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Purpose
1. This paper provides a summary of the issues that have been raised during the 2012 Steering Group elections.  

Urgency
2. A decision is hoped for at the Steering Group meeting in Auckland, since next year’s elections will already be in process by the time of the next face to face meeting in March 2013. 
Access

3. This is an open access paper (there is no objection to people outside the Steering Group seeing it).

Background
4. Elections to the Steering Group are held on a yearly basis, with members elected for three years. Steering Group members can be re-elected for a second term. Election issues are often raised during an election process. Raising these issues during an election cycle is inevitable but also problematic because of the timing. For reasons of procedural fairness it was not possible to make changes to the 2012 election cycle, and the purpose of this paper is to resolve the issues, once discussion has taken place, before the next election cycle (2013). Any decisions taken in Auckland will be applied to future elections/re-elections (including to those current Steering Group members who might consider standing for re-election). It is not suggested that they be retrospectively applied to current members of the Steering Group.
Proposals and discussion
5. The following three issues were raised during the course of the 2012 Steering Group elections:
5.1 Eligibility to stand as Centre Staff representative: According to the current eligibility criteria, the Centre Staff representative position cannot be filled by someone holding the position of Centre or Branch Director, Associate Director, Assistant Director or Deputy Director. Queries have been raised about whether someone whose title is ‘Executive Director’ is eligible to stand for this position.  
DECISION REQUIRED: The Steering Group is asked to decide whether or not anyone with the word ‘Director’ in their title is eligible to stand for the Centre Staff representative position, or whether decisions should be taken on a case by case basis. If the former, this would be easy to apply by checking Archie, but might stop some people from applying who have the ‘Director’ title but who do not carry out the practical tasks of a Director. If it is decided to take such a decision on a case by case basis, a person’s eligibility would need to be decided very quickly, with a robust rationale (which can be developed after this decision has been made), since this information might not be known until after the deadline for nominations.

In relation to this issue, the Centre Directors' Executive has drafted a paper for discussion by the Centre Directors and Centre Staff in Auckland that, in addition to the points made above, includes the proposal to remove the distinction between the Director and non-Director positions. 

5.2 The manager or supervisor relationships between Steering Group members and Co-Chairs: In recent years, there have been a number of occasions on which a manager or supervisor as well as a member of their staff have both been elected to the Steering Group (as either co-members or Co-Chair and member). Concern has been raised that this could bring about (a) potential bias in decision-making, (b) the reduced ability or inclination to voice an opinion contrary to that held by one’s line manager or supervisor, or (c) reluctance to disagree with a member whose line manager is a Co-Chair. 
DECISION REQUIRED: The decision required is whether or not to allow more than one person per entity to be a member of the Steering Group at any one time.
5.3 Being elected or re-elected unopposed: In recent years, it has become increasingly common for Steering Group members (including Co-Chairs) to be either elected or re-elected unopposed. Anecdotal evidence indicates that election in such a case is not necessarily a vote of confidence. 
DECISION REQUIRED: If only one person has been nominated within two weeks of the voting deadline, The Steering Group is asked to decide whether (a) the Electoral Officer should invite the relevant constituents to provide a competing nomination, or (b) should invite them to say (by simply answering ‘yes’ or ‘no’) whether or not they believe the only nominee to be a credible representative of their constituency, either based on their nomination statement or on past performance (in the case of re-election). This would provide credibility to any unopposed nomination. In the case of the second option, if no-one at all bothered to respond, the election would be invalidated, in which case a new election would be held. 
Summary of recommendations
6. It is recommended that the Steering Group should:

6.1
Discuss and decide upon the options given for changes to the election procedure;

6.2
Communicate that decision to entities before the next election round, and again as the elections are announced; and

6.3
Update the description of the electoral process in the Cochrane Policy Manual and on the website to reflect these decisions.

Resource implications
7. The resource implications for the recommendations contained in this paper relate only to the Electoral Officer: there are no resource implications for entities or for the Steering Group.
Impact statement
8. Adopting these recommendations would improve governance, make the electoral procedures more robust, promote confidence in the electoral process, and contribute towards the greater professionalism of the Collaboration. Lack of progress in this area could result in disillusionment and apathy across the Collaboration’s voting public.

Decision required of the Steering Group
9. The Steering Group is asked to consider and give feedback on the contents of this paper. 
Paul Farenden
Interim Executive Director 
Cochrane Operations Unit
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