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Summary

From 7 to 9 March 2013 a non-binding plebiscite Wwealsl in Vienna. Citizens were asked to vote
on four issues: the management of parking spagasssible bid to host the 2028 Olympic Summer
Games; preventing the privatisation of local autlg@ervices; and the continuation of the
renewable energy projects with citizen participatibhe initiators were the government coalition
partners: the SPO and the Greens. 443,781 vot@i%3of the eligible electorate) took part in the
non-binding plebiscite. 97% of the votes were gdosites.

Final results:

1. Management of parking spaces: Option A: 36.52%ijon B: 63.48%
2 Hosting the Olympic Games: YES: 28%; NO: 72%

3. Prevent privatisation: YES: 87.17%; NO: 12.83%

4 Renewable energy projects: YES: 67.06%; NO:82.9

This report analyses the legal basis and the cair$e procedure. The conclusions:

I.  As the decision was non-binding, it offered citigemly the illusion of participation. Voters
were asked to vote on substantive issues, but cmiltde sure that their choices would be
subsequently respected.

II.  The non-binding plebiscite was used by the govenparties as a tool “by the parties for
the parties”. The direct-democratic procedure wseslumerely as a means of mobilising
their own voters.

[ll.  The wording of the questions is suggestive and ptammal. With the exception of the
second question, all the questions are either analetheir wording or manipulative. Whilst
feigning neutrality, their wording conveys to vaténe stances of the government parties -
in some cases, party campaign slogans could evésuhd on the ballot papers.

IV. In addition, the procedure was marked by strikietedts. The period of grace for postal
votes violates fundamental electoral principles emétes an opportunity for manipulation.
It is impossible to understand why the grace pewad not abolished as part of the latest
amendment to the constitution.

V. The issues were subjected to intense discussithreimedia. However, in contrast to the
January 2013 non-binding plebiscite on compulsaiitary service, civil society groups
were not actively involved - an indication of tledative triviality of the issues.

VI.  For the above reasons the whole procedure is estédnfair”. In this case it is not possible
to speak of “direct democracy”, but rather of a deracy “steered” by the government

parties.
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Introduction

Background to the non-binding plebiscite

The vote resulted from a long drawn out debate tincteasing the number of metered short-term
parking spaces. The OVP wanted to launch a nonifigimalebiscite by collecting signatures, but
this was rejected on the grounds that the isst@xes and charges is excluded under the law from
being the subject of a non-binding plebiscite.

However, public pressure caused the governmerniepdd carry out their own vote on the issue -
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using different wording. The parties also addedetother issues: the 2028 Olympic Games,
privatisation, and renewable energy projects.

The coalition parties held the same views on @lilsues, with the exception only of the
management of parking spaces. The choice of isandgheir relevance, led to a fierce debate
between the government and the opposition whichrejasrted on in detail by the media.
Translation: The German word for the procedunigl&sbefragung — which is somehow appropriate
to express the non-binding nature of this decidiothis report it is translated asn-binding
plebiscite to avoid the term referendum. The latter is inappate for this kind of procedure which
is definitely only a "semi direct-democratic” procee - because it is not controlled by the people.
The report will show this.

Background to this report

The European movement for direct democracy has imegrntoring such processes for many years.
The primary focus is on the quality of the proceqdince citizen participation can only reveal its
positive effects if the procedure is well designedevaluating the different categories, attentson
paid to whether the voters were in a position té&eran informed choice, and also whether both

sides of the debate had an equal opportunity to @anajority in the non-binding plebiscite.

In assessing the various points of view, we divittein into four categories:
l. Legal basis

Il. Timescale

[l Financial rules

IV. Campaigning rules

Rating Fair Partially Fair Unfair

\oters were able to
make their choice on YES NO YES NO
a well-informed

basis.

Both sides had equa
opportunities. No YES YES NO NO
partisan influence or
taking of special
advantage was

detected.
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The report is based on the legal provisions, oeridt sites, interviews, other materials, and media
reports.

Most of the research - including evidence fromwilebsites - took place in the week before the non-
binding plebiscite.

The criteria and ratings borrow from work carriad by the Initiative and Referendum Institute
Europe. Democracy International and Mehr Demokitadiee previously published a number of
such reports.

This report is published by Democracy Internaticarad mehr demokratielGsterreich.

) Legal basis

1 Who can launch the non-binding plebiscite - unfair

In Vienna non-binding plebiscites can be initialbgoa decision of the Municipal Council (82
WVBefrG — Law on Non-Binding Plebiscites in Vienr@)by citizens (83 WVBefrG). In the case

of the “Wien wills wissen” (Vienna wants to knowgse, the process was launched by the
government coalition parties, the SPO and Gre&hs. final announcement of the vote is made by
the mayor of Vienna after the application has befecked. The background: in 2012 the OVP
collected more than 150,000 signatures for a votthe issue of an extension of the metered short-
term parking zones. The application was reject@drge of the legal restrictions, which do not
allow referendums on taxes and charges. Howeweprssure of the public debate induced the
government itself to launch a non-binding pleb&sah the issue - though with a differently worded
guestion. At the same time, three other issues a@ded - of which only the issue of whether to bid
for the 2028 Olympics was a matter of dispute. €hveere no current privatisation plans, and there
was no dispute about the extension of the renevaat#egy projects with co-financing by private
citizens. It seems as if the government partiesteehto distract attention from the metered parking
zone issue by adding these extra questions. Rblgaientist Peter Filzmeier spoke of a “clear
political strategy” on the part of the SPO and @sedhe government parties could expect to score
successes for themselves on the less controvasials: privatisation for the SPO and renewable

energy for the Greens.
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2 Type of decision - unfair

The plebiscite is non-binding. As with the nationah-binding plebiscite on compulsory military
service, citizens are asked to express their view particular subject - but they cannot make a
decision that is binding on the government. Aftex vote, the governing parties are not obliged to
respect the outcome of the vote and implement enity decision.

On the other hand, a binding referendum - allowiireycitizens to decide directly - would have
been possible within the framework of the Vienrtg constitution, although according to §112g (1)
of the constitution, the outcome would only be ¢afliat least 50% of the city’s registered voters
had taken part. A participation quorum of this kisdundamentally problematic because it creates a
massive incentive for one side or the other toycaut a boycott: if the boycott works, turnout will
be low and the opposing side will succeed in bllogkhe proposal. The impracticality of the
guorum is shown by the fact that the required pigdtion level has never been achieved in any

Viennese city non-binding plebiscite to date.

3 Special majority requirements - fair

For this procedure there is no special majorityrquo Both supporters and opponents must

canvass votes in the same way.

4 Accuracy of the voter lists - fair
The voter lists for the non-binding plebiscite determined according to the following criteria: all
Viennese citizens possessing Austrian citizenshipf 8 January 2013 and who were at least 16

years old on the last day of the non-binding platesvoting period (9 March 2013) were entitled to

vote.

5 Secrecy of the vote - fair

The principle of voting secrecy is ensured by tht@/sions of Vienna’s municipal electoral rules
(GWO 1996).
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6 Vote counting procedure - partially fair

The counting procedure is governed by paragrapti91of the Law on Non-Binding Plebiscites in
Vienna (WVBefrG). Vote counting begins immediatafier the voting centres close. The
problematic element concerns postal voting, whicfpaverned by 858a of the GWO 1996. The 8-
day grace period set out there for the receipistal votes creates the possibility that votingldou
be manipulated, because it means that votes dhabestiast after the voting booths are closed.
Although the rules specify that voters have toestatwriting that they have cast their vote before
the end of the voting period, there is no way that can be verified. It means, therefore, in retat
to this particular non-binding plebiscite, thahaligh the voting centres closed at 18.00 on 9 March
2013, postal voting would have still been possigeo 14.00 on 18 March. The grace period has
been under fire for a long time. At the nationakle the grace period - which also existed for
regular elections - was abolished before the nodibg plebiscite on conscription. It is difficuti t
understand why it was not also dispensed with enka, especially as the constitution had to be
changed for this vote in any case. This probleniccbave been dealt with at the same time. In

2010, when the Greens were in opposition, they werg critical of the grace period.

7 Possibility to appeal against the procedure and the result - unfair

The option to appeal against the procedure ancethdt is set out in 818a (5) of the Law on Non-
Binding plebiscites in Vienna (WVBefrG). An appeahn only be made against the vote count.
There is disagreement as to whether an appealsagh@madmissibility of the questions and their
wording is permitted at all. But in the current debover this particular decision, it is precisily
wording of the questions that is controversial.tlibavhy we have rated this point as ‘unfair’.
According to the WVBefrG, individual citizens hame possibility of making an appeal. Only
parties with representatives in the municipal cdwran the district offices, members of the
district electoral authorities, and the spokespessmd representatives of an application for the
non-binding plebiscite have the right of appeale Tégal check is the responsibility of the city’s
electoral authority, which is also responsibledorrecting any mistakes.

The Constitutional Court can decide on non-bingilepiscites at the national level. In doing so it

can refer to the decision it made in relation ® tlon-binding plebiscite in Graz:

“Although the quoted laws relate only to direct-ammatic procedures at the national level, a

challenge to initiatives, consultative and othem4hinding plebiscites which have been carried out
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according to national rules is permissible”.
Thus appeals can be submitted against “any unlaagfoct of the procedure”. It is unclear,
however, what are the applicable norms for an dppéhe Viennese city-state. At the federal level,
at least 500 eligible voters must lend their supfman appeal. Whether this ruling could be
transferred to this non-binding plebiscite remanspen question. The appeal rules need to be

made more specific, in order to achieve a legabuse foundation.

8 Opportunity to take part - partially fair

The non-binding plebiscite procedure makes it fmbsdor there to be a high turnout. The package
is sent out to all eligible voters two weeks befihre vote, without anyone having to request it (8 6
WVBefrG). Voting can be done in person, by postatomobile voting centres. The fact that no
separate application for postal voting is requised particularly positive feature.

However, EU citizens living in Vienna were not ébig to take part even if they had the right to
vote at the municipal level and even though in falrlagal terms the vote was at the municipal
level. The official argument is that the EU guidelionly provides for participation at the local
council elections, but not for taking part in otli@mms of participatory democracy such as non-
binding plebiscites and other kinds of direct-deratic instruments. EU citizens are allowed to
sign a declaration of support in advance of the Motit may not take part in the non-binding
plebiscite itself. This conflicts with the idea tiuropean Union citizenship confers basic rights.

9 Fairness of the question - unfair

There were four questions to be voted on. 815-16@iWVBefrG governs the issue of the validity
of the vote. It is not necessary to answer allginestions for the vote to be valid.

The questions:
* 1. How should the parking spaces situation dredquality of life of citizens be
improved?
A) Parking regulations should be introduced fegrg district of Vienna.
B) There should be solutions for individual [sqmdsstricts (taking into account

the interests of the neighbouring districts)

* 2. Should the city make a bid to hold the 2&8nmer Olympics?
* Yes/No

mehrldemokratie 6sterreich | Democracy Internationa 9
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* 3. The local authority operations provide immtt services for the residents of
Vienna. For example water supply, sewage, refofiection,
gas and electricity, hospitals, public housing pablic transport. Are you in
favour of these operations being protected aganatisation?
* Yes/No

* 4. Should the city develop further renewablerggerojects - along the lines of
the “Burgerinnen-Solarkraftwerke” - which wilebmplemented with the financial
participation of the residents?

* Yes/No

There was considerable debate over the wordingeofjtiestions. The questions were submitted on
14 December 2012 by the local councillors ChrisBautsch (SPO), Rudolf Schicker (SPO), David
Ellensohn (Greens) and Dr. Jennifer Kickert (Grgens

The media and political commentators were critafahe questions, especially because of their
suggestive wording. The “vague and confusing wayhich the questions were worded” , as well
as the fact that it was not clear what the outcommsdd be, conflicts with 8112a (5) of the Vienna
City Constitution (WSTV), which states that theigas options must be set out in an unambiguous
way. Wordings such as “protect against privatisgtend “the local authority operations provide][...
important services” convey a clear message whiebgmts the status quo as guaranteeing security
and suggests that the privatisation alternativelgvba risky. This value-laden formulation makes it
more difficult for voters to make a decision basedheir own preferences. In 2000, the Austrian
Constitutional Court issued the following statemientelation to the 1997 non-binding plebiscite in
Graz:

“Institutions of direct democracy in particular ueeg that the substrate of what is presented to the
voters to decide upon should be clear and unambgun order to prevent manipulation and

exclude, as far as possible, misunderstandings”.

Thus the Constitutional Court had already reprineahsuich a procedure. The powers of the Court
do not extend to Vienna’s city constitution, sottitigjudgement is not transferable to this case;
nonetheless, that judgement shows that clear gedtole wording is a prerequisite for reaching a
decision. The second question - about a possilymgit bid - is the only one that meets the
criteria. The other questions are either unintdllgg(question 1), or are manipulative and are dpein
used as a vehicle for conveying the political vieithe government parties (questions 3 and 4).
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In addition to the criticism of the wording, thexee doubts about the admissibility of the question
relating to the management of parking spaces. Alegrto the city’s constitution, non-binding
plebiscites cannot be held on elections to therwgéd the municipality, on municipal taxes, tariffs
matters relating to personnel and the affairs efatithorities, plus measures that would infringe th
basic human and civil rights protected by the atutgin (8112a(2)). For these reasons and in
particular because of the reference to municipagand tariffs, the OVP’s formulation of the
guestion on parking space management was rejdttedllogical, therefore, that the governing
parties’ wording on this issue - and the 2010 nmling plebiscite on the
proposed congestion charge - were permitted. ndimact link between the parking space question
and the topic of charges and tariffs can be estaddi. Comparative political science research shows
that public budgets are in better shape and thagilpeare more likely to pay their taxes honestly if
they are able to take part in the decision-makim@reancial and taxation issues. For this reason,
the ban on charges and tariffs as permissible sdpicnon-binding plebiscites should be lifted.
Moreover, implementation of Option A - the compnesige management of parking spaces for the
entire city - would require an amendment to thestitution, because competence for such matters

rests at the district level.

mehrldemokratie 6sterreich | Democracy Internationa 11



MONITORING REPORT VIENNA MARCH 2013

()  Timing

1 Who decides the date? - fair

The fixed dates - 7-9 March 2013 - were set byMlagor of Vienna, Dr. Michael Haupl, in
accordance with 82 of the Law on Non-Binding Pleiés in Vienna (WVBefrG), based on the
decision by the municipal council of 14 Decembet2€hat the non-binding plebiscite should be
held in March 2013.

2 The chosen date - fair

No other votes of any kind were held in Viennala test of Austria on the non-binding plebiscite
days. Nonetheless, the decision to hold the vatieeabeginning of March required an amendment
to 8112b(2) of the Viennese constitution, which haterto banned non-binding plebiscites from
being held in Vienna within the two months befong aational popular initiative. So the two
months was reduced to one. The Mayor justifieccti@nge on the grounds that there had been an

increase in direct-democratic procedures in regeats.

3 Time between announcement and non-binding plebiscite - fair

The Vienna municipal council decided on 14 Decen2®4r2 to hold the vote. The specific dates
were announced on 10 January 2013. There was thas af 12 weeks between the announcement

and the non-binding plebiscite - an adequate leafytime for a wide-ranging lively debate.

4 Time allowed for voting - fair

Three consecutive weekdays were allowed for vofiing polling stations were open each day for
between 10 and 12 hours. As no non-working dayim@sded, it could be more difficult for those
in work to go in person to one of the polling stas. But this disadvantage was offset by the

availability of postal voting and by the - otherevigroblematic - grace period for postal votes.
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[Il) Financial rules

1 No limits to campaign expenditure, no duty of disclosure - unfair

There is no provision for a duty of disclosureaspect of money spent on campaigning. It is
therefore impossible for citizens to find out whiaincial and other resources the two sides have.
There are also no limits to the amount of money ¢ha be spent. If spending were capped, this

would tend towards greater equality of opportufatythe two sides.

2 Transparency in the use of public money - fair

The city of Vienna is responsible for the managemaed financing of the non-binding plebiscite.
Public money and resources may not be used intsgamway to campaign for the positions of
parties and interest groups. According to Andreagy&, media spokesperson for the Vienna
municipal council, the overall cost to the citytbé procedure was around 6.9 million euros.
Around 3.9 million euros were spent on informaticerad publicity materials, with a further 3
million euros going to administration and otherdynexpenses. No financial or other support was

given to the political parties.

3 Donations and campaign budgets - partially fair

The parties are not obliged to divulge any infoiigragbout their campaign expenditure and
activities. They did, however, respond - with cerlamitations - to a request for information from
Democracy International.

Vienna SPO made use of triangular stands, pos¢afiet distribution and radio adverts in their
campaign. Classic PR methods and social mediaasuElacebook and Twitter were also used. One
week of the campaign was devoted to a specifiateiftomake personal contact with citizens.
According to Claudia Nekvasil-Kelnhofer, head ofdi@ communications and publicity for the
SPO, this was the main focus of the campaign. Tivere other publicity stunts - such as
organising a “public water tasting” event and hotdup banners at busy street intersections when
the lights were on red. The SPO was not prepareéi/tdge how much money it had spent on the
campaign. The number and variety of campaign meashows that the SPO carried out a strong
and broadly-based campaign - from which one maymasshat considerable financial resources
were available to the party.

The Greens were also not prepared to put a figuither expenditure. They stated that they had set
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up a campaign website for the non-binding plelescaken part in panel discussions, and promoted
their campaign in four press conferences. Theydlsmlused press releases, brochure distribution,
informations stands and even a film showing toagebss their message. In addition, the party
organised and arranged a “future conference” ostigect of democracy. According to Gerhard
Ladstéatter, team coordinator and event and projectager in the political communication team of
the Vienna Greens, around 150 people had takennptre conference.

OVP Vienna stated that they had spent around 1@@&06os on their campaign, which was based
on stands in public places, posters at the bugrantdstops, and on advertising in various print
media on 2nd and 3rd March 2013.

FPO Vienna used their own triangular stands andresgd regular information stalls in public
places. In addition, Johann Gudenus, the leadéregbarty’s parliamentary group took part in a
number of discussions on TV and in evening evésording to the party, its budget for the

campaign was 7,200 euros.

V) Campaign Rules

1 Therole of the media - fair

The media reported in an objective and accurateamae Vienna non-binding plebiscite. They
gave space to a variety of opinions and interesdstlaus fulfilled their remit. Citizens interested

the issues were able to form a balanced view o¥dneus positions. It is noteworthy that the

media also expressed criticism of the procedure.

Their critique was directly especially at the waigliof the questions, the grace period for postal
votes, and the issue of the (non-)admissibilitgertain topics. The questions and their background
and implications were dealt with in detail, and lexations given as to the consequences of a ‘yes’
or 'no’ vote. Criticism was directed especiallygaestion 1 on the management of parking spaces,

which the media characterised as “non self-exptagaand “confusing” for voters.

2 The role of the government - unfair

In the final analysis, the non-binding plebiscitasia tool used by the parties for the parties. The
governing parties launched the non-binding pletesand thus made themselves the major actors in
the political debate. They were responsible foraheice of procedure, the selection of issues, and
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the wording of the questions. As a result, theyenezavily criticised.
As already mentioned, the non-binding nature «f ¥ote and the failure to upgrade the procedure
by abolishing the grace period deserve criticigmaddition, the non-binding plebiscite issues have
doubtful relevance and the chosen wording of thestjons is a clear misuse of the non-binding
plebiscite instrument.
By adding other issues to that of how to managkipgspaces, the two governing parties were
able to distract attention from the parking is@rmd those extra issues allowed the coalition partie

to present themselves in a positive light.

SPO:

The SPO conducted a strong campaign for the nadisigmplebiscite. There was a special focus on
question 3 - the issue of privatisation. Througthssiogans as “The SPO protects against
privatisation” and “The SPO protects Vienna’s wittre party injected an emotional element into
the subject, despite that fact that none of thégsain Vienna is proposing or planning the
privatisation of municipal services, nor are thang leanings towards such an idea. The party’s

slogan was reproduced almost word for word on #iltbpaper.

Question 1: The SPQO is in favour of option B. Thetritts should retain their right to decide on the
management of parking spaces. On this issue, thedifers from its coalition partner in
government, the Greens.

Question 2: The SPO is in favour of Vienna makirmdafor the 2028 Summer Olympics.
Question 3: The SPO wishes to prevent the privtatis@f municipal services and thus focuses
heavily on this issue. Its political campaign floe thon-binding plebiscite concentrated on this
guestion.

Question 4: The SPO is in favour of continuing ryieewable energy projects.

GREENS:

Party sources stated that the Greens had refréimi@dmounting a campaign for the non-binding
plebiscite and had carried out no advertising upigjers etc. The aim was to prevent “party
political wrangling”. However, Green members of gevernment did issue recommendations on

the questions.

Question 1: The Greens indicated clearly that these in favour of Option A i.e. for the centralised
management of parking spaces - in particular Cdondfaria Vassilakou, with responsibility for
transport, who made her support for Option A vdeac
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Question 2: The Greens support the plans for am@iky bid.
Question 3: Like the SPO, the Greens wish to prepewatisation of the municipal services. Maria
Vassilakou stated: “Every few years, a new chabketogpublic ownership is made - precisely by
those who want to make a profit out of it. Withstlquestion, the people of Vienna have an
opportunity to bar the door to these highly dangsnalans”.
Question 4: It's very obvious that this questioaysl right into the Greens’ hands. The introduction
of the citizen-backed solar power plants is seem @®at success by the party. No one is arguing

against the continuation of these projects.

3 Information booklet - partially fair

The information campaign for the non-binding pleliescost 3.7 million euros. In addition to
posters and other informational materials - sucth@®nline discussion forum at
www.wienwillswissen.at - a 32-page special boollas printed by the wien.at newspaper and
distributed to every Viennese houshold around atmbefore the vote. The distribution of an
information booklet represented a significant inygnment on the federal non-binding plebiscite on
compulsory military service. However, the objedinof such a booklet’s contents must be ensured.
Viennese lawyer and expert on media law Gerald Ratbhis doubts. The information given in the
booklet could not be rated as neutral. Each questas given a double-page spread, where the
issue was explained and the views of individuakterts were quoted. There was also a double-page
spread for each question which outlined the coresecps of a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ majority vote. The
procedure and all the practical aspects of thebinding plebiscite were explained in detail.
However the pro and contra arguments were not pasiad and contrasted, something that an
official booklet should have done, if voters weawebe fully informed. The focus was on the

procedure rather than on the issues themselves.

4 The role of the non-governmental political parties - fair

OVP:

In 2012, the OVP had collected 150,000 signatuwes hon-binding plebiscite on the parking
management issue. Because their own applicatiomej@sted, they saw the March plebiscite as an
abuse of direct democracy in which the really int@air questions were not on the agenda. OVP
party head for Vienna Manfred Juraczka stated: f@seno real voting choice here. The questions

are only about organisational matters; that's m3t &nd on its campaign posters the OVP carries
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the slogan: “Dear Mr. Mayor, a non-binding plebigdsn’t a joke - but your questions certainly
are”.

Question 1: the OVP called for voters not to answer the qoestibecause it didn’t have anything
to do with the real problem complex. As a resti party’s political campaign was specially
directed against the introduction of the so-cafledrk-Pickerl” (residents’ parking permit).
Question 2: the OVP’s view is that the coalition parties haweclear plan for an Olympic bid and
that there are many unanswered questions on te is8 no voting recommendation was given.
Question 3: Like all the other parties. the OVP is againsvatisation. It stressed the fact that it saw
no danger of privatisation happening, because thev&uld not try to impose it - so there was no
basis for holding a non-binding plebiscite on thbject.

Question 4: The OVP supports the expansion of the renewaldeggrprojects. However, it pointed
to the contradiction inherent in questions 3 anddcause in being based on a form of share
ownership (by citizens), the projects are a forrprofatisation. Anyone voting against privatisation

ought also to vote against the (citizen-owned)rgodaver plants.

FPO:

The FPO considered the non-binding plebiscite ta farce - so it called upon the citizens not to
vote and to tear up their ballot papers. “Whilegleare suffering from record levels of poverty
and unemployment, and are being forced to pay high&rges than ever before, Red-Green [the
government coalition] is asking them questions hH@ate already been answered”. The party
actively campaigned for a boycott using postersiafatmation stalls, describing the non-binding
plebiscite questions as “wishy-washy”. The FPO $aoimitted its own questions for the non-
binding plebiscite, but these were rejected bycihecouncil. Expressing his opinion of the non-
binding plebiscite, the party’s leader at both ovai and Viennese level, Heinz-Christian Strache,
said: “A definite ‘Yes’ to direct democracy as ading popular initiative right; but a definite ‘No’

to the Red-Green parties’ taking the piss out efditizens”.

Question 1: The FPO described the vote options as a choieecket “the plague and cholera” and
therefore called for a complete boycott of the barding plebiscite.

Question 2: The FPO wants to block Vienna’s bid to host th2®20lympic Games, because the bid
itself would cost the taxpayers millions, and thrergual cost if the Games were actually held
would run into the billions. The party also castsibt on the claimed promotional and income
benefits for Vienna.

Question 3: The FPO also opposes a privatisation of the mpaiacervices and sees the question as
a purely alarmist manoeuvre by the governmentgmsiespecially the SPO.
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Question 4: The FPO supports the expansion of the renewaleliggmprojects with public
shareholding; but it wonders why the question Bnelveing asked, since it believes that the
continuation of the scheme was agreed long agisdtshares the OVP’s view that there is a

contradiction inherent in questions 3 and 4.

NEOs:

The NEOs party announced that after the non-bingiebiscite was over it intended to raise an
appeal against the procedure with the ConstitutiGoart. The party was only founded in October
2012 and will contest the federal parliamentargt@as in 2013.

According to party chair Matthias Strolz: “The gtiess are in part illegal, manipulative and
suggestive; in part nonsensical; and in placesnsttational”.

Strolz referred to the judgement by the ConstitdldCourt in 2000 on the non-binding plebiscite

in Graz, when the procedure was declared to bdithvizhe party was hoping to get the same result

for Vienna. The party also planned to protest agjaime non-binding plebiscite using posters.

The Pirate Party:

The party used the occasion of the non-bindingiptite to collect and evaluate questions from
members of the public, using the internet site: wyessereFragen.at. On 7 March, there was also
the opportunity to vote on the submitted questiares polling booth that had been set up on the
Stephansplatz in Vienna. The most popular questamhattracted 93 supporters, and there were

photos of the stunt on Facebook.

Summary of the criteria and ratings

) Legal basis

1 Initiator of the non-binding plebiscite - unfair

2 Type of decision - unfair

3 Special majority requirements - fair

4 Accuracy of the electoral rolls - fair

5 Secrecy of the vote - fair

6 Counting procedure - partially fair

7 Appeal against the procedure and result - unfair
8 Options for participation - partially fair

9 Fairness of the question - unfair
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1)) Timescale
1 Who determines the date - fair
2 The date itself - fair
3 Period between the announcement and the nonAgimdiebiscite - fair

4 Time allowed for voting - fair

11)) Financial rules
1 Lack of limits to expenditure and absence of nadoiy disclosure - unfair
2 Transparency in the use of public funds - fair

3 Donations and campaign budgets - partially fair

V) Campaign rules

1 The role of the media - fair

2 The role of the government - unfair

3 The information booklet - partially fair

4 The role of the non-governmental political partidair
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List of abbreviations

FPO — Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs (FreedonyRd Austria)

Grine — Die Grunen / Die grine Alternative (Part€he Greens / The Green Alternative)
GWO 1996 - Wiener Gemeindewahlordnung 1996 (VieMoaicipal Voting Rules 1996)
NEOs - Neos - Das neue Osterreich (New AustriayPart

OVP — Osterreichische Volkspartei (Austrian PeapRarty)

SPO - Sozialdemokratische Partei Osterreichs (BDeimocratic Party of Austria)

WSTYV - Wiener Stadtverfassung (Constitution of ViarCity)

WVBefrG - Wiener Volksbefragungsgesetz (Law on NBinding Pebiscites in Vienna)
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