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2.
INFORMATION
2.1 The Mayor is elected at the mayor making ceremony that is part of the Annual Council that takes place in May every year. Unless the person who was the Deputy Mayor is, for some reason or another no longer a councillor or no longer wishes to become the Mayor then they are the person nominated to become the Mayor. The Annual meeting also appoints the Deputy Mayor.
 


2.2 However, there is no protocol for deciding how the Deputy Mayor should be selected and the absence of any clear rule can create uncertainty which can lead to a loss of reputation for the Council.



2.3  A question was asked at the Council meeting on the 27th June 2007 about this and the Leader of the Council replied that he would be referring the matter to scrutiny for consideration. With the approval of the Chair of Policy & Improvement it has been agreed that this matter be considered by this committee.



2.4 In essence the first key decision is this: is this a system-based process or a group based process. Having made that decision the second decision is if there is a system to be introduced what should it look like.

2.5 Practically speaking the position of the Mayor can be resolved by the majority group because it is a vote in Council. Members may decide that this is the most appropriate method of making the decision each year. The advantage is that the process is simple and easily understood. The disadvantages are that the honour of being the Mayor might well not be bestowed on members who, through their commitment and/ or long service might be considered to deserve such recognition. It also means that, should there be a change in administration, the position of the Deputy Mayor (and their onward elevation to Mayor) is not guaranteed. All this can bring the mayoralty into disrepute.



2.6 A protocol can be established in a number of ways. One example is a simple points based system: Every year each member has one point allocated to their group. Each year the group with the highest number of accrued points is entitled to nominate the Mayor. When they do they lose 36 points, (or the group from which the Mayor is selected) and then the system repeats itself as per the example below.


EXAMPLE – BASED ON KETTERING AS AT MAY 2007

	
	Conservative
	Labour
	Independent
	Mayor

	Year 1
	+  28
	+   6
	+ 2
	

	TOTAL
	+  28
	+   6
	+ 2
	

	
	-   36
	
	
	Conservative

	Year end total
	-     8
	+   6
	+ 2
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Year 2
	+  28
	+   6
	+ 2
	

	TOTAL
	+  20
	+ 12
	+ 4
	

	
	-   36
	
	
	Conservative

	Year end total
	-   12
	+ 12
	+  4
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Year 3
	+  28
	+   6
	+ 2
	

	TOTAL
	+  12
	+ 18
	+ 6
	

	
	
	-   36
	
	Labour

	Year end total
	+   12
	-  18
	+  6
	


2.7 The advantage is that the system is predictable and changes to reflect the power shifts that occur after Borough elections. It also removes the position of Mayor from the patronage of the largest political group, an approach that could be argued to be beneficial to reputation of the Borough Council and the Mayoralty itself. The main issue for members to consider if this approach finds favour is that the year that the calculation starts materially affects the outcome. Members might consider that it would be appropriate to have a start date of 2007 to reflect the new council of 36 members.



2.8 Another system could be based on the seniority of the member. Attached at Appendix ‘B’ (Page 7) is a breakdown of the number of terms that current members of the Council have served. It also details whether or not they have been Mayor. This addresses some of the concerns that members may have about the other proposed systems and their failure to recognise the commitment or longevity of serving members from outside the largest political groups.



2.9 Members may have alternative systems for how the position can be filled. 


3.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS
3.1 2C, Reputation and public perception and 2D, Enhanced Local Government.
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1.	PURPOSE OF REPORT





	For the committee to consider whether or not it is appropriate to recommend to Council the adoption of a protocol for the selection of the Deputy Mayor and if so to consider how this could be done.





4.	RECOMMENDATION


4.1	Members consider whether or not it is appropriate to recommend to Council the adoption of a protocol for the selection of the Deputy Mayor and if so to consider the protocol that should be recommended for approval.
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