first election. 

The Expert Panel concluded this system would retain a direct constituency link, result in equivalent 

status for members and would promote voter choice due to voters being able to choose to vote for 

either a party or an individual candidate. However, voter choice would also be limited as each voter 

only has one vote.  

In terms of how this would work in practicality the expert panel suggested using the method 

outlined for STV where either 20 constituencies would be developed based on the current 40 

constituencies or 17 would be developed based upon the current 22 local authorities.  

 

First Past the Post (FPTP) 
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FPTP is not a recommendation of the expert panel but we have included it here for comparison. No 

country has switched from a proportional electoral system to FPTP. 

Key decisions for voters under FPTP: 

● Whether to choose the candidate who is best for the constituency or the party that they 

wish to see in government 

● Whether to vote tactically (against their preferred candidate) to ensure the party they want 

to govern wins over another party 

● Whether to abstain from voting because their preferred candidate is so unlikely to win that 

voting would be a waste or so likely to win that their vote is unnecessary  

Key decisions for parties under FPTP: 

● Whether to contest every constituency 

● How actively to campaign in each constituency/ Whether to focus resources on only 

marginal constituencies 

● Whether to focus on national issues or local candidates in those campaigns  

How does first past the post voting work?  

On election day, voters receive a ballot paper with a list of candidates. As only one MP will represent 

the area, each party only stands one candidate to choose from. Voters usually put a cross next to 

their favourite candidate. But if they think their favourite has a low chance of winning, they may put 

a cross next to one they like with a better chance of winning. 

How are first past the post votes counted?  

During a General Election, 650 constituencies across the country each hold separate contests. To 

become an MP, a candidate needs the largest number of votes in their area. This means every MP 

has a different level of local support. In many areas, the majority of people will not have voted for 

their MP. Even if millions of voters support the same party, if they are thinly spread out they may 

only get the largest number of votes in a couple of these contests. Tens of thousands of voters 

supporting the same party and living in the same area will end up with more MPs. This means the 

number of MPs a party has in parliament rarely matches their popularity with the public. 
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Effects 

Democratic outcomes 

Under FPTP, candidates can win even if they do not have an overall majority of the votes cast. This 

can result in governments being elected even though a majority of voters have supported opposition 

parties. 

FPTP scores quite low on most indicators of a good electoral system, with the exception of member 

accountability – electing an MP to represent a constituency provides a clear local link. 

Proportionality: 

● FPTP tends to produce distributions of seats that bear little relationship to the proportion of 

votes won by parties. In the 2016 Assembly election, the Labour party won 67.5 per cent of 

the constituency seats from 34.7 per cent of the vote. If FPTP had been used in devolved 

elections, Labour would have won strong to overwhelming majorities in every Assembly 

election, despite never approaching a majority of the vote. 

● Many swing seats have two candidates where either could get elected. But some have more. 

The more candidates with a chance of getting elected the fewer votes the winner needs. In 

2015 a candidate won the Belfast South election with only 9,560 votes, or 24.5% of the total, 

a record low. Under Westminster’s First Past the Post system it is common for constituencies 

to elect MPs that more than half the voters didn’t want. To combat this, voters try to 

second-guess the results. If a voter thinks their favourite candidate can’t win, they may vote 

for one with the best chance of stopping a candidate they dislike from winning. 

Voter choice: 

● Under FPTP, voter choice is limited to a single candidate per party – citizens cannot 

preferentially rank candidates or choose between different candidates from the same party, 

who might offer different skills or come from different backgrounds.  

● Some constituencies become very safe for one party and therefore campaigning tends to 

focus on just the winnable seats, excluding voters in some areas from vital, energetic debate 

which is fundamental to making an informed decision at an election. 

Diversity: 

● International experience shows that single-member systems provide less of an incentive for 

gender balance and diversity than multi-member systems. With one candidate to choose 

there is more likelihood of selecting what is perceived as a ‘safe’ candidate, whereas having 

more than one candidate can encourage a more ‘balanced ticket’.  

Government accountability and effectiveness: 

● As the number of MPs a party gets doesn’t match their level of support with the public, it 

can be hard for the public to hold the government to account. More people can vote for a 

party’s candidates compared to the last election, but they can lose MPs. The reverse can also 

happen. In 1951 and 1974, the party that had the most MPs wasn’t the party that got the 
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most votes from the public. In New Zealand, the Labour Party won more votes than the 

National Party in 1978 and 1981, but the National Party remained the largest party and 

formed the government on both occasions. 

Voter behaviour 

Unlike the other electoral systems discussed in this briefing, voter behaviour under FPTP is more 

restricted as voters can only pick one candidate, as opposed to being able to express more than one 

preference or rank candidates. Though voters technically vote for the candidate, as opposed to a 

party, under FPTP, party preference is what determines one’s vote – apart from highly exceptional 

cases where an independent candidate is well-known and respected locally. 

Given the winner-takes-all logic of FPTP, voters are incentivised to vote tactically (thus not for their 

preferred candidate) to ensure the party they dislike the most does not win. 

In some areas, particularly safe seats, voters might decide to abstain from voting altogether because 

their preferred candidate is so unlikely to win that voting would be a waste or so likely to win that 

their vote is unnecessary in making a difference. 

Party behaviour 

The idea of ‘safe seats’ and ‘marginal seats’ is central to campaigning in First Past the Post elections. 

A key decision for parties under FPTP is whether or not to contest every constituency and how 

actively to campaign in those they do contest. The campaign focuses on the marginal seats, where 

the work of party activists can make the difference between winning and losing. A party can depend 

on its safe seats sticking with it, unless there are strong local factors or a particular tide in public 

opinion. 

There is no advantage, at least in terms of seats, in piling up a majority of 1,000 when the ward can 

just as easily and securely be won with 500 with no work. Similarly, there is no immediate value in 

fighting hard in a hopeless seat to gain 17% rather than 7% of the vote. 

Another key decision for parties is whether to focus their campaigning (and resources) on national 

issues – which may boost the party’s overall standing among the public, but may return little 

benefits if support is not sufficiently concentrated – or on local candidates in specific constituencies. 

The latter might benefit the party in terms of gaining key seats, but its chances of winning other 

seats – which, while not marginal, it could win with a boost in the polls – might be reduced.  

Expert Panel model 

The Expert Panel rejected this system citing it was “less proportional than the current electoral 

system” and “Unlikely to adequately encourage diversity of representation”.  
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Appendix 1: Evidence from Scottish 2012 local elections regarding transfers 

Transfers reflect the nature of the political context. As such this is an example from 2012 in Scotland 

of how transfers flowed in this specific election.  

Non-terminal transfers = when the votes of a candidate are redistributed and a candidate from the 

same party remains in the count 

For non-terminal transfers in 2012, on average the following proportion of votes were transferred to 

a candidate from the same party. The figures suggest that Conservative and Lib Dem candidates may 

have been somewhat more reliant on personal votes than party labels. These figures are not 

dissimilar to those seen at the 2007 election. 

SNP = 79% 

Lab = 78% 

Con = 68% 

Lib Dem = 67% 

Terminal transfers = when the votes of a candidate are redistributed and no other candidate for that 

party remains in the count. 

Transfers from parties (2012 Scottish local elections) - Looking at first terminal transfers of a major 

party (Con/Lab/LD/SNP), in a ward, where all the other major parties still had a candidate in the 

count (Independent or Other candidate may or may not have been left in the count) 

Con: 34% non-transferrable; 32% to LD; 18% to Ind/Oth; 8% to SNP; 8% to Lab 

Lab: 48% non-transferrable; 17% to Ind/Oth; 17% to SNP; 13% to LD; 6% to Con 

LD: 23% non-transferrable; 22% to Con; 20% to Lab; 19% to Ind/Oth; 16% to SNP 

SNP: 44% non-transferrable; 18% to Lab; 18% to Ind/Oth; 14% to LD; 6% to Con 

On average, 40% of votes were deemed non-transferrable when the first major party terminal 

transfer occurred. A majority of voters were willing to express a degree of support to candidates of 

more than one partisan colour. 

Lib Dem and Conservative voters were more likely to have voted in a way that allowed transfers to a 

different party or Independent candidate. 

Labour and SNP voters were most likely to have been presented with more than one candidate and 

thus may well have been more likely to feel it sufficient to confine their preferences to candidates of 

their preferred party. In contrast most Conservative and Liberal Democrat voters will only have had 

one candidate for whom they could vote, and thus could only express more than one preference by 

giving one or more lower preferences to a candidate of a different party. Liberal Democrat 

supporters may also have been aware that their candidate’s prospects of being elected were much 
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weaker than five years previously, and that thus they might need to cast a lower preference in order 

to ensure that their vote was not wasted 

Where votes were transferred to another candidate, some patterns were more common than 

others.  As in 2007, both Labour and SNP supporters were reluctant to give a lower preference to a 

Conservative candidate, an indication of the degree to which the Conservative party remains 

marginalised in the eyes of many voters. However, this time this reluctance was less obvious 

amongst Liberal Democrat supporters. In contrast to 2007, meanwhile, the Liberal Democrats were 

no longer the most popular next preference of Labour supporters, nor were they, as they had been 

in 2007, as popular a choice as Labour amongst SNP supporters. These patterns suggest that the 

formation of the coalition between the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats at Westminster had 

an impact on the lower preferences expressed by some voters. 

What often appears to have been a relatively attractive option for supporters of all four main parties 

when it was available, however, was to give a lower preference to an Independent or other party 

candidate. Here it might be noted that Table 3.3 actually rather understates voters’ propensity to do 

so as our average rates of transfer to Independents and Others are calculated across all the wards in 

the relevant sample, in some of which no Independent or other party candidate remained in the 

count. If we calculate the average rate of transfer to Independents and Others in just those wards 

where such a candidate was still in the count, we find that no less than 27% of Conservative and 

Liberal Democrat votes were transferred in that way, as were 24% of SNP votes and 21% of Labour 

ones.  It would seem that for many voters, giving a lower preference to an Independent or Other 

party candidate was an easier Rubicon to cross. 

We can also undertake a similar analysis of what happened when a Green candidate either had their 

surplus distributed or they were eliminated from the count. Of particular interest are those wards, 

some 14 in all, where this happened at a stage when at least one candidate from all four of the main 

parties was still in the count.  Two features, are of interest. First, much like Liberal Democrat voters, 

Green supporters appear to have been relatively willing to give a lower preference to a candidate of 

a different political persuasion. Just one in five votes cast for Green candidates was nontransferable 

when all of the principal alternative options remained in the count. Second, Green supporters 

appear to have been more or less equally inclined to give a lower preference to a Labour, Liberal 

Democrat or SNP candidate, whereas in 2007 they were most likely to switch to the Liberal 

Democrats. Only the Conservatives proved to be a relatively unpopular option. Many Green 

supporters too switched to an Independent or Other candidate when available; in the 12 of the 14 

instances included in the table where at least one such candidate was still in the count, as many as 

20% of Green votes transferred on average in that direction.  

Average Green terminal transfer rate in 14 wards where Green candidate eliminated and candidates 

from all four major parties were still in the count 

Transfers from Green to: non-transferrable (20%); Lib Dem (20%); Lab (19%); SNP (18%); Ind/Oth 

(17%); Con (5%) 

At the 2012 Scottish local elections, 68 candidates who were not in the top 3 places (3 members 

wards) or 4 places (4 member wards) on first preferences were able to leapfrog other candidates to 

get elected. This represents 5.6% of all elected candidates. 
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At the 2017 Scottish local elections, 86% of voters gave more than one preference, the same figure 

as in 2012. This represents an increase of 8 points on the first Scottish local elections held under STV, 

in 2007, indicating a greater willingness to make use of their preferences, as they become more 

familiar with the system - refs: https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/latest-news-and-

research/publications/2012-scottish-local-elections/ 

https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Democracy-Denied-The-2019-

Election-Audit.pdf 

In 2017, 61% of voters gave three preferences and 29% gave four preferences, both figures slightly 

higher than for the 2012 Scottish local elections. The vast majority of voters are using the extra 

power handed to them by STV  - ref: https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/08/Democracy-Denied-The-2019-Election-Audit.pdf 
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Appendix 2: How to campaign under STV in detail 

Selecting several candidates at once involves different considerations from just selecting a single 

person and affects important relationships within the party, for example: 

● Should the party have the final say over how many candidates are nominated? 

● Should there be rules set down controlling the process (e.g. to ensure gender balance)? 

● How can the party best ensure that its slate of candidates represents different areas and 

interests within the ward? 

● What voting system should be used in the local party’s internal elections to decide who 

should be the candidates? 

A third consideration for parties is how to run the campaign. In multi-member local government 

wards in England and Wales, the party’s candidates normally share an agent, campaign as a team 

and – if any other volunteers can be rounded up – make up a formal or informal campaign 

committee with the agent. The agent normally has responsibility for the whole borough. This sort of 

structure would be easily adaptable for use in STV. 

Candidates can campaign as a team – leading to less vote leakage – or as individuals – meaning that 

the party’s overall first preference vote may be higher. Which is more advantageous will depend on 

the circumstances, though ultimately it will be voters’ choice to determine how the votes fall 

between candidates. A controlled and regulated system of candidate-centred promotion is more 

likely to work than an outright ban on personal campaigning, and less likely to lead to divisive 

internal party discipline cases. A common identity among different candidates from the same party 

can still be fostered through using the same branding and promoting running mates in campaign 

material. 

One method of regulating personal campaigning is to divide the ward into areas and set rules about 

what is permitted in each area. Parties would be well advised to ensure that geographical 

subdivisions are allocated fairly – for instance, that areas of known strength and weakness for the 

party are distributed equally. Parties may also want to play to the strengths, contacts and local 

profiles of their candidates. 

In Ireland, and indeed in other countries that use STV, it is usually considered a bad idea for the 

central party to specify the order of preference between candidates. Overt favouritism between 

candidates – particularly in public campaigning – is almost guaranteed to create bad feeling between 

the candidates and hinder the party’s effort to present its team. It also may not be successful with 

the electorate, because people dislike the feeling of being dictated to by party headquarters, and 

may decide not to follow instructions. Attempting to maximise the party’s representation by telling 

voters to vote in a particular order can also misfire even if the voters do what they are told. If the 

party’s calculations about the strength of the party's vote are even a little inaccurate, it can result in 

the candidate the strategy is designed to help losing out when the votes are counted. 

Parties’ central publicity generally advises ‘vote for all our candidates in the order you prefer’, or a 

similar form of words. Publicity for individual candidates generally advocates a first preference for 

that candidate and then, if there are two candidates from the party, a second preference for the 

running mate. If there are several candidates, the pitch will tend to be ‘vote for me first, and then for 

all my party colleagues in the order you prefer.’ 
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For reasons of individual popularity or seniority within a party, one candidate might be the leading 

figure. In that case, one usually works with the leader’s popularity. Although it technically makes no 

difference, a strong personal vote can be a political virility symbol and strengthen the leader’s hand 

in coalition negotiations. Electorally, the strategy in this case would be to promote the popular 

leader as the face of the party, and make the argument that people should vote for the leader and 

the team. For this approach to work, one needs to have confidence that the leader’s popularity will 

rub off on the party in general. Campaign techniques can emphasise the importance of supporting 

the rest of the team, but in some circumstances a purely personal vote will not come across. 

A fourth consideration are second preferences. Parties which can make a successful appeal for 

second preferences can build up enough to win seats even if they do not have many first choice 

votes, while others that seem just short of a quota may not win a seat. Appealing for second 

preferences is a tricky area of campaigning, as an overt appeal for second preferences might 

dissuade people from giving you a first preference. Strategy will depend on whether your party is 

more or less transfer-friendly than the others in the election. A party that attracts few transfers 

might be best off consolidating its base. But you need enough first preference votes not to get 

eliminated during the early stages of the count before you have attracted any transfers. 

Perhaps the most important implication of second preferences for campaign strategy is that it is 

worth canvassing and leafleting in areas which do not produce many first preference votes for your 

party. 

Finally there is the issue of coalition building/alliances. Parties may wish to help each others’ 

candidates by advising their supporters on where their lower preferences should go once all of their 

first choice party’s candidates are eliminated. In Ireland there are sometimes formal agreements 

between the parties about preference transfers. In 1997, for instance, there were two broad 

coalition options (Fianna Fáil and Progressive Democrat, or the ‘rainbow’ coalition of Fine Gael, 

Labour and Democratic Left). In forming a government it made obvious sense for the parties to 

encourage supporters to use lower preferences to help allies rather than opponents. 

Minor parties can also benefit from being in alliance with each other and pooling their electoral 

resources as the count progresses. 

It is pointless to discourage people from using their lower preferences. It could make the difference 

between electing a councillor from another party you can work with, and one you can’t. It is better 

to encourage voters to make as many sensible choices as they can. 

Building coalitions both during the election campaign and after polling day leads parties to embrace 

a more consensual politics, moving away from the antagonism of FPTP and outdated language of 

who ‘won’ or ‘lost’ the election. Under STV, parties represent different proportions of the electorate, 

and have to try to work together for a greater good, as opposed to pursuing overtly partisan 

objectives on the false premise that they alone have the right to drive policy on the basis of 20%-

30% of the electorate that actually voted for them. 
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Response to consultation on Electoral Reform - February 2020
Prof. Denis Mollison Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh EH14 4AS

Thank you for this consultation. I hope that a view from Scotland may help in setting your
reform process in a wider context.

Context

1 I strongly support changing the electoral system for the Senedd to STV, and in particular
the option with constituencies based on local authority areas. This response aims to explain
why this fits best with the principles for a good electoral system, and to address some of the
technical details that can help optimise the scheme. I will be delighted if I can help further,
by providing either written or oral evidence.

2 The underlying principles of democracy are universal. While a good system should have
some flexibility to cope with particular problems of minorities or geography, these should be
justified through a principled approach. It would be good to work towards parallel systems
in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales that follow broadly the same principles. Scotland
in particular is currently reviewing the details of its STV council election system which has
been in use since 2007, and it would be good if each country can learn from the other’s
ideas and experience.
It is suggested here that using STVwith boundaries based on natural community areas – one
of the options proposed in the Report of your Expert Panel chaired by Professor McAllister
– is the best way forward. It would be that much better if accompanied by also using STV
for all local authority elections, as is already done in Northern Ireland and Scotland; again,
ideally the electoral areas should be based on natural communities, e.g. community council
or school catchment areas.

I have tried to tie my answers to the five questions posed in this consultation. Most of my
answers relate to the first of these, namely:
Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended by the
Expert Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and considering how the principles
identified by the Expert Panel might be weighted to ensure that the Assembly’s electoral
arrangements are appropriate to the Welsh context

Principles

3 It is encouraging that there is close agreement between the principles identified by the
McAllister expert panel and those of the Good Systems Agreement (GSA) launched by Make
Votes Matter in July 2019, which has won considerable cross-party support1. Among the
relatively slight differences, the McAllister principles include ‘Equivalent status’, which is
recognised as a problem of the MMP (aka AMS) system currently used in Wales and Scot-
land. The GSA puts more emphasis on voter choice, where the McAllister report rather
oddly inserts the somewhat unprincipled qualification ‘Where appropriate within its desgn’;
and the GSA recognises the desirability of minimising tactical voting.

1https://www.makevotesmatter.org.uk/s/Good-Systems-Agreement.pdf
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4 It is also encouraging that the arguments and conclusions of the McAllister report are
broadly similar to those of its predecessor, the Richard commission of 2004, which rec-
ommended a similar increase in Assembly size (to 80 members), and adopting STV with
constituencies of 4-6 seats (or exceptionally 3) based on grouping Westminster seats or on
local authority boundaries.

5 In relation to the principles set out by the McAllister report, I do not see any in which
STV is inferior to Flexible Lists (otherwise known as Openlists) or MMP. STV is superior to
both the alternatives in respect of Voter Choice, Simplicity (in terms of what matters most,
meaning that voters can express their real preferences rather than voting tactically, or being
concerned that their vote may be wasted), and Member Accountability; and also to MMP in
respect of Equivalent Status.
For a more analytic explanation of why STV is better than Openlists, which in turn is better
than MMP, see my Comments on MVM’s Good System Proposals 2.

Boundaries and numbers of seats

6 Of the options considered, the scheme based on local authority areas is strongly prefer-
able, as representing natural communities to a degree that Assembly constituencies gen-
erally do not. I think the Expert Panel may have preferred the latter because of their more
equal size: but variation in size is inevitable if natural communities are to be well fitted.
Basing constituencies on LAAs is good for both voters and representatives, minimising
overlaps of responsibilities for communities and public services. Also, such a pattern of
constituencies can be extremely stable. Changes in electorates over time can usually be
accommodated by changing the numbers of AMs for some seats, with no changes in bound-
aries; this means that the seat allocations can be very easily updated in accord with current
voter numbers prior to each election.

7 The Report very reasonably argues that 4-6 is a good size (meaning number of seats)
for a constituency, but gets a little lost in trying to find an overall size of Senedd that gives
the best pattern of seat sizes for current electorates (83 or 84 is suggested). It would be
more principled, and in particular more stable in the long run, to fix the size of the Parliament
first, and then choose seat allocation rules that will give reasonable seat sizes for the long
term, accepting that a few seats with either 3 or 7 members should be allowed if necessary.

8 The overall size should be at the upper end of the range considered, i.e. 90 seats. The
electorate of Wales falls roughly half-way between those of Northern Ireland and Scotland,
which have respectively 90 and 129 seat parliaments, neither of which attracts significant
criticism for being too large.

9 Beside overall size, and preferred range of seat sizes, any allowance for remote or
sparsely-populated areas needs to be fixed. Once these factors are determined, con-
stituencies can be fixed: as the Report shows, most of these will be whole single LAAs,
with subjectivity only entering in the few cases where it is necessary to join up or split LAAs.
With all this done, seat allocation can be done by straightforward calculation (as the Report’s
examples show), and can be brought up to date very easily whenever electoral numbers
change.

2https://www.macs.hw.ac.uk/∼denis/stv/mollison_mvm_27apr18.pdf
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10 Examples showing how nunbers of seats might have varied over the period since 1999
are presented at https://www.macs.hw.ac.uk/∼denis/stv/wales2020.html, for two cases: the
constituencies proposed in the Report and an alternative allowing slightly greater flexibility in
seat numbers. Both alternatives are highly stable, with no constituency boundaries needing
to be changed over the period.

Implementing STV

11 Experience of e-counting in Scotland has been very positive; combined with the reten-
tion of paper ballot papers it provides a reliable and easy to audit system that is valuable in
itself, independent of its utility for counts under STV. The cost of the current contract to pro-
vide a ‘complete solution for infrastructure and services to support Scottish local government
elections and by-elections’ for the 5-year electoral cycle 2016-21 is £6.5m.3

12 The Report suggests using the Weighted Inclusive Gregory (WIG) method as is done
in Scotland. This ignores the conceptually simpler Meek STV4, which has a number of
advantages: its results are easier to explain and justify to the voter, and it makes it possible
to adjust the quota when votes become non-transferable. WIG was only preferred to Meek
for Scotland because it kept open the option of hand-counting. Now that e-counting is
well-established this reason no longer applies.

13 The Report proposes that candidates on the ballot paper be grouped by party, ordering
parties by lot, proposals I would support. But they do not consider a significant problem of
ballot paper order that has been identified in the Scottish review, namely the bias between
candidates of the same party favouring whoever’s name appears first. The best answer to
this is to permute the order of such candidates on the ballot paper. It would also reduce
the problem if voters were allowed to express equal preferences5, as is possible provided
e-counting is used.

14 The Report suggests using countback for filling casual vacancies. They do not seem to
have considered the very substantial fault of this option, which is that it encourages parties
to put forward many more candidates. For example in Tasmania this leads to having about
25 candidates instead of perhaps 10 for its 5-seat constituencies, too many for most voters
to consider individually. It would be better to use either by-elections (as in Scotland) or
nomination (as in Northern Ireland). None of these solutions is very satisfactory, but then
neither are the rules for filling casual vacancies under MMP.

Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral ar-
rangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel

15 Having no local expertise on public sentiment and understanding in Wales, I can only
report on the Scottish context, where we also currently use MMP to elect our Parliament.
As a first point, there is poor understanding of how MMP works, in particular that winning
a constituency seat will – if the system is working as it should – be balanced by losing a

3https://www.cgi-group.co.uk/scotland/en-ca/node/42199
4As used in New Zealand and by many public bodies
5STV allowing equal preferences is relatively novel, but has been used successfully by a number of bodies

since 1998
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list seat. Also, there are incentives to vote tactically at both constituency and list level;
one of the advantages of STV is that its system of transfers minimises the incentive to vote
tactically.

16 If STV is adopted, then having stable seat boundaries corresponding to local authority
areas, and a single-tier system with all AMs on an equal footing, should be attractive to the
public. The great majority will have an AM who had their first preference vote.

17 My personal experience as a consitituent in Scotland has been that STV, as used in
our local elections, is a more engaging and responsive system than MMP, as used in our
Parliamentary elections. A particular difficulty is having a local MSP most of whose con-
situency is in a different local authority, and conversely not being a constituent of the MSP
responsible for most of my local authority area.

Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the electoral system
and boundary models

18 STV should encourage more cooperation between parties, because of its use of pref-
erential voting, so that it is in the interest of parties that agree on some issues to encourage
second preferences for each other. A corollary of this is that extreme parties are disadvan-
taged to the extent that few voters will help by giving them second preference. Also STV
is an inherently positive voting system: you vote for the candidates you favour; you are not
put in the position where you feel you must vote for someone other than your first choice in
order to stop a candidate you dislike.

19 Because there are no safe seats or no-hope areas, parties will need to engage with
voters everywhere, rather than concentrating on marginal constituencies. For the same
reason, parties will be encouraged to put up diverse sets of candidates that will appeal
across the range of voters.

20 The use of constituencies with boundaries based on local authority areas, and bound-
aries that change only very seldom, should be as attractive to parties and AMs as to their
electorate.

Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review arrangements
for Assembly electoral areas

21 If constituencies are based on local authority areas, then as discussed above (paras.
6-7) boundary reviews would be greatly simplified. They would usually require only running
a simple calculation before each election, to make any necessary adjustments to the alloca-
tion of seats between constituencies6. There would need to be provision for a review of any
seats whose electorates went outside the range that would allocate them a permitted num-
ber of seats (3 to 7). Otherwise, boundary reviews would only be required when changes to
local authority areas – amalgamation, fragmentation, or major changes in boundaries – are
considered.

6Revised electoral numbers are published by the Office for National Statistics each March, giving numbers
of electors as at the previous 1 December
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22 Additionally, there should be a review of the chosen boundaries and allocationmethod-
ology after experience of two elections under the new scheme.

Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and As-
sembly boundaries – see 14 above

Appendix: list of detailed suggestions

I have tried to keep technical details to a minimum in this submission. I should be happy
to give evidence, written or oral, enlarging on any of these suggestions if required.

a Seat numbers: allow 3-seat constituencies, especially in sparsely-populated areas.
Evidence from Scotland - and the recent election in Ireland - show that systems with
3-4 or 3-5 seat constituencies provide a good degree of proportionality, with parties
whose national support is 5% or lower gaining their fair share of seats.

b Make some allowance for sparsely-populated and remote areas
Geographically, Wales divides fairly sharply between 9 LAAs with under 100 peo-
ple/sq.km and 13 with over 200 people/sq.km. Also, many of the low-density LAAs
are relatively remote from the seat of government, while overall they are distinctly a
minority of the population. All this suggest that some modest positive discrimination
in seat numbers might be appropriate.
Two international comparisons are of relevance here. In both Norway and Denmark
geographical area is taken into account when allocating seats to areas. While in the
European parliament, less populous countries are given ‘more than their fair share’
of seats - there is mathematical justification for this, considering voting power in a
collection of independent units of unequal size7.

c Seat allocation: use criterion of minimising proportional departure from parity (as is
done in allocating Congressional seats to states in the US), rather than Saint-Lague.

d Use e-counting (see 11)

e To inform and engage voters, ensure that count information is well-presented both
live at the count and subsequently. See e.g. presentation of Scottish council election
results at https://www.macs.hw.ac.uk/∼denis/stv_elections/SC2017/

f Use Meek STV rather than Weighted Inclusive Gregory (see 12). Consider allowing
voters to express equal preference (see 13).
[See sections 3 and 4 of https://www.macs.hw.ac.uk/∼denis/stv/fine-tuningSTV.pdf]

g Permute order of candidates on the ballot paper - or as a minimum, reverse order on
alternate ballots (see 13).

7Penrose, LS (1946) ‘The elementary statistics of majority voting’, J Roy Statist Soc 109, 53-57
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Tŷ Hastings Hastings House 
Llys Fitzalan Fitzalan Court 
Caerdydd Cardiff 
CF24 0BL CF24 0BL 

E-bost: E-mail:
ymholiadau@ffiniau.cymru  (029) 2046 4819 enquiries@boundaries.wales 
www.comffin-cymru.gov.uk Ffacs/Fax (029) 2046 4823 www.bcomm-wales.gov.uk 

Dawn Bowden AM 
Chair, Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 
National Assembly for Wales 
Pierhead Street 
Cardiff 
CF99 1NA 

18 February 2020 

Dear Ms Bowden AM, 

Thank you for the invitation to provide a response to the consultation on the Inquiry 
into Electoral Systems and Boundaries.  

Having considered the Terms of Reference and the remit of the Commission, it was 
felt that the most appropriate input would be to give the Committee an insight into the 
criteria and processes involved in carrying out a Parliamentary Review. These 
reviews are carried out on an all-Wales basis and within one review cycle.  

There is currently no legislative mechanism for the review of Senedd constituencies 
to take place and comments have been included in the Commission’s response to 
highlight considerations that should be given in the drafting of such legislation.  

Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission should you require additional 
information and clarification. 

Shereen Williams 

Ysgrifennydd / Secretary  
Comiswiwn Ffiniau i Gymru 
Boundary Commission for Wales 
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Boundary Commission for Wales 

Boundary Commission for Wales (The Commission) 

1. The Boundary Commission for Wales is one of four Parliamentary boundary
commissions, covering each part of the United Kingdom, first established by the
House of Commons (Redistribution of Seats) Act 1944. Each commission is
independent of Government, and each has completed six general reviews of
parliamentary constituency boundaries since it was established.

2. The Boundary Commission for Wales operates under the Parliamentary
Constituencies Act 1986 which, as amended by the Boundary Commissions Act 1992
and the Parliamentary Voting System and Constituencies Act 2011, requires all four
Commissions to keep parliamentary constituencies under review by conducting a
review of all the constituencies in their area every five years.

3. The Chair of the Commission is the Speaker of the House of Commons, but by
convention he or she does not participate in the conduct of boundary reviews or
formulation of the Commission’s recommendations.

4. The Deputy Chair therefore leads the Commission in its work. The Deputy Chair must
be a serving Judge of the High Court and is appointed by the Lord Chancellor. The
Deputy Chair is supported by two other Members, whose appointments are made by
the Minister for the Cabinet Office.

5. The Boundary Commission for Wales is supported by a small secretariat that also
supports the Local Democracy and Boundary Commission for Wales (LDBCW). This
is made up of public officials and led by the Secretary to the Commission. The
Secretariat’s role includes the preparation of initial proposals for consideration by the
Commission.

The Criteria and Process of a Parliamentary Review

6. In preparing for the review the Commission is required to obtain the base data it
needs.  The Act provides that the electorate figures that are to be used for a review
are those that in the electoral register as at the ‘review date’.  The review date is
defined by the Act, currently, as the date two years and ten months before the
Commission is required to report on the review to the Government. This information is
published by the Commission.

Any legislation relating to the review of Senedd constituencies should have
clarity on which version of the Senedd electoral register should be used.

7. The Act states that the Commission may have regard to ‘local government
boundaries’ in developing its proposals.  The Act defines such boundaries in Wales
as the boundaries of counties, county boroughs, electoral wards, and communities as
they were in force on the most recent ordinary day of election of councillors before
the review date.  The Commission utilises the electoral ward as the building blocks of
constituencies and create constituencies from electoral wards that are adjacent to
each other, from whole communities; and, do not contain ‘detached parts’, i.e. where
the only physical connection between one part of the constituency and the remainder
would require passage through a different constituency. The Commission would
break electoral wards but not communities if necessary, in order to achieve UKEQ
(see 11 ii)
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8. The Commission does not take into consideration the impact of its proposals on 

future election results, nor of changes to local government boundaries and changes 
to the electorate after the review date.  
 
LDBCW is currently undertaking a review of all 22 local authorities in Wales 
that will enable new Orders to be in place for the 2022 Local Government 
elections. Any legislation relating to the review of Senedd constituencies 
should clarify the building blocks of its constituencies e.g. electoral wards, and 
communities.  
 
It should also take into consideration that LDBCW will resume its normal ten-
year review cycle in September 2022 and a Senedd constituency review should 
have a cycle that will not be impacted by changes to electoral boundaries in 
mid-cycle.  
 

9. In making its recommendations, the Commission is also required by the Act to specify 
a name and designation for each proposed constituency. 
 
It is important to establish the conventions that will be used in the naming of 
constituencies especially with regard to the use of Welsh and English. 
 

10. The Commission must apply the provisions of the Parliamentary Constituencies Act 
1986, as amended (principally by the Parliamentary Voting System and 
Constituencies Act 2011).   
 

11. The key criteria in the review of Parliamentary constituencies are:   
i) The number of constituencies 
ii) Statutory electorate range: The Act, as amended, sets a number of Rules 

which are relevant to the detailed development of proposals for individual 
constituencies. Apart from four specified exceptions (none of which are in 
Wales) – every constituency must have an electorate (as at the ‘review date’ 
as defined in the Act) that is no less than 95% and no more than 105% of the 
‘UK electoral quota’ (“UKEQ”).  The UKEQ for the 2018 Review was, to the 
nearest whole number 74,7691.  Accordingly, every constituency in Wales 
must have an electorate as at the review date that is no smaller than 71,031 
and no larger than 78,507 (the statutory electorate range).   

iii) Other statutory factors: Other factors that the Commission may take into 
account in determining their recommendations for constituencies in the 2018 
Review, specifically:  

1. Special geographical considerations, including, in particular, the size, shape 
and accessibility of a constituency;  

2. local government boundaries as defined in the Act as they existed on 7 May 
2015; 

3. Boundaries of existing constituencies; and, 
4. Any local ties that would be broken by changes in constituencies.    

 
12.  In accordance with the provisions of the Act, the Commission had to devise 

proposals for 29 constituencies in place of the existing 40 falling within the statutory 
electoral range. As a result, the Commission's ability to take account of the special 
factors listed in Rule 5 was limited; alternative options were found not to be viable 
because they could not be accommodated as to size of electorate or because of their 
consequential effects on other proposed constituencies. The Commission's approach 
was to recommend constituencies which reflected the statutory criteria overall.  
 
Any legislation relating to the review of Senedd constituencies should include 
the key criteria for reviewing constituencies including voting system, the 
number of constituencies etc. In particular, the review may want to consider 
whether establishing constituencies of similar electorate size is desirable. 
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Proposals and Consultations  
 
13. In considering the procedures for a review, the Commission consults the major 

stakeholders and the qualifying Parliamentary political parties on broad issues of 
policy ahead of the review. 
 

14. The review process is heavily informed by public consultation.  The Commission 
develops and publishes initial proposals for constituencies across Wales. 
Representations from the public about these proposals are then taken both in writing 
and at public hearings in Wales. 

 
Any legislation relating to the review of Senedd constituencies should specify  
mandatory Consultees. 

 
15. Unlike the process with the electoral reviews carried out by LDBCW, the Commission 

does not carry out an initial consultation period in order to formulate its initial 
proposals. The Commission exercises its own judgement and does not consult the 
qualifying Parliamentary political parties, local authorities or any other interested 
groups or individuals. Once the proposals are published, the statutory procedures 
allow for a public consultation of 12 weeks where political parties and others can then 
make their views on the proposed boundaries known to the Commission.  
 

16. To publicise the initial proposals, the Commission will embark on an advertising 
campaign focused on bringing the proposals, length of consultation, and the dates 
and venues of public hearings to the attention of the public.  The Commission will 
also send copies of its proposals to all interested parties (for example, principal 
councils and MPs).  Principal councils and the House of Commons library will also 
receive copies of the detailed maps of the proposed constituencies.   
 

17. The Commission relies on a combination of written representations and oral 
representations at public hearings.  These hearings are not inquiries, public meetings 
or debates, but are there to provide an opportunity both for the Commission to explain 
its initial proposals and for the public to give their views on those proposals. The 
public hearings are strictly limited to last for no more than two days each and a 
minimum of two and maximum of five public hearings are held across Wales. The 
Commission attaches just as much significance to representations made in writing as 
to those made orally at public hearings.   
 

18. The hearings are chaired by an independent Assistant Commissioner selected by the 
Commission, who controls proceedings and may ask – or allow to be asked – 
questions of an individual giving a representation.  Questions should generally be 
asked through the Chair and should seek clarification rather than try to ‘cross-
examine’ the speaker on their views. 
 

19. As soon as possible after the initial 12-week consultation on the Commission’s initial 
proposals, the Commission will publish on its website all the representations that it 
has received (including transcripts of the public hearings). Once the representations 
have been published there is a further statutory four-week period during which people 
can submit to the Commission written comments on those representations it received 
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during the initial consultation period, for example challenging or supporting assertions 
made in a representation.  
 

20. Assistant Commissioners, appointed by the Commission, will consider all the written 
representations received and oral representations made at the public hearings in the 
initial consultation period, and all the written representations made in the four-week 
secondary consultation period.  A report will then be prepared for the Commission, 
summarising and considering the representations and recommending whether – and, 
if so, how – the initial proposals should be revised in the light of those 
representations.  The Commission then considers the report and determines whether 
and to what extent revisions should be made to its initial proposals.  
 

21. The Commission then publishes a notice and a revised proposals report, as it did for 
the initial proposals. If there are no revisions, a report would still be published and an 
explanation provided as to why no changes have been made. The Act provides for a 
further period of eight weeks for written representations to be made to the 
Commission on the revised proposals.  There are no public hearings at this stage; nor 
is there a repeat of the four-week period for commenting on the representations of 
others.  
 

22. The Commission will publish all the written representations received during the eight-
week consultation on revised proposals at the same time as publication of the Final 
Recommendations report.  

Any legislation relating to the review of Senedd constituencies should outline 
the consultation process i.e. clarifying if there is an initial consultation period, 
the various consultation stages, the statutory consultation periods, the process 
for submitting representations, the use of Assistant Commissioners etc. 

 
23. During the review period, Cabinet Office provides the financial resources to BCW. 

This ranges between £1million to £1.2million per annum for approximately two and a 
half years. This allows the Commission to pay for publicity costs, the online portal for 
submissions, Secretariat salaries and Commissioners fees.  
 
In its submission LDBCW will provide information relating to the operational 
arrangements for the Secretariat. 
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To: SeneddReform@assembly.wales 

1. I write to submit a response to the Inquiry into Electoral Systems and Boundaries. 

2. This is a personal response, based largely on my previous personal responses to the 2017 

consultation on local government reform and the 2018 consultation on "A Parliament which 

Works for Wales". 

3. I stress that this is a personal response, as I currently hold the office of Elections Coordinator for 

Wales Green Party. My response is partly based on personal experiences both in that office and 

while using STV to conduct internal elections within Wales Green Party. While I have confirmed 

with my party colleagues that my response is compatible with Wales Green Party policy, It is 

nevertheless my response, and not a Wales Green Party response, and any controversial opinions 

should be attributed to me, and not to Wales Green Party. 

4. Please also note that I am on the mailing list of the Make Votes Matter campaign, and I anticipate 

that their recommendations will be close to my own personal opinions. 

5. In my response, I stress two topics: 

5a The importance of cooperation between parties, and how best to achieve it; 

5b The importance of a diverse National Assembly, and how best to achieve it. 

6. My interest is in Electoral Systems. I have few if any comments to make on Boundaries. In the 

terms of reference of the inquiry I address: 

6a Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended by the 

Expert Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and considering how the principles 

identified by the Expert Panel might be weighted to ensure that the Assembly's electoral 

arrangements are appropriate to the Welsh context;  

6b Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly's current electoral 

arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel;  

6c Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the electoral system 

and boundary models. 

7. I do not address: 

7a Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review arrangements 

for Assembly electoral areas; 

7b Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and 

Assembly boundaries.  

8. The last two are, in any case, a job for politically-neutral civil servants, and not for politicians. 

 

The importance of cooperation between parties, and how best to achieve it 

9. Under voting systems which do not include vote transfers (e.g. FPTP or closed party lists), parties 

endeavour to maximise turnout of their own voters, while minimising turnout of other parties' 

voters. "Best play" is therefore to demonise other parties, by emphasising how they get everything 

wrong, and only the "one true faith" will do. 

10. Under voting systems which do include vote transfers (AV and STV), "best play" is to emphasise 

the points which parties have in common, in order to attract second-preference votes. 
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11. Parties and their agents will inevitably try to game the system, so it is important to have a system 

which encourages cooperation and not demonisation. 

12. As an example of how emphasising points in common works in practice, I cite the recent Irish 

General Election. The Green Party candidates prospered largely through transfer votes from Sinn 

Fein. This could well lead on to further cooperation between the two parties, and even to them 

working together in coalition. 

13. As an example of how proportional representation without vote transfers fails to provide stable 

government, I cite the 2019 Spanish General Elections, where each of four parties typically obtains 

about a quarter of the vote, and none of them has any history of cooperation with any other. The 

April election resulted in a short-lived single-party minority government, and the subsequent 

November election resulted in a coalition between two parties both losing ground to a common 

enemy. 

14. Thus, both theory and practice confirm that voting systems with vote transfers encourage 

cooperation and stable coalition governments, whereas voting systems without transfers 

encourage mutual antagonism and unstable single-party minority governments. It is vital that the 

voting system should include vote transfers. 

15. For this reason: I support Single Transferable Vote, and oppose any system (FPTP, AMS, closed 

lists) without vote transfers. 

16. A secondary benefit of STV is that it allows voters to choose between candidates of the same 

party. Voters get the representation they want, not the candidate imposed on them by the party 

closest to their views. Voters cannot do this with FPTP, AMS or closed lists, and it is only 

theoretically possible with flexible lists. 

17. It is not unknown for political parties to parachute candidates in to constituencies with which they 

had no previous connection. This should be discouraged, and by allowing voters to choose local 

candidates in preference to parachute candidates from the same party, STV would be a very 

effective method of discouraging parachute candidates. 

18. On the question of the number of constituencies, either 17 to 20 constituencies would give about 

the right balance between localism and proportionality, and either alternative would be entirely 

acceptable. My personal preference would be the 20-constituency model. 

 

The importance of a diverse National Assembly, and how best to achieve it 

19. Most of the "diversity" in the 2018 consultation document refers specifically to gender. There are 

a few general references to disability, age is only considered in the section on reducing the 

minimum voting age, and I cannot find anything relating to ethnic or religious diversity. This is a 

serious weakness in what was otherwise an excellent document. Diversity should be more diverse. 

20. Diversity, while welcome, is not to be pursued for its own sake. The objective is good legislation. 

21. Diversity is important because it will result in an Assembly with a wider range of experience and 

knowledge, thus leading to good legislation. Increasing the size of the Assembly is also important, 

for the same reason: a larger Assembly will have a wider range of experience and knowledge. 

Similarly, job-sharing should be permitted. 

22. In considering how to widen the range of experience and knowledge in the Assembly, we should 

look at what is currently missing. 
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23. For example, as far as I can tell from information in the public domain, only five of the sixty AMs 

have a degree in a STEM subject, only two have worked in manufacturing industry, and none are 

chartered engineers. Asking this group of people to create an industrial policy for the years to 

come is absurd—they do not have the required expertise. 

24. Other expertise is also missing. Cultural funding is determined by AMs who have neither produced 

nor appeared in a feature film nor released an album. Sports funding is determined by AMs who 

have not represented Wales in any international sporting contest. 

25. Wales is famous for its actors and singers. Their fame is the source of our "soft power", our 

influence in the world. Since it is likely that, in future, the Welsh economy will depend even more 

on our cultural exports, we shall need creative artists, not paper-pushers, in the National 

Assembly. 

26. Wales is known for punching above its weight in international competitions, and positive role-

models are found on the rugby field, not in the Assembly. Indeed, it is the lack of positive role-

models in the Assembly that is the source of the problem. 

27. The stereotypical politician is a middle-aged white man in a badly-fitting suit. He speaks political 

gobbledegook, and on the rare occasions that he speaks plainly, he is lying. 

28. This negative stereotype is presumably the source of the opposition to expanding the National 

Assembly. We do not need more stereotypical politicians—we have more than enough of them 

already. 

29. Obviously, this stereotype discourages women from entering politics. It also deters those from 

minority ethnicities, and also (in no particular order) the fashion-conscious, the young, the old and 

the honest. 

30. Thus, the problem to be addressed is that politicians are not positive role-models. It is this, not 

the voting system, which puts people off entering politics. And it is thus the public perception of 

politicians which we must change. 

31. As a first step, more should be done to spread the idea that politics is for everyone, including 

women and minority groups. Until this idea takes root, artificial measures to promote diversity in 

politics are unlikely to succeed. 

32. The 2018 consultation recommended STV with quotas. As noted above, I am strongly in favour of 

STV, so much so that I will accept quotas if that is what it takes to introduce STV. Perhaps quotas 

are worth trying, but there are reasons to believe that they will not succeed. 

33. Of the many problems with quotas, the most serious is that of intersectionality. Diversity is not 

simply a matter of gender, and enforcing gender quotas while doing nothing for other 

underrepresented groups could lead to an Assembly where "all the women are white, and all the 

black people are men". 

34. There are also technical difficulties in implementing quotas. Experts on STV have considered STV 

with quotas—see the papers in Voting Matters by: 

Hill (http://www.votingmatters.org.uk/ISSUE9/P1.HTM) 

Hill responding to Kitchener (http://www.votingmatters.org.uk/ISSUE10/P3.HTM) 

Otten (http://www.votingmatters.org.uk/ISSUE13/P3.HTM).  

35. Hill's recommendation is "don't do it". 
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36. A further objection is that requiring a party to stand at least two candidates (one male, one 

female) in any constituency which they wish to contest discriminates against small parties. It is 

hard enough finding £500 for one deposit; finding £1000 for two deposits is too much to ask. (But 

a flat deposit which was the same whether the party put up one candidate or two would avoid 

this objection.) 

37. Other suggested methods of addressing the problem are also unlikely to succeed. Leaving gender 

balance to political parties is unlikely to help much, as the first priority of any political party is to 

get its candidates elected, and they do this by selecting candidates on the basis of voter appeal. 

Zipping lists doesn't work for smaller parties, as only the head-of-list candidate has much chance 

of being elected, so the ordering of any remaining candidates is irrelevant. 

 

Other comments 

38. I am pleased to see that some of the recommendations of the 2018 report have already passed 

into law: 16-year-olds can now vote in Assembly elections; prisoners can vote if they will be 

released before the expected end of the lifetime of the body being elected; and those with 

incompatible jobs can stand for election to the National Assembly, only relinquishing their 

previous jobs if elected. Thank you. 

39. I am happy to be contacted in the future in relation to this consultation and my submission, and I 

am happy for you to retain my contact details and contact me for these purposes 

 

With best wishes, 

Peter Varley MA MSc PhD CEng MIET 
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Response to the Committee on 
Assembly Electoral Reform inquiry into 
electoral systems and boundaries 

18 February 2020 

1. This response provides information to inform the Committee’s inquiry into electoral
systems and boundaries.

2. We are responding to this consultation as part of our statutory role to keep electoral
law under review and to make recommendations we think are needed. It reiterates our
views on the size of the Assembly, and how Members are elected, that we set out in our
response to the National Assembly of Wales consultation document ‘Creating a
Parliament for Wales’ in April 2018. It also addresses specific points from the Committee’s
Terms of Reference, where these are appropriate to our remit.

How Assembly members are elected 

3. Decisions about which voting system is used for different elections are significant
constitutional issues, and therefore matters for Governments and Parliaments, not for the
Electoral Commission. Our role is to ensure that voters understand the electoral system
used so they can cast their vote in the way they intended and that appropriate
administrative planning is undertaken by the relevant Returning Officer.

4. The potential impact on electors in Wales of a new electoral system could be
significant and it will be important to ensure voters are aware of the new system,
particularly in relation to understanding how to cast their vote. The Assembly Commission
should also consider the impact on Returning Officers and their staff to ensure they would
be able to effectively plan for, and resource, any electoral change.

5. If the system were changed, the Electoral Commission would also need to consider
how it supports the election. Areas of activity that would be likely, and which would require
additional funding include:

 Organising a public awareness campaign ahead of the Assembly election;

 Developing education and partnership resources;

 Providing advice and training for political parties, candidates and agents and non-
party campaigners;

 Providing advice and guidance to Returning Officers and their staff.
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6. All legislation should be in place at least six months before it is required to be
implemented or complied with so that campaigners, Returning Officers or Electoral
Registration Officers can put in place plans to deliver any changes to processes.

7. The Commission is committed to working with the electoral community in Wales in
implementing any new electoral system. A consistent approach to the arrangements and
management of elections in Wales has been developed through the Wales Electoral
Coordination Board. This Board should be the vehicle to effectively plan and manage
major electoral change across Wales.

Specific points from the Committee’s terms of reference: 

Understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements 

8. In 2016, after the National Assembly for Wales election, our public opinion research
suggested that most voters believed the elections were well-run (83% confident) and were
satisfied with the process of registering to vote (91% satisfied) and voting (87% satisfied).
In terms of the election itself, the majority of respondents said that they knew a great
amount or a fair amount about these elections, with 80% agreeing that they had enough
information on how to cast their vote. This represented an increase since the 2011 Welsh
general election.

Political parties and candidates 

9. In our post-election survey of candidates, again in 2016, 77 percent of candidates
agreed that it was easy to find out what to do to become a candidate. The majority of
candidates (73%) understood the rules for becoming a candidate and how to follow them.
Under half the candidates agreed that the rules on spending and donations were clear,
which was much lower than other elections.

Boundary changes 

10. The Electoral Commission does not have any views on boundary changes but we
would recommend that any changes to the current system are agreed in plenty of time to
allow changes to processes to be made so that they do not adversely affect the election.
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The Commission welcomes correspondence in English or Welsh 

Tŷ Hastings Hastings House 
Llys Fitzalan Fitzalan Court 
Caerdydd Cardiff 
CF24 0BL CF24 0BL 

E-bost: E-mail:
ymholiadau@ffiniau.cymru  (029) 2046 4819    enquiries@boundaries.wales 
www.cffdl.llyw.cymru Ffacs/Fax (029) 2046 4823 www.ldbc.gov.wales 

Dawn Bowden AM 
Chair, Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 
National Assembly for Wales 
Pierhead Street 
Cardiff 
CF99 1NA 

19 February 2020 

Dear Ms Bowden AM, 

Thank you for the invitation to provide a response to the consultation on the Inquiry 
into Electoral Systems and Boundaries.  

Having considered the Terms of Reference and the remit of the Commission, it was 
felt that the most appropriate input would be to give the Committee an insight into the 
operational arrangements of the Commission in running the Secretariat.  

There is currently no legislative mechanism for the review of Senedd constituencies 
to take place and comments have been included in the Commission’s response to 
highlight considerations that should be given in the drafting of such legislation.  

In the event legislation is drafted to direct the review of Senedd constituencies, the 
Commission is of the opinion that it has the qualified and experienced staff in place to 
function as the Secretariat of such a Commission. 

Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission should you require additional 
information and clarification. 

Shereen Williams 

Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive 
Comisiwn Ffiniau a Democratiaeth Leol Cymru 
Local Democracy and Boundary Commission for Wales 
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Inquiry into Electoral Systems and Boundaries 

Written Evidence Submission  
 

Local Democracy and Boundary Commission for Wales (The 
Commission) 
 

1. The Local Democracy and Boundary Commission for Wales is a Welsh 
Government Sponsored Body established in its original form by the Local 
Government Act 1972 and under its current name and functions by the Local 
Government (Democracy) (Wales) Act 2013. The Commission’s duty under 
the legislation is to monitor the areas and electoral arrangements relevant to 
local government in Wales for the purpose of considering whether it is 
appropriate to make or recommend changes. In carrying out its duties the 
Commission must seek to ensure effective and convenient local government. 
 

2. A framework has been agreed between the Commission and its Welsh 
Government Sponsor Division (Local Government Democracy Division). This 
sets out the framework within which the Commission operates and details the 
terms and conditions under which the Welsh Ministers provide grant-in-aid to 
the Commission. 
 

3. Each year Welsh Ministers set out the Government’s policy aims and areas of 
key performance indicators by means of a Remit Letter to the Commission. 
The Remit letter also includes details of the voted grant-in-aid figure and 
related budgetary control totals for the coming financial year. 
 
The Commission’s Secretariat also supports the Boundary Commission for 
Wales which is responsible for reviews of United Kingdom Parliament 
constituencies in Wales. The Secretariat is funded separately by the Cabinet 
Office for that work. The Boundary Commission for Wales has submitted a 
separate response. 
 
If a similar ‘Commission’ approach is to be used for reviewing Senedd 
constituencies, the Secretariat has the experience and expertise of supporting 
the a Senedd Boundary Commission.. Practicalities such as the resourcing 
arrangements, number of Commissioners and any additional requirements 
should be considered e.g. appointments of Assistant Commissioners, role of 
Accounting Officer etc. The legislation can either include the parameters of the 
constituencies (in line with the parliamentary legislation) or directs the Senedd 
Boundary Commission to develop a policy and practice which sets out the 
parameters (currently in practice within the electoral reviews)  
Reviews and Voting Systems 
 

4. The Local Government (Democracy) (Wales) Act 2013 (the 2013 Act) requires 
the Commission to conduct a review of the electoral arrangements for each 
principal area at least once every ten years. The ten-year period began at the 
beginning of October 2013 and ends at the end of September 2023. 
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5. Following a Ministerial request to suspend the start of the programme, in June 
2016 the then Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Local Government wrote to 
the Commission to request the commencement of a programme of electoral 
reviews to be completed in time for the 2022 local government elections.  
 

6. The Commission’s current Policy and Practice for the 2017 Electoral Reviews 
Programme is based on ‘First Past the Post’ (FPTP) system. This policy 
provides for recommendations to be made that each electoral ward will be 
represented with between one and four members depending on the 
characteristics of the ward.  
 

7. Currently, there are on-going legislative proposals to enable principal councils 
to choose either FPTP or ‘Single Transferable Vote’ for future electoral cycles. 
 
The Commission carries out reviews on the basis of the electoral systems that 
is set out within the legislation and does not have a preference or 
recommendation in relation to this matter. The Commission will be guided by 
the system that is set out in legislation when carrying out reviews. Issues to 
consider particularly if utilising STV is the minimum and maximum number of 
members for proposed constituencies and the allocation of regional seats for 
Senedd constituencies. 
 
Role of Commissioners 
 

8. The Chair and Commissioners are appointed by the Minister for Housing and 
Local Government and made  in accordance with the Commissioner of public 
appointments' code of practice. Section 4(1) of the 2013 Act states the 
composition of the Commission consists of a Chairperson, Deputy 
Chairperson and not more than three other Members.  

 
9. The role of the Commissioners is to: 

 
• provide effective leadership; defining and developing strategic direction 

and setting challenging objectives; 
• promote high standards of public finance, upholding the principles of 

regularity, propriety and value for money; 
• ensure that the Commission’s activities are conducted efficiently and 

effectively; and 
• monitor performance to ensure that the Commission fully meets its aims, 

objectives and performance targets. 
• representing the views of the Commission to the public and its 

stakeholders. 
• Ensure that the reputation of the Commission is enhanced and maintained 

through the actions and decisions of the commission and the way these 
are communicated to stakeholders. 
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10. In particular the Commissioners are responsible for: 

• establishing and taking forward the strategic aims and objectives of the  
Commission consistent with its overall purpose and within the policy and 
resources framework determined by the Minister; 

• ensuring that the Minister is kept informed fully of any changes that are 
likely to impact on the strategic direction of the Commission or on the 
attainability of its targets, and of steps needed to deal with such changes;  

• ensuring compliance with any statutory or administrative requirements in 
respect of the use of public funds; that it operates within the limits of its 
statutory authority and any delegated authority agreed with the sponsor 
department, and in accordance with any other conditions relating to the use 
of public funds; and that, in reaching decisions, it takes into account 
guidance issued by the Welsh Government; 

• ensuring that it receives and reviews regularly, financial information 
concerning the management of the Commission; that it is informed in a 
timely manner about any concerns as to the activities of the Commission 
and that, where applicable, it provides positive assurance to the Minister 
via the sponsor team that appropriate remedial action has been taken to 
address any such concerns;  

• demonstrating high standards of corporate governance at all times, 
including by using the audit and risk assurance committee to help the 
Commissioners to address key financial and other risks. 

• Additionally, Commissioners oversee the detail of each individual review 
taking collective responsibility for the proposals and recommendations 
therein.  

 
If Commissioners are to be used for the review of Senedd constituencies, they 
must have an understanding of governance of public sector organisations. 
They should also have knowledge of the context and geography of Wales. 
Due consideration should also be given to Welsh language. These 
appointments should be paid in line with the Public Appointments 
remuneration levels.  
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Response to the National Assembly for Wales consultation on 
electoral systems and boundaries 

Organisation: Association of Electoral Administrators (AEA).  A joint response from

the National AEA and the Wales Branch of the AEA. 

Summary of Organisation: The Association of Electoral Administrators (AEA)

was founded in 1987 and is the professional body representing the interests of electoral 
administrators in the United Kingdom.  It is a non-governmental and non-partisan body 
and has just under 2,000 members, the majority of whom are employed by local 
authorities to provide electoral registration and election services.  There are eleven 
regional branches of the Association covering the United Kingdom one of which is 
Wales.  

Contact Details: 

Responses to the terms of reference: 

Examine the recommendations of the Expert Panel on Assembly Electoral Reform 

relating to electoral systems and boundaries, and the principles underpinning them, by: 

• Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries

recommended by the Expert Panel for democratic representation in
Wales, and considering how the principles identified by the Expert Panel

might be weighted to ensure that the Assembly's electoral arrangements
are appropriate to the Welsh context;

The AEA is supportive of any changes introduced to encourage a Senedd that more 

accurately reflects the diverse nature of society in Wales. However, it is a matter for 
Welsh Government and the Senedd as to how they would wish to implement this. 

• Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly's current
electoral arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by
the Expert Panel;

The Expert Panel have recommended three electoral systems which could be suitable for 
use in Wales. 

The AEA maintains a neutral stance on this as we believe it is for the Senedd to make 
decisions of this nature. 

We would recommend that in introducing any changes to the voting system, that careful 

consideration should be given to the potential risk of voter confusion that comes with 
different voting systems. Additionally, consideration should be given to the risks that 
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will be introduced and the challenges different voting systems will bring to administering 
polls using the different systems. 

There will be a need to ensure that an effective public awareness campaign is 
undertaken ahead of any specific event. 

Furthermore, we would also encourage the Senedd to consider how Returning Officers 
and their staff will be able to effectively plan for and resource any electoral change. 

We would call on the Senedd to work closely with the electoral community in Wales in 

implementing any new electoral system to ensure consistency, ideally using the Wales 
Electoral Co-ordination Board. 

The AEA supports any measures that, after full and proper evaluation, enhance public 
confidence in democratic systems, are deliverable and do not add unnecessary 
bureaucracy, cost and risk into the process.  We would urge the Senedd to consider 

these factors when making their final decision on electoral change. 

• Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the

electoral system and boundary models;

No comment - this is not a matter for the AEA and is for the political parties to answer. 

• Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary

review arrangements for Assembly electoral areas;

The Senedd and UK Parliamentary boundaries have generally mirrored each other and 

are well established.  The diverging of the Senedd and UK Parliamentary boundaries will 
inevitably create administrative difficulties and voter confusion.   

Consideration needs to be given to the complexity that comes with introducing different 

electoral systems for different election types.  This is in addition to the challenges of 
elections not being run on coterminous boundaries.  Boundaries crossing local 

authorities will increase risk to the successful delivery of a poll.  They also risk 
increasing voter confusion in relation to who is responsible for administering their 
election with different Councils administering different elements of the process.   

We support establishing boundary review arrangements for Senedd electoral areas.  In 
our statement on the 2019 UK Parliamentary general election, we addressed the 

challenges of setting a legislative timeframe for such reviews that cannot be extended 
when unscheduled electoral events are required.   We stated: 

We believe that the UK Government should introduce changes to legislation so that, 
in the event of an unscheduled UK national poll or referendum, local authorities may 
extend their polling district and polling places review.  

We would ask the Senedd to ensure any arrangements are flexible enough to allow 
processes to be administered even when other priorities occur.  

• Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral
system and Assembly boundaries.

Changes to electoral systems and boundaries will increase costs, both in the short and 

longer term.  As such we would seek a commitment from the Welsh Government and 
the Senedd to fully fund any new burden/initiative resulting from legislative reforms. 

We would also ask them to fully engage with the electoral community in relation to the 
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planning, developing and implementation of any new mechanisms or processes, 
including the drafting of legislation. 

Angela Holden Rhys George 

Policy Manager on behalf of the AEA Chair of Wales AEA Branch 

19 February 2020 
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Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 

Consultation on Electoral Systems and Boundaries 

ERS Cymru response 

February 2020 

At ERS Cymru we welcome the opportunity to respond to this consultation on electoral 

systems and boundaries. 

Our view is that the work of the Expert Panel on Assembly Electoral Reform was 

comprehensive and we fully endorse its main recommendations. We remain frustrated that 

the implementation of these recommendations has not been taken further and are 

disappointed that the opportunity to legislate to increase the Senedd’s size and change its 

voting system has been missed in this parliament.  

We hope that the Committee can build on the recommendations of the Expert Panel and can 

influence the political parties in the Senedd to commit to urgent reform.  

It is more apparent than ever that the size of the Senedd is not fit for purpose and, alongside 

an increase in the number of members, we must consider how elections could work in the 

future.  

Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended by 

the Expert Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and considering how the 

principles identified by the Expert Panel might be weighted to ensure that the 

Assembly's electoral arrangements are appropriate to the Welsh context; 

The Expert Panel did extensive analysis of multiple systems during the course of their work. 

Our preferred option has always been consistent with their recommendation of STV 

alongside an integrated gender quota. We have long been advocates of STV but believe it 

would be particularly appropriate in the Welsh context.  

STV 

The Single Transferable Vote scores very highly across most criteria against which to 

evaluate an electoral system, in particular proportionality, voter choice, diversity and member 

accountability. Voters are more likely to have representatives they want and the overall 

result is likely to be broadly proportional to the number of votes cast for each party. Each 

area will almost certainly be represented by a number of people from different parties. 
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Unlike a list system, STV maintains the link between an elected representative and a local 

constituency area. The constituencies are much smaller than the regions under the current 

AMS system and the direct link is there as members are chosen, as individuals, by the 

voters. In addition, voters who did not get their first choice of candidate may see their second 

or third preference candidate succeed. This increases the number of voters who have given 

their support to their representative. 

In terms of how STV would work in practice, the Expert Panel considered options including 

pairing the current 40 constituencies to develop 20 new multi-member constituencies. The 

number of members elected for each of those 20 constituencies would range from 4 to 5 

depending on the size of the Senedd agreed upon and the number of electors in each 

constituency. This method could be used to elect a Senedd of 89 to 90 members. 

They also modelled this using 17 multi-member constituencies based on local authority 

areas (with smaller authorities becoming one constituency, e.g. Ynys Mon and Gwynedd). 

This method could be used to elect an Assembly of 83 to 84 members.  

Our view is that the right size for the Senedd should be towards the higher end of the 

bracket and electing members based on pairing existing constituencies as detailed by the 

Panel could be relatively simple and would ensure a relatively consistent number of electors 

per Members of the Senedd across Wales. As the Expert Panel argues, going towards the 

higher end of the bracket ensures “the benefits would be greater, providing a more 

meaningful difference in the ability of many Members to specialise, with consequent benefits 

for scrutiny and representation”.1  

This does create larger constituencies than are currently in practice. In urban cases this will 

be a lot easier for elected members as, for example, Cardiff Central and Cardiff South and 

Penarth are both relatively small geographic areas. However, STV would still encourage a 

local link between a member and their constituency even in rural areas. Furthermore, STV 

would ensure more voters have actually voted for one of their local Members of the Senedd 

and that votes are far more proportional across the country, which must be prioritised over 

concerns around geography.  

Flexible List system 

The Expert Panel’s second preference for a voting system for a larger Senedd was the 

Flexible List system. This system is perhaps much less familiar to voters across the UK but 

list systems are the most commonly used worldwide.  

The Flexible List scores highly on some of the indicators of a good electoral system, 

especially proportionality and diversity. 

1

https://www.assembly.wales/NAfW%20Documents/About%20the%20Assembly%20section%20docu
ments/Expert%20Panel%20on%20Assembly%20Electoral%20Reform/A%20Parliament%20that%20
Works%20for%20Wales.pdf 
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In Party List systems, seats in a parliament closely match how many votes each party 

receives. Countries with Party List PR tend to have lots of parties as list systems are highly 

proportionate, though thresholds can be applied to prevent parties with very low levels of 

support from gaining representation. Unlike AMS (including the list boost proposed by the 

Expert Panel), where constituency candidates elected under FPTP reduce proportionality, 

the Flexible List returns representatives in proportion to their share of the vote. 

The Flexible List is an improvement on FPTP and closed list proportional systems as it 

allows electors to either vote for a party’s list of candidates or vote for their preferred 

candidate within a list, depending on the flexibility of the system. But as a non-preferential 

voting system, the Flexible List reduces voter choice, compared with STV, as electors 

cannot express more than one preference and nuance their choice. In addition, under List 

PR systems, there is often a weaker constituency link, as a slate of candidates is elected to 

represent a larger area than under other electoral systems. Reducing the size of a 

constituency might improve member accountability, though this would affect proportionality. 

The variant of Flexible List system proposed by the Expert Panel would give voters a single 

vote, where they could choose to either vote for a party – which would be interpreted as a 

vote for the party’s preferred candidate order – or for an individual candidate within a party’s 

list. This model is similar to the one used in Sweden and improves voter choice as voters 

can choose to vote for the candidate they prefer.  

The candidate threshold chosen (where a candidate would be elected in a different order to 

their party list if the threshold were to be reached) can have a significant effect on who 

actually gets elected under the Flexible List.  

The Expert Panel concluded a threshold of about 10% would be the most effective in Wales, 

due to the high numbers of voters already used to voting for individual candidates, but called 

for it to be reviewed after the first election. This appears to make sense logically given a shift 

from a mostly First Past the Post system.  

In terms of how this would work in practicality the Expert Panel suggested using the method 

outlined for STV where either 20 constituencies would be developed based on the current 40 

constituencies or 17 would be developed based upon the current 22 local authorities.  

As we have outlined above, our preferred option would be through pairing the existing 40 

constituencies. This would also retain a direct constituency link under the Flexible List 

system, however we would prefer an STV system as it gives voters the ability to vote 

preferentially and increases voter choice.  

Additional Member System 

We share the Expert Panel’s reservations around the ability of an AMS system to support 

the required increase in the number of Members of the Senedd. While the Panel concluded it 

would be possible to entirely redesign boundaries in order to support a larger Senedd, we 

believe that this still does not adequately outweigh the downsides in terms of how we elect 

members. 
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Fundamentally, the First Past the Post element of the AMS system remains disproportionate 

and perpetuates problems such as wasted votes, lack of voter choice and ‘safe’ seats. While 

the list system acts as a way to mitigate these issues it essentially creates two classes of 

members. In addition, it also fails to resolve issues around voter choice. Voters who 

particularly dislike a candidate at the top of their preferred party’s list, or like a candidate 

from a party they otherwise do not support, are unable to express this at the polling station. 

Power over AMs is once again concentrated within the party, who chooses the order of its 

list.  

Principles for an appropriate electoral system 

The ten principles against which the Expert Panel measured each electoral system they 

reviewed largely overlap with those we used in our 2016 report “Reshaping the Senedd”.2 

The IDEA handbook has criteria for designing an electoral system, which includes areas 

such as ‘providing representation’ and ‘holding the government accountable’, however these 

are not developed for a specific UK context, so their impact in this case is limited.3 

Therefore, we believe that the Expert Panel’s list of principles offer a sound basis with which 

to examine the best system for this specific context.  

In terms of the areas we believe should be prioritised, those are proportionality, voter choice 

and an equal mandate. Proportionality is vital as it ensures voters are properly represented 

and their choices are reflected in the makeup of any parliament. Disproportionate systems, 

such as First Past the Post, have ensured wasted votes, ‘safe’ seats and a lack of diversity 

leading to systemic problems with democracy at a UK level. For example in the 2019 

General Election 52.2% of voters in Wales didn’t vote for their MP,4 a figure unheard of in 

any proportional system.  

Systems such as STV maximise voter choice as voters are represented by multiple 

members and have the opportunity to rank as many candidates as they would like to. 

Whereas the Flexible List system offers proportionality, it does not offer as much voter 

choice as STV as it does not allow voters to rank their preferences.  

An equal mandate would be our final area to prioritise. One of the major flaws with the 

current AMS system in the Senedd is that it elects two ‘types’ of members. We have 

increasingly seen this cause issues, whether this be through limits in practicalities with the 

geographical spread of regions or the perception among some Members that Regional 

Members do less casework. It has also anecdotally led to some confusion among voters 

about who they can contact for issues within their local area.  

2 https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/latest-news-and-research/publications/reshaping-the-

senedd/#sub-section-5 
3 https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/electoral-system-design-the-new-international-
idea-handbook.pdf 
4 https://ge2019.electoral-reform.org.uk/region/wales 
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Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly's current electoral 

arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel; 

There is a fundamental lack of understanding about the Senedd as a whole in Wales. Our 

work on political education through our Missing Voices and Our Voices Heard projects has 

highlighted a major democratic deficit in Wales, which is backed up by low turnout at Senedd 

elections and a low recognition of Wales’ political leaders.5 

This suggests public understanding of the Senedd's current electoral arrangements is likely 

to be limited, as would be awareness of the detail in the Expert Panel’s report. It is also likely 

that understanding of boundary changes and voting system changes would also be limited 

until the implementation of a communication campaign closer to the first election using a 

different system.  

However, all evidence we have points to STV, our preferred choice for the Senedd electoral 

system and that of the Expert Panel, being very easy to understand for voters. STV is simple 

for voters – all they have to do is rank as many or as few candidates as they wish in order of 

preference. The main change that will need to be communicated to voters is that they need 

to decide on how they would like to rank the candidates on the ballot paper. There is also a 

need to brief parties and candidates separately about the different requirements and 

consequences of campaigning under STV.  

Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the electoral 

system and boundary models; 

Campaigning under different systems 

One of the biggest differences for political parties under a different voting system is that 

parties need to campaign slightly differently.  

Under the current AMS voting system, parties arguably have not really changed the way 

they campaign from First Past the Post elections. In constituencies at least, we see the 

same issues during Senedd election campaigns as we do for UK wide elections, where 

parties put resources into seats they already hold or hope to gain. On the whole, parties with 

less chance of winning a seat will put less resource and time into campaigning there.  

This changes markedly under a more proportional system as we have seen in the recent 

Republic of Ireland election, where the campaign was very different to the recent 2019 

General Election in the UK. We have highlighted this in a recent blog series on our website, 

where people who have voted in both Irish and UK elections have described their 

experiences.  

In terms of how parties campaign differently under STV, one of the biggest differences is that 

smaller parties have the chance of securing representation in proportion to their share of the 

5 https://blogs.cardiff.ac.uk/electionsinwales/2019/07/30/the-new-welsh-political-barometer-poll-party-
leader-ratings/ 
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vote, enhancing their willingness to contest seats. Two-horse races and safe seats are 

virtually eliminated, meaning that all parties have an incentive to campaign as best as they 

can to secure one or more seats. Both of these contribute to ensuring that elected 

representatives fairly reflect the diversity of opinion in an area and that voters are engaged in 

an active and informative contest. Energetic, imaginative campaigning and a popular 

message will also be good both for the individual candidate and the party. 

 

For example, a FPTP ward where Labour poll 50–55% and the rest of the vote is scattered 

between the other parties, would be a very predictable Labour seat to which nobody would 

devote much attention. But if it were within a four-member STV seat, Labour’s campaigning 

efforts might make the difference between winning two seats or three seats. The other 

parties would also find it worth campaigning, not only to try to deprive Labour of the third 

seat, but also to come top in the race for the fourth seat, and to persuade supporters of other 

parties to transfer their lower preferences in the right direction. 

 

This has been highlighted in our blog series where one contributor, Feargal, said: 

 

“In Ireland under STV, the TDs [Irish MPs] know that small shifts in opinion will affect who 

gets elected. They want everyone’s vote, even if it’s not the first preference: they all want to 

be your second and third preference. They can not afford to ignore people.”6 

 

Another, Martha Shearer, offered her opinion: 

 

“I think the voting system has an impact on the campaign. There’s a sense of individual 

candidates wanting to engage with the electorate on their own terms – not just as part of the 

party machinery. Partly as they’re competing with more candidates. It feels much more 

politically engaged. The election in Ireland saw disaffection with the duopoly of two big 

parties. That opinion was reflected in the results, rather than creating anger at politics in 

general.”7 

 

Electoral implications of a new system 

 

We are currently in the process of commissioning new modelling to update the Expert 

Panel’s polling on the makeup of a larger Senedd under different voting systems. We hope 

to have this publicly available by May 2020 and are happy to engage further with the 

Committee on this.  

 

Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review 

arrangements for Assembly electoral areas; 

 

Boundary review arrangements should be included in legislation introduced immediately 

after the next election, thus giving them the same level of scrutiny as the rest of the changes.  

 

 
6 https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/in-ireland-under-stv-politicians-can-not-afford-to-ignore-people/ 
7 https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/voting-with-proportional-representation-feels-much-more-
meaningful-than-westminsters-system/ 
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The reviews themselves should be undertaken by the Boundary Commission with significant 

consultation with the public and decision makers. Lessons should be learnt from the 

introduction of STV for local elections in Scotland in 2007. While the number of those elected 

in local elections is obviously vastly higher than those of parliamentary elections, the 

principles of boundary reform should not be hugely different. The Commission could also 

look to the Republic of Ireland and learn how their constituencies work under their General 

Elections, which are held under STV.  

 

The principles of new boundaries for a different system should include a relatively consistent 

number of electors per member in each constituency and also the combination of seats that 

make practical sense in terms of geography.  

 

Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and 

Assembly boundaries. 

 

The Expert Panel assessed the potential costs of increasing the size of the Senedd in Annex 

F of their report. This covered the cost of additional members, staffing, IT and other services 

which Members of the Senedd have access to, including training and development.  

 

In terms of additional costs around reforming the electoral system and Assembly boundaries, 

we would anticipate cost to be incurred from the Boundary Commission’s work and a public 

information campaign around the change to the voting system. These would both be one off 

costs rather than recurrent.  

 

When making the case around incurring additional costs for reform, it is vital we remember 

that these costs are both relatively small and that improvement in scrutiny (as a 

consequence of having an increase in members) can deliver real dividends for public 

services. We should look at these reforms in the round as they will deliver a larger, stronger 

Senedd with a higher level of accountability to the public. That is a worthwhile investment.  

 

For further information please contact: 

Jess Blair 

Director, ERS Cymru 
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UKIP Consultation Response to the National Assembly for Wales Committee on Assembly Electoral 
Reform Inquiry into Electoral Systems and Boundaries 

1. The United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) exists as a Political Party registered with the UK Electoral
Commission under the PPERA, bearing the Electoral Commission Registration Number PP85.  The Party
exists as a Limited Liability Company registered with Companies House (Registration Number: 05090691) in
accordance with the Companies Act 2006.  Copies of the party’s constitution are available on the web and the
most recent edition of the party rulebook is available on request.  UKIP is a democratic and libertarian party.
We espouse policies including favouring the ability of individuals to make decisions in respect of themselves;
seeking to diminish the role of the State; lowering the burden of taxation on individuals and businesses;
ensuring proper control over the United Kingdom’s borders; strengthening and guaranteeing the essential,
traditional freedoms and liberties of all people in the United Kingdom; and promoting and encouraging those
who aspire to improve their personal situation and those who seek to be self-reliant, whilst providing
protection for those genuinely in need.  UKIP believes that the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland (hereafter “The United Kingdom”) should only be governed by her own citizens, and that its
governance shall at all times be conducted first and foremost in the interests of the United Kingdom and its
peoples, and that the only laws that should apply within the jurisdiction of the United Kingdom are those
wholly made by the Parliament of the United Kingdom.

2. In the 2016 Welsh Assembly elections, seven UKIP candidates were elected as representatives by the ‘list
system’.  The current Leader of UKIP in Wales is Neil Hamilton AM.

3. On 7th February 2018, the UKIP group of elected representatives in the National Assembly of Wales (hereafter
the Assembly) proposed a motion for debate (Motion NDM6645) arguing that: (a) currently, there should be no
increase in the number of the Assembly's elected members; and (b) the electorate must demonstrate their
consent to any future increase in the number of elected members by way of a referendum.  The Labour and
Plaid Cymru groups of elected representatives in the Assembly (and the Welsh Government representatives)
opted not to speak on the motion at all.  The (Plaid Cymru) Presiding Officer spoke on behalf of the
Assembly Commission, not her party.  The motion was not passed, even though two of the largest groups in
the Assembly failed to advise, at length, in speeches in the Assembly chamber, as to why they believed that it
was appropriate (or otherwise) to ask the whole electorate, by referendum, whether the number of Assembly
Members should be radically increased.

4. The position of UKIP is that there should be no change at all to the number of Assembly members and that
the boundaries of Assembly electoral constituencies and regions should not be changed.  Consequently, we
also oppose any resourcing or costing to consider the implications of reforming the electoral system and
Assembly boundaries.

5. Furthermore, given that all of the current political groups in the Assembly, apart from the UKIP group, would
not, in 2018, assent to directly asking all of the Welsh electorate to consent to one of the prime and most
important changes to the electoral system, by way of a referendum, we consider the current proposals of the
committee to “[explore] public sentiment and [understand] the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements and
boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert panel” to be a retrograde step compared to our
proposal, and we also oppose it.   Further reasons for this are set out more fully later on in this document.

6. We are also opposed to 16 and 17 year-old people voting in Assembly elections and we oppose votes for
foreign nationals in Assembly elections.  The legislation enabling this was passed by the slimmest of majorities:
only one vote enabled the two-thirds majority for the motion to be exceeded, which included the Presiding
Officer and Deputy Presiding Officer’s own (potentially) self-interested and partisan votes.
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7. In what follows we shall comment on each of the five bullet pointed terms of reference that you asked us to
consider in your letter dated 8th January 2020 before, briefly, providing concluding remarks.

Bullet Point #1:  “Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended by 
the Expert Panel ..., and considering how the principles identified by the Expert Panel might be 
weighted ...” 

8. We believe that the Panel’s principle labelled “Simplicity” should be given the highest weighting of the panel’s
eight principles: "Simplicity: the system should be designed with simplicity and intelligibility for voters in
mind."

9. The Panel’s Principle labelled “Equivalent Status” is not of the highest priority to us but it is, nonetheless, a high
priority: "Equivalent status: as far as possible, the system should ensure that all Members are elected with
broadly equivalent mandates which afford them equal status."

10. However, we believe that the existing Assembly Electoral system achieves these principles adequately.  The
feedback from our elected representatives and their constituents is that after many years of experience and
practice, the electorate have fully grasped the current electoral system.  Therefore, further change to the
existing system would do violence to the Simplicity Principle, in our view.  In our view, it would be wrong to
view the Simplicity Principle in a historical and temporal vacuum.  We believe that the existing electoral system
satisfies the Equivalent Status Principle.

11. We attach much less weight to the Diversity principle:  "Diversity: the system should encourage and support the
election of a body of representatives which broadly reflects the population" (our italics)

12. We believe that it is not the role of an (electoral) system, nor any formal or informal mechanism or piece of
legislation, to ensure that their elected representatives broadly reflect certain characteristics of the population
such as age, gender, ethnicity, faith and so on.  If it is anyone or anything’s role, we believe that it should be
that of the electorate during the time of an election.  We believe that all elected representatives should represent
their constituents appropriately.  Moreover, we believe that it is for the electorate to express themselves at the
ballot box, if they feel strongly about the number and ratios of candidates according to characteristics such as
gender, faith, ethnicity and so on compared to those of the general population.  Similarly, it is by expressing a
preference at the ballot box that the electorate can express whether or not a candidate or party will best
represent them or other members of the electorate.

13. We attach no weight to the Sustainability and Adaptability Principle: "Sustainability and adaptability: the system
should be able to be implemented in 2021, and subsequently respond and adapt to changing political,
demographic and legislative trends, needs and circumstances without requiring further fundamental change in
the near future.

14. We believe that to implement electoral reform in 2021 and beyond, at this point in time, would be an
exceedingly rushed reform:  much more thought should be given to the principles and the composition of the
current and any future expert panel.  Furthermore, it will be difficult to explain any reform of Assembly
electoral system in such a short time to the electorate.

Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 
Electoral systems and boundaries 
ESB 08 United Kingdom Independence Party

Pack Page 110



Page 3 of 5 

15. We attach some degree of weight to the Boundaries Principle: "Boundaries: the system should be based on
clearly defined geographic areas which are meaningful to people and take into account existing communities of
interest, and existing electoral and administrative boundaries."  However, we believe that the existing electoral
system, where existing constituencies and regions have been used and made clear to the public for two
decades, is the best way of satisfying this principle.

16. We attach an intermediate degree of weight to the remaining principles but, again, believe that the existing
electoral system satisfies these principles best when considered conjointly, given the high weight that we attach to
Simplicity, Equivalent Status and Boundaries Principles - and our opinion that the existing electoral system satisfies
those principles adequately.

Bullet Point #2:  “Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral 
arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel” 

17. We consider the issue of expanding the number of assembly members to be a prime issue and one of utmost
importance that trumps all other proposed reforms to the electoral system.  The issue should be settled prior
to consideration of any other reforms.

18. Recall that all of the current political groups in the Assembly, apart from the UKIP group, would not, in 2018,
assent to directly asking all of the Welsh electorate to consent to expansion of the number of Assembly
members, by way of a referendum.

19. Thus, given that all of the current political groups in the Assembly, apart from the UKIP group, would not, in
2018, assent to directly asking all of the Welsh electorate to consent to one of the prime and most important
changes to the electoral system, by way of a referendum, we consider the current proposals of the committee
to “[explore] public sentiment and [understand] the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements and boundaries
and the options recommended by the ‘Expert’ panel” to be a retrograde step and we also oppose it.

20. We envisage that such an “exploration” would consist in asking a very very selected subset of the population their
opinions on these topics.  The subset of the population, in our view, will likely consist of ‘third sector’
organisations and ‘stakeholders’, some of whom we have observed show favourable bias toward at least one of
the Labour or Cymru parties or the Assembly Commission itself (each of whom have tentatively supported
changes to the electoral system via their spokespeople).  We also believe that at least some ‘third sector’ and
‘stakeholder’ organisations in Wales are, at least, in part, funded by the Welsh Government (which has also
had the support of the Plaid Cymru Assembly group in passing its budget motions in the Assembly chamber).
We believe that the reliance of these organisations on Welsh (Labour) Government funding will further result
in them showing favourable bias to the official views of the Labour or Plaid Cymru parties or the Assembly
Commission on electoral reform.

21. In our opinion, the options recommended by the Expert Panel are most certainly not exhaustive of all of the
possible options, nor of the most sensible, practical and cost-effective options.  Consequently, focussing on the
narrow set of options suggested by the Panel, will likely radically skew or contaminate the committee’s
proposed assessment exercise of public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral
arrangements.  Consequently, we believe that such an exercise should not take place.
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22.  We believe that the best and most inclusive exploration of public sentiment would have been to ask all of the 
Welsh electorate, by way of a referendum, whether or not they wish to increase the number of members in the 
Assembly.  We believe that an increase to the size of the assembly should be a primary issue that is decided 
before any further electoral reform. 

 

23.  We believe that “more politicians” is almost never the answer to many of the hopes, aspirations, frustrations 
and problems faced by any electorate.  We further believe that the fact that there may be no historical 
precedent for such a referendum would actually enhance Wales and the UK’s reputation as a trailblazing 
progressive country, if one were held. 

 

Bullet Point #3:  “Considering the implications...of changing the electoral system and boundary models” 

 

24. We believe that the status quo electoral system (a variant of MMP) strikes the right balance in making a system 
proportional but neither hyper-proportional, nor under-proportional.  Furthermore, the current status quo 
electoral system allows newer parties to break the stranglehold of the older established parties.  We believe that 
breaking the stranglehold of the older established parties is good for a healthy representative democracy that is 
proportional but not hyper-proportional. 

 

25. We believe that the variants of the STV system (and the flexible list system) proposed by the expert panel 
would not benefit newer political parties and favour the older more established parties.  This is because we 
believe that newcomers would get lots of second preference (and lower preference) votes but would get few 
first preferences in comparison to the older parties. 

 

26. The Expert Panel advocates abandoning the status quo electoral system in favour of a particular variant of the 
STV system (or flexible list system) because they believe that it best satisfies their Proportionality Principle 
together with satisfying their other proposed principles.  We disagree.  We believe that these proposed systems 
frustrate, at the very least, the Simplicity Principle, rather than conjointly satisfying it.   The Simplicity Principle is 
the principle that UKIP gives greatest weight towards.  Furthermore, the reforms proposed by the Expert 
Panel require increasing the number of Assembly Members, and this is a proposal that UKIP cannot support.  
In the next three paragraphs we elaborate upon our view. 

 

27. UKIP gives the Simplicity Principle the highest weight.  The STV variant proposed requires voters to express 
(potentially) a large number of preferences according to each candidate, and a minimum number of 
preferences need to be made just for their vote to be judged as valid!  This is unnecessarily complicated and far 
more complicated than the existing system.  Consequently, STV frustrates the Simplicity Principle in UKIP's 
view.  Furthermore, the particular version of STV promoted by the Expert Panel recommends, in Sections 
13.26-28, that STV be implemented conjointly with 50-50 gender quotas enshrined in legislation:  UKIP 
believes it is not for an electoral system or machinery to require such quotas, rather it is for the electorate to 
make up their own mind at the ballot box on whether they are content or not content with the number and 
ratios of male and female candidates. 

 

 
28. In Recommendation 6 (page 106) the Expert Panel recommend that their proposed variant of STV be 

implemented in an Assembly with no less than 83 and as many as 90 Member vacancies.  This is a substantial 
increase on the current Assembly's 60 members.  UKIP is opposed to expansion of the Assembly and 
therefore rejects a STV model requiring at least 83 Assembly member vacancies. 
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29. Recommendation 5 suggests that the Expert Panel recommends implementing STV in multi-member 
constituencies with at least 4 and at most 6 Assembly Members.  UKIP believes that Recommendation 5 violates 
– or at the very least frustrates - the Simplicity Principle because it produces a constituency system that is more 
complex than the current status quo of one member per constituency (with 4 additional members per region). 

 

30. Our remarks in the last four paragraphs apply (either mutatis mutandis or with suitable emendations) to 
comparing the Expert Panel’s proposed flexible list system to the current status quo electoral system.  
Consequently, UKIP reject’s the Expert Panel’s proposed flexible list system in comparison to the status quo 
electoral system. 

 

Bullet Points #4 & #5:“Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review 
arrangements...” & “Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system 
and...boundaries” 

 

31. We are opposed to establishing boundary review arrangements for Assembly electoral areas.  Given that we 
advocate no such review, there are no principles and practicalities for us to consider. 

 

32. We are opposed to reforming the electoral system and Assembly boundaries.  Consequently, we do not 
support any resources being used for this purpose and we oppose any exercise to estimate costs.  We believe 
that the reform exercises should be stopped immediately. 

 

Conclusion 

 

33. UKIP opposes many proposed areas of the Inquiry.  We believe that the question of expanding the number of 
Assembly Members should be settled before any other issues are considered.  We oppose expanding the 
number of Assembly Members.  Some of the other items that we oppose include: 

• changing or considering changes to the boundaries of Assembly electoral constituencies and regions; 

• proposals to “[explore] public sentiment and [understand] the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements and 
boundaries and the options recommended by the ‘Expert’ panel”; 

• exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review arrangements for Assembly electoral 
areas; and 

• considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and Assembly boundaries 

 

34. We attach most weight to the Simplicity Principle.  We attach high weight to the Equivalent Status and Boundaries 
Principles.  However, we believe that the existing electoral system satisfies these principles adequately and that 
there should be no change to the existing system during or prior to 2021.  We attach no weight to the 
Sustainability and Adaptability Principle; and much less weight to the Diversity Principle. 

 

35. We believe that the current Inquiry should be abandoned and that the Committee on Assembly Electoral 
Reform and the Expert Panel should be disbanded and scrapped.  We believe that, if they are to be considered 
at all, these matters should be considered afresh after the 2021 Assembly elections, where the composition of 
any future Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform or future Expert Panel or similar should be given 
detailed thought and scrutiny before their creation.  In particular, the older, larger and more established 
parties, experts, and the Assembly Commission should give the views of newer and smaller parties more 
respect and weight than they have done so far. 
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*Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended by the Expert

Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and considering how the principles identified by the

Expert Panel might be weighted to ensure that the Assembly’s electoral arrangements are

appropriate to the Welsh context:

Carmarthenshire County Council is supportive of any change introduced that will enhance democratic 

representation and participation, the question as to what electoral system and boundaries are 

adopted are a matter for Welsh Government and the Assembly Commission. Our only 

observations/concerns would be that there is put in place within adequate timelines an all Wales 

comprehensive engagement package to lessen the confusion to the Welsh Electorate as Welsh Voters 

are already using multiple differing electoral systems. We would also ask that Returning Officers and 

their staff are given adequate time to effectively plan for and resource any electoral change. 

*Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements

and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel:

Carmarthenshire County Council is fully supportive of the Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 

exploring public sentiment. 

*Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the electoral system and

boundary models:

Carmarthenshire County Council does not hold a view on this matter. However, we would like to stress 

our support for keeping local government franchise aligned with Welsh Assembly franchise 

*Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review arrangements for

Assembly electoral areas:

Carmarthenshire County Council fully support the proposal to explore establishing boundary review 

arrangements for Assembly electoral areas.  We understand that this needs to be explored to establish 

the future electoral system for the National Assembly, our only observation is that we would welcome 

the retention of coterminous Westminster and Assembly constituencies as we believe a requirement 

for two completely different sets of constituency boundaries is not ideal for voters. 

Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and Assembly 

Boundaries: 

Carmarthenshire County Council urge the Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform to consider how 

Returning Officers and their staff will be able to effectively plan for and resource any electoral change 

Cyngor Sir Caerfyrddin| Carmarthenshire County Council 
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Response to the National Assembly for Wales consultation on electoral systems 

and boundaries 

Organisation: This response has been prepared and submitted on behalf of the 

Returning Officer/Electoral Registration Officer for Cardiff. 

Contact Details: 

Returning Officer/Electoral Registration Officer (Cardiff) - Paul Orders 

Electoral Services Manager – Rhys George 

Response to the terms of reference 

Examine the recommendations of the Expert Panel on Assembly Electoral Reform 

relating to electoral systems and boundaries, and the principles underpinning 

them, by: 

Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries 

recommended by the Expert Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and 

considering how the principles identified by the Expert Panel might be weighted 

to ensure that the Assembly’s electoral arrangements are appropriate to the 

Welsh context; 

The ERO/RO maintains a neutral stance on this issue but is supportive of the 

joint response provided by the National Association of Electoral Administrators 

and the Wales Branch of the AEA.  

Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly’s current electoral 

arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert 

Panel: 

The ERO/RO maintains a neutral stance on this issue but is supportive of the 

joint response provided by the National Association of Electoral Administrators 

and the Wales Branch of the AEA.  
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Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the 

electoral system and boundary models: 

 

The ERO/RO maintains a neutral stance on this issue but is supportive of the 

joint response provided by the National Association of Electoral Administrators 

and the Wales Branch of the AEA.  

 

Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review 

arrangements for Assembly electoral areas: 

 

The ERO/RO maintains a neutral stance on this issue but is supportive of the 

joint response provided by the National Association of Electoral Administrators 

and the Wales Branch of the AEA.  

 

Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system 

and Assembly boundaries.  

 

The ERO/RO maintains a neutral stance on this issue but is supportive of the 

joint response provided by the National Association of Electoral Administrators 

and the Wales Branch of the AEA.  
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MVM   submission   to   the   consultation   on  
electoral   systems   and   boundaries  
1.1  
Make   Votes   Matter   is   the   cross-party   campaign   for   Proportional  
Representation.   We   believe   that   every   voter   should   be   equal,   every   vote  
should   matter,   and   no-one   should   feel   like   their   vote   is   worth   less   purely  
because   of   where   they   live.   We   believe   that   each   party   should   have   seats   in  
the   Assembly   roughly   in   proportion   to   their   level   of   support   among   the  
people   of   Wales.   These   are   goals   supported   not   just   by   us   but   by   broad  
sections   of   the   public.  

1.2  
It   is   clear   that   the   First   Past   the   Post   voting   system   currently   used   for  
Westminster   and   Welsh   local   councils   does   not   achieve   these   goals.   While  
the   current   way   of   electing   the   Assembly   is   certainly   an   improvement   on  
First   Past   the   Post,   it   could   be   so   much   better.   We   welcome   this  
opportunity   to   respond   to   this   consultation   and   offer   our   thoughts   on   how  
to   make   every   Welsh   vote   matter.  

1.3  
The   key   point   we   wish   to   make   is   that   Wales   should   use   a   voting   system  
which   adheres   to   the   principles   of   the    Good   Systems   Agreement .   Adapted  
for   the   Welsh   Assembly,   these   are:  

● Proportionality :   good   systems   ensure   that   seats   closely   match   votes,
with   representation   in   the   Welsh   Assembly   at   least   as   proportional   as
the   Scottish   Parliament.

● Representation :   good   systems   ensure   Assembly   Members   and   the
Welsh   Government   represent   the   views   of   Welsh   voters.

● Equal   votes :   good   systems   ensure   the   value   of   individual   votes   is   not
distorted   by   factors   such   as   geography,   and   minimise   the   need   for
tactical   voting.

● Local   links :   good   systems   maintain   links   between   Assembly
Members   and   specific   geographic   areas.

● Diversity :   good   systems   encourage   the   election   of   an   Assembly
reflecting   the   population.

● Voter   choice :   good   systems   allow   voters   a   wide   choice   of   parties,   and
allow   voters   to   express   preferences   for   people   rather   than   just
parties.   Any   lists   used   must   be   democratically   determined.
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● Accountability :   good   systems   ensure   Assembly   Members   and
governments   are   accountable   to   the   voters.

● Balance   of   stability   and   flexibility :   good   systems   engender   stable,
flexible   government   that   has   the   ability   to   compromise.

● Sustainability   and   adaptability :   good   systems   are   able   to   respond
and   adapt   to   changing   needs   without   requiring   frequent   or
fundamental   change.

● Voting   simplicity :   good   systems   and   ballot   papers   are   easy   for   voters
to   understand   and   use.

Examining   the   implications   of   the   electoral   systems   and  
boundaries   recommended   by   the   Expert   Panel   for  
democratic   representation   in   Wales,   and   considering  
how   the   principles   identified   by   the   Expert   Panel   might  
be   weighted   to   ensure   that   the   Assembly's   electoral  
arrangements   are   appropriate   to   the   Welsh   context  
2.1  
With   a   view   to   increasing   the   proportionality   of   Assembly   elections,   Make  
Votes   Matter   recommends   putting   special   emphasis   on   the   Expert   Panel's  
first   and   fifth   recommendations.  

2.2  
The   fifth   recommendation   (that   multimember   Assembly   constituencies  
should   return   no   fewer   than   four   and   ideally   no   more   than   six   Members)   is  
important   because   returning   more   Members   per   constituency   is   an  
opportunity   to   increase   the   proportionality   of   Assembly   elections.   In  
general,   the   more   Members   per   constituency,   the   more   proportional   the  
result.   A   system   which   would   otherwise   be   proportional   may   become  
disproportional   if   the   minimum   constituency   size   is   too   small.   Therefore,  
setting   an   adequate   minimum   number   of   Members   per   constituency   is  
important.   However,   we   would   suggest   that   the   minimum   district  
magnitude   is   set   at   five,   in   keeping   with   the   Northern   Ireland   Assembly  
which   has   produced   very   proportional   results   while   maintaining   strong  
local   accountability.  

2.3  
The   first   recommendation   (that   the   number   of   Members   be   increased)   is  
important   not   only   because   it   provides   the   assembly   with   more   capacity,  
but   because   increasing   the   number   of   Members   is   an   opportunity   to  
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increase   the   proportionality   of   the   Assembly   while   improving   the   local   link  
between   Members   and   voters.   An   increase   in   the   total   number   of   Members  
allows   the   return   of   more   Members   per   constituency   without   using   overly  
large   geographical   constituencies,   and   would   make   the   Assembly   better  
represent   Wales.  

Exploring   public   sentiment   and   understanding   of   the  
Assembly's   current   electoral   arrangements   and  
boundaries   and   the   options   recommended   by   the  
Expert   Panel  
3.1  
Studies   show   that   turnout   and   satisfaction   with   democracy   are   both  
higher   under   more   proportional   systems.  
 
3.2  
A    Cambridge   University   report    found   that   2019   had   “the   highest   level   of  
democratic   discontent   on   record”.   It   said:  

A   second   literature   that   is   pertinent   to   explaining   the   trajectory   of  
the   Anglo-Saxon   democracies   suggests   that   satisfaction   with  
democracy   is   lower   in   majoritarian   “winner-takes-all”   systems   than   in  
consensus-based,   proportionally   representative   democracies,   and  
this   could   explain   why   New   Zealand   –   the   lone   member   of   this   group  
with   elections   by   proportional   representation   –   appears   to   have  
avoided   a   trajectory   of   soaring   public   discontent.  
…  
There   are   positive   stories   amongst   our   findings   which   must   not   be  
lost.   Countries   such   as   Switzerland,   Denmark,   Norway   and  
Luxembourg   are   at   all-time   highs   for   contentment   with   their  
democracies,   and   may   have   lessons   to   offer   regarding   the   role   of  
electoral   systems   in   enhancing   democratic   responsiveness   and  
representativeness.   

 
3.3  
The   Expert   Panel   recommends   that   “if   the   Assembly   does   legislate   to   lower  
the   minimum   voting   age   for   Assembly   elections   to   16,   the   Assembly  
Commission   should   work   with   the   Welsh   Government,   the   Electoral  
Commission,   political   parties   and   others   to   support   and   encourage   young  
people   to   exercise   their   right   to   vote”.   Low   levels   of   disproportionality   have  
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been   shown   to   increase   turnout.   When   people   feel   that   their   votes   matter,  1

they   are   more   likely   to   use   them.  
 
3.4  
In   light   of   the   dissatisfaction   with   government   under   non-proportional  
systems   and   the   effect   of   disproportionality   on   turnout,   Make   Votes   Matter  
recommends   increasing   the   proportionality   of   Assembly   elections   as   a  
high   priority.  

Considering   the   implications   for   political   parties   in  
Wales   of   changing   the   electoral   system   and   boundary  
models  
4.1  
Make   Votes   Matter   recommends   a   more   proportional   system,   allowing   all  
major   parties   to   achieve   representation   in   every   community   in   Wales,   and  
giving   smaller   parties   a   fair   hearing.   Non-proportional   voting   systems   often  
artificially   divide   nations   into   areas   that   “always   vote   for   X   party”   and   places  
where   “Y   party   always   wins   here”.   Semi-proportional   systems,   such   as   the  
one   currently   used   for   Assembly   elections,   don’t   adequately   avoid   this  
shortcoming   of   majoritarian   systems.   In   parts   of   the   country   where   a   party  
has   support   from   half   the   voters,   they   might   get   100%   of   the   elected  
representatives,   and   where   they   are   a   significant   minority,   they   often   get  
0%   representation.   This   means   that   their   elected   representatives   will  
disproportionately   come   from   a   narrow   range   of   heartlands.   A   more  
proportional   system   removes   this   lopsided   party   representation.   In   areas  
where   a   party   has   51%   of   the   vote   they   will   get   roughly   51%   of   the   seats   in  
that   area,   and   in   areas   where   parties   have   20%   of   the   vote   they   will   get  
roughly   20%   of   that   region’s   seats.   This   allows   parties   to   better   connect   to  
and   more   fully   represent   all   parts   of   an   entire   nation.  

1"There   is   wide   agreement   among   scholars   that   the   proportionality   of   electoral   systems  
(i.e.,   the   correspondence   they   tend   to   produce   between   party   vote   shares   in   the   electorate  
and   party   seat   shares   in   the   elected   bodies)   is   positively   associated   with   voter  
participation."   Selb,   P.   (2009).   ‘ A   Deeper   Look   at   the   Proportionality-Turnout   Nexus ’.  
Comparative   Political   Studies,   Vol.42(4),   p.527-548  
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Exploring   the   principles   and   practicalities   of  
establishing   boundary   review   arrangements   for  
Assembly   electoral   areas;   considering   the   cost   and  
resource   implications   of   reforming   the   electoral   system  
and   Assembly   boundaries  
5.1  
Make   Votes   Matter   believes   that   an   advantage   of   multi-member  
constituencies   is   that   they   introduce   reapportionment   as   an   alternative   or  
complement   to   boundary   reviews   as   a   method   of   keeping   constituencies  
in   check   with   population   changes.   That   is,   when   the   population   of   an   area  
changes,   instead   of   changing   the   boundaries   of   the   constituency,   it   is  
possible   to   change   the   number   of   Members   per   constituency.   For   example,  
in   Finland,   each   constituency’s   number   of   seats   is   allocated   based   on   the  
population   of   that   constituency   six   months   prior   to   a   general   election.   This  
allows   constituency   boundaries   to   better   represent   natural   communities,  
localities,   and   regions.   These   firmer   constituency   boundaries   could   allow  
elected   representatives   to   develop   firmer   and   more   long-term   links   with  
their   constituents.   Even   very   proportional   systems   do   need   occasional  
boundary   changes,   but   multi-member   constituencies   reduce   the   required  
level   of   changes   and   disruption   in   each   boundary   review.   This   also   saves  
(public)   money.   As   the   Expert   Panel   report   says   “seats   can   be   apportioned  
using   the   Sainte-Laguë   method   based   on   electorate   numbers,   or   taking  
account   of   specific   local   geopolitical   factors”.  
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To:  Dawn Bowden AM, Chair, Committee on Assembly Electoral Reform 

Via email: SeneddReform@assembly.wales 

Dear Dawn 

Inquiry into electoral systems and boundaries 

Thank you for your letter of 8 January 2020 highlighting your inquiry into electoral 
systems and boundaries: invitation to respond to consultation. 

A response from Pembrokeshire County Council is set out below.  We are one of 22 
unitary authorities in Wales and have a population of around 125,000 people.  We 
have used the Terms of Reference to structure our response. 

Examining the implications of the electoral systems and boundaries recommended 
by the Expert Panel for democratic representation in Wales, and considering how the 
principles identified by the Expert Panel might be weighted to ensure that the 
Assembly's electoral arrangements are appropriate to the Welsh context; 

We are supportive in principle of changes that enable the Assembly to more 
accurately reflect the diverse nature of society in Wales.  We consider that whatever 
system is used, it should enjoy the confidence of voters. 

We do not have a fixed view on which electoral system should be used for the 
Assembly, but we note that STV is the preferred system of the Expert Panel and that 
STV could be used by Councils if the provisions of the LGE Bill are enacted (and our 
view on the LGE Bill proposals is that it is not appropriate for local authorities to 
choose their own electoral system).  There appears to be a ‘head of steam’ building 
behind STV as the system of choice for Welsh elections. 

We note that there are a number of practical details to be worked through for STV to 
work effectively and we would urge early engagement with voters as there are a 
number of practical differences to the current systems used including the ability to 
vote for more than one candidate. 

Exploring public sentiment and understanding of the Assembly's current electoral 
arrangements and boundaries and the options recommended by the Expert Panel; 

We are not convinced that the Assembly’s current electoral arrangements are well 
understood.  There will be a need for a considerable amount of engagement on both 
the principles of reform as well as any detailed proposals. 

We agree with the Expert Panel that there is a case for do-coupling the Assembly’s 
constituencies from those used for Westminster elections.  We note that Welsh 
Government is not proposing changes to local government boundaries (though 
accept that these may occur through voluntary mergers) and therefore LA 
boundaries offer a stable and sustainable geography. 

We agree with the Association of Electoral Administrators that early and meaningful 
engagement with their members is necessary. 
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Considering the implications for political parties in Wales of changing the electoral 
system and boundary models; 

We do not have a comment on this area.  However, we consider it is important that 
electors are not left with the perception that changes to the electoral system are 
being driven by their ability to systematically advantage or disadvantage particular 
political parties.  If this were to happen, it risks undermining voters’ confidence. 

We note that adopting a STV system reduces parties’ ability to determine which 
candidate is elected compared with the current system 

Exploring the principles and practicalities of establishing boundary review 
arrangements for Assembly electoral areas; 

We support establishing boundary review arrangements for Assembly electoral 
areas.  

There are challenges to elections not being run on coterminous boundaries and 
boundaries crossing local authorities will increase risk to the successful delivery of a 
poll.  They also risk increasing voter confusion in relation to who is responsible for 
administering their election with different Councils administering different elements of 
the process.   

Considering the cost and resource implications of reforming the electoral system and 
Assembly boundaries. 

Changes to electoral systems and boundaries will increase costs, both in the short 
and longer term.  As such we would seek a commitment from Welsh Government 
and the Assembly to fully fund any new burden/initiative resulting from legislative 
reforms. 
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