Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Final Report
Volume 3 – Stage 3 Consultation Submissions
December 2019

1

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Stage 3 Consultation Submissions
1.

This Volume contains the material received by the Commission during the Stage 3
Consultation:


Meetings with ICE Boards and Committees

Section A



Submissions from ICE members

Section B



Responses from Specialist Knowledge Societies

Section C

2.

The following table indicates the main common themes that were raised in the Stage 3
consultation.

3.

The table is simply a high-level summary. The Commission reviewed all of the responses
received and took close account of the views expressed in developing this Final Report.
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Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Key Theme

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
1. Top-Level Governance Structure

3

1.

Support IF1 – compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory Council

TB, Counc,
IC, EE, SEE,
NI, NW, SW,
Wales, WM,
GSNet-NW

2.

Support a larger, representative Trustee Council

3.

The previous governance system worked well for many decades – ie a larger
trustee board (as Council) with an Executive.

4.

Agree compact TB but no need for an advisory Council

#27

5.

It would be better to describe the Trustee Board as the Governance Board,
as this better reflects its responsibilities

#34

6.

Council should decide what is to be ICE policy and the Trustee (Executive)
Board should carry it out

#9

7.

The Trustee Board should be responsible for the corporate legal, financial
and strategic management of the Institution. The Council should be
responsible for overseeing the integrity, regulation and development of the
civil engineering profession

#28 #78

Scot

#4 #5 #13 #17 #22 #23 #24
#25 #29 #32 #33 #34 #35 #37
#38 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46 #47
#50 #51 #52 #53 #56 #58 #59
#67 #68 #70 #71 #73 #74 #75
#76 #77 #79 #80 #82 #83 #84
#85 #89 #90 #91 #92
#7 #39 #49 #54 #61 #63 #66
#88, #94
#49 #61

BDS

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Key Theme

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
8.

Council should decide what is to be ICE policy and the Trustee (Executive)
Board should carry it out

#9

2. Composition and Balance of the Trustee Board

4

9.

Support IF2 – majority of TB should be elected giving a TB of 12 or 13 with
quorum of at least 7

TB, Counc,
EE, SEE, IC,
NI, NW,
Scot, SW,
Wales, WM

#4 #5 #9 #13 #17 #22 #23
#25 #28 #32 #33 #35 #37 #38
#40 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46 #48
#50 #51 #52 #53 #59 #62 #67
#68 #70 #71 #73 #74 #75 #76
#77 #78 #79 #80 #82 #83 #84
#87 #89 #90 #91
#9 #17 #43 #44 #53 #56 #76
#82 #85 #93

10.

Importance of ensuring a diverse range of skills and experience on the
Trustee Board

11.

Disagree that Trustee Board members need to have particular skills,
experience etc

12.

There should be an odd number of Trustees

13.

TB attendance by video link should be permitted

#75

14.

The elected members should comprise at least 75% of the composition of
the board - larger board would facilitate this

#49 #60

15.

All Trustee Board members should be professionally qualified

#50

16.

The quorum should include either the President or one of the three
Succeeding Vice Presidents

#32

17.

The quorum should be at least seven, of which the majority must be elected
members

#40 #78

BDS

#47 #59
SEE

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Key Theme

5

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#77

18.

The quorum should be 10

19.

Proposed size of TB is too large. The size should be determined by the
workload of the Board and not to accommodate the Presidential team and a
majority of elected members

#27

20.

Proposed size of TB could increase to, say, 16

#60 #92

21.

Replace nominated trustees with additional, directly elected members

#7 #29 #49 #59 #78 #87

22.

Up to 1/3 of the trustees should be made up on non-members to achieve the
balance of skills and diversity

#85

23.

All trustees should be elected by the ICE voting membership with no exofficio trustees

#27 #54 #59 #87

24.

Learned Societies (Specialist Knowledge Societies) should have
representation on the Trustee Board

#58

25.

Support IF3 – all trustees should have equal levels of responsibility

26.

Not necessary for every trustee to hold a portfolio

27.

Support IF4 – one trustee plus (exceptionally) a second to be nominated

TB, Counc,
Scot, IC,
GSNet

#4 #5 #17 #22 #23 #27 #28
#32 #33 #35 #37 #38 #40 #42
#48 #50 #51 #52 #53 #56 #57
#58 #60 #67 #71 #73 #78 #79
#82 #83 #87 #90
#32 #38 #58 #78 #85

TB, Counc

#4 #5 #17 #22 #23 #32 #35
#37 #38 #42 #51 #52 #53 #57
#58 #67 #71 #73 #82 #83 #90
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Key Theme

28.

A second NomCo nominated member may not be necessary. TB should be
able to co-opt any other person to fill any skills or speciality gap or
unplanned vacancy. If necessary, the second member could be an adviser
(#50, #78).

29.

Concern about appointing a TB member who is not an ICE member

Boards &
Committees

Scot

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#33 #50 #75 #78

#52

3. Method of Election to the Trustee Board

6

30.

IF5: support Option B - election by ICE members from a focussed candidate
list

Counc, SEE

#3 #8 #9 #14 #20 #25 #38
#43 #44 #62 #90

31.

IF5: support Option C – election of Council members by Council

32.

IF5: support Option D – combination of B & C

Scot,
GSNet-NI,
TB, Counc,
EE, SEE, NI,
NW, SW,
WM,
GSNet-NW

33.

Support Option A – election by ICE members from an open candidate list

34.

In Option D, the number of trustees elected by the Council should be less
than the number elected by ICE members in a focussed election.

#17 #28 #29 #37 #48 #50 #52
#53 #54 #65 #67 #72 #74 #79
#4 #5 #13 #17 #22 #23 #24
#31 #32 #35 #36 #41 #42 #43
#45 #46 #51 #56 #58 #68 #70
#71 #74 #75 #76 #80 #82 #83
#84 #85 #89 #91
#7 #15 #16 #39 #40 #47 #49
#78 #86 #87 #88
#42 #89

35.

In Option D, if there are insufficient candidates from Council, the number
should be made up from Option B

#56

36.

Suggest election by members with the benefit of advice (not direction) as to
what skills and experience are required

#57

Counc, EE

BDS
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Key Theme

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#57 #85

37.

Suggest members of the Trustee Board are elected by Council from a short
list prepared by NomCo including persons who are not members of Council

38.

Prefer to see a combination of Option A and Option C

39.

Prefer to see 4 openly elected by membership, 4 elected from Council by
Council and 4 selected from a focused list by members.

#60

40.

Any Trustee should have a minimum experience of being a member of
Council, say 2 years, which means he/she fully understands ICE, therefore
support Option C

#38

41.

In Option C, a Council member should not be able to vote for themselves if
they are a candidate for election by Council to the Trustee Board.

#33

42.

Recommend an election by ICE voting members of candidates nominated by
NomCo together with open nominations by the general membership (with a
significant number of seconders)

#27

43.

Recommend that Council elects 4 candidates who meet the skills profile
(determined by NomCo). The ICE voting members then vote to elect the
required number of trustees

#37

IC

#33 #77 #78

4. Nomination Committee
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44.

Support IF6 – composition of NomCo

TB, Counc,
EE, SEE, NI,
Wales, WM,
GSNet

45.

NomCo should include an external member

EE

#4 #5 #13 #17 #23 #27 #32
#33 #35 #37 #38 #40 #43 #51
#52 #53 #56 #58 #60 #62 #67
#68 #71 #73 #74 #75 #78 #79
#82 #83 #84 #89 #90 #91
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Key Theme

8

Boards &
Committees

SW

Submissions by Members

(for key see end of table)
#93

46.

NomCo should include a member with special responsibility for diversity and
inclusion to facilitate the appointment of appropriately diverse range of
people

47.

NomCo should comprise the President, the three succeeding VPs, and five
elected members of Council

#50

48.

NomCo should comprise the Chair (Past- President), President and Senior
Vice President, GSNet nominee, and at least four and no more than eight
other members of the Council, elected by the Council.

#54 #78 #94

49.

NomCo structure should reflect the ICE structure (graduates, Technicians
etc)

EE

#7

50.

Council should elect all NomCo members (apart from Past President,
President, SVP)

Scot

#7 #28 #78

51.

NomCo should be independent of Trustees and Council

#87

52.

Graduate and Student members should not have a vote on NomCo

#31 #50

53.

An alternative approach to NomCo would be for a small Secretariat to collate
candidates for decisions by the respective Chairs of Council and the Trustee
Board.

#42

54.

No need for a NomCo

#49

55.

Support IF7 – NomCo processes

TB, Counc,
SEE, SW,
WM, NI

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

#4 #5 #13 #17 #23 #25 #27
#28 #29 #32 #35 #37 #38 #40
#46 #51 #52 #53 #56 #57 #58
#60 #62 #67 #68 #71 #73 #74
#75 #79 #82 #83 #89 #90
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Key Theme

56.

NomCo should explain what efforts were made to broaden the pool of
candidates.

57.

NomCo’s recommendation for succeeding Vice Presidents should go first to
Council for approval, and then to the Trustee Board for information

58.

Support IF8 – Nomination of Chair of Disciplinary Board and Professional
Conduct Panel

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#11
#78
TB, Counc,
NI

#4 #5 #17 #23 #27 #28 #32
#35 #37 #38 #40 #50 #51 #52
#53 #56 #68 #71 #73 #78 #79
#82 #83 #90
#4 #5 #7 #13 #17 #35 #36
#38 #41 #42 #43 #44 #48 #49
#51 #53 #54 #56 #62 #67 #70
#74 #76 #79 #80 #82 #83 #89
#90 #91 #94
#11 #15 #22 #31 #50 #62 #81
#84 #92
#9 #15 #16 #23 #25 #28 #32
#33 #40 #46 #52 #58 #60 #65
#68 #71 #75 #77 #78 #85
#51

5. Chairing the Trustee Board and Council

9

59.

IF9: support Option A – President chairs both TB and Council

TB, Counc,
NI, Scot,
WM,
GSNet-NW

60.

IF9: support Option B – President chairs TB but not Council

61.

IF9: support Option C – President chairs Council but not TB

Counc, EE,
Wales, WM
Counc, SEE,
IC

62.

In Option A Council should have a Vice Chair in the event of concerns about
a possible conflict of interest

63.

Chairs of TB and Council should be elected by the members of the respective
bodies

#14 #27

64.

The President should not be ex-officio a member of the Board or of the
Council

#27

BDS

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Key Theme

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
6. President and Vice Presidents
65.

Support IF10 – revisions to President’s ToR

66.

President’s ToR need to be completely revised keeping in mind the
difference between leadership and management

67.

Is the President an active member of the Trustee Board, or actually the
figurehead of the Institution?

#47

68.

The succeeding Vice Presidents (and hence the President) should be elected
by the voting members

#45a

69.

A three-year lead-in to President is too demanding in today’s work
environment

#47

70.

Vice President or President should clearly have demonstrated a significant
contribution to the Institution before being considered for such a prestigious
and important role

#49

71.

IF11 – only succeeding VPs to have the title Vice President, others called
trustees

72.

IF11 – all members of TB to have title Vice-President

10

TB, Counc

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, Scot,
SW, Wales,
WM

#4 #5 #17 #23 #28 #32 #33
#35 #37 #38 #40 #42 #49 #50
#51 #52 #53 #56 #57 #58 #67
#71 #73 #82 #83 #87 #90
#27

#4 #5 #9 #13 #14 #23 #27
#29 #31 #32 #33 #35 #40 #41
#42 #43 #44 #48 #50 #51 #53
#54 #55 #58 #60 #62 #68 #70
#71 #75 #79 #80 #82 #84 #85
#89 #90 #91
#46 #52 #67 #74

BDS
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Key Theme

73.

There may be advantage in having some VPs in addition to the succeeding
VPs

74.

Recommend a maximum of 4 Vice Presidents on the Trustee Board. There
might be one additional (light duties) VP who is not a Trustee

75.

All trustees should be titled “Trustee” and the Chair should be “Chair of the
Trustees”. The fact that some hold trustee status by right of ex officio is not
relevant

76.

The Board is not limited to matters of trust or finance, but to governing the
wide range of ICE activities. They should be Members of the Governance
Board rather than Trustees.

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#17 #38
#49
EE, SEE,
WM

#25 #28 #51 #58 #75

#34

7. Strengthening the Role of Council
77.

Support IF12 – means of strengthening Council

78.

The Senior Vice President should be the Vice-Chair of the Council

79.

The Trustees should not be able to refuse to accept a decision of the Council
/ Council should be able to veto a TB decision

80.

‘ICE Thinks’ should report to the LSC and therefore to Council

81.

The Trustee Board should be accountable to the Council

11

TB, Counc,
EE, SEE, NI,
NW, SW,
Wales, WM,
GSNet-NW,
IC, LSC, PVC

#4 #5 #7 #9 #11 #13 #16 #17
#22 #23 #27 #28 #32 #35 #37
#38 #40 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46
#48 #50 #52 #53 #54 #56 #58
#60 #62 #67 #68 #71 #73 #74
#75 #76 #77 #80 #82 #83 #85
#89 #90
#38 #89

BHA

#29 #40 #51 #87
LSC
#47 #70 #71
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Key Theme

82.

Support IF13 – ethics

83.

The trustee with responsibility for Ethics and Professional Conduct should
also be a member of Council

Boards &
Committees

TB, Counc

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#4 #5 #17 #23 #27 #28 #32
#33 #35 #37 #38 #40 #41 #42
#43 #44 #50 #52 #53 #56 #57
#58 #67 #68 #71 #73 #76 #77
#78 #82 #90
#28

8. Transparency and Engagement
84.

Support IF14 – improved transparency

85.

Council meetings to be live-streamed on internet with facility for feedback
from members

86.

Council and TB minutes to be published quickly, and easily found on the ICE
website

#43 #55

87.

Care needed in publishing TB minutes – could lead to less frank discussion or
anodyne minutes

#70 #75
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TB, Counc,
EE, NI, Scot,
SW, Wales,
WM

#4 #5 #7 #8 #11 #13 #17 #23
#25 #27 #28 #29 #32 #33 #35
#37 #38 #40 #41 #42 #43 #44
#47 #49 #50 #51 #52 #53 #54
#56 #57 #58 #60 #62 #67 #68
#70 #71 #73 #74 #75 #76 #77
#78 #79 #82 #83 #84 #85 #86
#87 #90 #91
#11

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
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Key Theme

88.

Support IF15 – TB to initiate programme of engagement, esp with aspiring
members

89.

The above proposal would also be relevant to TB engagement with Specialist
Knowledge Societies

90.

The above proposal would be more appropriate to the Council.

91.

Support IF16 – improved engagement of ICE members in ballots and
elections

92.

Publish lively and informative reports of TB and Council meetings written by
an independent professional reporter

93.

Compulsory Voting in ICE elections and ballots (perhaps linked to CPD or
Membership Renewal)

94.

Candidate names should be randomised in the online election voting page
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Boards &
Committees

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, Scot,
SEE, SW,
Wales, WM

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#4 #5 #7 #11 #13 #17 #23
#27 #28 #29 #32 #33 #35 #37
#38 #40 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46
#47 #49 #50 #51 #52 #53 #54
#56 #57 #58 #60 #62 #67 #68
#70 #71 #73 #74 #75 #76 #77
#78 #79 #82 #83 #84 #85 #90
#91
#58
#25

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, Scot,
SEE, SW,
Wales, WM

#2, #4 #5 #7 #9 #13 #17 #18
#23 #26 #27 #28 #29 #32 #33
#35 #37 #38 #40 #42 #43 #44
#46 #47 #51 #52 #53 #54 #56
#57 #58 #60 #62 #67 #68 #70
#71 #73 #74 #75 #76 #77 #78
#79 #82 #83 #84 #85 #87 #89
#90 #91
#25

SEE

#6 #33 #60
#11
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Key Theme

95.

Better information on candidates, with election statements perhaps
accompanied by a 60 to 90 second video

96.

Candidates should be required to attend election hustings with online video
of proceedings

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

(for key see end of table)
#11 #26
#11

9. Special General Meetings
97.

Support IF 17 – no change to number of requisitioners

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, SEE,
SW, Wales,
WM

98.

Support IF18 – non-voting members may make an oral contribution

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, SEE,
SW, Wales,
WM

99.

Only Voting Members should be able to speak and influence decisions at the
meeting

100. The

Chair should have the discretion to allow contributions from non-Voting
Members if time permits
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#4 #5 #7 #17 #23 #25 #27
#28 #29 #32 #33 #35 #37 #38
#40 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46 #50
#51 #52 #53 #54 #56 #57 #58
#60 #62 #67 #68 #71 #73 #74
#75 #77 #79 #82 #83 #84 #87
#89 #90 #91
#4 #5 #7 #17 #23 #25 #27
#28 #29 #32 #33 #35 #37 #38
#40 #41 #43 #44 #46 #50 #52
#53 #56 #57 #58 #60 #62 #67
#68 #71 #73 #74 #75 #77 #78
#79 #82 #83 #84 #87 #90 #91
#42 #62
#51
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Key Theme

101. Support

Boards &
Committees

IF19 – permit electronic voting

102. SGM

should be streamlined online, and electronic voting permitted up to end
of meeting – some feel electronic voting should only be allowed for those
who have watched the SGM

TB, Counc,
EE, NI, Scot,
SEE, SW,
Wales, WM

SEE, WM

Submissions by Members

(for key see end of table)
#4 #5 #7 #13 #15 #17 #22
#25 #28 #29 #32 #33 #35 #37
#38 #40 #41 #42 #43 #44 #46
#50 #51 #52 #53 #54 #56 #57
#58 #60 #62 #67 #68 #70 #71
#73 #75 #76 #77 #78 #79 #80
#82 #83 #84 #89 #90 #91
#11 #27 #46 #47 #53 #74

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies
BHA

Other Issues
103. Commend

report for its clarity, analysis and thorough examination of the key

issues

104. The

Institution should not be described as a charity, but as a membership
organisation registered under the 2011 Charities Act because of its charitable
purpose of providing public benefit by the advancement of education.

TB, Counc,
EE, NW

Scot

105. ICE

should exist partly for the benefit of the members as well as for the
public good

106. ICE
107. The

15

#8 #40 #54 #78 #85

should be run by the members for the benefit of the members

right of Regions to have elected Council Members has been removed
from the By-Laws and should be reinstated

#4 #5 #9 #11 #12 #15 #17
#19 #27 #28 #33 #34 #35 #36
#38 #44 #48 #50 #51 #53 #54
#56 #58 #67 #68 #72 #82 #83
#85 #91
#39 #59 #78

#69
Scot

#54 #94
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Key Theme

Boards &
Committees

Submissions by Members

108. The

(for key see end of table)
#27

109. Proactive

#9

Commission has interpreted its ToR too narrowly. There are other
possibilities [for top level-governance]. More needs to be done than is now
proposed to unscramble/demerge these old arrangements
consultation is more valuable and reliable in determining members
feelings - Commission has made a good effort in this respect.

110. Importance

of acting on the concepts and recommendations in the Report

#6

111. Suggestions

for the style and content of the Final Report

#12 #21

112. The

Report should contain some diagrams to represent the ICE’s emerging
business model simply and effectively

Specialist
Knowledge
Societies

#64

Out of Scope
113. Graduate

Members should have voting rights in ballots and elections,
particularly in relation to their Regional Council Members and General
Council Members.

election procedure for Technician and Incorporated Engineer members
of Council

GSNet,
GSNet-NI,
GSNet-NW

#85

114. The

#1

115. Members

#3

116. The

#39

exploited by having to pay for conferences, technical papers and
other services

Commission’s ToR should have included an examination of the
processes and reasons for the change in the governance in 2018

117. The

Institution should be a ‘Learned Society’ rather than a ‘Learning Society’

#33 #49

For Key see overleaf
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Key:
Boards and Committees
TB
Counc
GSNet
GSNet-NI
GSNet-NW
LSC
IC
PVC
UKRAC
EE
NE
NI
NW
Scot
SEE
SW
Wales
WM

ICE Trustee Board
ICE Council (there was a range of opinion in relation to IF5 and IF9 and this is reflected in the table above)
Graduates and Students Network and Graduates on Council
GSNet Northern Ireland
GSNet North West
Learning Society Committee
International Committee
Public Voice Committee
UK Regional Affairs Committee (and separate submissions from the following Regions)
ICE East of England
ICE North East
ICE Northern Ireland
ICE North West
ICE Scotland
ICE South East England
ICE South West
ICE Wales Cymru
ICE West Midlands

Specialist Knowledge Societies
BDS
BHA

17

British Dam Society
British Hydrological Association

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
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Volume 3 – Section A
Reports from ICE Boards and Committees
The submissions that follow are the views of the ICE Boards and Committees which submitted them.
They do not necessarily represent the views of the Presidential Commission into ICE Governance.
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TRUSTEE BOARD
Consultation with Trustee Board – 23 July 2019
Representatives of the Commission met the Trustee Board to present a pre-publication copy of the
Interim Report and to discuss the issues raised in the nine Focus Areas of the Consultation Pack.
Commission members present were David Orr, Jean Venables, Kris Barnett, David Porter, and Paul
Sheffield (who is also a member of the TB) as well as D’Arcy Myers (the Commission’s Executive
Secretary).
The TB had spent some time in advance of the session discussing the Interim Report and, in
particular the Focus Areas in the Consultation Pack. David Orr introduced the Interim Report and
Consultation Pack using PowerPoint slides.
In general, the TB commended the Commission for consulting widely, undertaking a comprehensive
analysis of the key issues and presenting its interim findings so clearly and in an easily accessible
style. One member said it clearly draws out the different roles and responsibilities of TB and
Council.
On Focus Area 1 the TB welcomed the first-principles approach taken by the Commission to the
ICE’s top-level governance structure. The TB strongly endorsed Interim Finding (IF) 1 that the
structure should comprise a compact TB with a larger, mainly advisory Council.
The TB also endorsed IF2, IF3 and IF3 in Focus Area 2, agreeing the proposed configuration of 12
members, the principle that a majority of TB members should be elected by the ICE membership,
that exceptionally there should be two nominated members (to fill a skills gap and provide diversity
of thought), and that all TB members should have equal responsibilities. The TB agreed with the
recommendation of a quorum of 7, with one member saying this could be facilitated by online
attendance.
In relation to Focus Area 3 (IF5) the TB was clear on the need to assemble a TB with the required
skills, experience and particularly diversity of thought. A majority of TB members believed that the
seven elected members should be elected using Option D; ie a combination of Option B and Option
C. One member preferred Option B (focussed election by ICE members of applicants who meet the
skills requirements) saying it was a purer form of election, but he recognised that it would reduce
the influence of Council. TB generally felt that Option C (election of Council members by the
Council) might not have a sufficiently large pool to fill the skill requirements of seven TB places.
The TB agreed that Option A is a non-starter because it cannot fulfil the key requirement of
establishing a TB with the required skills profile.
On Focus Area 5 and IF9, the TB was clear in its preference for Option A (President chairs both TB
and Council) and gave detailed reasons for its choice:


if President is to lead the Institution, he/she must Chair the TB;



the Council would be diminished if not chaired by President;



President must be the leader of governance (TB) and the leader of members (represented by
Council);
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ways can be found of managing any conflict of interest;



three-year lead in will allow any issues to be ironed out;



TB members will keep any ‘difficult’ President in check; and



if there was an independent Chair and a poor relationship developed between Chair and
President it would make it difficult for the Executive team.

On Focus Area 6 and IF 10 (VPs) the TB had a clear preference that VPs will only be the succeeding
VPs. The President said that the duty of all TB members is to be a trustee first and foremost - some
will also happen to be a succeeding VP.
There was general support for all the other Focus Areas / Interim Findings.
The President noted section 7.9 of the Interim Report, Volume 1 on voting rights for graduates. He
accepted this was outside the Commission’s ToR, but signalled the matter should be considered
after the current review concludes.
Report by David Orr
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ICE COUNCIL
Consultation with ICE Council – 23 July 2019
Representatives of the Commission met the Council to present a pre-publication copy of the Interim
Report and to discuss the issues raised in the nine Focus Areas of the Consultation Pack.
Commission members present were David Orr, Jean Venables, Kris Barnett, Claire Oliver, David
Porter, and Paul Sheffield (who is also a member of the TB) as well as D’Arcy Myers (the
Commission’s Executive Secretary).
In a plenary session, David Orr introduced the Interim Report and Consultation Pack using
PowerPoint slides which had been distributed in advance.
The Council then divided into six groups to discuss the issues raised, with each group facilitated by
a Commission member.
In general, the Council complimented the Commission on the Interim Report, saying it was wellreceived and comprehensively addresses the key issues, clearly setting out the analysis and the
rationale for the interim findings.
There was a range of views expressed by Council members, but the reports from the group
discussions may be summarised as follows:
Focus Area 1:
There was clear support for IF1 (top-level governance structure comprising a compact TB and a
larger, mainly advisory Council). Council members welcomed the first-principles approach to this
issue and felt it had been considered in a measured and balanced way.
Focus Area 2:
There was also strong support for IF2, that a majority of TB members should be elected. It was
noted by one group that, while the normal configuration of 12 TB members provides 58% elected, if
there is an additional nominated member to fill a skills gap the proportion of elected members falls
to 54%. There was also general agreement for a quorum of seven, but one group noted that, even
so, it is possible that there may be more nominated members actually at the meeting than elected
members.
Focus Area 3:
There was a range of opinion on the best method of electing trustees with some Council members
preferring Option B (focussed election by ICE members of applicants who meet the skills
requirements), and others supporting Option D (a combination of Options B and C).
One group thought that, in option D, the number of seats elected from Council by the Council
should be reduced from the notional 4 in the Interim Report perhaps to 2.
There was relatively little support for Option C (where all seven elected members would be drawn
from the Council, elected by Council members).
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And there was general agreement that Option A (open election) would not fulfil the requirement of
ensuring a TB with the appropriate range of skills.
One group felt it is important to stress that only two trustees will be elected each year (perhaps 3 in
some years).
Focus Area 5
There was a range of views expressed on IF9 covering all three options proposed by the
Commission for chairing the TB and Council. While some members believed that the President
should chair both the Trustee Board and Council and that any conflict of interest could be managed,
there was also considerable support for the opposing view that it would be beneficial to separate
the roles. The view was expressed that it is important for the President to chair the Council as
otherwise it would give the perception that Council has been downgraded.
Focus Area 6
There was general agreement on IF11 that only the succeeding VPs should be referred to as VPs,
with other TB members having the title ‘Trustee’. The weight of opinion was that to have 11 or 12
Vice Presidents would be excessive.
Focus Area 8
There was general support for Section 12 of the Interim Report on Transparency and Engagement.
One group suggested that the AGM should be streamed online to improve transparency.
In general, Council members supported all the other Interim Findings.
Council members were keen to ensure there would be good communication of the Interim Report
and the invitation to the membership to provide feedback. While it is important to take such views
into account, some Council members stressed the point that it is not a vote, and it is up to the
Commission to make the final recommendations having considered the responses.

Report by David Orr
(with thanks to the Commission members who acted as rapporteurs)
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UKRAC
[This is the report arising from discussion of the Interim Report at the UKRAC meeting on 11
October 2019.
UK Regions had discussed the Interim Report at workshops within the various regions, and the
regional reports are appended to the UKRAC report.
The Commission had offered to send representatives to each regional workshop and this offer was
taken up by 9 of the 12 UK regions.]

UK Regional Affairs Committee and GSNet Meeting
Consultation Notes – Interim Report into Governance
Prepared by Claire Oliver
On Friday 11 October 2019, Simone Bertram, David Porter and myself, Claire Oliver, held a consultation
workshop at the UK Regional Affairs Committee and the GS Net group at One Great George Street. This was
an hour and a half session, hosted as part of the quarterly UKRAC meeting. UKRAC attendees include the
regional Council members, the Chair or Vice Chair from each region, as well as the VP UK Regions (Emer
Murnaghan) and the ICE regional directors. Graduate council members and graduates and students
representing GSNet were at the meeting.
The consultation pack detailing the interim report was presented, and the discussion was centred around the
focus areas and interim findings. Most of the regions had previously sent in their regional reports to the
Presidential Commission email address, and the consultation at the combined UKRAC and GSNet meeting
was an opportunity for discussion.
Focus Area 1 – Top Level Governance Structure
Interim Finding 1 – Commission recommends that ICE’s top-level governance structures should comprise a
compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is subject to considering the balance of
the Trustee Board, the method of appointing its members & other matters discussed later in the Interim
Report.
Focus Area 2 – Balance of the Trustee Board
Interim Finding 2 - Commission recommends the key principle that a majority of Trustee Board members
should be elected by the ICE membership (subject to further consideration as to the method of election in
section 7) giving the configuration of 12 or 13 members shown aside, with a quorum of at least 7. Note that
there is a measure to ensure that the balance of the Trustee Board is fair.
Focus Area 3 – Method of Election to the Trustee Board
Interim Finding 5 - Commission seeks further views on which option to elect 7 members to the Trustee Board
(normally 2 per year, sometimes 3):
Option B focused election by members
Option C focused election from Council
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Option D combination of B & C
Commission leaning towards Option D but is keen to know which this audience prefers and why?
The above 3 focus areas were discussed as one group.
East Midlands agreed with compact structure but they don’t think 12 is enough. 7 elected are fine but the VP
should still be on there and the number should be 16. On interim finding 5, they believe it should be C.
SE England totally agrees with 1st recommendation. With the 2nd one there should always be an odd
number on the Trustee Board. DP commented that, during discussions, there may be differences of opinion
but the members of the Trustee Board are all responsible for decisions taken.
On Interim finding 5, SEE chose Option B or D.
Yorkshire & Humberside thinks there’s an ambivalence about the whole process but they want something
fair and open whatever the choice that’s made.
Wales were going for Option D but they discussed the clarity of what’s expected from a Trustee – people
need to know what they’re getting themselves into.
East of England in the end gave limited support for Option D.
Scotland looked at this and Option C was preferred.
West Midlands gave their general agreement to findings 1 and 2. Then Option D or an amalgam.
GSNet North West in support of Option D but switch between 2 and 5.
North East doesn’t have a Regional view but they haven’t heard anything they disagrees with and has a
preference for Option D and a bias towards a wider membership.
Focus Area 4 – Nominations Committee
Interim Finding 7 – Commission recommends that NomCo identifies a role specification and demonstrates to
Trustee Board and Council how the nominee meets the required characteristics.
Also published a summary of the process in a NomCo Annual Report, while respecting the confidentiality of
the nominations process.
CO spoke about the Nomination Committee (NomCo). They have heard some interesting claims against the
NomCo but actually they nominate Presidents, Vice-Presidents and nominated Trustees for endorsement by
the Trustee Board & approved by Council. Commission recommends a NomCo of 8 to 12 members.
West Midlands would put in a recommendation for more than 1 aspiring member – possible 2, 3 or 4.
Suggestion from Yorkshire & Humber that NomCo composition should reflect all grades of membership i.e.
more than 1 aspiring member.
North East echo the previous views - the G&S are the future of the Institution and they should have the
opportunity to become involved in NomCo or any committee that’s of interest to them. We talk about
inclusivity and this is a case in point. We must embrace change or risk losing members both present and
future.
South West recommend that there should be a D&I representative and yes to an aspiring member being
included.
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Wales thinks it’s useful but the world can be very London centric. Does that discriminate against people in
the regions?
Emer (VP UK Regions) commented that NomCo doesn’t report the findings but they are open and
transparent. The majority of events do take place in London and she has a very unhealthy carbon footprint
as a result and has had to have robust conversations with her employer to enable her to fulfil the
requirements of her role. Otherwise we would end up with people who are retired or semi-retired.
G&S East Midlands enquired how roles are advertised? CO advised that letters go out to all regions for
nominations to be submitted. Would this same process work for the aspiring members about how an
aspiring member can get onto a committee or Board? Perhaps the advertisement of the roles needs to be
considered.
A Graduate Council Member commented that there’s only one GCM at the moment and that person only has
very limited voting rights. Ideally they would like to have more. Could they work together with their local
Council Members to have more involvement?
Emer responded that they realise there are deeper issues and room for better engagement and that G&S are
feeling they don’t have a voice and are underrepresented. This is noted by the Trustee Board and the
Commission.
There was a brief discussion about the election of Presidents. Can those who are unsuccessful apply again
the following year? A member advised that those who are put forward don’t know they’ve been nominated
so there shouldn’t be anybody feeling hard done by in the process.
One member had nominated somebody in a previous year but had no feedback on why his nominee didn’t
make the grade. The lack of feedback and perceived lack of transparency around the process was noted.
This area will hopefully be partially addressed through the role description from NomCo for the skill areas
needed on the Trustee Board.
West Midlands commented that the organs of transparency of NomCo are very important.
Focus area 5
Interim Finding 9 – Chairing the Trustee Board and Council:
The Commission seeks further views:
Option A: President chairs both
Option B – President chairs the Trustee Board but not Council
Option C -President chairs the Council but not Trustee Board
This was a hot topic for discussions and the regions were split almost equally.
North West G&S, North West, Northern Ireland and Scotland chose Option A.
Wales believes Option B uses President’s time best.
West Midlands couldn’t decide between Option A or B.
East Midlands, Yorkshire & Humberside and South East England chose Option C. North East believes it’s not
an option of trust or a conflict of interests but an opportunity to challenge and get away from the old school
network and also chose Option C. S E England felt that, if the Trustee Board isn’t chaired by the President, it
enables whoever is the Chair to remain in situ for longer which makes for improved continuity.
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South West – very split.
Focus Area 6 – Vice Presidents
Interim Finding 11:
1 - VPs will only be the succeeding VPs with other members of the Trustee Board holding the title “Trustee”.
2 - All members of the Trustee Board except for the President should have the title of VP.
East Midlands currently have 2 ex VPs in the Region. Ultimately they have a portfolio. Vote to keep it that
people with portfolios should be VPs.
S E England expressed no strong preference on this but all trustees have portfolios and perhaps an argument
they should also be VPs.
Wales are in favour of the title Trustee.
Query: how well advertised is the difference in requirements for a VP, succeeding or otherwise? DP
responded that there wouldn’t be a written difference and it’s difficult to define the requirements of a
President.
North East commented that this all started off years ago when a QC who explained what it means to be a
Trustee of ICE. A member commented that they really didn’t understand what was meant by being a Trustee
– he was one once but not now. The issue once again comes down to communication. We need to explain
more clearly what it means to be a VP or a President and what the criteria are. There’s still a lot more to be
done to bring us into the 21st century and the Governance Review is very important as a step forward.
There are yet bigger changes required and we need to raise the issues and, in particular, voting rights for
G&S members. Can we be bold and put things to the vote? It might upset some of the demographic but let’s
not shy away from change.
West Midlands want equal responsibilities.
Stronger ties between Council and the Trustee Board – they can’t do things on their own and need
endorsements.
Focus area 7 – strengthening the role of the Council
Interim Finding 12: Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council.
TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s advice.
Transparency between the Council and Trustee Board and the feedback loop were discussed and noted as
very important to UKRAC and GSNet.
Focus area 8 – transparency and engagement
Interim Findings 14, 15 and 16: Commission recommends the measures aside to improve transparency and
engagement.
This was a common theme throughout the meeting, about how important transparency was for the Council
and the membership at large.
Focus Area 9 – Special General Meetings
CO made a resume of the main outcomes of these discussions.
Commission recommends –
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No change to the number of members required to requisition an SGM
That non-voting members should be able to speak at the meetings.
That digital voting is allowed for these meetings.
The group was in agreement with all of the above items. It was felt very behind the times to have to vote in
person at matters like SGMs.
Northern Ireland decided that for any changes to regional structure the Trustee Board are to be consulted
and refer to their Council member.
Scotland believes we should change the by-laws so regions have the right to elect a Council member – this
was deleted in the last reorganisation. DP would recommend that any such changes should be put to
Council and it is noted here.

Consultation from the Regions
Written submissions were received from some regions, and these reports are attached.
Attached reports received from:
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE
ICE

East of England
Northern Ireland
North West
Scotland
South East England
South West
Wales Cymru
West Midlands
Yorkshire and Humberside
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ICE East of England
Tue 08/10/2019 12:00

The Regional Committee of the ICE in the East of England has discussed the findings in the consultation pack
issued for stage 3 of the Presidential Commission into Governance of the Institution. Overall, we feel that the
work that the commission has done is positive and worthwhile, and we generally support the
recommendations that have emerged, particularly those which provide more clarity and transparency of our
governance processes. I am pleased to submit the response to each of the interim findings, on behalf of ICE
East of England, as follows:
Interim Finding 1. We support this recommendation. It a leaner structure and compliant with the Charity
Commission guidance.
Interim Finding 2. We support this recommendation, and particularly like the good-sized quorum.
Interim Finding 5. This recommendation was discussed at length. There was little support for Option C as it
was felt that the size of Council meant that there may not always be suitable candidates available to stand
for election to the Trustee Board. However it was recognised as important that Council members also sit on
the Trustee Board, so the consensus was in favour of Option D. However, we felt that there might be merit in
considering, say, a 2 Council, 5 Member split rather than either of the splits proposed. This is on the basis
that, the President and 3 VPs also sit on Council, so there is already some Council presence on the Trustee
Board, albeit nominated and not elected.
Interim Findings 6 & 7. Prior to the review few of our committee knew very much about who was on this
committee and what it does, so interim finding 7 is particularly welcomed. It was felt that even with the (at
least) 3 members of Council on NomCo, and acknowledging the discretionary chair nominations, NomCo may
still not truly reflect of the diversity of the membership. We also believe it would be beneficial to allow for
the appointment of an external, appropriately qualified individual onto NomCo to provide an external view.
Interim Finding 9. Option A was considered as the least desirable option-perhaps more from a perception
rather than practice point of view, but would also help with President’s workload. Slight preference for
Option B.
Interim Finding 11. Prefer first bullet point option but why not call all members of Trustee Board, Trustees?
That is what they are. Some happen to hold other titles but they are not relevant to the role they perform on
this board.
Interim Finding 12. Support all proposals. We had some debate about what exactly bullet point 2 meant and
we think we got there in the end but felt it could be better explained and worded!
Interim Findings 14, 15 & 16. Very good. Strongly support.
Interim Findings 17, 18 & 19. Supported. We would like to see electronic voting to be possible from all types
of device.
Paul Mitchelmore
Immediate Past Chair,
ICE East of England
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ICE Northern Ireland
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ICE North West
I write to you as the Chair of ICE North West to report on our response to the Interim Report from the
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance. I would firstly like to express my thanks to Senior Vice
President Paul Sheffield, who attended our Regional Committee meeting on 02 September 2019 and held a
discussion with our Regional Committee members on a number of the interim findings and trust that Paul
has relayed the results of our discussions to the Commission. Secondly, we would like to express our
gratitude to the Commission for their diligent and hard work in undertaking the Governance Review and the
opportunities for our contribution to the process.
Further to the discussion held during the Regional Committee meeting, I requested that each of the branch
Chairs hold a similar discussion with their branch committees and report back any additional comments. I
have also received a copy of the discussion held by the North West Graduates and Students committee, but
understand this feedback has already been provided as part of the response from GSNet.
I was also in attendance at the ICE Regional Affairs Committee held on 11 October 2019 where a further
discussion on the findings of the Interim Report with the other UK Regions and representatives from GSNet.
ICE North West had no cause to object to any of the discussions or points that were raised during the
meeting.
I feel it prudent to add that while not part of the Presidential Commission into ICE Governance, as it was
raised during the discussions at the UKRAC meeting on 11 October 2019 that further discussions or review
should be given to the role that our aspiring members (Graduates and Students) have in the decision making
process of the ICE. There was an overwhelming desire to consider a more proportional representation among
certain key committees and we would strongly support any review into this.
In the process of compiling this response, I should note that not all of the members of our committees were
in unanimous agreement as to the response to the findings. As such, I have endeavoured to provide a
response that represents the collective view of the North West Region over that of individuals. It is also
important to note that all individuals were afforded the opportunity to respond to the consultation
documents as an individual and I am not in possession of knowledge as to whom has or hasn’t responded
individually.
Interim Finding 1: Commission recommends that ICE’s top level governance structures should comprise a
compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is subject to considering the balance of
the Trustee Board, the method of appointing its members and other matters discussed later in the Interim
Report.
ICE North West agrees that the governance structure should comprise a compact Trustee Board with a larger,
mainly advisory, Council. There were a number of discussions and points raised around this finding that
relate to the calibre and selection of the members of the Trustee Board that are captured in our response to
later Interim Findings and our agreement to Interim Finding 1 is subject to the appropriate selection of
individuals to become Trustees.
Interim Finding 2: Commission recommends the key principle that a majority of Trustee Board members
should be elected by the ICE membership (subject to further consideration as to the method of election in
section 7) giving the configuration of 12 or 13 members, with a quorum of at least seven.
ICE North West agrees with the recommendation given by the commission that the majority of Trustee Board
members should be elected by the ICE membership with 12 or 13 members. In discussing this
recommendation, it was necessary to discuss proposed composition of the Trustee Board, noting that it is
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currently proposed to comprise of the President, 3 Succeeding Vice Presidents, 7 elected members, 1
member elected by NomCom and where necessary a second member elected to the board. This prompted a
discussion around the role of the Vice President and what happens to the non-succeeding Vice Presidents.
There was a overriding view, both during the discussions around the Region and backed up by the
discussions held at UKRAC that the title of “Vice President” should be reserved by those who are in the line
of succession for the role of President. All other members of the Trustee Board, it was felt, should be titled
“Trustees” and therefore bring an element of “equality” to the members of the Trustee Board.
Interim Finding 5: Commission seeks further views on which option to elect seven members to the Trustee
Board:
Option B focused election by members;
Option C focused election by Council;
Option D combination of B & C.
ICE North West expresses a preference for Option D (combination of B & C). It was felt during the discussions
there is a risk that by running an election solely from the wider ICE membership, that the process relies on
members putting themselves forwards and as a result may not necessarily elect members that provide the
spread of skills that are required on the Trustee Board for the board to discharge it’s duties as legally
required. Furthermore, it was felt that this was equally true of Option C – electing members solely from
those already on the Council Members. It was felt that while the Council is indeed elected from the
membership, the skill set required for Council is not necessarily that required for the Trustee Board, and as
such, it is possible to end up in the same situation of not providing all of the required skills on the Trustee
Board.
As a result, ICE North West felt that Option D provides the best opportunity for electing members to the
Trustee Board that fulfils all of the skills required for the Trustee to function appropriately. It is important to
note here that there was no clear and distinct majority from the Regional Committee regarding this, with
Option C also being strongly preferred.
Interim Finding 9: The Commission seeks further views on the following options for chairing the Trustee
Board and Council:
Option A: President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council.
Option B: President chairs the Trustee Board but not the Council.
Option C: President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board.
There was no clear response to the question posed by the Commission during the discussions held by the
North West. There were arguments made for all three options, with a number expressing that Option A (the
President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council) presented an option that allowed an element of
consistency between both boards. However, it was equally expressed that there is a clear need to consider
the terms served by the Chair of Trustees and the Chair of Council – the President of the Institution only
serves for one year, and as a result would only chair the boards for one year. Does this represent too much
change, in particular in the Trustee Board?
Interim Finding 12: Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council:
Council should be pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS Committee and Panels reporting
through the Council.
There should be a trustee who is Vice President / Trustee for the Council, who will also act as Vice-Chair of
the Council.
ToR of both TB and should require TB to consult Council on defined, significant matters.
TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s advice.
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ICE North West is in agreement with the Commission’s recommendation and would like to add that there is a
clear need to agree and publish the terms of reference of both the Trustee Board and Council such that the
general membership are aware of how the two boards interact with each other. This would also speak to the
concerns raised regarding the transparency of the Institution and how it operates.
No formal discussions were held regarding the remaining interim findings from the consultation pack,
however, elements of the recommendations were discussed as they were interlinked with the issues that
were raised as discussing the findings noted above. Overall, ICE North West were in agreement with the
points raised, in particular (as noted at the start of this feedback), that there is a larger part to be played by
our aspiring members in the governance of the Institution and that this should be given further, careful
consideration. We would be supportive of any further review that considers this issue. Should you or the ICE
require any further views on the roles of our aspiring members, please be aware that we would be more
than happy to provide support with this.
Finally, we would like to express our thanks for allowing us this opportunity to provide our views on the
recommendations of the commission and look forward to receiving the final report.
Should you have any questions relating to the statements made above, or require any further input into this
commission, please do not hesitate to get in touch.
On behalf of ICE North West,
Jason Hyde
Chartered Civil Engineer
ICE North West Regional Chair

page A-17

ICE Scotland
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Further Message from James Young, Chair ICE Scotland
ICE Scotland wishes to revise its response to Interim Finding 10 as follows:

“ICE Scotland believes that any role within the ICE membership operational structure
requires a time commitment and that the Presidents role is obviously the most demanding
of this. This has not changed over the years. We expect candidates for the Presidential role
to fully accept and embrace this and to make suitable arrangements to allow the time to
undertake the Presidents duties, including engaging with Regions and International Areas.
Whilst a review of the terms of reference may be appropriate to deal with natural changes,
we do not consider that any review of the time commitment in a downwards manner
would be appropriate and only a significant increase in the time commitment guidance
should be considered”
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ICE South East England
Wed 25/09/2019 14:53

Dear David
The Interim Report and Consultation document were discussed at the SE England Regional Committee
yesterday, and there was general agreement around the table that the commission has done a very thorough
job. I would also like to express my personal thanks for the clarity and thoroughness of the report.
With regard to the specific points of consultation, the collective committee view was as follows:
1. Interim Finding 1
The committee was in full agreement with the proposal for a compact Trustee Board and a larger,
mainly advisory Council.
2. Interim Finding 2
While the committee agreed in principle with the recommendations on the structure of the TB, there
was a general feeling that there should always be an odd number of Trustees, with a majority
elected.
3. Interim Finding 5
The committee felt that either option B or Option D should be adopted, though questions were
raised about the criteria for focusing the election, and who would vet the applications.
4. Interim Finding 7
The composition of NomCo was a subject of much discussion, but eventually there was general
agreement with the proposals, on the basis that there should be an odd number of members.
5. Interim Finding 9
There was a general feeling that the President should not chair both Council and the Trustee Board.
After some discussion there was a majority for the President to chair Council, but not the TB, which
should be chaired by a Succeeding VP.
6. Interim Finding 11
The regional committee felt that this was simply a matter of titles for people on the TB, and there
was no firm preference for either option.
7. Interim Finding 12
There was full agreement with all the suggestions under this finding (though the wording of bullet
point 3 is confusing, we assumed it should read “ToR of both TB and Council should require the TB to
consult…”
8. Interim Findings 15 and 16
The committee was in full agreement with the suggestions presented on transparency.
There was also some discussion about linking voting to CPD, though there was agreement that this
would be a difficult to achieve or “police”. There was definite agreement that a drive is required to
increase turn-out in elections.
9. Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19
The committee was in full agreement with all three suggestions, on the basis that any SGM should be
webcast to enable greater attendance, and a suggestion that remote voting is linked to webcast
attendance. Whether this is feasible, I am not sure.
I trust that the above feedback will be of value to the commission.
Regards
Norman Brent

page A-26

ICE South West
Presidents Commission – Discussion and Agreement on ICE SW View
Attendee’s: Miranda Housden, Gary Cutts, Guillermo Zafra, Ian C, Irfan Soneji, John Parkin, Liz Bennett, Rosie
Poad, Lizzie Rees, Richard Fish, Stuart Allen, Teresa Frost, Katy Toms, Sally Walters
Meeting Opened: 7th October 2019 17:30
Richard Fish gave an overview of reason for meeting regarding the ICE Interim Report. There are 9 focus points
that need to be discussed within this meeting.
Focus Area 1: Top-Level Governance Structure
Interim Finding 1: Commission recommends that ICE’s top-level governance structures should comprise a
compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is subject to considering the balance of the
Trustee Board, the method of appointing its members and other matters discussed later in the Interim Report
Question: What are you views on this recommendation?
Committees view: The recommendation is in line with the comparative body and can be reviewed as it goes.
The process is new so there is understanding that there will be a few teething issues, however it is a more
reactive process which is positive. The committee is in favour of this recommendation.
Focus Area 2: Balance of the Trustee Board
Interim Finding 2: Commission recommends the key principle that a majority of Trustee Board members should
be elected by the ICE membership (subject to further consideration as to the method of election in section 7)
giving the configuration of 12 or 13 members shown aside, with a quorum of at least seven.
Question: What are your views on this recommendation?
Committees view: The committee agrees with the recommendation, on the basis that Trustee Board members
are elected to fill missing skills/diversity gaps and that this interim finding is linked wholeheartedly with interim
finding 5 Option D.
Focus Area 3: Method of Election of the Trustee Board
Interim Finding 5: Commission seeks further views on which option to elect seven members to the Trustee
Board (normally 2 per year, sometimes 3): (1) Option B focused election by members; (2) Option C focused
election by Council; (3) Option D combination of B & C
Question: Commission is leaning towards Option D but is keen to know which option you prefer and why.
Committees view: The committee thinks that Option D is the best way as it needs stability whilst having
representation from members, as long as members are elected to fill any skills/diversity gaps that the
committee may have and is linked with interim finding 2.
Focus Area 4: Nomination Committee
Interim Finding 6: Commission recommends a NomCo of 8 to 12 members, a majority of whom are elected by
the Council. It should include one aspiring member (ie graduate or student).
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Interim Finding 7: Commission recommends that NomCo: (1) identifies a role specification and demonstrates
to TB and Council how the nominee meets the required characteristics; (2) publishes a summary of the process
in a NomCo Annual Report, while respecting the confidentiality of the nomination process.
Question: Have you any views on these issues?
Committees view: The committee recommends that every committee has a diversity inclusion rep. There
needs to be more sight on role specification to give more opportunity to voice concerns and effect change.
The committee believes that including an aspiring member within NomCo is an advantage to the committee
as it shows inclusivity and diversifies the committee. The committee agrees with interim finding 7 as it
preserves practices, however they note that is it not communicated well and needs to become more
transparent.
Focus Area 5: Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
Interim Finding 9: The Commission seeks to further views on the following options for chairing the Trustee
Board and Council:
Option A – President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council (with measures to mitigate any conflict of
interest)
Option B – President chairs the Trustee Board but not the Council
Option C – President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board
Question: Which option do you prefer and why?
Committees view: The committee is split with their opinions on this finding, with different members agreeing
with each option. Option A is preferred by some as it benefits from continuity and is more beneficial in the
longer term. Members voiced concerns over the time commitment but concluded with that time commitment
is known about before allocation of the role. A 2-person role (option B/C) is preferred by others as it opens the
role up to more prospects, allowing more people to apply for the roles as there is less time commitment and
allows there to be the needed impartiality between the chairman and president.
The committee would like to know whether there is an opportunity to review the decisions in the future, and
if necessary, change again if there are unforeseen consequences.
Focus Area 6: Vice Presidents
Interim Finding 11: Commission seeks further views on the following options to uphold the key principle that
all trustees should have equal levels of responsibility:
Vice Presidents will only be succeeding VPs, with other members of the Trustee Board holding the title
‘Trustee’
• All members of the Trustee Board except for the President should have the title of Vice-President
Question: Which option do you prefer and why?
•

Committees view: The committee prefers option 1 – other members of the TB should hold the title ‘Trustee’.
The committee would like to state that all the members of the trustee board hold the title of trustee with some
members holding additional titles.
Focus Area 7: Strengthening the Role of Council
Interim Finding 12: Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council:
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Council should be pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS Committee and Panels
reporting through the Council
• There should be a trustee who is Vice President / Trustee for the Council, who will also act as Vice-Chair
of the Council
• ToR of both TB and council should require the TB to consult Council on defined, significant matters
• TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s advice.
Question: What are your views on this recommendation? Have you any other suggestions?
•

Committees view: The committee agrees with the recommendations and think they are reasonable as they
seem like a natural progression for the Council.
Focus Area 8: Transparency and Engagement
Interim Finding 15 and 16: Commission recommends the measures aside to improve transparency and
engagement
Question: Have you any views on these issues?
Committees view: The committee agrees with the findings and would to like to put forward the importance
for the need of transparency so that members can see who reports where and how all the
committee/members feed into each other and the influence they have. The committee would like to know
how far the transparency extends to – is it just within the institution or further afield into public spaces.
Focus Area 9: Special General Meetings
Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19: Commission recommends:
• No change to the number of members required to requisition an SGM
• That non-Voting members may make an oral contribution at an SGM
• By-Laws are amended to permit electronic voting for voting members unable to attend an SGM
Question: Have you any views on these issues:
Committees view: The committee thinks that General Meetings should be changed so that members and nonmembers can attend the meeting virtually. A point was made that it is a global organisation that should be
encouraging members to attend any way they can. It was noted that people from Cornwall/further afield
struggle to attend meetings in London, therefore by allowing virtual attendance, a better representation of
the organisation can be made as more members would be able to attend. Allowing the meeting to be virtually
attended also means that international members can join as well, as well as decreasing carbon footprints
created by travelling.
Additional Items discussed
•
•

Any member can make their own entry to the commission regarding these interim findings
Liz Bennett to put together a statement for the next regional committee meeting regarding the
different behaviours of different regional institutions.

Meeting closed on 7th October 2019 18:50
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ICE Wales Cymru
Subject: Presidential Commission feedback from the Wales region

Good evening,
For record, and to help with the minutes from today’s meeting, please see below the feedback I gave
UKRAC on behalf of Wales.
Thanks to David Porter for presenting to the Wales region 3/10/2019.
We discussed the slides he presented (attached) and had the following comments.
Interim findings 1 and 2 – agreed.
Interim finding 5 – option D is preferred to give a balance of trustees elected by Council and by
members.
Interim finding 6 – agreed. We discussed the importance in the clarity of the role of trustee, it is a
responsible position that cannot be taken lightly, potential candidates should be briefed before
standing for election / before accepting a nomination by NomCo. The time commitments for the role
of Trustee and President should be clear from the outset, noting that the majority of the commitments
are London based, there is a risk/likelihood that candidates outside of the south east of England
would struggle to attend all commitments in London. Is there a risk that the Trustee Board loses
diversity of thought due to being “London centric” and can that be mitigated?
Interim finding 9 – option B the President should chair the Trustee Board but not the Council. The
President is the lead representative for the ICE and thus must lead the Trustees, there are many
demands on his/her time. He/she would make best use of their time, and the support of their Trustee
Board members, by nominating one of the Trustees to chair the Council on their behalf acting as a
link. If the Council is becoming more “advisory/learned society” in the new structure, the
VP/Trustee corresponding to this strand of the business plan would be an appropriate choice to chair
it, similar to how the VP/Trustee for Regions chairs UKRAC.
Interim finding 11 – we agreed to “call a spade a spade”, the Trustee Board members should be
called Trustees. It is a responsible role and this title should remind them. Only succeeding Vice
Presidents should be called Vice Presidents in the interests of clarity and transparency.
Interim finding 12 – agreed. Although, as per comments above, it is possible the Chair of the Council
would be a member of the Trustee Board to provide a link to the President.
Interim finding 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 – agreed.
We also suggested that there be clarity on the items that Council would be consulted upon. The
definition of “defined significant matters” could be subjective/not exhaustive. We understand that not
all decisions will be ratified by Council now as they are no longer Trustees, but there should be a
means for Council to “call out” a decision made by Trustee Board if they have cause for concern.
This “call out” mechanism would be to assist in the transparency and trust between the two groups
and lower the risk of SGMs being called in the future.

page A-30

Kind regards,
Yvonne
Yvonne Murphy
BEng (Hons) CEng CEnv MICE CMgr MCMI
Senior Civil Engineer
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ICE West Midlands
The Presidential Commission into ICE Governance issued its Interim Report for consultation in
August 2019. The Commission requested the views of the ICE membership, the main ICE Boards
and Committees and the Specialist Knowledge Societies so that it can advise the Trustee Board and
Council on the best governance arrangements to fulfil the great purpose of our Institution - to foster
and promote the art and science of Civil Engineering
It was agreed at the WM Regional committee that an ICE West Midlands meeting to discuss the
Interim Report would be held. This took place on 26th September 2019 with two Commission
representatives facilitating the discussion.
The table below reflects the comments/views/responses of the ICE West Midlands members
attending that meeting together with further comments from WM members received post-meeting.
Focus
Area

Commission Finding

FA1

Interim Finding 1: Commission recommends
that ICE’s top-level governance structures
should comprise a compact Trustee Board
with a larger, mainly advisory Council. This
is subject to considering the balance of
the Trustee Board, the method of
appointing its members and other
matters discussed later in the Interim
Report.

Question: What are your views on this?

Interim Finding 2: Commission recommends
the key principle that a majority of Trustee
Board members should be elected by the
ICE membership (subject to further
consideration as to the method of election in
section 7) giving the configuration of 12 or
13 members shown aside, with a quorum of
at least seven.

Question: What are your views on this recommendation?

FA2

FA3

FA4

Question & Response

General agreement that the Trustee Board should be
a more compact body, in line with CGC good
practice.

General agreement that the majority of TB members
should be elected by the ICE membership (subject to
further consideration as to the method of election in
section 7).
Minority comment: One member requested
clarification of why 1 should be a NomCo nomination,
instead of 8 elected.

Interim Finding 5: Commission seeks further
views on
which option to elect seven members to
the Trustee Board (normally 2 per year,
sometimes 3):
- Option B focused election by
members
- Option C focused election by Council
- Option D combination of B & C

Question: Commission is leaning towards option D but is keen to
know which option you prefer and why?

Interim Finding 6: Commission recommends
a NomCo of 8 to 12 members, a majority of
whom are elected by the Council. It should
include one aspiring member (i.e. graduate
or student).
Interim Finding 7:
Commission recommends that NomCo:
• identifies a role specification and
demonstrates to TB and Council how the
nominee meets the required characteristics
• publishes a summary of the process in a
NomCo Annual Report, while respecting the
confidentiality of the nominations process

Question: Have you any views on these issues?

Option A not considered viable.
General agreement to Option D, i.e. a combination of
Options A and B, but not necessarily the mix of 3 by
B and 4 by C given as an example.

General agreement to the recommendation.
The importance of the transparency of the activities
of NomCo was noted.
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Focus
Area

Commission Finding

FA5

Interim Finding 9: The Commission seeks
further views on
the following options for chairing the
Trustee Board and Council:
• Option A: President chairs both the Trustee
Board and the Council (with measures to
mitigate any conflict of interest)
• Option B: President chairs the Trustee
Board but not the Council
• Option C: President chairs the Council but
not the Trustee Board

Question: Which option do you prefer and why?

Interim Finding 11: Commission seeks
further views on the following options to
uphold the key principle that all trustees
should have equal levels of responsibility:
• Vice Presidents will only be the succeeding
VPs, with other members of the Trustee
Board holding the title ‘Trustee’
• all members of the Trustee Board except
for the President should have the title of
Vice-President

Question: Which option do you prefer and why?

Interim Finding 12: Commission
recommends strengthening the role of
Council:
• Council should be pinnacle of the
Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS
Committee and Panels reporting through the
Council
• there should be a trustee who is Vice
President /Trustee for the Council, who will
also act as Vice-Chair of the Council
• ToR of both TB and should require the TB
to consult Council on defined, significant
matters
• TB must provide a reasoned explanation to
the Council if it declines to accept the
Council’s advice.

Question: What are your views on this recommendation?

Interim Findings 14, 15 and 16: Commission
recommends the measures aside to improve
transparency and engagement.

Question: Have you any views on these issues?

Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19: Commission
recommends:
• no change to the number of members
required to requisition an SGM
• that non-Voting Members may make
an oral contribution at an SGM
• By-Laws are amended to permit
electronic voting for voting members
unable to attend an SGM

Question: Have you any views on these issues?

FA6

FA7

FA8

FA9

Question & Response

General agreement that Option C was unworkable,
as it effectively makes the President subservient to
the Trustees i.e. NOT the most senior person in the
Institution.
No strong views offered on whether Option A or B
would be most appropriate.

Calling all the trustees VP would not make sense.
General view was that all members of the TB should
be referred to as ‘Trustee’ in the context of the TB.
The President and succeeding VPs become trustees
with equal responsibility.

General agreement to these recommendations at the
meeting.
Minority comment: One member has requested why
the ‘Trustee for Council’ would be Vice-Chair of
Council and / or why the Chair of Council could not
be a trustee or Trustee for the Council?

General view that openness and transparency are
essential, as the perceived lack of these has led to
the current Presidential Commission.

General agreement to these recommendations.
Members should not only be able to vote
electronically but also participate in the SGM
remotely online; this will require high quality real time
video and professional camera crew.

Note: There may be West Midlands members who did not attend the meeting but respond to the
consultation by direct communication with the Commission. Their views are not included in the table above.
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ICE Yorkshire and Humberside
Focus Area 1 – Top-Level Governance Structure
We agree on this, but checks and balances must be in place to ensure the Council can control/ remove the
trustee board if required and hold it to account. The Council should have the final approval of the
appointment of all members of the ICE Trust Board and must also have the absolute power to reject any
nomination of the Nominations Committee for these Trust Board roles. It is understood that the Trust Board
is subject to the regulation of the Charity Commission insofar as it's conduct under UK charity law is
concerned. But this regulatory provision does not replace the accountability of the Trust Board to the ICE
Council for all its' actions, the deployment of agreed resources and the achievement of the outcomes set by
the ICE Council.
Focus Area 2 – Balance of the Trustee Board
The make-up of the proposed trustee board is a good balance.
Focus Area 3 – Method of Election to the Trustee Board
Agreed that option D is a good balance. We need to be able to utilise the full breadth of members skills and
not focus the work only on council members. Suggest 3/4 from council and 3/4 from the wider membership.
Trustees should carry out a three year term
Focus Area 4 – Nomination Committee
The Nomination Committee is an unknown area of the ICE and will benefit from greater transparency.
It will be vital to the maintenance of ICE as a member led organisation (rather than a Trust Board led
organisation) that the following are established in such a way that they ensure that the Trust Board (whose
members the Nomination Committee in effect preselect) can never become a self-perpetuating Oligarchy:
The Terms of Reference of the Nomination Committee, including the exclusive and untrammelled power of
the ICE Council alone to change those Terms of Reference
The criteria for the selection and the criteria for the deselection of the Members of the Nomination
Committee to ensure they represent fully the diversity of ICE.
a) The clear and untrammelled accountability of the Nominations Committee to the ICE Council alone.
b) The clear and untrammelled power of the ICE Council to insist on that accountability without notice.
c) The clear and untrammelled power of the ICE Council to reject any nomination put forward by the
Nominations Committee.
Unless the Nominations Committee is established, monitored and held immediately accountable by
the ICE Council in this way, an ICE Trust Board could emerge that is effectively beyond the control
of the ICE Council and therefore beyond the control of the ICE membership.
Focus Area 5 – Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
Option C: The President should chair the council.
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The trustee board should be chaired on a three-year term with a review after two years. This does not need
to be a vice president. There is a risk of tension between council and TB, but leading from focus area 1, the
TB serves the council and should follow councils’ recommendations, which in turn serves the members.
Focus Area 6 – Vice Presidents
a) Only future succeeding Vice Presidents should be identified as “Vice President” (“VP”)
b) Other Trustee Board members shall be identified as “Trustee” (named portfolio)
c) The Nomination Committee shall identify a “reserve” Trustee Board / Council or General
Member who can step in if a VP for professional or personal reasons be unable or unwilling to
continue in post.
This enables continuity and a better understanding of how the ICE operates.
We do however acknowledge that there are historic reasons for the title ‘VP’ which may attract candidates of
‘calibre’ to the organisation.
a) Additionally, it is clear that the title and role of Vice President is attractive to people who would
be delighted to use their lifetime of experience and connections in the interests of ICE and to
whom such an accolade would be eminently justifiable for the scale, point and timing of the
influence they could deploy.
b) However, the recommendation of the Committee is that despite the historic rationale behind the
title ’VP’ (outlined above) we believe that this should be reserved only for trustees who will
succeed as president.
Focus Area 7 – Strengthening the Role of Council
The committee agrees with the recommendations. We however suggest the following points for
consideration to the draft recommendations:
a) Agreed
a. The ICE Council should be the key decision-making body with respect to the ICE Learning
Society, addressing ICE Policy, Position and Best Practice.
b. The ICE Council shall act as the key body that co-ordinates view and opinion across the
membership to ensure that ICE Policy, Position and best Practice guidance reflects best
interest of Society and general informed views of ICE members.
b) The vice-chair of Council should be a Trustee. This should be a VP Trustee
c) Trustee Board (“TB”) Terms of Reference
a. TB shall consult Council on [all/defined] issues
b. The [all/defined] issues shall be approved by majority vote on Council
c. The TB shall comply with the recommendation from Council or record and communicate the
reason why recommendations are not being adopted.
d) Council Terms of Reference
a. All motions (papers for Decision/Information/Discussion) require a proposer and seconder
from Council or Trustee Board.
b. All ICE members wishing to raise a motion shall seek Council or TB Members to sponsor /
second the motion.
c. All TB and General / Regional Council Members should be encouraged to support and act as
liaison for Communities of Practice
d. Minutes for Council meetings shall be made publicly available to ICE members within 21
working days of the Council Meeting.
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e. Agenda for Council Meetings shall be made publicly available to ICE members no later than 6
working days before the Council Meeting
f. Rules addressing redacting and withholding information shall be approved by Council and
publicly available.
e) Papers/Motions to Council
a. Papers/Motions shall be submitted for consideration by Council for three purposes:
i. Decision of the ICE Council, (e.g. Policy, recommended best practice)
ii. Information across the ICE, (e.g. best practice guidance for members)
iii. Discussion (e.g. to determine if action is required)
b. To deliver a transparent governance process and to support member engagement all
Papers/Motions to Council shall follow a standard and publicly available template. This shall
consist of: (Guidance Note required and made publicly available)
i.
Council Resolution
ii.
Executive Summary
iii.
Recommendations
iv.
Background
v.
Issues and Risks
vi.
Consultation
vii.
Proposer / Seconder / initiating body (e.g. community of practice)
c. Papers/Motions shall be made available to all ICE members 6 working prior to the Council
Meeting. In exceptional circumstances emergency papers/motions may be tabled with the
support of a Trustee Board Member or the President.
d. Council may draft new papers/motions or escalate existing papers/motions to the Trustee
Board.
Focus Area 8- Transparency and Engagement
The ToR of the trustee board cannot be changed other than by express approval of members/ council.
a. Engagement. To support ICE Member engagement it is important there is a clear and transparent
process whereby any ICE Member, given appropriate support from his/her peers, can initiate a
Paper/Motion to Council. See proposals in Focus Area 7, above.
b. Transparency. Decision made by TB or Council which do not align to recommendations made at
Council there shall be a “comply or explain” principle applied. The rationale in these cases shall be
documented and made publicly available to Members.
Focus Area 9
The committee agrees with the recommendations
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GSNet
This report summarises outcomes from the Stage 3 Consultation presentation delivered to
the Graduates and Students Network (GSNet) at their 4th meeting of the 2018/19 Session on
Friday 11th October 2019. This meeting was joint with UKRAC, the views of the GSNet
members present are recorded with supporting statements for their views from UKRAC
members included.
Interim Finding 1, 2 & 5
Option D was mentioned as the preferred option by the G&S North West representative, a
suggestion for how the positions should be split was two members and five Council members.
It was noted that the balance of how the positions should be split was yet to be considered.
Interim Finding 6
There was complete agreement from the GSNet members present that an aspiring member
should be included on the NomCo. Further discussion of the NomCo reflecting the makeup
of society ensued, however this may not be achievable when assessing the demographics
within the institution.
Members of UKRAC emphasised that the representation of aspiring members on NomCo
should be proportional to that in the wider membership, increasing the numbers to between
two and four aspiring members. It is noted that more engagement of the Graduate and
Student membership grades was required as further incentive to be involved with the ICE.
The Governance of the ICE should move with the times to retain existing enthusiastic
members and also attract new members.
Interim Finding 7
It was suggested that for further transparency the election of members to NomCo (currently
nominated from within Council) was also reported as part of the Commission report. It was
noted that a job role could narrow the net of possible candidates and that common
themes/trends should be avoided to broaden this net.
In addition to this, if the NomCo aspiring member were from the existing three Graduates on
Council, this would limit the possible representation. This further emphasises the need for
greater representation for aspiring members on NomCo.
It is believed that NomCo should be open to all members with a prerequisite of having been
involved with the ICE, for example on other committees. This prerequisite could also be
extended to Council members.
Further transparency is also required for the Presidents selection, as those nominated
generally are unaware that they have been nominated. There could be a means to simplify
the outstanding merits of the President selected that year and what the competing candidates
lacked to inform those nominators whose candidate was unsuccessful.
The concerns around voting rights for Graduate members was discussed briefly and are
summarised as follows:
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•

•

Considering the proportion of membership comprised of Graduate and Student
members, Graduate members (at least) should be also be able to vote for their regional
and the general Council members.
Trustee Board Member Emer Murnaghan highlighted that papers for the voting rights
of Graduate (and Student) members would be under review and that these were being
reinforced by concerns raised from the Commissions consultation. There is a general
strength on feeling that there is a need for Graduate and Student member voices to be
further represented and included now as they are the future of the institution.

Interim Finding 9
No comments from GSNet members present.
Interim Finding 11
Clarity is needed on the difference/ role of succeeding and non-succeeding Vice Presidents.
Rather than change the titles of Vice Presidents to Trustees for changes sake, it is important
to communicate that the role of all Trustees are equal. There is an opportunity now to clarify
the simplest format for titles, so it is clearer who is eligible to succeed as President to all
members.
Interim Finding 14, 15 & 16
No comments from GSNet members present.
Interim Finding 17, 18 & 19
No comments from GSNet members present. See Interim Finding 7 for comments on voting
rights for Graduate and Student members.

Graduate and Student Network Statement
There have been strong feelings from GSNet for a number of years that the strength of their
voice and subsequent representation is vital to sustaining the ICE. The Commissions’
recommendations for greater transparency and inclusivity is a nod in the right direction for
building trust in aspiring members that the ICE has their interests at heart.
GSNet remains ready and eager to participate in this new era of ICE Governance. We firmly
believe the aspiring members represented by GSNet are the future of the Institution. As
such, a great opportunity exists now to further strengthen the bond between all members, at
all grades – retaining existing members, appealing to potential members and making the
ICE truly inclusive for all.
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GSNet – Northern Ireland
The opinions listed below are not necessarily my own. The references are with regards to ‘Volume 1 –
Interim Report (Full Version)’:


Section 4.1.2 – The Commission held an open session to take formal evidence from 14 ICE Members.
There are 92,000 members in ICE, how can 14 members be considered representative? Bar input
submitted from GSNet the rest of the 14 members seem to be current/past Presidents & VPs or a
current Council and Trustee Board member. A number of sessions with ordinary members would
have been a better and more transparent/inclusive approach.



Section 4.1.2 – The views of 15 Specialist Knowledge Societies were taken into account. Only 14
listed on the website, what is the missing Society?



Section 7.3 – Disagreement with a number of the cons listed against having an open candidate list as
the feeling that are biased towards the role of the Council members. have often voted for members
based on limited information and without first-hand knowledge of their skills and competency, why
should it have to be different for a Trustee? Also given the limited opportunities to serve in roles
which involve ICE governance it seems unfair to put so much emphasis on this aspect. It comes
across as the Commission and current Council/Trustee Board wanting to keep positions of
governance within their inner circle to the exclusion of the general membership.



Section 7.4.1 – In this option it is proposed that applicants to the Trustee Board would be shortlisted
by the NomCo. Mechanisms would need to be implemented to prevent the appearance of
favouritism as the NomCo is heavily weighted with Council members. All criteria and assessment
processes would need to be published for members to view to prevent challenges arising.



General comment on the method of election – Bar Option C (Election of Council Members by the
Council) the other options list the weakening of Council influence and reduction of ties between the
2 bodies as a con. This is due to the Council not being able to directly elect members to the Trustee
Board. Surely it would make sense that for any method of election to the Trustee Board a clause
could be put in that Council Members are free to stand without having to give up their place on the
Council. This would give them the opportunity to serve on both boards as is the current status quo.
Council members standing for the Trustee Board are also likelier to succeed as they are likely to have
the support of the members who elected them in the first place and also the support of other
Council members.



Section 8.2.2 – The selection of the NomCo could be perceived as biased as appointments are made
from within the same group. Transparency on the selection of the members – particularly those
chosen by the Chair – should be provided to the wider membership.



Section 8.2.7 – General agreement that a G&S member should be appointed to the NomCo but this
opens up the wider debate about Graduate voting rights. To be able to select the next President but
not vote for all candidates in the Council election seems nonsensical.



Section 9.3 – Disagreement with the statement not having the President as chair of the Council will
reduce its influence. Under the proposal the Senior Vice President would chair the Council. (S)He
would then go on to become President. Having all incumbent Presidents serve as chair of the Council
will maintain the Council’s influence.
Section 9.4.3 – The cons for the President not chairing the Trustee Board are focussed on division
between the boards, split loyalties, tensions etc. if all members were acting in the manner expected
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of them – i.e. they should be putting the needs of the ICE above themselves and working for the
greater good – this shouldn’t be an issue.


Section 11.6.5 – Given the emphasis put on Ethics and Conduct it would make sense that the VP next
in line to succeed the current President should have this portfolio.



Section 13.4 – Given the special nature of the SGMs I think it is important that voting rights for these
events be extended to include graduates.

I hope this information is beneficial. Happy to discuss further on Friday 11th October.
Kind regards,

David Hamilton
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GSNet – North West
The North West Graduate and Student Committee included a session in our monthly committee meeting, in
September, to review the Presidential Commission Interim Report and Consultation Pack. Our thoughts and
brief discussion notes for the some of the findings are summarised below;

Interim Finding 1 - Should the ICE’s trustee body be a large Council or a compact Trustee Board?
Our opinion on this is that a more compact Trustee board could further reduce the Graduate and Student voice
within the ICE. However we generally agreed that a compact Trustee Board was needed in line with the charity
commission and to split up the financial and technical organisation of the institution.
Interim Finding 2 - Balance of the Trustee Board
We debated whether this balance would allow sufficient diversity in the Trustee Board, concluding that the
removal of Succeeding Vice Presidents may encourages more diversity. Three Vice Presidents and the President is
a significant proportion of Board.
Interim Finding 5 - Method of election to the Trustee Board
Option D preferred as it encourages diversity of elected members. We discussed changing the member split from 3
ICE elected members and 4 council members to 2 elected ICE members and 5 council member to compromise with
the councils preferences, alternatively this could be an opposite split so long as there is a fair representation.
Option B not preferred as more selective and the members of Council have already been elected once and will have
experience to be trusted in the role.
There was discussion around the criteria that would be used to get general (non council) members onto the board
and we believe that this needs to be robust and ensure that there is a good representation across the council and
general members of the trustee board.
Interim Finding 9 - Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
Option A to have the President chairing both to help alignment between the Trustee Board and the Council, there
were no opposing arguments to this.
Interim Finding 12 - Strengthening the Role of Council
We agree with the recommendations provided and especially liked the statement of the trustee board needing to
defend in writing any reasons for not following the advice of council. This ensures that councils views are heard
and ultimately the comments from across the members of the ICE.
Interim Finding 14,15 and 16 - Transparency and Engagement
We know that the right for graduates and students to vote in ICE council elections has been debated on numerous
occasions. However we think as many graduates and students are generally considered to be active members with
a keen interest in the ICE we should have a say on the vote, especially with the low turnout of member votes.
Ultimately graduate members are seeking to become full chartered members and will be the future of the
institution. Those that are disengaged will not bother to vote but those that are members of committees, network
or attend events will have valid views to get engaged.
We also feel that the voting system is dated and should be updated if the ICE would like to grow and maintain
members.

Kind regards
Louise Westhoff
MEng(Hons) GMICE
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International Committee
Date, Time: 11/09/2019 08:00-10:00
Chair: Paul Sheffield
Attendees: Paul Sheffield, Eva Kong, David Caiden, Owen Chirwa, Paul Jowitt, Patrick Chan, Billy
Martin
Apologies: Claire Oliver, Richard Giffen, Richard Burleigh, Haro Bedelian, Lucy Rew, Tim Khan, Tim
Warren, Mark Jamieson, Matthew Colton, CK Mak
Discussion items:
1. INTERIM FINDING 2 - BALANCE OF TRUSTEE BOARD
A smaller trustee board of 12 people to manage the workings of the Institution with sound principle
will require breadth of skills and experience.
David Caiden (DC) argued that the structure of the Trustee Board as proposed is satisfactory as the
balance is already about right. Patrick Chan (PC): agreed with DC on this.
Paul Jowitt (PJ) was not convinced by the idea of having an extra member by nomination. In his
view appointing somebody with a certain skill set may not be necessary as it is possible to find
these skills amongst them already, or, if not, the TB could invite external advice by themselves coopting extra members as they deem fit.
PC stated that all of the Trustee Board should be equal regardless of how they were elected.
There was a short discussion around Quorum. PJ suggested that there should be a majority of
elected members whilst others felt that there was no need to specify as long as each member had
equal voting rights.

2. INTERIM FINDING 5 - HOW TO ELECT/SELECT TRUSTEE BOARD?
DC objected to option B (focussed election by members) and wanted to know why option A (open
election by ICE members) was not recommended as he considered this a good option.
PJ agreed with DC saying that there would be difficulties surrounding engagement. He supported
DC’s point that option B has flaws; in particular he disagreed that the Nomination Committee
(NomCo) could have a say in who would stand, as they may not be qualified to do this.
PJ said that option D (combination of option B & C) was an interesting concept but suggested that
that a better Option (“Option E”) might be to use Option A to elect four members directly in an open
election and to use Option C to elect four members of Council to cover the responsibilities as
described in 7.6.2
PC agreed and said that this would reduce some of the issues surrounding NomCo.
Paul Sheffield (PS) commented that any of the four options depends on people volunteering
themselves, and therefore people should be encouraged to put themselves forward.
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3. INTERIM FINDINGS 6 & 7 - NOMINATION COMMITTEE:
PS stated that the Nomination Committee should be run and operated in a transparent manner.
PJ stated that the TB should not be involved in appointing members to NomCo and vice versa
except in its role as the Presidential Selection Panel. The independence of the Nominations
committee should be regarded as very important. DC was also concerned by the conflict of interest,
that they would be able to vote for both the Trustee Board and NomCo.
PS indicated that NomCo would not be electing in any of the options, with only Option B having any
NomCo involvement where they would create a focused shortlist of candidates who fit the correct
criteria.
Owen Chirwa (OC) queried whether there would be external opinions making these decisions. PS
responded that because this is an ICE decision, external opinions would not be invited to participate.
4. INTERIM FINDINGS 9 - CHAIRING THE TRUSTEE BOARD AND COUNCIL:
DC and PC were not keen on option A due to concerns that the President’s workload may be too
heavy.
PS countered that workload is considered when the President is chosen.
PJ concluded that the President should chair the Council as s/he should provide the Members with
strategic Leadership and the President/Council interface is key. The Trustee Board ensures the
Institution is acting lawfully and ethically. This does not require the President to chair it, and given
that Council can challenge the Trustee Board and vice versa, and therefore the President should not
chair both.
This was supported by PC.
5. INTERIM FINDINGS 12 - STRENGTHENING ROLE OF COUNCIL
PC challenged the first bullet point about the Council being the pinnacle of the Institution’s learning
society, arguing that the council is not only a learning society but a learned society and therefore
must also be public voice to society.
PC had commented earlier that the word advisory was difficult to understand and didn’t know what
the Council would be doing now.
PS clarified that the role of the Council is to do everything that the Trustee Board doesn’t, making it
a lot easier to determine what the Trustee Board is designed to do.
It was accepted that Council should hold responsibility for Learning Society, membership,
qualifications and societal contribution. These should be key areas where Trustee Board consult
with Council.
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Learning Society Committee
A tele-conference meeting was held at 10am on 7 October 2019 between Ed McCann (Chair of the
LSC), Richard Fish and Jean Venables
Ed McCann, Vice President Learning Society chaired the recent Forum meeting of the Learning
Society and reported to RF and JV on the discussion on the Presidential Commission’s Interim
Report. The discussion focussed on Interim Finding 12.

Interim Finding 12:
Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council:
• Council should be pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS Committee and
Panels reporting through the Council
• there should be a trustee who is Vice President / Trustee for the Council, who will also act as ViceChair of the Council
• ToR of both TB and should require the TB to consult Council on defined, significant matters
• TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s
advice.

This Finding was broadly welcomed as it was felt there was a need to strengthen the links between
Council and the Learning Society with a more procedural approach. This would enable Council and
Learning Society members to formulate Position (or Policy) Statements for the ICE to use. One
suggestion was that the LS could include, say, 6 members of Council and be a sub-committee
(community) of Council. So Policy (or Position) would be set by Council (as it was a member issue)
rather than the TB (who are responsible for governance).
It was also suggested that ICE Thinks should not be reporting to TB but just to Council.
This would mean changes to the portfolios of the VPs as the responsibility of the VP for LS would
then also include Policy (Position).
The LS is also transforming into a community of interest who meet regularly and one of their roles is
to identify the need for task and finish groups to be formed for particular projects.
Jean Venables
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Public Voice Committee
Extract from Minutes – 17 September 2019

2) Presidential Commission update
Attachment 1: - Presidential Commission Stage 3 Consultation Pack
DM ran through the proposals made by the Commission and asked for feedback from PVC members.
To note:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

It would be useful to remind people of the purpose of the Commission’s work and why change is needed when
seeking views on the proposals.
It was suggested that governance changes should address issue of ICE members wanting to get involved but not
knowing how to. Making this clearer will also encourage members to turn up to meetings.
It was suggested that the proposals still do not encourage SMEs to be part of the governance structure due to
popularity votes for elected members. This may however be difficult to achieve as various constraints for members will
be required.
It was suggested that a governance structure that provides a balance of being more proactive and accountable should
be pursued. Focussing on how Trustee Board members are elected and what they represent can resolve concerns of
how the ICE is run.
In recent years the number of people willing to put themselves forward for Trustee Board or nominate others has been
low despite attempts to increase numbers. Fixing this issue will help diversify Trustee Board.
It was suggested that the proactive approach to nominations should be less ad hoc. One solution would be a model
like the Royal Academy of Engineering’s (RAEng) Nominations Committee.
It was suggested that the Trustee Board should be made up of a balance of names in industry and people who will do
the work. There should also be a way to remove Trustee Board members who do not get involved.
Members of PVC debated whether the ICE President should chair both Trustee Board and Council.
It was suggested that the succeeding Vice President (VP) could chair Council in order to increase links to Trustee
Board.
The value of being a member of Council if the President doesn’t chair it was questioned.
It was suggested that the relationship between Council and Trustee Board should be strengthened to increase
Council’s influence.
It was suggested that members of the Trustee Board should be required to attend a certain number of Council
meetings to increase influence of Council.
The Presidential Commission has a page on ICE’s website. Members were encouraged to respond to the
consultation.

Actions:
PVC members to receive a copy of the presentation made by DM.
DM to report back comments from PVC members to the Presidential Commission.
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Audit Committee
At the ICE Audit Committee meeting on 23 September 2019, an update on the work of the
Presidential Commission was provided.
There was a brief discussion about the ongoing consultation on the interim report and the Audit
Committee was content not to submit a response. Individual members of ICE on the Committee
were reminded that they can respond in a personal capacity.
Given the Audit Committee 's interest in the Governance of the Institution it may, at some future
point, examine the recommendations in the final report of the Presidential Commission and their
implementation.
David Porter (Chair)
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Volume 3 - Section B

Submissions from ICE Members
The submissions that follow are the views of the ICE Members who submitted them. They do not
necessarily represent the views of the Institution of Civil Engineers nor the Presidential Commission
into ICE Governance.
Personal data has been withheld, other than the authors’ names.

B-1

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

#1
26 July 2019
David Orr
Chair, ICE Governance Review Commission
Dear David,
After having just carried out the scrutineering of the elections to ICE Council for 2019, we would like
to put to you a couple of points that you may wish to consider as part of your governance review.
1) Currently Technician Members and Incorporated Engineer members are voted for as part of the
general elections to Council. Graduate members have a separate election. The Commission might
like to consider whether Technicians and Incorporated Members should have a separate election like
the Graduate Members?
2) Currently the voting for Technician Members and Incorporated Engineer members is included
with the voting for General Members of Council. The constitution requires at least one of each to be
appointed to Council (if any stand for election).
The transferable voting process is currently run such that, if there is only one Technician or
Incorporated Engineer standing, they are included in the vote transfer process as any candidate, but
are then "preserved"" to the end if the process results in them being otherwise rejected. Thus they
are guaranteed a place, but their votes are not transferred as part of the re-allocation of surplus
votes of successful Chartered candidates.
There are two alternatives to this process, in the case of there being only one Technician or
Incorporated engineer:
(a) that they are declared elected and removed from the process at the outset, not the end.
(b) that if (a) is adopted, then their votes are transferred as part of the re-allocation of surplus
votes in the same way as successful Chartered candidates.
We hope that this is explained well enough, but if you have any queries please do contact one of us.
Kind regards
Bill Grose
Richard Coackley
Adrian Coy
ICE Election Scrutineers
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#2
Mon 05/08/2019 11:38
Presidential Commission
Dear President,
I was one of the few attendees to the recent AGM who was not either on the Council,
wanted to be on the Council or had previously been on the Council. It seemed to me to be
a cosy little club. This is not healthy for democracy and whatever the outcome of your
Commission is something which needs to be addressed - not just by words but by actions.
I have been a member for over 40 years (now on the retired list) and have sought little over
the years from the ICE. I just needed the membership to further my career and for my
employers (who ultimately paid my subscription) to be able to present me and my work
colleagues to clients as Chartered Civil Engineers. I suspect that I am not alone in this
regard.
David Nimmo Smith
#3
Mon 05/08/2019 11:46
As a member for many years I strongly object to the proposals to having an elite governing body
not elected by members.
Over the years the Civils has changed from an institution serving its members to an elite who
promote vanity projects presumably because they would like to exploit their positions.
My impression is that members are seen as a group who can be continually exploited by ever
increasing conferences and meetings also having to pay for technical papers.
Thomas Telford uses its position to increasingly promote paid services for a whole range of
products.
The Institution should return to a democratic body fulfilling its role in serving its members.
James C Thomson C.Eng.
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#4
Mon 05/08/2019 11:59
To the Presidential Commission
My congratulations to the Commission. This is a truly excellent report. Logical, clear and objective.
I strongly support all its recommendations and hope that Institution will take them forward as
swiftly as possible.
I should like to add a few comments about the options identified. Namely:
•

Election of Members to the Trustee Board: Option D seems to be the best way forward because
it will provide an important role for the Council whilst enabling individual members to directly
elect those who are qualified to serve.

•

Role of President: As the Institution’s public-facing leader and most senior member, I believe it
is vital that they should chair both the Council and the Trustee Board in order to provide the
personal authority needed for the effective discharge of those onerous responsibilities.

•

Vice President Title: Confusing titles are never a good idea. In my experience, most people
assume that anybody with the title of ‘Vice President’ is a President-in-Waiting. Therefore, it
makes sense to retain the title of Vice President, but only for those trustees who will succeed to
the presidency in due course. All others should simply be titled ‘Trustee’.

I hope this is helpful.
Best wishes,
Tom Foulkes FICE
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#5
ICE Presidential Commission
6 August 2019
Dear Presidential Commission,
ICE GOVERNANCE INTERIM REPORT
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Presidential Commission’s report.
First, congratulations to the commission for an excellent interim report. The report is well written
and provides excellent background detail and explanations as to why the commission was
established.
My comments on the Interim Findings are as follows:
Interim Finding 1 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 2 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 3 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 4 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 5 I support Option D
Interim Finding 6 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 7 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 8 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 9 I support Option A
Interim Finding 10 I support the interim finding.
Interim Finding 11 I support the following: “Vice Presidents will be those trustees who are expected
to succeed to the position of President, with other members of the Trustee Board holding the title
‘Trustee’, and all members normally allocated a particular portfolio.”
Interim Finding 12 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 13 I support the interim finding
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Interim Finding 14 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 15 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 16 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 17 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 18 I support the interim finding
Interim Finding 19 I support the interim finding
Yours sincerely,
WILLIAM GOWDY, OBE, CEng, FICE
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#6
Tue 06/08/2019 17:31
Dear David,
This is just a note in response to your invitation to comment on your committee’s interim
report.
Civil Engineering is an art and it requires concept and execution.
The report concentrates upon concept, but it does not explain how it is proposed to execute
the reforms or changes that the Institution may wish to make as a result of all the work of
you and your colleagues have put into producing the report.
The report only recognises a lack of participation by its members in things like electing the
governing body, but it offers no ideas about how this should be put right. Maybe it is
considered to be outside your brief, but it is certainly inter-linked, and it is a problem that will
have to be coped with.
I also hope you don’t mind my saying I thought the division of the report into volumes
starting at zero was strange. I know mathematicians start at zero when defining intervals,
but physical things like chapters in books have to start with number one. (I must confess I
have seen references to the Zeroth law of Thermodynamics…but I think that’s different) .
Regards
Dennis Gedge
Thu 26/09/2019 17:38

Dear David,
I do hope you don’t mind my writing to you direct again, but I have only just thought of
something which I think might have been able to be considered earlier.
I know it is accepted that putting things right about participation in ICE is beyond the
Commission’s remit, but it came to me yesterday when I was doing CPD records, that CPD
is now a condition of being a member of the ICE. Perhaps CPD could be extended to
include taking part in any votes on by-law changes and indeed voting for Council
candidates.
At the moment we have the situation where a nil response could indicate that the person
doesn’t like ‘any of the above’ or on the other hand just doesn’t think it worth responding.
It seems to me that professional development should include taking part in a professional
institution, and it is not very professional not to vote on important things.
Anyway, I hope that this point might be able to be taken into account, and I also hope that
things are going well with the Commission.
Regards
Dennis
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#7
Thu 08/08/2019 17:41
Dear Commission members,
Last year I expressed my disappointment at the way the ICE handled the ballot regarding
governance changes, and fully support the resolutions passed at the SGM. I am therefore pleased to
have the opportunity to offer my comments on the Commission’s findings so far.
Focus area 1
The ICE should be governed by a Council which is directly elected by the membership. Looking back
on the experience gained over many years on various committees, I maintain that, provided Council
Meetings are well organized and Council members have access to all relevant Information, that the
Council can act as effectively and flexibly as the proposed Trustee Board.
Focus area 2
If a TB structure is adopted, then it should consist of the President, 3 Vice presidents and 9
members directly elected by the ICE Membership. Anything less is intransparent and will only serve
to further a "them and us" environment where a large proportion of the membership feel
themselves distanced from the Trustee Board and not represented by it.
Focus area 3
I support Option A and find the comment "Not recommended…." on page 8 of the consultation pack
rather offensive, as though ICE members are not capable of deciding who has the "right profile". It
is of the utmost importance that ICE does more to find out why generally so few members vote in
ballots (see Interim Report P20, 12.6 + 12.7) and to work towards improving this - and not to use
low turnouts as an argument against direct elections.
Focus area 4
The structure of the NomCo should clearly represent the ICE structure (graduates, Technicians etc).
Council should elect the NomCo members, and approve the NomCo nominations for the posts of
President etc.
Focus area 5
I support Option A.
Focus area 6
Only the 3 succeeding VPs should be nominated to the TB - the rest of the TB should be directly
elected.
Focus area 7
I support the Commission recommendation "Interim Finding 12". If a TB structure is adopted, then
it is eminently important to strengthen the role of Council ("checks and balances").
Focus area 8
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In the past criticism has often been made that transparency and openness are lacking in the
management of ICE Affairs. I see the poor turnout quota for ballots as a reflection of this. Therefore
this area is vital for the future success of the ICE and I support the measures recommended by the
Commission.
Focus area 9
I fully support the Commission recommendations "Interim findings 17, 18 + 19"
yours faithfully,
Michael Paul
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#8
Thu 08/08/2019 17:46
Dear Sirs,
With reference to the Presidential Commission into ICE Governance and the Interim Report for
Consultation, I would only comment as follows.
You state (2.3) “while the Institution is a membership organisation which could not function without
its members, it exists not for the benefit of its members but for the public good.” I would think the
ICE should exist partly for the benefit of members.
In 2.5 the phrase “debating the strategic issues for civil engineering and the profession, holding
facilitated workshops with most of the main ICE boards and committees using the consultation pack
to stimulate debate” is meaningless jargon. Likewise, the phrase “to focus on risks and
opportunities in a rapidly changing environment”.
Interim Finding: Option B seems the most democratic.
Considering the general verbosity of the report, the Interim Finding 14 suggestion “… a plain English
guide to the ICE’s governance arrangements” would be most welcome.
Regards
Colin Ivey (M)
[Additional Comments from Mr Ivey]
Sat 10/08/2019 17:52
Dear Mr Orr,
Thank you. With reference to Annex C I note the following.
10. The Trustee Board
shall meet no fewer than five times per year.
Surely this is excessive. What are the costs per meeting?
13▪ approve, or not approve, annually, the appointment of the Trustees - this will ensure that the
membership retains control of the direction of its Institution; ▪
“Ensure” is a strong word. How do you propose to achieve such a bold ambition?
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▪ communicate views that are representative of the range of views of members of the ICE on these
and other matters to the Trustee Board;
How are you to know what is the range of members’ views?
15. The Chair of GSNet is a non-voting participant in Council meetings.
Using “find” on my laptop does not reveal what GSNet stands for in Annex C. I can infer that GS
perhaps stands for Graduates & Students, but what is Net? I expect acronyms to be explained at
least once in every document.
I fear I may be too simple a soul effectively to comment on such complex ruminations. Instead,
perhaps, I should wait until opinions are sought on policies for water management.
Yours Sincerely,
Colin Ivey
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#9
Sat 10/08/2019 17:36

Sirs,
My comments as follows:
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Pro-active and not passive consultation is more valuable and reliable in determining
members feelings, i.e. contact members directly to establish consensus and do not
rely on sending out surveys. I agree the Commission has made a good effort in this
respect.
I believe Council should decide what is to be ICE policy, not the Trustee Board, (or at
least in joint consultation to decide a Plan and Budget), and the Trustee
(Executive) Board should carry it out.
Council can be called upon by the Trustee Board on an advisory basis as required.
Trustee Board has to accept ownership of policy, (ICE Plan and Budget), as set-out by
Council, to fulfill obligation of trustees
Trustee Board elected members should be a majority. This was clearly discussed at
the SGM. "....for evil to succeed it is only necessary for good men to do nothing.."
Edmund Burke. ICE voting members should elect Trustee Board Members.
Only Council can dismiss a Trustee Board Member but can act on recommendation
of Trustee Board.
Trustee Board Members should come from an open candidate list that is
prequalified for appropriate skills, knowledge, experience, diversity.
President chairs only the Council and is on the Trustee Board to help co-ordinate and
interpret policy.
Vice Presidents are only those who are expected to become Presidents.
Is there an ICE Organogram that clearly shows ICE non-executive (policy making) and
executive structure and how it works in respect of governance ?
It is a great disappointment that less than 10% of ICE voting members vote. We must
improve this to more than 50%, as a matter of utmost importance and priority in ICE
policy. As requested by the President at the recent AGM I have made written
suggestions to him in this respect.

Yours Faithfully,
Eur Ing. Robert BLAKEBROUGH BSc. CEng. FICE
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#10
Tue 13/08/2019 15:57

ICE GOVERNANCE
I do not agree with the proposals
Rgds
John D Brownlie
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#11
Tue 13/08/2019 17:44

Dear All,
Firstly, I must offer many thanks to you all on the continuing and substantial efforts you are making to deliver
this review. I have found many of your interim findings, and the reasoning behind them, to be persuasive
even where this has meant modifying my previous opinion.
I would like to contribute the following thoughts. I have read both the summary and full reports, but am
using section references from Volume 0 – Summary Report:
Section 7.5 (Interim finding 5):
I stood for Council in 2018 and 2019, and there were significant differences in the way the two elections
were run. This year, I noted particularly that the presentation of the candidates’ details online made it more
difficult to get to candidates whose surnames are lower down the alphabetical list. Even my own surname
beginning with a K meant my candidate statement was not obvious unless you went searching for it. I
suspect that most members read only sufficient statements to find enough candidates that they were willing
to support. Probably it is as a result of this that the six candidates elected were all from the first 8 listed.
This will prove a problem for options A, B and D, particularly if we have a large field of candidates. However,
it is fixable if we simply display the candidate statements in random order.
Section 8.9 (Interim finding 7):
I would like to think that NomCo could be given specific direction to include in its annual report an
explanation of what efforts were made to broaden the pool of candidates considered. While it would be
correct for some VPs to be from larger firms, it would be wrong for all of them to have that background. I
find strict quotas problematic, but ICE is a broad church, and small business people, academics and so on
should be represented at all levels.
Section 9.7 (Interim finding 9):
Option A (particularly with the comments made in evidence about fewer open meetings) does not look
suitable transparent and appropriate as a governance structure for the future.
I see some merit in the arguments for Option C, but in the end if the President is to be the clear leader of the
Institution he or she has to chair the Trustees, so I would support Option B.
Section 11.5 (Interim Finding 12):
In my view it is no good saying that “the Trustee Board must” do something, if you don’t then specify what
happens if it does not do it. The Council needs the power to hit a pause button and require a proper
explanation (or even a way to indicate ‘no confidence’ if the explanation is insufficient). We have this system
in the Baptist Church where I serve as a Deacon (Trustee). The meeting of all church members can over-rule
us or vote us out if need be.
Section 12.3 (Interim Finding 14):
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Just wished to record my strong support of this finding.
Section 12.5 (Interim Finding 15):
I have no problem with this finding, but GSNet should find a way to make sure that this privileged position is
not given to anyone on the grounds of them being well connected. It needs to be someone selected on the
basis of their own merit. Of course this is also true of all the other reserved roles that GSNet have within the
ICE.
Section 12.7 (Interim Finding 16):
I would recommend ensuring that the actual mechanics of using the web site to obtain information about
the candidates and to vote are examined. If it is laborious to vote, then few will do so.
I made a comment earlier about the challenge of finding out about candidates who are alphabetically
disadvantaged and suggested one solution.
It would be easier to differentiate the candidates by using a 60 or 90 second video statement (though I
appreciate there are potential down sides to that)
Perhaps a hustings video could be offered? UK candidates might be required to make themselves available
for (say) 3 out of 6 regional meetings to answer questions, and a video be compiled from the answers. Some
will say this is too great a commitment, but then being a Member of Council is and should be a commitment.
Section 13.7 (Interim Finding 19):
This finding concerns me deeply. The essence of a good SGM (and I firmly believe that the 2018 SGM was a
good one) is that we hear and can take part in debate on the difficult issues and unintended consequences of
a proposal so that we make a wise decision.
I suggested in an earlier submission that two possibilities seemed viable in respect of widening access to the
SGM.
1. Firstly to have regional centres and video links. This still means attendance in person, but access is
widened and it means that (to some extent at least) there can be interactive debate between members
across the world.
2. To have a ‘live stream’ on the internet, with a token to allow voting generated only after the live stream
is watched.
I feel strongly that to reduce the SGM to just another election, without requiring the debate to at least be
observed first, will lose one of the great advantages of a SGM. Those that were present last year voted after
hearing informed debate. Some of us changed our minds as we heard the arguments and weighed the pros
and cons. You don’t get that by ticking a box on a web site.
Engagement and Council meetings:
Some discussion occurred during the evidence sessions about the frequency of council meetings but (unless I
have overlooked it) no reference is made in the interim report. Holding Council meetings only twice a year as
some suggested seems inadequate. Meeting that infrequently feels like a first step to asking why have
Council at all. I would urge 4-6 meetings per year.
I would also love to see Council meetings live streamed on the internet. There could be an initial confidential
section of the meeting if needed, and if we can get some interaction with members viewing the live stream,
we might be able to develop this into each meeting also having a follow up ‘Any Answers’ video where
members can feed back on any topic discussed.
There is no silver bullet for increasing participation, but I think that these are measured, economic steps
using well understood technology that should help.
Regards,
Steve King
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#12
Wed 14/08/2019 13:23
Presidential Commission
Sirs,
I have read the Interim Report for Consultation prepared by the Presidential Commission into ICE
Governance, in particular the Interim Report for Consultation.
Whilst the report obviously reflects a huge amount of work – which has to be admired – the report is
silent on one or two aspects, which I would have found helpful.
Paragraph 2.3.1 of volume 1 of the Interim Report states that:
“During 2018, ICE adopted the new governance arrangements summarised
above. The process was not without controversy and led to a Special General
Meeting. While consideration of that process is not within the Commission’s
remit, it is important to understand the context for this review”.
The section then goes on to describe the events that led to the Special General
Meeting on 31 July 2018, and simply states in paragraph 2.3.4 that:
“the SGM resolutions were carried by 60% to 65% of members present at the
meeting”.
This immediately begs the question as to what those resolutions were, since the
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance was a direct result of those
resolutions. I would therefore respectfully suggest that the final report includes those
resolutions that were voted upon. From my records, the resolutions were:
1.“That the SGM expresses disappointment with the ICE in its handling of the
Governance Ballot on proposed changes to our Royal Charter, By-laws and
Regulations and its failure to conduct extensive consultation with the
Membership at large.”
2.“That the ICE Council be required to undertake extensive and effective
consultation within ICE’s membership at large, and expressly within the UK
and International Regions, Special Interest Groups, Expert Panels and
Associated Societies on the need for, nature of and details of changes in ICE
governance, such that the Institution meets the spirit of the Charities
Commission’s Code of Governance for larger charities whilst at the same
time meeting the needs and aspirations of the Institution and its
membership.”
3.“That the ICE Council be required to formulate new proposals for ICE
Governance following and derived from the consultation and to then hold a
new ballot of the Membership on those new proposals.”
I think that it would be relevant to see whether the final report fulfils those resolutions.
Further, none of the three volumes of the Interim Report – Volumes 0, 1 and 2 – contain an
‘organisation chart’. In all the management reports that I have prepared during my working life, I
would always include pictorial organisation charts of some form. Much of the information contained
in lengthy pages of text can be easily encapsulated in a ‘picture’. Surely the idea is to capture the
interest of the reader and put over ideas that can easily be understood? – I have a concern that the
final report might not do that.
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Finally – and this is the tricky one – paragraph 2.3.4 of volume 1 of the Interim Report states
percentages of those voting (70% at the June 2018 ballot and 60/65% at the July SGM). It is my
recollection that such percentages were percentages of a small proportion of the total membership,
and it was this fact that exercised the minds of many of those attending the July 2018
SGM. Paragraph 3.2.1 of volume 1 of the Interim Report states that:
“the Commission should seek the views of the full spectrum of the membership”.
However, I do not know how this is to be achieved – what to do about a significant proportion of the
membership that does not bother to vote and for whom ICE is not particularly relevant? Gaining
everyone’s interest will be expensive and time-consuming, and might be unachievable. Following
publication of the final report, could a simple ‘yes/no’ survey addressing the major elements of a new
ICE management structure be the answer?
I hope that you will find my comments of interest. In turn, I hope that the points raised may go some
way towards assisting in the publication of the final report.
In any case, you are to be commended on the time and effort put in thus far.
Yours faithfully,
Clive Marsden
C.Eng; FICE (Retired)
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#13
Sun 18/08/2019 17:14

Sirs
In response to the questions posed by the interim Report:
1. TB must comprise of elected members, it would be completely wrong for the Institution to be
run by non-members. The TB membership should therefore be elected by the membership.
2. I agree with the proposal
3. Option D would seem the best way forward; Option C my next preferred.
4. This would appear to be a sensible way forward; inclusion of a graduate/student member is
laudable as it brings them into the heart of the ICE.
5. Option A is my preferred choice as it maintains the President as the leader of the Institution.
6. I do not see any issue with Board members being either VP or Trustee but maintaining the same
level of responsibility. To hold the TB position within the Institution these members must be
mature enough to hold the position without their ego's getting in the way because of a title.
7. Having a trustee who VP & VC is sensible as it maintains a direct link across both groups.
8. Improved transparency and engagement will enable the ICE to remain relevant to the
membership and hopefully encourage members to take part in the ICE activities, particularly the
Branch and Regional committees.
9. Electronic voting works so no reason not to introduce it.
Regards
Michael Woods
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#14
Fri 23/08/2019 20:18

Hello,
In response to the three questions in the June edition of the NCE article:1. This should be done by general vote of suitably qualified candidates, drawn from the
whole ICE membership.
2.The Chair should be elected by the members of the Trustee Board and the ICE Council
respectively.
3. Vice Presidents should only be those people who will become president in due
course. Any other option would be confusing.
Chris Shaw CEng FICE.
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#15
Wed 28/08/2019 12:37

Dear Mr Orr,
I am very pleased to have seen and read the Interim Report relating to ICE Governance. I do believe that,
whatever the new structure, there should continue to be mechanisms which permit the overall membership
to be able to influence actions taken in their name. I believe that the previously proposed structure did much
to reduce this.
1. I am very pleased to see that The Commission has recognised that the original proposals should be
amended and has reported accordingly. However, I do believe that the process of election to the Trustee
Board should be an open election, with the opportunity for candidates to provide evidence of their
suitability as Trustees, as has been the case in Council elections hitherto. Trustees’ primary responsibility
is to act responsibly and in compliance with Charity Commission guidance, taking professional advice
where, as a group, they do not have appropriate knowledge and expertise. To endeavour to capture such
expertise through selection of Trustees is neither necessary nor relevant. It is more important that
Corporate Members should be able to influence the election of suitable persons as Trustees.
2. As Council will become an advisory body, I believe that it is also important that the same individual does
not chair both bodies.
I congratulate the Commission on its work so far, and hope that it will give further consideration to both the
above items.
I am also concerned about disenfranchisement when the Special General Meeting was called. At that time I
raised my concerns with the Director General and Secretary who responded to say that :

There have been a series of SGMs in the engineering institutions recently. As Secretary I have consulted
widely to ensure the ICE does not make any of the mistakes that others have made. The key deduction
from all the SGMs is that the Trustees of the institution concerned (in our case the ICE Council) must be
scrupulous in following the Institution’s by-laws. The ICE Council has taken precise and detailed advice
to ensure that the SGM is not challenged at the outset on the basis that the By-Laws have not been
followed. Whether in future the By-Laws should be amended to allow proxy or electronic voting is a
separate issue for the membership to debate; but at the moment both those options are precluded. This
is a Special General Meeting, not a Special General Ballot.
I replied to say :
I have looked again at the ICE’s Charter and By Laws and still see nothing that precludes the use of proxy
voting. I still believe that, when one of the principal purposes of a Special General Meeting is likely to be to
challenge an issue of governance, it is perverse to reduce the voting population to those who can attend an
evening meeting in London. This is highly likely to lead to a skewed result, and I continue to feel
disenfranchised.
I recognise that you have endeavoured to avoid the problems experienced by other institutions relating to
Special General Meetings, but I still believe that the credibility of the result of a meeting which is almost
certainly going to be attended by an unrepresentative number of members will have no validity, and can
therefore be dismissed as irrelevant. That that can happen surely suggests that the By Laws do need to be
changed.
I believe that it is important that mechanisms should exist for all members to be able to express their views
on matters of such importance, and that it should not be limited to those privileged to live near London, or
with the money and time to travel from further afield.
I hope that the Commission might also address this issue in its review of governance.
Yours sincerely,
Paul R Adamson
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#16
Thu 29/08/2019 09:25

Sir,
Keeping it brief, your interim report is heading in the right direction BUT:• The Trustees need to be openly elected, not the result of the selection by an “Inside
Clique”. Such cliques grow like weeds.
• The President should chair the Council of Management, but not the Trustees Board. Maybe
a past President can do that.
• The Council must have a clear and powerful remit – we members elect them to represent
US and they should be providing full and principled guidance to the Institution.
In this day and age it is easy to see democracy becoming more and more remote from voters actual wishes,
so please bring the Institution back to full democracy.
Sincerely
Jim Wheeler
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#17
Response to Presidential Commission
Peter Hansford FREng FICE, Past President
Interim Finding 1 – I strongly support the Commission’s recommendation of
a compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. I find the
Commission’s paragraph 5.18 to provide a compelling justification for this.
Interim Finding 5 – I support Options C and D, with a preference for Option
C, Election of Council members [to the Trustee Board] by the Council. I would
strongly oppose Option A (which the Commission is not proposing anyway). I
have a concern that Option D might be a little unnecessarily complicated.
Interim Finding 9 – I support Option A, President chairs both the Trustee
Board and the Council. I oppose Option B as I feel it would drive a separation
between Council and the Trustee Board and alienate Council. I think Option
C, President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board, has some merits,
particularly having a chair of the Trustee Board for 3 years. I don't think that
the President not chairing the Trustee Board would diminish his/her authority.
Interim Finding 11 – I suggest that the Commission considers further the
appropriate number of Vice Presidents and on which governance bodies they
should be represented.
I support Interim Findings 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10 and 12-19.
I congratulate the Commission on its excellent Interim Report.
PGH/29.8.19
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#18
Fri 30/08/2019 10:27

Hello
Asking for feedback on ICE governance, is I feel rather pointless, when less than 9% voted on the
original proposals.
Sadly, you really need to concentrate on getting the membership to be involved, then you can ask
them for feedback or the results are not going to be representative.
Regards, Clive Kennedy FICE
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#19
Submission seen by the Commission but not published, at the request of the member
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#20
Fri 30/08/2019 11:25

Hi,
Thank you for the email about the consultation regarding the proposed governance changes. I have
particular concern regarding the proposal for election of members of the Trustee Board and see it as very
damaging to the future of the ICE. Under the current proposal it places too much control with the Council,
removes the independence of the Trustee Board and would create further disconnect between the ICE
members and the ICE. It is also undemocratic. Under the Option D proposal this would be the make up of
the Trustee board
•
•
•
•
•

The President (elected by NomCo with the majority of members of NomCo are from the
Council)
3 Vice Presidents (elected by NomCo with the majority of members of NomCo are from the
Council)
1 NomCo (Elected by the Council)
4 Nominated Members (Elected from the Council)
3 Members Elected under Option B

Therefore under the Option D proposal, 75% of the Trustee Board is elected and controlled by the Council,
undermining the independence of the governance role of the Trustee Board, and would give ICE members
very little scope to influence the Trustee Board.
My preference would be for Option B for a minimum of 6 of the positions within the Trustee Board. This
gives a fair balance of control and independence of the Trustee Board.
I also believe each of the options proposed for the election of Trustee Members in the Interim Report should
be put forward to a vote by the ICE members before any decision is taken
Regards,
Jonathan
Jonathan Bradshaw MEng (Hons) CEng MICE MIHEEM
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#21
Fri 30/08/2019 11:27

Dear Sirs
Feedback
Even the Summary Report is v v v long and over complex.
Can you please reduce this to simple Org Charts showing Existing Structure and Proposed Structure
and the Key aspects on Need for Change and the Key Advantages of the Proposed Structure over the
Existing.
Thanks
David Anthony Cunningham
MSc, BSc (Eng) FICE C.Eng PrEng
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#22
Fri 30/08/2019 11:47

Good morning,
I have read the interim report with some interest, from a position of having voted to approve the governance
structure reform in 2018 and slight bafflement that certain members felt an SGM was required.
The main finding I would like to comment on is the exceptionally poor turn out (Interim Finding 16) in council
elections and governance voting.
From my perspective I would suggest that the membership splits roughly into two uneven groups. If you
attend any ICE membership event (CPD sessions, review sessions etc) you will tend to see the same small
body of people at all of them – this relatively small group form a core membership who are involved with the
ICE day-to-day in some way. Logic follows that this is the small group that votes. It is worrying to note that a
majority of these members are above the average membership age, and many have reached retirement age i.e. it is a group that appears to likely to be getting smaller.
So what about the other 90% of the membership? I am an SCE and reviewer and a favourite discussion point
with graduate members is why they want to get chartered. For the vast majority they don’t really know – it’s
a route to promotion rather than the desire to be a member that drives them. Once these graduates are
members they are not going to vote – they have their magic piece of paper and that will be pretty much the
end of their involvement with the ICE, bar the occasional request for CPD records.
Increasing voting turnout I think is related to a much bigger issue of general membership engagement.
Things I think that may help:
1. An explanation with all voting requests as to why these positions are important, and what
effect it may have on members. People are much more likely to act if they feel they have
some personal interest in the outcome.
2. Increased focus on FICE – if MICE is seen by many as a gateway to better career potential,
then by increased focus one the next available level may maintain further interest and
engagement.
3. Inspirational type stories – I got more involved with the ICE and it made my life better for
these reasons.
4. ICE ambassadors – more people willing to fly the ICE flag within their organisation and office
to promote engaged membership.
With regards to the other focus areas:
Focus area 1 – A compact trustee board and larger advisory council appears to be very sensible, and brings us
in line with vast majority of other charitable bodies.
Focus area 2 – I agree with the proposal, but have a slight concern that if voting numbers remain so low then
trustees will only need the backing of a relatively small number of people to be voted in.
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Focus area 3 – Council needs to have representation, but so does the membership, so I would argue that
option D is the best compromise.
Focus area 4 – No specific comments.
Focus area 5 – Option B. Council and trustee board must be separate. The trustee board must have power to
set direction, and the President should head this, otherwise the Chair effectively becomes the more powerful
position. The council is an advisory body, I don’t think the loss of president as chair would weaken its
position.
Focus area 6 – I am unclear as to why we need 3 or 7, surely 1 is enough? I’m not sure I understand enough
to recommend either option, although I would tend towards minimising VP titles.
Focus area 7 – The recommendation appears to provide an appropriate level of control to the council, whilst
retaining control by the Trustees.
Focus area 8 – electronic voting is a must, otherwise SGM overly favours London based membership. For
example, in the 2018 SGM I couldn’t vote as I couldn’t attend, despite having strong views.
Regards,
Alex
Alex Lamb CEng MICE
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#23
Fri 30/08/2019 12:09

Dear Sirs
I am a Fellow of the ICE and have served on the Council in the past and have been Chair of the
Yorkshire Region in the past. I am aware of the difficulties of making decisions with a large
Council and fully support the general proposed principles as set out in the Presidential
Commission into ICE Governance, as outlined in the Summary Report.
I currently serve as a Trustee Board member of the CIWEM and based on my Board experience
I would have the following views on the points raised in the Interim Report:
Interim Finding 1 – I fully support this recommendation. My only comment would be that with
a Trustee Board now in place does the ICE Council need to be as large as 38?
Interim Finding 2 – I fully support the principle of a majority of the Trustee Board members
being elected by the ICE Voting Membership.
Interim Finding 3 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 4 – I fully support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 5 – I would support any of these options, as all are democratic, but on balance
I would suggest that Option D would be my preferred option.
Interim Finding 6 – I fully support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 7 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 8 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 9 – Based on my experience, I would not recommend the President chairing
both the Trustee Board and the Council. The role and type of person needed for President and
Chairing an Advisory Council could be very different. Personally I would be most supportive of
Option C, where the President chairs the Council and focusing on promoting the ICE to the
membership and wider community, with another Board member chairing the Trustee Board.
Interim Finding 10 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 11 – I support the recommendation that only those Trustee Board members
expecting to become a President in the future should be classed as Vice Presidents. I do not
support the proposal of members of the Trustee Board having the title ‘Vice-President’.
Interim Finding 12 – I fully support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 13 – I fully support this recommendation.

page B-29

Interim Finding 14 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 15 – I support this recommendation.
Interim Finding 16 – I support this recommendation, but on current and past experience as
President of IAHR (2011-15), Vice-President of IACRR (2017-date) and Trustee Board Member
of CIWEM (2016-date) the low turnout in elections for professional and learned bodies is
common to many.
Interim Finding 17 – I support this recommendation, but I think it should depend on the
matter instigating the request for an SGM. In the particular case relating to the SGM for the
current document then, whilst I did not attend the SGM, I do believe that it has been positive in
that the current review has been implemented and the final outcome will be much more
transparent and engaging of the membership – such as my opportunity to comment now.
Interim Finding 18 – I have no problem supporting this recommendation, but I am not clear as
to why it is needed.
Interim Finding 19 – I have some reservations about enable people to vote on an issue when
they are not at the SGM and have not heard all of the arguments, but again, I would not oppose
the recommendation.
I hope that these comments are helpful.
Regards
Roger Falconer
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#24
Fri 30/08/2019 12:15

Comment on ICE Governance
I support the proposal to form the Trustee Panel with the hybrid option. However, I foresee
that it would be difficult to adopt a single stage election process, since it would not be
possible to finalize a list of nominated experts from outside until after the election of
candidates from Council.
Best regards,
Tony Barber
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#25
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance Consultation on Interim Report
Extract from consultation doc with views of Roger Pacey Membership 42679418
Interim Finding 1: Commission recommends that ICE’s top-level governance structures should
comprise a compact Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is subject to
considering the balance of the Trustee Board, the method of appointing its members and other
matters discussed later in the Interim Report. Question: What are your views on this
recommendation?
Agreed.

Interim Finding 2: Commission recommends the key principle that a majority of Trustee Board
members should be elected by the ICE membership (subject to further consideration as to the
method of election in section 7) giving the configuration of 12 or 13 members shown aside, with a
quorum of at least seven.
Question: What are your views on this recommendation?
Agreed.

Interim Finding 5: Commission seeks further views on which option to elect seven members to the
Trustee Board (normally 2 per year, sometimes 3):
- Option B focused election by members
- Option C focused election by Council
- Option D combination of B & C
Question: Commission is leaning towards option D but is keen to know which option you prefer and
why?
Prefer Option B but restore influence of Council by making it define the candidate qualities needed
and then recommending candidates by each defined quality.

Interim Finding 6: Commission recommends a NomCo of 8 to 12 members, a majority of whom are
elected by the Council. It should include one aspiring member (ie graduate or student).
Interim Finding 7: Commission recommends that NomCo:
• identifies a role specification and demonstrates to TB and Council how the nominee meets the
required characteristics
• publishes a summary of the process in a NomCo Annual Report, while respecting the
confidentiality of the nominations process
Question: Have you any views on these issues?
Everything considered by a NomCo excepting only personal qualities must be published so that
confidence in the system can be clearly demonstrated.
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Interim Finding 9: The Commission seeks further views on the following options for chairing the
Trustee Board and Council:
• Option A: President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council (with measures to mitigate any
conflict of interest)
• Option B: President chairs the Trustee Board but not the Council
• Option C: President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board
Question: Which option do you prefer and why?
Option C on the grounds that the trustee role is one of safeguarding the institution whereas the
Council role should be about leading it. Then make the immediate ex-President chair the Trustee
Board.

Interim Finding 11: Commission seeks further views on the following options to uphold the key
principle that all trustees should have equal levels of responsibility:
• Vice Presidents will only be the succeeding VPs, with other members of the Trustee Board holding
the title ‘Trustee’
• all members of the Trustee Board except for the President should have the title of Vice-President
Question: Which option do you prefer and why?
For the purposes of being a trustee all should be titled “Trustee” and the Chair should be “Chair of
the Trustees”. That various people should hold trustee status by right of ex officio is not relevant.

Interim Finding 12: Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council:
• Council should be pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS Committee and Panels
reporting through the Council
• there should be a trustee who is Vice President / Trustee for the Council, who will also act as
ViceChair of the Council
• ToR of both TB and should require the TB to consult Council on defined, significant matters
• TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s advice.
Question: What are your views on this recommendation? Have you any other suggestions?
The trustee role is one of safeguarding the institution whereas the Council role should be about
leading it. Therefore, the President’s role is about being Chair of Council and then the immediate
ex-President would chair the Trustee Board. Both Chairs should have deputies anyway and these
can be immediate succeeding VPs.

Interim Finding 15 and 16: Commission recommends the measures aside to improve transparency
and engagement.
Question: Have you any views on these issues?
Of the first set, approval.
Engagement The Commission recommends that:
• TB regularly invites particular groups to present to it
• TB and Council examine the root causes of low turn-out in member votes with a view to significant
improvement
The first of these proposals seem wrong in principle to me. Why should the safeguarding trustees
be inviting groups to present to it unless they are the concerned about the Institution’s well-being?
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It’s Council should be inviting people to present to it so that it extends itself. That includes ideas for
technical developments in all disciplines (not confined to engineering), member service
improvement and generally bucking the Institution up.
All Council and Trustee meetings should be attended by an independent professional reporter given
the brief to write lively, iconoclastic and informative reports. These should be published in NCE
even if ICE has to buy pages to do it and the only editing must be on journalistic grounds. For
writing models see Roger Ford and Ian Walmsley in Modern Railways.

Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19: Commission recommends:
• no change to the number of members required to requisition an SGM
• that non-Voting Members may make an oral contribution at an SGM
• By-Laws are amended to permit electronic voting for voting members unable to attend an SGM
Question: Have you any views on these issues?
All reasonable suggestions.
I suggest the Chair’s permission should be needed for a non-Voting Member to make a speech. If
meeting business tends to be slow then all contributions should be time limited. For a model, try
going as an observer to the penultimate day of the annual Methodist Conference!
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#26
Sat 31/08/2019 09:15

The low percentage of ICE members voting in elections is because members
know so little about the candidates they are asked to vote for. Are
there any other professional institutions who have a solution to that
problem? I agree that the Trustee Board should be small and composed of
suitably qualified people
Ben Tatham FICE
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#27
31st August, 2019.
To:- The Presidential Commission into ICE Governance.
RESPONSE TO THE INTERIM REPORT OF THE COMMISSION.
May I first thank and congratulate the members of the Commission for what must have
been a great deal of hard work and for producing such a wide-ranging and lucid Interim
Report? I am very grateful for this important piece of work, and for being given the
opportunity to comment on its content.
I have read the full Interim Report and the Summary Report and the supporting
documents. I am setting out my comments in three groups:- A. Some general comments;
B. Comments on the nine Focus Areas and other aspects of the Interim Findings,
referenced to the Summary Report (IRS); C. Some personal views on a way forward.

A. General Comments.
A1. I think the Commission (COM)) has interpreted some of its Terms of Reference (TOR)
over-narrowly. IRS 3.3a states, “consult widely....in relation to .....the options for
governance models...”, and 3.3h, “consider options for appropriate governance of the
Institution,....”. In fact, the COM appears to have considered only three options:- 1,
Continue with the present (2018) governance structure; 2. Continue with the basic 2018
structure but incorporating improvements; 3. Revert to the pre-2018 structure.
A glance out of the Great George Street window would find other possibilities and, if a
closer look is not taken, there is a big chance that the possibility of moving to something
better will be missed. The COM is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to take a really basic
look at ICE governance, and it should not be foregone. Long-lived and (justifiably) proud
organisations like ICE always run the risk of becoming ossified, developing tunnel-vision
and a “Not invented here” approach; an occasional touch of bold iconoclasm can do only
good. If after doing this, the conclusion is that the original proposal is the best, one might
be confident that it had been properly tested; also the possibility of the COM being
accused of short-sightedness or bias would be much reduced.
TOR 3.3d is very sensible but brings with it a trap which needs to be avoided, since all
these organisations are essentially chips off the same block, by definition not included in
the wider list of possibilities and potentially positively incestuous in their outlook on
governance.
A2. The COM has very rightly given much consideration to the principles of good
governance as they apply to ICE, but I do feel that insufficient attention has been given to
the practical requirements. What will/should the Board of Trustees actually do, how will
they equip themselves to do it, how will they be able to put their decisions into effect? A
governing board needs to be underpinned by a structure, which is part of the governance
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arrangements. Obviously this must exist in ICE already in some form, but is it the best
form for the new governance arrangements to work well? Another way of looking at this
would be to consider what will be on Board Agendas over the course of a year. In this
context, the Advisory Council is not relevant, simply because it is advisory.
A3. The present governance structure is a re-arrangement of the previous one (IRS 5.2).
More needs to be done than is now proposed to unscramble/demerge these old
arrangements in order to achieve clearly defined roles for the components of the new
structure.

B. Comments on the content of the Interim Summary Report.
Focus Area 1/Interim Finding 1.
I agree that there should be a compact Trustee Board, but I think the size proposed is too
large; this appears to be driven by the need to accommodate the Presidential team exofficio while providing also for a majority of elected members; this is no way to decide the
size of the Board; the size should be decided by what the Board has to do! ICE certainly is
a large charity, but it is not a very large charity. I do not agree that the Board should be
underpinned by an advisory council; there are better ways of achieving the underpinning
that the Board will require. Partly for this reason, I doubt if an advisory council would
have a long life as an effective part of the governance structure, though it might have other
functions.
Focus Area 2/Interim Finding 2.
I believe that all Trustees should be elected by the ICE voting membership. Hence there
should be no ex-officio Trustees. A quorum of 7 out of a Board of 12 would be sensible;
pro-rata for a smaller Board.
Clearly, my view would lead to the need for a complete review of the roles of President and
Vice-Presidents, which is partly a matter of governance (hence a topic for the COM), but
partly wider.
Interim Finding 3. I agree. While this recommendation relates to Trustees’ responsibility
for topic areas, I think we (all members) need to be clear that charity law makes all
Trustees jointly and severally accountable for everything that the charity does.
Interim Finding 4. I do not agree with the first two points since they conflict with my view
that all Trustees should be elected by the membership. However, it is a normal provision
that the number of Trustees may be variable within defined limits (by decision of the
Board). I agree that, exceptionally, a non-member Trustee could be nominated.
Focus Area 3/Interim Finding 5. I would recommend a combination of Option A with a
modified version of Option B. I believe that the Board should select from recommendations
by NomCo nominees for election whom it would recommend to the membership. In
addition, any member should be able to be nominated by other members (I suggest with a
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requirement for a significant number of seconders). This system is quite widely practised
in charities and mutual organisations, apparently with good results.
Focus Area 4/Interim Finding 6. I agree except that, in my view, reference to members of
Council would be irrelevant; a number of elected ordinary members should be included
instead.
Interim Finding 7. I agree except delete reference to the Council.
Interim Finding 8. I agree.
Focus Area 5/Interim Finding 9.
I do not agree. The President should not be ex-oficio a member of the Board or of the
Council (if there was one).
The Board should elect its chairman from amongst its Trustee members.
The Council should do the same from its members, except that the Council should in no
event be chaired by a Trustee. If there is to be a Council, its complete independence from
the Board is vital; that would not preclude Trustees from being elected to Council
membership.
Interim Finding 10. The President’s terms of reference need to be revised completely. In
doing this, the vital difference between leadership and management needs to be kept in
mind.
Focus Area 6/Interim Finding 11.
If all Trustees were elected, neither of the two options would be relevant.
I agree that all Trustees should, in principle, have equal levels of responsibility; I am not
sure if that would always be achievable.
Leaving aside membership of the Board, I agree that the only Vice-Presidents should be
those expected to succeed to the position of President.
Focus Area 7/Interim Finding 12. I do not agree that there should be an advisory
Council. However, if there was one:First bullet point: I agree, except that no Vice-President should be ex-officio a member of
the Board.
Second bullet point: first part agreed, but no Trustee should chair the Council.
Third bullet point; I agree.
Fourth bullet point; I agree.
Interim Finding 13. I agree.
Interim Finding 14. I agree the need for improving transparency.
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Focus Area 8/Interim Finding 15. I agree. /Interim Finding 16. I agree. This will not be
easy, but the present situation really is untenable. While this topic does relate to
governance, its importance to ICE goes much wider.
Focus Area 9/Interim Finding 17. I agree. /Interim Finding 18. I agree. /Interim Finding
19. I think this needs further thought, which should include the possibility of proxy
voting. Electronic voting as done at present would mean that many, probably most, votes
would be cast before an issue was debated at the SGM; in the absence of other means of
consulting in advance on the SGM Agenda, this could lead to perverse results.
C. My personal view of a good solution.
C1. The governing body of ICE should be a compact Board of Trustees (perhaps eight
Trustees, normally all members of ICE), all directly elected by the membership, with no
Trustees ex-officio. The Board should be chaired by one of its members elected by the
Trustees.
Nominations for election as Trustee should be (a) those made by the Board and
recommended for election on the basis of possible candidates selected and recommended
by NomCo. (b) those other members nominated/seconded by a significant number of their
fellow members. All nominees being subject to direct election by the voting members of
ICE.
C2. The Board should be underpinned by Committees of the Board (as distinct from the
ICE’s various technical committees). Each committee to be chaired by a Trustee (the
portfolio holder) with membership to suit the task but always including a sizeable
proportion of directly elected members with, as appropriate, ex-officio members including
senior employees of ICE. The Board could delegate powers of decision making on its behalf
as appropriate (bearing in mind that accountability for the decisions made cannot be
delegated).This structure would provide a much more direct and powerful input to ICE
governance by ICE members than an advisory council, and would keep the Board in much
closer touch with the membership.
Most of the necessary committees probably already exist in ICE in one form or another,
but their composition and TOR would need to be reviewed. Such committees would
probably include:- Audit, Education & Training, Finance, HR, NomCo, Professional
Conduct & Discipline (embracing the Disciplinary Board and the Professional Conduct
Panel), Property & Buildings, Publications.
C3. The position and roles of the President (and therefore also Vice-Presidents) would need
to be reviewed completely. There are several options for this, which need more thought.
This observation is not intended to imply any criticism of present or past Presidents or
Vice-Presidents nor the work they have done, but I believe the present concept and
arrangements to be outdated and not to align well with the new governance arrangements
(present or proposed).
Yours sincerely,
Adrian Birtles.
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#28

Response to ICE Governance Commission Interim Report
Thank you for a clearly presented Interim Report. It fully justifies the requisition of the Special
General Meeting, which lead to the establishment of the Commission. It might be observed that if
the ICE had adopted this process of open consultation and debate of proposals in the first place, it
would have avoided the damage to its reputation in the eyes of its Membership, and the time and
cost of a Special General Meeting for which the intransigence of the ICE organisation alone was
responsible.
My responses to the Interim Findings follow.
Finding 1.
There is a sound argument for dividing the top-level governance into an executive Trustee Board in
parallel with a representative Council of elected Members. The Council should be responsible for
overseeing the integrity, regulation and development of the civil engineering profession. The
Trustee Board should be responsible for the corporate legal, financial and strategic management of
the Institution. The respective responsibilities are thus separated and clear.
Finding 2.
The proposed configuration of the Trustee Board, with the majority elected directly or indirectly by
the Membership is broadly acceptable. But the President, although a member of the Trustee Board,
should not be its Chairman (see Finding 9 below). The Chairman should be proposed for Council
approval by NomCo (see Finding 4 below).
Finding 3.
All Trustees should be of equal status with equal responsibility, and normally leading on a portfolio.
Finding 4.
The Chairman of the Trustee board should be proposed by NomCo for Council approval. In
addition,
ONE other member of the Trustee Board may be nominated NomCo for Council approval if they
bring specific required skills to the Board. That person need not necessarily be an ICE member.
Finding 5.
Option A is unattractive because most of the membership will have little or no personal knowledge
of the candidates, and candidates with ready-made constituencies (e.g. working for a large
company) have a weighted advantage.
Option B in which NomCo sets requirements and vets applications mimics a totalitarian state, with
opportunity for corruption and favouritism, and is very unattractive. Most of the membership will
still have little or no personal knowledge of the candidates.
Option C in which Council Members are eligible for election as Trustees by the Council is sound.
Council Members should know their fellow Council Members and be able to make an informed
judgement. The fact that the Council Members have been elected by the Membership as a whole
sustains the basic democracy of the Institution. Vetting of candidates by NomCo is undemocratic
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and unwelcome: NomCo could specify the requirements of each vacant seat, and simply ask
nominated candidates to specify which seat they are being nominated for.
Option D is a dog’s breakfast, not worth consideration.
Finding 6.
The Members of NomCo should be the four specificied Members plus between four and eight other
members, all of whom are members of the Council elected by the Council. To have members of
NomCo appointed on the advice of the Chairman of NomCo is a form of institutional incest.
Finding 7. Agreed.
Finding 8. Agreed.
Finding 9.
There is a clear difference between the functions of the Council and the Trustee Board (see Finding
1). The President leads the profession: he should be someone with outstanding professional
experience and record, a respected figurehead to represent the Institution to the external world,
with good communication skills. He/she should therefore be the Chairman of the Council – the
representative professional body, serving for a term of one year as at present. The Chairmanship of
the Trustees Board requires different skills and continuity. It requires management experience and
expertise at a high level. It should be a three-year appointment. There is no reason why a
President should not be subsequently appointed as Chairman of Trustees, or vice versa. But the
two roles are complementary and of equal importance for the Institution.
Finding 10.
The role of President requires representation of the Institution to its Members, and demands much
travelling nationally and internationally to fulfil the role of ears, eyes and mouthpiece of the
Institution. This is a substantial commitment of time and energy, which should be recognised in the
Terms of Reference for the position, to be accepted by every candidate.
Finding 11.
The concept of “Succeeding” and “Non-Succeeding” Vice Presidents has always seemed bizarre.
With the establishment of a Trustee Board, and to emphasise the equal status of all Trustees, I
suggest that all members of the Trustee Board should be known as “Trustees” and the title of Vice
President should be given only to the individual person who is to be the next President.
Finding 12.
The Council is the pinnacle of the civil engineering profession, responsible for overseeing its
integrity, regulation and development through the Learning Society. The (Senior) Vice President is a
member of the Trustee Board and should be the Vice-Chairman of the Council. The Trustee Board
should be responsible for the corporate legal and financial management of the Institution, and for
overall strategy. It should engage with the Council on these matters, but Council should not have a
power of veto over these decisions. The Council should have the powers to accept or reject Trustee
Board proposals relating to the professional regulation of the Institution’s Members.
Finding 13.
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One of the Trustees should lead on Ethics and Professional Conduct a suggested, but should also be
a member of Council, because that is where the responsibility for the profession should lie. Yes,
there should be provision for removal of a Trustee who proves to be unsuitable or unwilling to carry
out their duties.
Finding 14.
It is true that the average Member does not understand (and perhaps does not care about) the way
in which the Institution is managed. This change in governance would be a good time and
opportunity to try to educate the Membership and increase engagement of Members with the
Institution (see Finding 16). There is damage to the perception of Institution governance caused by
the way in which the 2018 changes were introduced, which needs a serious effort to repair.
Finding 15. Agreed.

Finding 16.
The perception of most of the Membership is that their opinions and votes are not effective; the
candidates for Council elections are not known to them, and voting for or against proposed changes
to the Rules and Regulations will make no difference. Unfortunately, this widespread view was
reinforced by the way in which the 2018 changes to governance were developed in camera. There
was no wider consultation and the proposals were not explained or justified to the voting
Membership before the annual ballot to implement them. There is a lot of work to be done to
repair the relationship between the Institution and its Members, and to make them feel that their
contributions are heeded and valued.
Finding 17.
Agreed. The value of the provision for a Special General Meeting has been demonstrated and
vindicated by the events leading to this Commission. It is the final safety valve when the London
centre of ICE appears to be ignoring or over-riding the valid opinions or objections of the wider
Membership.
Finding 18. Agreed.
Finding 19.
Agreed. The Institution continues to appear as heavily London-centric, and regional and
international Members are disenfranchised if personal attendance in London is a condition of voting
at an SGM. A method of electronic voting at an SGM should be introduced.

Michael F C Thorn CEng FICE

August 2019
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#29
Sun 01/09/2019 19:14

In common, I imagine, with a great many members of the Institution I have always taken a rather passive
approach to the Institution, viewing it as the source of a necessary qualification, attending the occasional
meeting and, from time to time, making use of the meeting and working space facilities at Great George
Street. I have only taken a passing interest in the governance of the Institution and, as long as those
responsible did not do anything outrageous, would not have taken the time to question the manner in which
the governance was carried out.
As a consequence, when the proposals for change were first presented I did not give much attention to
them, although I did note at the time that the changes seemed to be pushed through with untimely haste,
giving little opportunity for those members who did take an interest in such matters to debate
them. However, since there is now an opportunity for second thoughts I have taken a more active attitude
and enclose here my response to the Interim Report. I hope you find these views helpful and constructive.
Interim Finding 1 - Top-Level Governance Structure
It is appropriate for the Institution to have a smaller executive body and a larger supervisory body. The
arguments that the members of the executive body should hold the legal status of trustee appear
reasonable. However, the relationship between the two bodies may be debateable, as indicated in my
response to Interim Finding 12 below.
Interim Finding 2 - Balance of the Trustee Board
Assuming that 12 is the appropriate number of members then the President should clearly be one of the
12. Assuming also that there will continue to be three succeeding Vice Presidents, they should also be
members. The remaining 8 should be elected either directly or indirectly by the membership. The case for a
trustee to be nominated by the NomCo has not been made. The NomCo should be the ‘servant’ of the
Council and the Trustees and report to them as necessary.
Interim Finding 5 - Method of Election to the Trustee Board
The proposal that each trustee should be responsible for a portfolio is not unreasonable. However, the
proposed requirement that the trustees should each have specific specialist skills is not convincing and may
not be practical. The trustee should be an ‘intelligent layman’ bringing sound judgement to bear on the
affairs of the Institution, not a narrow specialist. The Institution employs staff with specific skills, who are
there to advise the trustee on the appropriate technicalities. By way of analogy, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer will have policy objectives but is not required to be a trained economist. However, the Treasury
can provide the required knowhow to advise the Chancellor.
If we remove the requirement for specialist skills and focus on the criteria of sound judgement, then the
scope for electing trustees is greater. My experience of Council elections is that, mostly, candidates are
totally unknown to me. I may have heard of some due to the position they hold but very rarely has a
candidate been personally known to me. I am therefore invited to vote on the basis of a short paragraph of
text written by the candidate which may well not reveal a great deal about the candidate. Because of this,
my preference would not be for election of trustees directly by the membership but for election of 8 of their
number by the Council. Council members will have had the opportunity to see the contributions of their
fellow councillors and should be best placed to judge who will make an appropriate trustee. Again, drawing
a parliamentary analogy, cabinet members are drawn from prominent members of parliament. Therefore
Option C would be my preference but without the profile requirement.
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Interim Findings 6 & 7 - Nomination Committee
The emergence of an ICE president has always seemed to be reminiscent of the ‘smoke filled rooms’ process
which used to lead to the appointment of a Conservative Party leader and the absence of any role for the
general membership in the selection of a president may be considered less than ideal. However, in the
absence of a president espousing matters of great controversy, there is unlikely to be a call for reform of the
system and so I would simply recommend the maximum of visibility/transparency in the selection of a
president and the vice presidents.
Interim Finding 9 - Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
As the senior figure in the Institution, it would seem natural that the President should chair its executive
body, the Trustee Board, and probably also the Council although, from a workload point of view, it could be
considered that the senior Vice President should chair the Council (a similar approach to the US Senate). This
would be perfectly workable in ‘harmonious times’ but, should matters of great controversy arise, the
Council may find it more suitable to select one of its members to act as a neutral chairman, analogous to the
Speaker of the House of Commons. So the question then arises, should the chairmanship be based on the
assumption that all matters can be dealt with simply and amicably or should the chairmanship be designed to
cope with a more divisive situation?
Interim Finding 11 - Vice Presidents
Under the new structure the role of non-succeeding vice president would seem to be nugatory. All members
of the Trustee Board should have the title ‘Trustee’ whilst one will also be the President and three will hold
the additional title of Vice President and be in line for succession as president.
Interim Finding 12 - Strengthening the Role of Council
The Institution is effectively a mutual organisation - the Institution is the membership. Therefore, their
collective wishes, as expressed through an elected Council, must be paramount. Thus I could not agree with a
situation in which the Trustees could refuse to accept a lawful decision of the Council, even if the Trustees
were to “provide a reasoned explanation”. Should that reasoned explanation be unsatisfactory to the
Council then, if a Trustee were unwilling to accept the views of the Council, their only recourse would be to
resign as a Trustee.
Interim Findings 15 & 16 - Transparency and Engagement
It should be self evident that a membership organisation like the ICE should exhibit transparency and
openness. Therefore the Commission recommendations in this respect are to be welcomed. With regard to
the low turnout in elections, given my own experience noted above, I would suggest that the cause is that
the members see little relevance to their careers and the candidates are generally unknown to them. One
thought that occurs to me is that whilst, for example, the British Medical Association receives considerable
publicity for its views on medical matters, the Institution does not appear to be particularly effective in
expressing views on engineering and infrastructure matters. A more active profile in this regard may well
produce a greater engagement by the membership.
Interim Findings 17, 18 &19 - Special General Meetings
The Commission recommendations appear reasonable and bring the Institution in line with modern practice.
In summary, I would agree with many of the Commission’s recommendations, although there are some areas
on which I differ. I hope you find my views of help in the formulation the future governance structure of the
Institution and that you receive a substantial and constructive contribution from the membership in general.
Regards,
David Booker
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#30
Sun 01/09/2019 20:03

Having been at first concerned on learning about potential ICE governance changes and specifically by the
calling of a special meeting to examine the circumstances and methodology behind their proposal and
introduction, I am now pleased to advise that, having followed the actions and outputs of the presidential
commission with interest, my apprehensions have been substantially addressed.
I have been an ICE member for just over 50 years, during which time I have worked mostly out of the UK.
From time to time during my membership the benefits of institution membership have been questioned,
often in a value context (eg London-based members vs others), but the institution’s primary value to me in
many countries has been the general acceptance of it’s membership throughout the world as a preferred
confirmation of civil engineering professionalism. Consequently I would not have liked to have seen it’s
control abdicated into the hands of a possibly special interest group.
I may now resume my retirement to a degree content with my world
With best regards
Robert M Prescott
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#31
Sent: 03 September 2019 15:20
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Consultation on Interim Report
Good afternoon
In response to a request for views on the Interim Report on proposed governance changes, I would like to
share my views as follows:
Interim finding 5: Option D
Interim finding 6: Option B
Interim finding 11: Agree with 1st bullet point; disagree with second (i.e. the members of the Trustee Board
should not all have the title of vice-president)
Interim finding 6: I strongly disagree that a Graduate or Student member should be part of the NomCo.
Kind regards
Maria Manuela Escarameia (FICE)
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#32
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Interim Report for Consultation - August 2019
R A Henley responses to the Interim Findings
Preface
This Presidential Commission has set out to re-position the ICE as the leading
professional body for improving lives in our global society by fostering and promoting
the art and science of Civil Engineering.
The way in which the Commission has carried out its task, thus far, reflects what it
wants to achieve.
To achieve such re-positioning will rely heavily on the Membership to actively and
speedily respond to the eventual outcomes of the Commission’s recommendations.
As a matter of rigour I have commented on all the Interim Findings rather than just
those highlighted in the Consultation Pack; although the highlighted ones have more
comment.
I started my Engineering journey in 1974 and from 1980 have worked full time in
practicing the art and science. My core technical discipline is structural engineering,
although I purposefully sought ICE membership instead of IStructE because what
motivates me is the delivery of the whole in both the technical and managerial
aspects.
Interim Finding 1
I fully support that the Trustee Board should be compact (circa 12/13 members).
This is fundamental in enabling the Governance, it should not only facilitate the
position of the ICE as a significant part of the UK socio-economics but also be seen
as such.
In that context I do not consider that IF1 should be subject to considerations of TB
balance, member appointment and other matters in the Interim Report. The concept/
principle should inform the other features of the TB “architecture”; otherwise the
intentions could become diluted.
It has been my sense that over the last decade or so, from experiences of directing/
managing engineering for some complex projects, the voice/influence of the Engineer
in the project environment is being heard less.
This is a sophisticated issue as regards the ICE. The ICE is a cosmopolitan and
diverse body embracing a wide range of disciplines, each with a spectrum of skills
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and knowledge from highly technical to managerial and from specialist to general
practitioner.
The ICE is probably the only engineering/technical professional body that by virtue of
what it is and its legacy has the ability and credibility to maintain its role as a leader
rather than a follower.
Interim Finding 2
Fully support that some of the TB should be directly elected by the ICE corporate and
incorporated membership (I do not believe that Graduate members should have a
vote).
A quorum of seven seems acceptable, although consideration should be given that a
quorum should include either the President or one of the three Succeeding Vice
Presidents.
Although the ICE has a cosmopolitan and diverse membership it is nonetheless, by
definition, relatively narrow focused in the context of the wider society. It is not
inconceivable that having a Trustee who is not a member may bring a broader
dimension.
Interim Finding 3
“Joint and several” responsibility is fundamental.
I do not see it is an obvious implication that each Trustee needs to hold a portfolio.
There is a risk that portfolios are created simply to satisfy a rule.
In my experience all that happens in this circumstance is portfolios that have been
“forced” into place without a real need tend to become marginalised. The portfolio
holder becomes aware of this.
If the number of substantial portfolios matches the number of Trustees - fine. If not
then please do let process risk undermining fundamental intent.
A person worthy of being a Trustee will understand the responsibility question and will
not need some other function to underscore their position and responsibilities.
Similarly those worthy of being a Trustee who also hold a portfolio will not
discriminate between holders and non-holders.
Interim Finding 4
This answers a point I raised under IF2 reading the provision for a Trustee being a
non-member, if the right skill/experience/bearing cannot be found within the
membership.
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Interim Finding 5
In some respects dismissal of Option A is a bold admission that the membership can’t
be trusted or bothered. The extent to which this might be seen by the membership as
a reason why many don’t participate in elections is debatable.
I appreciate though that a body like the ICE does not want the engage it what might
very likely be governance outcomes shaped by the politics of single action/limited
objective pressure groups.
One way to maintain the principle of open elections by ICE members would be to rule
that a minimum turnout was required (say greater than 50%). Nice in theory but in
practice if the traditional members’ voting participation is not changed by this
opportunity then presumably the real problem of not having Trustees effectively
immobilises the ICE.
Pragmatically Option D, along the lines set out in the Interim Report, appears to have
the capacity to satisfy all opinions, even if not fully.
It puts a fair amount of responsibility on the members to vote but as their candidate
list will only contain people deemed by the Leadership as worthy of the role the
possibility of an unbalanced TB is low.
If member turnout is low there is potential for those Trustees to feel they have less of
a mandate and it some sense the other Trustees may feel the same. Although this is
theoretical as Trustees ought to be of a calibre to stand aside from such
considerations.
Interim Finding 6 and 7
The proposals appear sound and well considered.
Interim Finding 8
The proposal underscores a fundamental duty of the ICE, the regulation of its
members.
Interim Finding 9
With Option A the potential conflict of interest is critical and it is difficult to see what
measures could be adopted to remove any conflicts and be seen to remove them. In
that context I do not consider it “right” that the President chairs both the TB and
Council.
I opt for Option C.
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It demonstrates that the TB has a separate function from the Council. If the TB Chair
is the President then the chair changes every year. With a the proposed compact TB
and the long wave considerations that the TB have to address it would benefit from a
continuity of Chair over some years.
A Chair has to be impartial and that in itself may be at times be at odds with the sort
of character the ICE needs as President.
I do not understand the proposition that leadership status is determined by being the
Chair of the TB.
Leadership is determined by actions not titles. A one year presidential term of office is
really too short, even with the vice president lead-in. So perhaps any leadership
status questions are more to do with the period of office tenure than the acquisition of
office titles.
Tensions between the President and the TB Chair may well arise. They key is not to
remove the potential tensions but to make any tensions “creative tensions”; that is a
matter of personality and attitude. Too little passionate internal debate, which may be
thought of as tensions, can create complacency and laziness.
Interim Finding 10
A statement of intent and presumably informed by whichever of IF9 Option B or C is
adopted.
Interim Finding 11
All Trustees should have equal responsibility - “joint and several”.
Responsibility is a fundamental obligation and does not require a title beyond
“Trustee”
I don’t link responsibility with the need to hold a portfolio (see RAH comments on
IF3).
Agree that only the three “succeeding VPs be nominated for the TB.
All the Trustees will be Trustees, some will have other formal titles within the ICE
Leadership, i.e President or VP, that would be simply coincidental.
For enterprises such as the Leadership of a significant professional body titles should
be used sparingly and related to fundamental roles.
A person who requires a title, beyond that for a fundamental office, is not really the
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sort of person to hold such office. The role itself should be arranged and be seen as
sufficient by itself.
Interim Finding 12
One of the fundamentals of the Interim Report recommendations is to re-calibrate the
Leadership that has become ambiguous.
Re-calibration means being clearer about the functions of the TB and Council and
their frames of reference.
The proposal of IF12 appears appropriate
The key in developing the detail is to maintain the principle of seeking clarity at each
stage and for each part.
Interim Finding 13
A logical consequence of the fundamental purpose of the re-calibration of the
Leadership structure.
Interim Finding 14
This should be a fundamental duty of the TB and Council. I am a bit surprised that it
is necessary to make it a specific recommendation.
Interim Finding 15 & 16
All sensible and appropriate aspects.
I have reservations about benchmarking. Whilst it is helpful to know what others are
doing it is often the case that you see what it is but not understand why and its
context. Unthoughtful applications of benchmarking can lead to everyone heading to
the “lowest common denominator” - it can end up as a race to the bottom.
Opportunities for the ICE to stand above the norm should not be compromised by
process.
Interim Finding 17,18,19
All sensible and appropriate recommendations.
To encourage better membership participation (national and international) and to
reduce the carbon footprint of travel the use of Webinar-like technology and the
facility for electronic voting for an SGM is fundamental.
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#33
Wed 04/09/2019 15:21

Thank you for the Interim Report which is clearly a very thorough piece of work.
I broadly agree with the majority of recommendations though hope to spend some more time
studying the detail further before the comments deadline.
It strikes me though that the biggest problem the ICE has (which indirectly led to the SGM and
thence the presidential Commission) is the apathy of most members. The responses to ballots is
appalling and has been so for as long as I can remember.
We are now moving to compulsory CPD from which we assume that a member not able to produce
CPD records will lose his/her chartered status.
So why not also have compulsory voting for elections and other ballots? Now we are using internet
voting and give sufficient notice periods for people to vote there is really no excuse not to vote (as
there historically was with paper ballots when people were perhaps overseas or at remote sites for
long periods).
This need not necessarily be too harsh. We could have something like “fail to vote in three
consecutive ballots” would see a termination of membership. Of course, ideally people’s engagement
is what we need but maybe a little bit of stick would also encourage such engagement. I am sure the
technology would not be so difficult. Non-voting members could get an auto-generated email noting
they had failed to vote for the first time, then a second letter would warn that only one more chance
was available. Yes, this might be seen as radical but I could foresee immense long-term benefit.
Yours,
David Caiden CEng
Wed 11/09/2019 11:05

Dear David and Commission,
Some further comments on key findings follow from me:
Interim Finding 1 – wholly agree
Interim Finding 2 – agree, although I am not so sure that a second NomCo nominated member is
necessary. I would rather see that the TB themselves be allowed to co-opt any other person they so
deem fit to plug any skills or speciality gap.
Interim Finding 3 – agree
Interim Finding 4 – see comment on IF2 above
Interim Finding 5 – disagree the conclusions and the Options offered. I do not see what is so wrong
with Option A. Our members are not fools and neither will be those who offer themselves for
election. To provide against such an assumption though, we could have a further combination,
Option (E), with say 3 elected under Option A and 4 under Option C. Using Option B creates another
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step in the cycle and puts NomCo in a control position that is exactly the type of thing that the
requisitioners of the SGM were so against.
Interim Finding 6 – OK, except it doesn’t seem correct to me for TB members standing for place on
the Board to be voting for themselves. I think TB candidates (not TB members) should get excluded
from the Council balloting process.
Interim Finding 7 – no comment
Interim Finding 8 – no comment
Interim Finding 9 – I support Option C, president is the leader of the Institution and its face
externally and provides the link between the elected representatives of the membership.
Interim Finding 10 – wholly agree
Interim Finding 11 – support the first bullet option, only succeeding are VPs and the rest are
Trustees.
Interim finding 12 – I never supported the change of “Learned” to “Learning”, it is one of the most
absurd changes we have ever done and I still think it is very wrong. I understand and agree we are all
‘learning’ and need to be but the name change conveys the wrong meaning. It suggests we are
trainees and do not know what we are doing. Whereas ‘Learned’ conveys a meaning, understood by
the general public, that commands respect. End of my rant. Otherwise in agreement.
Interim Finding 13 – I am OK with this although I think we often greatly overcomplicate the ethics
issue.
Interim Finding 14– wholly agree
Interim Finding 15 – agree
Interim Finding 16 – agree, radical suggestion for a change to membership rules sent in earlier
message.
Interim Finding 17 – OK with this
Interim Finding 18 – OK with this
Interim Finding 19 – wholly agree to proposed By-Law change.
Once again I would like to thank the Commission for an excellent and thorough job.
Kind regards,
David Caiden CEng
ICE Americas Regional Committee Chair
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#34
FAO David Orr – Chair of the Presidential Commission into ICE
Governance
Dear David,
Following the publication of your article in the current issue of NCE and your
email dated 30th August, I am responding with my views and opinions, as
requested, on the Presidential Commission’s Interim Findings into ICE
Governance.
Foreword
To put some context to my views and opinions, I have served as a “Trustee” in
two quite different circumstances and organisations in the past. The first was as
an employee representative on the trustee board of an occupational pension
scheme of a major UK contractor where the value of the fund was circa £25
million (in the mid 80’s). In that case there were 3 employee trustees and 5
company nominated trustees. The employee trustees were initially approached
by the Directors of the company to ascertain whether they would be willing to
serve as a Trustee and then those that agreed, were put to a ballot of
employees to decide who would actually be elected to the trustee board. The
criteria for nomination was that the employee had to be very numerate, had to
been with the company for at least 5 years, had to be confident and have
enough gravitas to be independent and stand their ground against the company
nominated trustees, be well known amongst the employees in general and be
willing to be challenged by employees and be able and willing to talk to them
about the pension fund if requested to do so. I was then an International
Estimator, so numerate and the Chairman of the Head Office Sports & Social
Committee, so a well know entity in the company. The company nominated
trustees were all Directors and the Chairman was the Financial Director of the
company. All trustees served for a maximum of 3 years, but could be reelected, if voted upon to do so. I only served one term because I was assigned
to a position in Hong Kong, but I would have liked to serve longer. Being a
trustee in this situation was not always easy, given the constitution of the
Trustee Board and the fact that the Company nominated trustees could always
out-vote the employee nominated trustees! In fact, at times it was extremely
difficult, especially at the time when companies were taking “Pension Holidays” I
think at times I made myself very unpopular with the Company Trustees
(maybe why I was offered the position in Hong Kong!)
My second experience as a Trustee was as a Member of the Management
Committee of the ICE Ben Fund, which of course you know all about and we
served concurrently for a period of time.
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The primary function of both of these Trustee Boards was financial
management, although the ICE Ben Fund has widened its scope of activities
over the last few years and now a significant proportion of its activities and
services are not directly financial.
I am afraid I hold a contrary view with regard to the terminology proposed for
the members of the “Trustee” board, in that I do not believe that they should be
referred to as “Trustees”.
The primary function of a Trustee is by definition a person responsible for the
administration of a trust and acting for the sole benefit of the trust’s
beneficiaries.
There is no reason at all that the title should be Trustee and in fact in many
other Charitable Institutions, members of the governing body are often referred
to as governors, councillors, management committee members, or even
directors.
I appreciate that it is common practice to use the terminology as proposed, but
the fact is that the primary function of those who will serve the Institution as
Members of the Governance Board, will not be limited to financial/trust matters,
but a far wider scope of activities and in fact, the financial aspect should be only
one facet of a very broad scope of responsibility to fulfil the aims & objectives of
the ICE. There are others in the ICE whose primary function is the oversight of
the financial management of the ICE including the recently formed FARC
committee, who will report to the Governance Board.
Therefore, I sincerely propose that those serving on the Governance Board,
should be referred to as that - “Members of the Governance Board”. I accept
that this is wordy, but it is certainly more accurate than using the generic term
of Trustee.
I know that you and the ICE are probably committed to the term Trustee, and
Trustee Board, but I would hope you will at least raise this concern with the
members of the Presidential Commission and give due consideration to
changing this terminology, whilst there is still the opportunity to do so.
Before I go on to address your request for views on these various issues, may I
personally thank you for taking up the challenge of being the Chair of the
Presidential Commission and commend you for the outstanding work you have
already chaired to-date and for bringing it to a stage where we are now at.
I really hope that you do get a wealth of response from the ICE Members to
enable you to take it forward to a consensual conclusion.
Yours Sincerely
John Mouatt
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#35
Fri 06/09/2019 09:43

Dear Chair
First of all, having read the Interim Report, may I congratulate you and your committee in the way the review
has been conducted so far. We are a Member Institution and I, like many others, rightly or wrongly felt that
our Institution, to its detriment, was becoming a non-M ember centred Institution.
My thoughts on the aspects you wish to consult on, are as follows:
Interim Finding 1,2,3,4
Interim Finding 5
Interim Finding 6
Interim Finding 7

Agreed
Option D, subject to Interim Finding 6 is agreed
Agreed
Agreed, as long as there is a minimum of 3 candidates for each designated
position put forward to NomCo
Interim Finding 8
Agreed
Interim Finding 9
Option A
Interim Finding 10
Agreed
Interim Finding 11
First Bullet Point, namely Vice Presidents and Trustees
Interim Finding 12 -19 inclusive Agreed
Please thank the members of your committee for all their hard work.
Yours Faithfully
Mike Burnett

page B-56

#36
Sat 07/09/2019 11:03

First may I thank the Commission members for their work, and the very clear report. I was amongst those
concerned when the changes to the constitution were made. I now understand much better the reasons for
the changes. I also feel that the concerns that I had are now being addressed.
My comments on the Interim Report are two:
1. Regarding item 3, Election, I have a preference for Option D. I consider Option B further
complicates the election (bearing in mind that there will also be the elections for Council).
The existence of Nomco will help ensure that Council Members are included in the ballot
where appropriate. Also, keeping the arrangements as simple as possible may assist in
improving participation in voting.
2. I consider that the President should be Chair of both the Trustees and Council

Regards
Alan Smith
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#37
Sun 08/09/2019 08:15

This report seems to strike a good balance between the different views of members. I agree with the
recommendations where they are clear.
The key choice to be made is how to vote for Trustees. In a corporation shareholders vote for or against
the Companies nominees at the AGM. In our case the Company could be Council who select their
preferred candidates by voting for those who a Noms Committee have selected as meeting the key
criteria. Perhaps a maximum of twelve candidates. All members could then be invited to vote for or
against each of the four who would be elected as long as a majority of voting members support each
individual. I realise this is rather cumbersome but it would go some way satisfy the wider membership
democracy point.
In the absence of this approach I would be supportive of Council making the choices.
John
Sir John Armitt
Past President
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#38
Mon 09/09/2019 11:37

I have found that the Interim report is a thorough and comprehensive
review of the governance position. I speak with some knowledge as a
former member of the 2011 governance review which emphasised Council's
role as the Trustee body which it patently failed to fulfil. I was
pleased in the 2018 ballot to support the proposal for a new smaller
Trustee Board.
In general I support the Commission's recommendations but have some
comments on the Interim Findings as follows:
1) Agree.
2) Agree.
3) I agree equal levels of responsibility but do not agree that each
Trustee needs a portfolio. Some Trustees should be unfettered and seen
to be independent.
4) Agree.
5) I believe that it is essential that any Trustee should a minimum
experience of being a member of Council, say 2 years, which means he/she
fully understands ICE. Therefore I do not favour Option B. I favour
Option C. Option D is to me a fudge trying to satisfy all shades of opinion.
6) I was unaware of NomCo as I suspect are the majority of ICE members.
It is a good democratic advance on the procedure in place when I became
a Vice President in 2008. I agree with its proposed membership.
7) Agree. The existence and role of NomCo need to be made known to all
ICE members.
8) Agree.
9) I favour Option A. The President must chair the Trustee Board as Head
of the Institution. He should also Chair Council as otherwise they will
feel second class citizens.
10) Agree. A president must agree to devote the majority of his time,
say 80%, to ICE matters in his/her year of office. I do not agree with
part-time president's still holding full-time posts in industry,
commerce or academia.
11) This is not clear to me. Are you suggesting that the only
Vice-Presidents should be those in line for the Presidency?
Non-succeeding Vice-Presidents have a key role to play as Heads of
Departments and have transferred to the succeeding role, with
conspicuous success, in recent years.
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Giving all Trustees the title of Vice-President will give the impression
of lack of independence.
12) The Vice-Chair of Council should be the Senior Vice-President. I
agree with the other three points.
13) Agree.
14) Agree.
15) Agree.
16) I doubt whether we will ever improve voter turnout but you might as
well try.
17) Agree.
18) Agree.
19) This is essential as current format favours London based members.

I trust my comments are of some value to you. I would be pleased to attend one of your sessions to
explain/expand upon them.
William R Kemp
Past Vice-President
9 September 2019
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#39
Mon 09/09/2019 16:18

FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE CHAIRMAN --------- Mr David Orr
Dear David,
Thank you for your letter of 30 August 2019 inviting my feedback on the Interim Report of the
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance.
I must first compliment the Commission for the extensive research and work undertaken to meet
their Terms of Reference.
Having read the report I must also say I am still left asking myself the same question that I, and
many other members, asked in 2018 when we were confronted with the dramatic proposal to
reverse the sound principles developed over 200 years, of our then governance model. In short:
why change ?
The start point for the Commission's ToRs seems to be the adoption of the new arrangements
which when proposed led to the SGM, the acceptance of 3 resolutions and the formation of the
Commission.
I am confident that had the Commission been set a ToR along the lines of " examine the
Institution's governance model, identify weaknesses and propose remedies ", my question would
have been answered and perhaps some different findings would have emerged in the Interim
Report. Indeed, I find the ToR in 3.2.2 bizarre ! I thought that would be an essential ToR ?!
We have instead a first principles approach which although ambitious is regrettable in my
opinion.
Annex D does give some governance background but it does not appear to have been
referenced or referred to anywhere in the Interim Findings. I also found it less than helpful when
identifying key benchmarks in our history. I have relied on two sources : the 1988 Garth Watson
book , ' The Civils', and the 2011 Ferguson /Chrimes book, 'The Civil Engineers'.
I am not constrained by the Commission's ToRs . My comments are based on trying to understand
how we got to the governance we had rather than the ' clean sheet of paper' approach of the
Commission.
My views on the Focus Areas, as requested in the Consultation pack follow.
Focus Area 1
I disagree with Interim Finding 1.
If the Commission had simply suggested that we should revise the name of our 200 year old Council
to Trustee Board, perhaps to better explain one of it's functions, I might have agreed.
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If the Commission had led compelling evidence that a smaller Top-Level Governing Body supported
by another larger Advisory Committee would improve the Institution's growth and achievements I
would have given a great deal of study to such evidence. I did not find this in the Interim Report.
The Institution is a very successful learned society membership organisation with a Royal Charter
defining the object. The growth from a London based group of about 150 members when the Royal
Charter was awarded to a global entity of 90,000 members was enabled by the evolution of the
governance arrangements to meet the needs of representation by members of different grades and
those residing in other UK regions and other countries . From the very earliest days Council has
been the controlling body increasing in size to meet needs. In 1896 with 6,000 members the
Charter was amended to give Council the power at a General Meeting to fix the number of
Council, 'provided it was never less than 22'. It has of course increased many times since
. However, it took until 2018 for the top-level governing body to be reduced to 12. Why ?
It seems to me that the most significant reason was the Commission's decision, and that of Council
in 2017, to adhere very strictly to the Charity Governance Code.
The Institution's position as a membership body with obvious benefit to members but yet enjoying
Charitable status is interesting. The first exemption was from local rates and given in an 1843 Act
of Parliament. However this was challenged in 1878 but settled following preliminary Court
hearings. In 1885 the Inland Revenue imposed an annual duty. The Institution claimed exemption
but this time the issue went all the way to the House of Lords for a decision in our favour. Garth
Watson : the principle involved was one of great importance, not only to the Institution, but to many
similar societies , then and since.
Then for the 5 years , 1926-1931, the Institution had Tax deducted at source on the grounds that a
previous exemption had been modified by a 1918 Tax Act. Once again this went to the Court of
Appeal and the House of Lords before judgement granted, once again, in the Institution's
favour. Garth Watson : The Council hoped that the matter was now concluded and litigation at an
end.
A further exemption was granted in 1955 from Rates and Income tax without the need for Court
Action.
Once again I quote from Garth Watson : Nevertheless, in 1963 the Institution was advised to apply
for registration by the Charity Commissioners under the Charities Act 1960, as registration would
confirm the Institution's status as a charity for legal purposes and would reaffirm its exemption from
Income and Corporation Tax.
It should be noted in the above quote that registration was for legal purposes and tax exemption,
NOT because we were considered a "Charity".
This raises several questions :
* Must we follow the Charity Governance Code when we have demonstrated over 150 very
successful years that we know the best governance structure for us ?
* In framing the Code was the governance structure of large membership organisations with
Charitable Status given any consideration?
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* If we decided that our 2018 governance structure with a larger than 12 governing body was right
for us, would the Charity Commissioners consider deleting our registration ?
* If they so decided, would we be prepared, as before , to take Court action to prove our legal
Charitable Status ? One might think that legal precedence was on our side ?
On the same topic I think paras 2.1.4 & 2.1.5 in the Full Report ( 2.2 & 2.3 in the Summary Report
which confusingly are slightly different ) are misleading without more explanation or
qualification. My research tells me that The Institution is a membership organisation with a
charitable purpose in the advancement of education which results in a public benefit, all as
required by Charities Act 2011. I do not feel it is correct to say we are a charity existing for the
public good and no benefit to members. We have qualified for charitable status since 1828 with a
very similar Royal Charter object and at least two House of Lords decisions as confirmation.
As a general point I would suggest that the ICE should adopt at all times a consistent definition and
wording when describing it's charity role. All too often I see a creeping tendency in ICE papers to
describe us as a "Charity". I offer the following:
The Institution is registered under the 2011 Charities Act because of it's charitable purpose
of providing public benefit by the advancement of education.
The key words are : 'charitable purpose', 'public benefit', 'advancement of education'.
from the Act. Other words should be avoided to prevent misrepresentation.

All taken

Also, my understanding is that the reduced number of Trustees arose from Council discussions
following presentations from Charity 'experts ' including specialist legal advice. If that is correct
and the Council were influenced accordingly , I would urge the Commission to seek further legal
advice, perhaps with a different, or even an opposing point of view. This is , of course, always
good practice at any time when taking legal counsel.
As noted above I favour a much larger Board as previously suggested in my joint evidence
statement and by Quentin Leiper in his.
The Commission were obviously much influenced in their compact Trustee Board
recommendation by Dr Andrew Purkis during his open evidence session. I have read his paper
carefully but cannot find anything quite as definitive as in his quoted replies to questions in paras
5.2.8 & 5.4.3
In 5.2.8 , following some general very well known statements about bigger boards
being more unwieldy he says :
There would need to be pressing and justifiable reasons to go above
the recommended maximum of 12.’
Again in 5.4.3 he is quoted as saying : non-compliance would
be taken into consideration in the event of a Charity Commission enquiry and it would look for a
compelling rationale and persuasive reasons for a charity that has significantly exceeded the
recommended board size of at least 5 and no more than 12.
My view is that if we maintained a bigger board of whatever size we could easily provide justifiable,
persuasive reasons and a compelling rationale for the Charity Commission, or anyone. We have
been governing ourselves successfully, providing ever increasing benefits to society, with a large
governing body for over 120 years ! In short, as the evidence shows, we know best ! I just
cannot see a problem.
Focus Area 2
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I agree that a majority the Trustee Board, of whatever size , should be elected directly by by the ICE
membership.
This practice has existed throughout our governance history although until 1948
the candidates were chosen by Council. However following several years of growing discontent
and several SGMs the by-laws were changed to allow any group of 10 members to nominate a
member for the Council ballot. Representation on Council was also increased that year to include
10 from the Dominions & Colonies, 10 from UK local associations and 3 from Associate Members.

Focus Area 3
I agree totally with the sentiment in 7.3.3 about intuitive democracy. However I have much less
concern about the other points raised. I do not see that the Charity Governance Code
recommendation should prevail over our own established good practice. The election process may
well be 'susceptible' to single issue candidates or candidates from large firms (or even
Government/Local Council departments ? ) but has this ever been encountered and recognised as a
problem that needs to be dealt with ? Not in my experience of 61 years on the ICE Roll or 35 years
on committees.
I am against pre-selection of candidates for our top-level governing body. This would turn the
clock back to pre-1948. The Trustee Board composition should not comprise a selection of skills,
experience and diversity chosen by anyone other than members in open election. We get who we
get within specified grade and geographic positions. A much larger TB would ensure a more varied
composition of board members.
I disagree with Interim Finding 5 and prefer Option A
Other Focus Areas
I may add my views later on some other Focus Areas. However many of the Interim Findings
which follow are contingent on agreement with Finding 1. Appropriate comment is therefore less
likely.
I should also advise that this Interim Response Feedback letter will be lodged on the web
site www.CivilsMatters.org
Yours sincerely,
Bob McGowan
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#40
Comments/Observations – Adrian Coy BSc, CEng, FICE
Para 2.1.6 suggests that the Institution exists not for the benefit of its members, but for the public good. In
his Presidential Address Andrew Wylie focused on Henry Robinson Palmer, who observed, that “…not even
an attempt seems to have been made towards the formation of any special source of information, or
instruction for persons following or intending to follow the important profession of a civil engineer.” ICE was
therefore founded for the benefit of its members, albeit that the end beneficiary should be the public good.
If the purpose of ICE is not properly understood, I.e. to serve its members and thereby to deliver benefit,
then Governance will fail.
I can find no reference to the continued role of the Annual Strategy Meeting (ASM) introduced by the
Hewlett Review (2011). The ASM should continue to bring together Council Members and Trustees to agree
strategy and direction. This is important as all parties involved in collaborative governance should have
shared ownership of what the ICE is striving to achieve. By taking ownership of an agreed strategy Council will
be better placed to advise, and from time to time challenge, the Trustee Board on its implementation. Trustees
should welcome both collaboration and challenge.
Interim Finding 1: I am concerned that a mainly advisory Council will in the longer term fail to attract the
right quality of Council Member. A key role of Council should be to challenge and scrutinise the work of the
Trustee Board, to collaboratively deliver ICE strategy. Its role needs to be better defined. The Trustee Board
should be constitutionally required to accept challenge and to respect the advice of Council.

Interim Finding 2: The majority of Trustee Board members should indeed be elected by ICE voting members.
The quorum though should not be as simple as “at least seven.” The quorum should be at least seven, of
which the majority must be elected members.
Interim Finding 3: Agreed.
Interim Finding 4: I am unconvinced of the need for additional Trustees nominated by the NomCo. The
Trustee Body should be made up of elected Trustees and the Presidential Team.
Interim Finding 5: Open elections have served ICE well for 200 years. Option A is therefore my preferred
option, provided that the election process can be improved to increase member participation (Interim
Finding 16)
From time to time members have stood for ICE Council, and have been elected, to challenge the
establishment on something they feel passionately about. The challenge they bring is often inconvenient
and uncomfortable, but is necessary and essential to effective governance.
By not considering Option A the Commission is removing the right of members to stand for election to the
Trustee Board without prior selection by the very establishment they wish to challenge. The removal of this
fundamental democratic right, combined with the proposal to reduce Council to a merely advisory role,
neuters the right of members to challenge the establishment and to raise the occasional inconvenient truth.
This is wrong.
Interim Finding 6: Agreed
Interim Finding 7: Agreed
Interim Finding 8: Agreed
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Interim Finding 9: For their year in office, the President’s primary interface should be with ICE Members. For
this reason, the President should Chair Council. As Council should, on occasion, be able to challenge the
Trustee Board it needs a separate, impartial Chair (Option C).
Interim Finding 10: Agreed. I should add that the ToR for Trustees, particularly with the allocation of
portfolios of responsibility, should also refer to the significant time commitment that role will demand.
Interim Finding 11: There is nothing ‘ordinary’ about being a Trustee. The commitment and responsibility of
being a Trustee and Portfolio Holder should not be underestimated. I agree that Vice Presidents should be
those trustees who are expected to succeed to the position of President, with other members of the Trustee
Board holding the title ‘Trustee and Portfolio Holder.’
Interim Finding 12: Specific reference should be made to the ASM as a forum for Council and Trustee Board
to jointly explore, debate and agree ICE Vision, Strategy and Direction.
The primacy of the Trustee Board as the decision-making body is accepted, but the partnership of the
Trustee Board and a larger, more representative, Council should be better articulated and acknowledged as
necessary for good governance.
The Trustee Board should encourage challenge by Council as it strives to deliver a jointly owned Vision and
Strategy. Constructive challenge is essential to collaborative governance and will deliver increased
transparency to ICE members.
Interim Finding 13: Agreed.
Interim Finding 14: Agreed.
Interim Finding 15: Agreed.
Interim Finding 16: Agreed. A Working Group should be formed to work with the Electoral Reform Services
(ERS) to research best practice (across similar bodies) to increase member participation in elections for
Trustees, Council Members and by-law change. The Working Group should recommend actions to increase
member participation in ICE Ballots, and its scope should extend to addressing issues identified by Ballot
Scrutineers (arising from the 2019 ballot).
Interim Finding 17: ICE should not fear, and should indeed encourage, scrutiny by its own members. Last
year’s AGM was not called lightly and has led to a thorough review of Governance that should have been
conducted through engagement with membership before, not after, last year’s ballot.
Interim Finding 18: Agreed.
Interim Finding 19: Agreed
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#41
Mon 09/09/2019 16:28

Please find below my comments on the initial findings of the governance report:

1. Agreed
2. Agreed
3. No strong feeling
4. No strong feeling
5. My preference would be for Option D with C as second choice
6. No strong feeling
7. No strong feeling
8. No strong feeling
9. Option A
10. No strong feeling
11. My view is that the term non-succeeding VP is not required, retain VPs (who are in
line to succeed) and remain remaining members as Trustees but recognise that all
trustee board members are equal
12. Agreed
13. Agreed
14. Agreed
15. Agreed
16. No strong feeling (which may be a reason for low turnout!)
17. Agreed
18. Agreed
19. Strongly agreed

I trust the above is acceptable.
Andy Render
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#42
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Interim report for Consultation: Volume 0 - Summary Report Feedback.
Interim
Finding

Recommendation
Summary

Feedback

Further clarifications

Number
1

2

3

4

5

6 and 7

Compact Trustee
Board with larger,
mainly advisory
,Council
Majority Trustee
Board elected by ICE
voting membership –
quorum at least 7
All Trustees should
have equal levels of
responsibility +
leading to a portfolio.
1 member of Trustee
Board nominated by
NomCo + Council
approval .If
necessary, a second
nomination + Council
approval for a limited
time. Exceptionally
provision to nominate
a Trustee who is not
an ICE member
Basis for electing 7
Trustees:
Option-B: Election by
ICE voting members
from focused list. (
Any ICE Member
meeting requirements
can stand)
Option C: Election of
Council members by
Council ( already
elected by Members).
Option D:
Combination of Option
B and C.
Recommending a
NomCo 8-12
members

AGREED

NIL

AGREED

Max 12

AGREED

NIL

AGREED

The Exception appointment must be for a
limited time.

Option B
proposed for 4
candidates
Option C
proposed for 3
candidates.

Adopting the Option C route has the risk in not
meeting the specific Trustee member
requirements. However, there is an argument
in having say 3 candidates from Council and 4
from direct ICE voting members – to continue
to have links with Council.

There is not a
requirement
for up to a12

The Chairs of Council and Trustees, can have
a small secretariat, who collate applicants into
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8

9

10

11

12

Recommend NomCo
makes nominations to
fill Chairs Disciplinary
Board / Professional
Conduct Panel .Each
Chair then nominate
members of their
respective bodies.
Chairing Board +
Council:
Option A: President
chairs both.
Option B: President
chairs Board but not
Council.
Option C: President
chairs Council but not
Board
Recommend that
President’s ToR are
revised to ensure that
more time for
engagement with ICE
Membership in
Regions and
International areas.
All trustees to have
equal level of
responsibility and role
of Vice Presidents.

Strengthen role of
Council ( without
interfering with the
Board’s
responsibilities)

person
committee in
the stated
role.
Ditto above

various roles and let the respective Chairs/
Board make final decisions.

The respective Chairs Trustees / Council can
meet to provide Board / Panel Chairs.

Option A,
preferred

This option is very much dependent on the
President’s time availability. Important that a
competent Vice President is appointed on each
body.

AGREED

Lobby for greater ICE representation in UAE

Only maintain
the
terminology of
VP to
“succeeding”
VPs and all
other Board
members to
be known as
“Trustees”
AGREED

Currently having seven VPs is too many.

Better liaison between both bodies must be
encouraged.
Trustee Board
Minutes of Trustee Bd meetings should be
published. Confidential Trustee Bd discussions
should be considered as the exception and should
be identified in the minutes as having taken place.
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Council
Minutes of Council meetings should be published.
Confidential Council discussions should be
considered as the exception and should be
identified in the minutes as having taken place.
AGM and SGM
Minutes should be published without undue delay.
Minutes
Consideration should be given to publishing
minutes in draft and final approved versions. Given
the period between meetings, particularly the AGM
and Council meetings, publication of final
approved minutes only can give rise to
unacceptable delay.
As a matter of policy, Trustee Bd and Council
minutes should identify any changes or proposed
changes to ICE policy/strategy.
Communication with Members:
It should be clearly communicated who is either
elected/appointed either to the Trustee Bd or
elected to Council, their terms of service (ie time),
any area/discipline represented and any specific
portfolios for which they are responsible.
All who are either elected/appointed to the Trustee
Bd or elected to Council should be provided with
ICE e mail addresses for their terms of service.
These email addresses should be readily accessible
for Members (following log on) and would
facilitate better communications between Members
and their Council/Trustees.
Comments:
Comment: 1. Suppression of information should be
actively discouraged. Moreover silence should not
imply that confidential discussion has not taken
place.
Comment: 2. There could be an unacceptable
delay, if minutes are held until finally approved by
the next Council Meeting.
Comment: 3 Last year’s SGM was arguably a
result of too much Council discussion in private,
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with the proposals given as a fait accompli at the
membership ballot. The minutes of that SGM have
been the subject of discussion.

13

14 / 15

16

17

18

19

One of Trustees
should lead Ethics and
Professional Conduct.
The Board has power
to remove a Trustee
for justifiable reasons
and following due
process.
Board and Council to
improve transparency.

AGREED

Nil

AGRED

Board and Council to
examine ways in
improving ICE
governance voting
and benchmarking
with comparator
bodies
Recommends no
change to number of
members required to
requisition an SGM
(currently 60)
Amend By-laws to
make clear non-voting
Members may make
an oral contribution at
an SGM.

AGREED

Good idea in supporting Graduate and Student
members to attend Board mtgs as an observer
or non -voting participant.
Nil

AGREED

Nil

NOT AGREED

Recommend the ByLaws are amended to
permit electronic
voting for voting
Members unable to
attend an SGM.

AGREED

Only Voting Members should be able to
influence decisions at the meeting. Nonvoting members may attend/observe.
(Comment: need to define who is a non-voting
Member. Graduates, students, under
training?? )
Most important to encourage Members in
Regions and Overseas to be able to vote.
Proposed text:
Subject to identity check in advance, ie
membership number, password and e mail
authority to vote. Authority limited to a
particular SGM.

Mike McConnell FICE / Godfrey Bowring FICE
9-9-2019 ( FINAL ISSUE )
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#43
From: Raymond Coe
Sent: 19 September 2019 20:37
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Comments on ICE Governance

My comments are as follows:
Focus Area 1: Agree with Finding 1. ICE is a large business and needs to be managed by a compact
board.
Focus Area 2: Agree with Finding 2 but need to make sure that members standing for election will
bring appropriate skills to the Board. No different to what you would expect with a commercial
company.
Focus Area 3: I think option B or D are satisfactory and lean slightly towards B on democratic
grounds. Council members are elected by the general membership so adopting option B surely simply
means that members can elect pre-qualified candidates to the Board and other candidates to Council.
Focus Area 4: I think 8 is plenty for the Nomination Committee. Agree it should include a graduate/
student. Is it intended that potential membership of the Nomination Committee be open to all grades
of membership?
Focus Area 5: Suggest Option A is best with strong measures in place to deal with conflicts of
interest. Presidents need to exercise absolute integrity and if there is any doubt about an individual's
ability to do this then he/she should never have reached the position of President in the first place.
Focus Area 6: Agree only 3 Vice Presidents should be on Trustee Board. Whether they should all be
'succeeding' VP's I am not sure. Agree all Trustees should have equal responsibility. Not convinced
that all Trustees need to have the title Vice President.
Focus Area 7: Finding 12 seems reasonable to me. I think third bullet is missing the word 'Council',
'ToR of both TB and Council should - - - -'
Focus Area 8: Agree with the recommendations. In addition both Council minutes and Trustee Board
minutes need to be easily found on web site. Web site may need a little rebalancing, there is a heavy
emphasis on membership and training courses possibly at the expense of other matters that members
should take an interest in. Minutes need to be confirmed quickly. If Council meets four times per year
and minutes are confirmed at the next meeting it means a wait of 3 months; this is far too long if you
want members to take an interest. When I was on Council I used to produce, within a couple of
weeks, a summary of matters discussed for members in the firm. What about the minutes of all the
committee meetings? As far as I know they are not published. Once this Commission has completed
its main job there is perhaps a case for it to take a hard look at the day to day workings of ICE and
see whether it matches up with that of a well run commercial enterprise of similar size.
The root causes of low voting numbers in ICE elections has been a problem for many decades. I
suspect that many feel that once they are a member, whatever happens at ICE will have little impact
on their career and salary.
Focus Area 9: Sounds reasonable to me.
Yours sincerely
Raymond H Coe FICE
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#44

Presidential Commission

Hello David
Thankyou for undertaking this essential piece of work: my response is as follows:
Focus area 1: interim finding 1 is fine;
Focus area 2: agree with interim finding 2;
Focus area 3: I prefer option B - this is done by other bodies such as the National Trust for Scotland
to ensure the right skills but that the membership is involved;
Focus area 4: finding 6 - graduates and students are members, not aspiring members and must be
represented: in my region they make up nearly half the membership and have done so for many
years so there must be more than one; furthermore, the Institution was founded by youngsters;
Focus area 5; finding 9 - option A preferred for reasons of coordination and proper perception of
Presidential leadership (tail not wagging dog);
Focus area 6: finding 11 - agree only 3 succeeding VPs on TB, this makes things more transparent
and the likely Presidential succession more obvious;
Focus area 7: finding 12 - strikes a good balance: in the interests of good governance and fairness
there must be a proper mechanism for challenge if any TB explanation is not considered
reasonable;
Focus area 8: all looks good to me;
Focus area 9: findings 17-19 look good, especially to allow G&S to make submissions at an SGM but all members should be able to make submissions electronically both in advance and by Skype or
similar at the SGM (as we do at Reviewers' conferences) - and is is essential to allow online voting
for SGM ie the same as for Council elections
I hope this helps
best wishes
Guy Rigby
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#45
Wed 11/09/2019 20:52

Dear Mr Orr,
Thank you for the work of you and your commission on the governance of the ICE.
I have read the consultation documents and I am impressed by their breadth and thoroughness. I do have
one question however, I am surprised that the Volume 2 Stage 1 Consultation Response Submissions, does
not include my submission, attached again for convenience. Can you confirm please that this submission was
in fact received and considered by your commission? Would it be appropriate, please, to issue an addendum
to the Volume 2 to include my submission, please?
I confine my response to this current consultation to the substance of my original concerns. These revolve
around the method of election of the trustee body. Even though your documents do not appear to recognise
my consultation response, your report does deal with my concerns in some detail.
I think Option D, taken together with the other recommendations you propose, is a good and appropriate
option for the reasons you identify. I have nothing further to add to what I said in my original response in
support of this view.
Regards
John Parkin, Professor of Transport Engineering, Deputy Director of the Centre for Transport and Society
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#45a
Mon 23/09/2019 11:35

I think there is still a lack of transparency in the choice of Vice-Presidents and so eventually
of the President.
The Vice-Presidents have been appointed, I believe by a group of the great and the good
within the Institution but not subjected to any vote of the members or even of the rest of the
Council. Some are chosen to be succeeding to the Presidency and some not. Eventually
the one who gets to the top of the list to be next President is included on the ballot paper
but without an opposing candidate. I am not aware of any change to this in the Interim
Report, despite the many good other recommendations in it. So a lack of transparency still
seems to exist at the very top of our Institution.
I hope I can be reassured.
yours
Edward Hepper (F)

page B-75

#46
Wed 25/09/2019 15:12

Dear David
Further to the South East Regional Committee views expressed below, I would like to add my personal view
on some of the findings, where I vary slightly from the Committee:
1. Interim Finding 2 (and 7)
I do not have strong feelings as regards an odd number of Trustees/NomCo members,
though it could be perceived as strengthening the membership’s representatives.
2. Interim Finding 5
My personal preference is for Option D, based on how I have seen Council develop in terms
of diversity and inclusion, and having been a member of NomCo during my previous term on
Council. I believe we have some excellent younger members coming into Council, with a
wide range of experience, and feel that they have a major part to play in the development
of the Institution. I feel that Option B would, as you suggest, weaken Council, and devalue
the work it does. As I have commenced what will be my final term on Council, I do not have
an axe to grind in this respect.
3. Interim Finding 11
Personally, I would support the idea of all Trustees being Vice Presidents with a portfolio of
responsibilities, as it signifies the relationship between the person and the portfolio.
Please regard these as my personal nuances to the position held by the Regional Committee.
Regards
Norman Brent
[Editorial Note – The submission from ICE South East is published in Volume 3 Section A]
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#47
Focus Area 1
I am content with a two-level structure, but see comments in other Focus Areas about the role of the
President and the relationship of the bodies.
Focus Area 2
I consider it essential that, as a principle, the Trustee Board is elected directly by the membership
Focus Area 3
I regret to say that I disagree with the fundamental requirement. The profile seems to be regarded as of
greater importance than the need to represent – and be answerable to – the membership. In my previous
submission, I instanced two bodies that I am involved with.
One is a “closed” company, a management company for a condominium of 80+ apartments. The
leaseholders are the (only) shareholders in the management company, and, by the Articles of Association,
the Directors must be shareholders, elected by the shareholders. This arrangement means that it is very
unlikely that individual Directors will have the requisite skills to manage the condominium. We have had
Directors with the skills, but there have then been issues over conflicts of interest when the Directors
concerned wished to offer their services in a professional capacity. After 30 years of experience, the
Directors now function as a lay body, appointing Managing Agents (and, through them, tradesmen),
accountants, lawyers, etc. The Directors then work in the same way as local government Councillors dealing
with their Officers.
The other is a mutual Trust with around 3 000 members, each holding one share. The Trust is the majority
shareholder (currently around 90%, but, through the Articles, a minimum of 75%, of voting rights) in a
company with property assets of over ten million pounds and a turnover of several million pounds annually.
The prime purpose of the Trust is ownership of this company. The Trust is managed by a Board. Directors of
the company are elected at the AGM in the usual way – the Trust’s shareholding means that those who it
supports are elected.
Following conflicts in the early days, around 20 years ago, and more recently, executive officers of the
company cannot be Trust Board members; they cannot even nominate Trust Board candidates. Trust Board
members do sit on the Boards of the company and (when appropriate) subsidiaries, but this can only be in
non-executive roles. Initially, candidates standing for the Trust Board were urged to demonstrate certain
skills and attributes, but this led to elections where there were not enough candidates to fill the Board
positions available. As a result, the criteria were abolished and the Trust Board is now primarily made up of
elected lay members.
However, the issue of skills is recognised, and the Trust constitution allows the Board, either from within the
membership or externally, to:
•
•
•

Seek professional assistance, supporting the Board, but not a Board member;
Co-opt a professional (or minority representative) onto the Board, but standing down annually at the
AGM, whilst any Board changes (and skills held) are assessed;
Support the appointment of non-executive Directors to the positions on the company boards that
might otherwise be occupied by Trust Board members.
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To ensure continuity, Trust Board members are elected on a biennial basis, about half retiring each year. The
result of this is membership engagement. Last year, 90% of the electorate received electronic voting forms,
with a turnout of 46%. One of the issues at the election was the perceived “staleness” and remoteness of
Trust Board members, after the Trust Board members supported the company in increasing admission
charges. None of the re-standing Trust Board members was re-elected It should be noted that most of the
successful candidates did not campaign on the admission charge per se. They campaigned on the perceived
remoteness of the Trust Board from the membership.
Given that this ICE Governance Review arose from concerns about remoteness, I think that the issue of direct
accountability should weigh far more heavily and would therefore support Option A.
Focus Area 4, leading into Focus Area 5
The Nomination Committee almost looks like a parallel Body “double guessing” the membership. Its work is
indeed influential. Perhaps the Committee’s first step should actually be to step back and decide what the
role of the President actually is. Is the President an active member of the Trustee Board, almost akin to the
executive Chair of a company, or is the President actually the figurehead of the Institution for the year,
similar to a traditional town mayor. I am not sure that these Presidential roles are compatible.
This leads on in to Focus Area 5, but I think that this question does need to be explored further. The current
proposal involves a 3-year lead-in for the Presidential role, as now, but this is a very considerable investment
in time for the individuals concerned. Given the way that the infrastructure business changes, the number of
persons of stature who can commit to this will always be very few. This then leads to thoughts about the
actual role and length of term. If someone is to spend three years preparing for a role, it does seem strange
then to limit occupancy of that role to one year.
Hence, distinguishing between an annually changing figurehead, with defined promotional, etc.,
responsibilities and a Board Chair does, I think, have merit.
Focus Area 6
This area links back to the question of the 3-year lead-in for the President. The Trustee Board appears to be,
in part at least, the training ground for the role of President. However, there seems to be nothing that allows
for that to be disrupted. If a Vice President is found to be (or advises that they are) unfit / incapable /
unavailable, do the other Vice Presidents all move up a year in sequence? Some “succeeding” Vice Presidents
have significant external roles and have already arranged for their, at least partial absence, during their
scheduled year in office. They may not be able to take up responsibilities a year earlier. How is the gap
covered? It would seem to be easier if the role is treated as two.
Focus Area 7
I think only if the Trustee Board is much more directly accountable to the membership than currently
proposed, can it be the body with ultimate control and responsibility for the governance of the Institution.
I think that a split between the Trustee Board managing the Institution and the role of Council as described
here is important. As the Council is also an elected body, with a size that readily permits the inclusion of
particular constituencies – aspiring members, overseas members, etc. – it should, perhaps, have the same
responsibility as the elected London Assembly, which is able to call the elected Mayor to account. The
Institution would then be dissimilar to Councils with a Cabinet system; the difference being that Trust Board
and Council have separate memberships.

page B-78

Focus Area 8
Agreed
Focus Area 9
This is also a problem exercising the minds of the mutual Trust described above in Focus Area 3. The Trust
has several members’ meetings per year where minor strategic and tactical policy changes are discussed and
voted on, and at which major changes, which require a different endorsement arrangement, are introduced.
These meetings are sparsely attended, typically around 3% of the membership, and the constitution
currently requires issues to be primarily addressed by show of hand. It is unusual for proxies to be
considered, it is normally called for only when the voting is close. Proxy voting often involves an even lower
proportion of members, possibly under 1%.
A constitutional review is in progress, which, in addition to updating the documentation in line with current
sector and legal advance and reviewing Trust Board membership durations, is considering how general
meetings can engage the membership. Considerations include:
•
•
•

The ability of members to participate remotely, including asking questions;
The ability of members to vote remotely (this requires rather more sophisticated and secure links
than the previous bullet);
The ability of members to propose amendments to motions (this would need to be thought through
in the proxy context, but it is not insuperable. Eurotunnel and some Trades Unions permit this)

So, rather than just electronic voting, ICE SGMs need to look at the wider member experience and
engagement, and move to electronic / video participation, not just voting.
Eur Ing John Dolan CEng FICE
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#48
Sun 29/09/2019 14:29

Having now read the Interim Report I am pleased both by the depth of the Commission’s study and
by the interim findings.
Whilst it may be true that my concerns regarding the changes to ICE’s governance were based on
perception rather than reality (Paragraph 5.3), I suggest that reality can change over time and
eventually become the current perception. This would happen if the Trustee Board became more
and more detached from Council. This is similar to your point in Paragraph 5.5 and so we do need
a governance structure that deals with this issue, as stated in Paragraph 6.1. Taken together, your
Interim Findings 2, 3 and 12 address my concerns and I would be content if these are implemented.
My preference for election of Council Members to the Trustee Board would be Option C (Interim
Finding 5), which is simple and yet still gives ICE voting members the ultimate decision.
In regard to Interim Finding 9, my preference would be Option A, which strengthens the coherence
between the Board and Council. I don’t see that there should be conflict of interest and, should it
ever arise, it would have to be dealt with by the methods suggested.
Interim Finding 3 is important, i.e. all trustees should have equal levels of responsibility. This does
not seem to be in conflict with the dilemma expressed in Interim Finding 11, which is more about
titles than responsibilities. However, to remove the awkward distinction between the two types of
Vice-President, I would only award that title to those who are expected to succeed to the position of
President.
I have no additional comments on the remaining interim findings, except to repeat that the three
key findings for me are numbers 2, 3 and 12 and all should be implemented.
Yours sincerely
David Hill-Smith
Fellow
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#49

Institution of Civil Engineers Governance
Comments on Presidential Commission Interim Report
Quentin Leiper, President, 2006-7

September 2019

1 Executive Summary
This submission provides my comments on the Interim Report of the President's Commission.
I hope that all the Commission members will take the time to read this submission alongside the various clauses I have
commented on in the report.
The report starts with a “blank sheet of paper”, quickly recommends a 12 person trustee board and then spends 35 pages
justifying this and then attempting to create a management structure to fit........creating an unnecessary Nomco, opting for
selection rather than election, establishing roles for all the trustees and seeking some sort of Trustee Board/Council
arrangement, without “overburdening” the Trustee Board or the Trustees.
The report implies criticism of all previous trustees as insufficiently skilled and even proposed importing Trustees to the
board. This assumes that Institution members cannot be found to manage our own institution.
The major failing of the commission is that it has completely ignored a governance system which has worked for many
decades.... a larger trustee board (as Council) with an executive.
This system of governance has proved successful. Past Trustees have not lacked any “skills” and have understood their
responsibilities as trustees.... they have even managed to understand the accounts, been able to read the Council papers
and proved themselves to be an agile governance body. 4 pathetic reasons put forward to justify the reduction in Trustee
numbers.... combined with the implied inconvenience and perhaps difficulty of managing a larger Trustee board.
The Commission has also failed to consider any organisations with larger boards, for example universities (Cambridge,
Heriot Watt and Cardiff have all been quoted The University of Southampton has not even been mentioned...it has 19
Trustees, of which Philip Greenish is the Chair. I wonder if the University of Southampton is planning to reduce Trustee
numbers to 12. If not, then why not? Perhaps because a larger Trustee Board works!).
Note too that the Engineering Council is a charity (22 Board members, but 23 photos on their website! It is the UK
regulatory body for the engineering profession). I hear no mention of the Engineering Council board being
“oversized”..... or even of consideration of this body in the report.
By the way, if Trustees do not understand their responsibilities or understand the accounts.... it is the fault of the Institution
for not briefing potential candidates and for not providing appropriate training to trustees. As a younger Council Member in
the late 1980s, I, and other Trustees were fully aware of our responsibilities and could even read the Board papers and
understand the accounts.
Several governance reviews up to 2014 have all recommended a larger and representative board.... are these reviews
(also not considered by the commission) now all invalid?
I see that the report refers to the “Learning Society” on several occasions. The term for our type of institution is “Learned
Society”. In fact, we have a Learned Society Committee chaired by a VP. Is “Learning Society” (which could be a school,
college or university” a new definition.... or just a drafting error?
It would take too long to pick through the biased leanings of the report in detail, but I will comment on some of them:

Section 5 ICE's Top-Level Governance Structure
Bullet 3: were there compelling reasons to change to a smaller board...... No...NO...NO!
5.1.3: line 5.... “Exec Board took decisions”... really? The Trustees take decisions.... the Exec Board can only recommend
unless specific authority has been given.
No challenge?.... really?....
5.1.4: Why not expect trustees to be responsible? This is motherhood and apple pie stuff!
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5.1.5: agreed!
5.1.7: “governance arrangements that will endure for the long term”..... does the report mean like the long term governance
arrangements which have served our Institution well for decades and been reviewed several times over that period?
5.2.4: Larger Board
Pros... the report fails to identify “broader representation of the membership”
Cons: NO, NO, NO, NO ….these are rubbish. For example, scheduling meetings.... which are fixed a year in
advance! Opportunities for debate..... there have always been opportunities for debate.... has this changed
recently? Cohesion, engagement?.... What has happened to Council? the senior team need to try harder! What
happened to the opportunities Council Members had by being appointed to committees? A quick review of
“Committees and Panels” certainly indicates that Council members are nowhere near as involved in committees
and boards as used to be the case.
5.2.5: Smaller Board
Pros: Ah! We have found more bullets here! What a surprise!
Bullets 1, 2, 4, 5, 6: NO.... there is no difference for a larger board.... or have things changed?
Bullet 3: same as for a larger board in my view.
5.2.6: 7 directors might be OK for a business, but we are a Learned Society... the Commission should remember this!
5.2.7: “faster and better decision making” RUBBISH! and not demonstrated or even discussed in the report.
“everyone a fair say” this is the same for a larger board... or have things changed recently?
“greater burden on the chair” this implies that recent Presidents cannot manage a larger board, I find it difficult to
believe that. The President should ensure that everyone who wishes to contribute should do so. I do understand
that this might be inconvenient to Presidents who might be used to small business boards.
5.2.8: “independent specialist in charity governance”..... I can only assume this is supposed to read “independent
specialist in “small trustee board” charity governance. No trustee board size experience quoted (just 6 noted....
but what sizes are their boards?), let alone any experience of large trustee boards has been provided. I consider
that undue weight has been placed on this one persons evidence, while evidence from Institution members with
decades of experience of, and contribution to, the Institution has been ignored.
5.2.8: Dr Andrew Purkis' evidence seems to have carried more weight that the many submissions from Institution
members who are recommending a larger board. I think that the commission should consider the weight of
evidence from those who have led the Institution in the past. “set speeches”, “difficult for all trustees to contribute
meaningfully”.... surely the Commission did not swallow all this!.... not the experience I have after 8 years on
Council (as a trustee). It is obviously more convenient for the Commission to take the views of an outsider than
the views of those who have been involved in the Institution and its various committees for decades.
5.2.9: No! “difficult to uphold” referring to Trustee responsibility......another load of codswallop..... The Institution
should advise potential trustees of the responsibilities before they stand for the Trustee Board and then provide
appropriate training to successful candidates. Is this report suggesting that this no longer happens, hence the
weight given to Dr. Purkis' evidence? I suggest that there is no evidence provided to substantiate this statement!
If, in the Institution, there has been this problem, then it is the fault of the Institution.
The other thing to remember is that the Institution is a professional body and its members are expected to follow
its Code of Professional Conduct.
Remember Rule 2: “Members shall only undertake work that they are competent to do”.... and in the
guidance notes for Rule 1 “Members must therefore ensure that all such persons are appropriately
qualified.....” and “Members must also ensure that they have the knowledge and expertise to effectively
oversee the work for which they are accountable”.
And the Rule 2 guidance also refers to competence.
I would expect Trustees to comply with the ICE Code of Professional Conduct in the role of a trustee as well as in
their engineering roles. Does the Commission agree with me on this point?
If so, the Dr. Purkis' comments on the “difficult to uphold” and other issues can be superseded by the Code.
5.3 Analysis and consideration
5.3.1: bullet 1: rubbish..... not the experience of decades of successful governance by a larger Trustee Board.
bullet 2: also rubbish.... why is this different? Once again, not a problem for past Councils (as Trustees).
bullets 3 and 4: No! There is no evidence provided in the Commission Report to support this.
bullet 5: No difference! see my previous comments on this point.
Bullet 6: No need if there is a larger Trustee Board.... cut out the red tape and time gaps this will generate!
5.3.2: I cannot argue with this point, but I think the answer would have been different if the Commission was not
weighted with 3 of the members of Council who actually made the decision to cut the numbers to 12 on the
Trustee Board; the ex Chief Exec. of the Royal Academy of Engineering (13 Board members) and the Vice Chair
of KPMG UK (13 member board).
5.3.3: I can see that the Commission struggled to find any arguments for a larger board. Perhaps reference to the
various submissions would help them. I can think of another 5 without any difficulty. The Commission has
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focussed on what might be bad with a bigger board rather than look at the advantages.
5.3.5: Representation.... here we are listening to Dr Purkis again. All this is stating the obvious!
bullet 1: the board size makes no difference
bullet 2: correct.... where have we been all these years?...... all trustees should understand this! The size of the
board makes no difference to this point.
Bullet 3: “ trustees sometimes....” again.... what planet are we on? Has there been no training for candidates or
successful ones who become Trustees. Once again, it is the Institution which is at fault if Trustees are not aware
of their responsibilities.
Bullet 4: so, for convenience only and to just complicate the governance system. There is no justification to split
Council into a small Trustee Board and a “consultative” Council. If you want the NEW COUNCIL to have teeth and
the be responsible for their actions, then just have the one larger Trustee body! The Trustees are the Trustees...
full stop. They make and are responsible for ALL the decisions. Your “new council” may be able to remove
trustees somehow, but by then, decisions will have been made.
5.2.6 and 5.3.7: agreed, but the size of the Board makes no difference to this.
5.3.8: the weight of Commission votes might favour a smaller Board, but the weight of argument certainly does not!
5.4 Regulatory Guidance
5.4.2: Para 5.6.2 of the code RECOMMENDS that.....the Commission needs to check the dictionary for a definition of
recommends.... “to advise, to declare to be worth … trying”. The Charity Code was in existence 12 years ago, so was
extant when previous governance reviews were carried out. The word “recommends” was not taken as the rule to follow in
previous reviews.
“A board of at least five but no more than twelve trustees is typically considered good practice”, yes, good practice, but
there are NO comments in the code about larger boards and it does NOT say that larger Boards are bad practice. In fact,
hundreds of charities have large boards (see the universities) .... nowhere have I seen these Trustee Boards criticised for
their size... in fact, it could be said that the Charity Commission does support charities with larger boards and it certainly
does not act against any charities with larger boards.
The Charity Commission was founded in 1853, 25 years after the Institution. The Commission Report does not identify
when the Institution became a charity. Whenever it was, that would have been the time for the Charity Commission to
comment on the size of the Trustee Board if it had any concerns.
The Charity Commission would have been informed about all subsequent changes in the size of the Trustee Board. so
would have had ample opportunity to comment on all the changes at that time if it was concerned about the governance of
the Institution.
Note that 5.8.1 in the code says “Trustees receive an appropriately resourced induction when they join the board. This
includes meetings with senior management and covers all areas of the charity’s work. Trustees are given the opportunity to
have ongoing learning and development”. If they had this, then the trustees would not be struggling to understand their
responsibilities and the accounts (as claimed by the Institution).
5.4.3: Dr Andrew Purkis continues to be given too much weight in the Commission findings and in their report.
Bullet 3: this is merely Dr. Purkis' opinion. I have not found such a statement in the code. If the number of
Trustees for most, if not all, the universities is over 12, why has the Commission not acted on their own Code?
Answer, because the Commission concerns itself with supporting the governance of charities. In any event, is Dr.
Purkis (and the Commission) suggesting that the Institution would be non compliant? We have managed well
enough for decades.... even two centuries!
5.4.4: perhaps we should all move to Scotland!
5.4.5: could I encourage the Commission members to consider the definition of the words typical and average. The
average for trustee boards includes all the ones with 30 or more trustees as well as the ones with only 3.
5.4.6: yes, “even a 25 member trustee Council …...would significantly exceed the guidance....” But, guidance means
guidance , not the law. I return to my earlier theme..... the Commission started with a blank sheet of paper..... it spent no
time considering the success of previous larger Institution Trustee Councils. I can understand the you might start
with a blank sheet of paper if you were starting a new charity. This is not the approach to take for an organisation which is
over 200 years old and which has become increasingly successful as the decades have passed!
5.5 Comparator Organisations
5.5.1: I think that the “identification” of the 9 is “selection of the 9”.
5.5.3: Only one member (me) highlighted larger Trustee Boards? Surely not just one person!
5.5.4: again, let us hide behind the convenience of “first-principles analysis”.
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5.6 Commission Conclusions
bullet 1: the size of the Trustee Board does not make any difference to these 5 points.
bullet 2: generating a talking shop advisory Council, which it appears the Institution is finding difficult to find a proper role
for is a cop out. Just make the Trustee Council larger and avoid the complication of separate bodies.
bullet 3: we appear to be stuck on the definition of “recommended” here once again.
bullet 4: “nine comparator bodies”, but ignoring the successful governance over decades, previous governance reviews
and the thousands (I expect) of charities with larger Trustee Boards.
5.6.4 Interim Finding 1: I completely disagree with this finding. The Commission has failed to consider the
previous decades of successful Institution governance. A larger Trustee Board worked well, provided a broad
church of Trustees, who had the skills to govern their own Institution. It has been a travesty of justice to shrink
the Board to 12, particularly so because the reasons to do so were so weak and never backed up by any evidence.

Section 6 Composition and Balance of the Trustee Board
6.1.1:The Institution can solve this problem by returning to a larger Trustee Board.
6.1.3: bullet 3: there is no need to generate a third body. Once again, this is a solution to solve a problem generated by
creating the two headed system.
6.1.4: skills gap...... where in the report does the Commission identify the skills required? Where in the report does it
comment on any lack of skills in the previous larger Trustee Board? Where is the evidence to demonstrate any lack of
skills in past years?
6.1.7: Interim Finding 2: I disagree. P + 3VP + 2 Nomco adds up to 6. requiring only one elected member to support the
senior team in a vote. The elected members should comprise at least 75% of the composition of the board. A larger board
would facilitate this.
For example, for a proper balance between the Trustees and the P and VPs, if the Trustee Board comprised 23 members
(as I have suggested), then P+3VP would be 17% of the Board... a similar percentage to when there were 40 Council
members 1P and 6 or 7 Vps.
It is not necessary to have “nominated Trustees” or a “Nomco”.
6.2: Equality of Responsibility
6.2.2: correct, all Trustees have collective responsibility. Read the code! I would expect all trustees to understand that.
Some Trustees have particular roles.... that is understood. It would be helpful if the Commission could identify 12
portfolios..... bearing in mind that some roles are taken on by those with particular and relevant experience, or because of
their seniority (e.g. Past Presidents).
6.3: Nominated Members
I disagree strongly that there should be a nominated Trustee, let alone 2. There should be sufficient interest amongst
our 90000 members to provide a Trustee Board which can run the Institution successfully.... so appointing Trustees (even
if, as the Charity Commission says, exceptionally) outside the membership would be seen to be a failing of the
Institution.... and also a failing of the small board system. If there is a lack of particular skills, for example when the DG
consulted lawyers for advice about the Special General Meeting, then that advice can be sought without putting non
members onto the Trustee Board.
If the Commission is concerned about skills on a smaller board (without identifying what those skills may be) then a larger
board with a potentially larger skill base would be the solution.
6.4: Other Representation. I see we now have a “Learning Society Committee” again. For once I agree with this. If a staff
member who is an Institution member, wishes to stand as a Trustee, then this is the current norm. I guess that we do not
have so many Institution members on the staff as we used to.
This whole section misses the point.... the Commission is only discussing this because the new Trustee Board is so small.

Section 7 Method of Election to the Trustee Board
This is a problem only generated by the recent changes to the Board. I repeat the recommendation in my submission to
the Commission:
The Principle that there should be a balance of Trustees representation across membership grades and their
location.
The Principle that Trustees are directly elected by members to the Trustee Board (i.e. not via a Council).
The Principle that the President and Vice Presidents comprise no more than 25% of the Trustees.
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I repeat: all Trustees have collective responsibility.... and their responsibility is to the Institution, not to particular
cohort of the membership.
There is no problem with option A: we are a membership body. All members should aspire to contribute to its
governance. A larger Trustee Board and open elections will deliver this aspiration and fair option.
I will not spend time picking through the weak cons bullets.... the Commission should consider how we managed in the
past..... this collection of bullets is really a criticism of all trustees who have gone before mixed with the confusion of the
separate Council.
Interim Finding 5: NO, NO, NO to the three options recommended by the Commission.
The Institution should return to open elections for all Trustees, with the Exec Committee as before considering
candidates for P and VP for recommendation to the Trustee Board.

Section 8 The Nomination Committee
I strongly object to a nomination committee. I was interested to compare the point raised in 6.4.2 with the conflicting
representation comments in 8.2.7. A larger Trustee body can accommodate graduate and student members of a Trustee
Council,
Why make things complicated when we already had a system which works?
Note too that a small trustee body wipes out the important representation from the regions, both in the UK and overseas.
Interim Finding 6: I disagree strongly with this recommendation. We do NOT need this extra committee.
Interim Finding 7: I repeat, we do not need a Nomination Committee.
Interim Finding 8: The previous exec committee and/or senior staff would often recommend people for these roles for
approval, followed by appropriate appointment by Council. This is just a finding which helps to find more roles for the
nomination committee.
Interim Finding 9: The President has always chaired Council. The Senior Vice President the Executive Committee.
I see no reason to change this. Option A should be applied to a larger council with a small exec.
Interim Finding 10: I support fully.... this was always the case until perhaps recently (since it now has to be spelt out!).
Interim Finding 11: If the system had not changed, the Commission and the members would not have to deliberate on this
question. 12 people called Vice President is patently ridiculous. I would like to reiterate my support for a simpler system as
sert out in my submission to the Commission “I recommend a maximum of 4 Vice Presidents on the Trustee Board.
There might be one additional (light duties) VP who is not a Trustee”
Interim Finding 12: more here on the “Learning Society”. This set of bullet recommendations has only been brought to the
report because of the confusion created by having a small Trustee Board. I recommend that there should be 23 Trustees:
President, 4 Vice Presidents, 4 International, 6 UK Regions, 7 Fellows or Members (minimum of 3 Fellows),1 G&S.
Interim Finding 13: we already have chairs for the Diciplinary Board and the Professional Conduct Panel, which used to
report through a VP...... so no change here then?
Removing Trustees: I thought this was already possible.
Interim Finding 14: Improve transparency! Great idea. Pity there was no transparency when the original change in
Trustee numbers was made.
Interim Finding 15: I thought that this used to happen. In addition, members could attend Trustee meetings.... are they
still allowed to do so?
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Interim Finding 16: Good idea!

Conclusions
I would like to conclude my submission in response to the Interim Report of the Commission by repeating the
recommendations I placed before the Commission last February:

Summary of lessons learnt
Lesson learnt 1: The Presidential role is about engagement as well as being Chair of Trustees.
Lesson learnt 2: A larger Trustee Board is the chosen governance model for many charities.
Lesson learnt 3: Institution knowledge, experience and commitment are important criteria for
Trustees.
Lesson learnt 4: Different backgrounds and experience should include experience of the
Institution.
Lesson learnt 5: Collaboration with, and trust and confidence of, the members (as stakeholders)
is important.

Principles and issues:
1.

The Principle that the President should engage fully and directly with the members as a key element of
the President Trustee role (i.e. a 3 to 5 days a week commitment).

2.

The Principle that every member elected as a Vice President or President should clearly have
demonstrated a significant contribution to the Institution before being considered for such a prestigious
and important role.

3.

The Principle that there should be a balance of Trustees representation across membership grades and
their location.

4.

The Principle that Trustees are directly elected by members to the Trustee Board (i.e. not via a Council).

5.

The Principle that the President and Vice Presidents comprise no more than 25% of the Trustees.

Options for future governance:
1.

I recommend 23 Trustees: President, 4 Vice Presidents, 4 International, 6 UK Regions, 7 Fellows or
Members (minimum of 3 Fellows),1 G&S.

2.

I recommend a maximum of 4 Vice Presidents on the Trustee Board. There might be one additional (light
duties) VP who is not a Trustee.

3.

I recommend that the Regions (including international) and Regional Chairs Committee fulfil the role of
“consultative council”.

4.

I recommend that the number of members required to call an SGM remains at 60.

I recommend the 5 Principles I have described above.
I have not changed my views about the above Lessons Learnt, Principles and Issues and Options for Future Governance.
I find it sad and disturbing that the Commission has ignored the decades of successful larger Trustee Boards.
I find it disappointing that the Commission has concluded quickly that a small board is appropriate. The reasons for
dismissing a larger board are weak. Undue weight has been placed on the evidence of Dr Purkis over the evidence of
many senior and long involved Institution members.
I invite the Commission to consider this submission and to reconsider their recommendations.
Quentin Leiper
September 2109
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#50
Presidential Commission Interim Report
Comments from Brian Flynn (F)
The Commission members and Chairman are to be congratulated on a report which goes a long way towards
repairing the damage of the events of last summer. They also merit our thanks for the very considerable
expenditure of their time and effort. Council has had some measure of power and democracy restored.
Without this I believe it would very soon have withered. I very much hope that this will now form the basis of
a governance system that will last us for a generation.
I give below comments on the initial findings.
IF 1 Agreed. Now that Council can communicate individually and collectively other than during four
meetings a year it will be significantly more effective. The WhatsApp system should have been set up years
ago.

IF 2 Agreed. All TB members must be professional engineer members. A second specialist member if
required should be an adviser

IF 3 Agreed. But 6.11 should be an Adviser to the TB
IF 4 I prefer option C. This was how the EB was elected. The problem with Option D is the focussed list. Who
does the focussing?. Quis custodes custodiet ? In my experience the spread of disciplines in both council and
EB was quite wide. Consultants, contractors academics and government were always represented and there
was plenty of senior management experience. A further problem is the 10% electorate engagement. Now
that Council is advisory it is likely that this will fall to an even lower figure.

IF 5 Agreed but GSnet members should not have a vote
IF 6 This is probably the most important committee of ICE apart from the TB itself. It can have profound and
lasting implications for ICE policy and future development. I find myself in disagreement with what is
proposed.
Let me recap briefly on history. In the late 1990s governance and management of ICE was in some disarray. A
past President had resigned from the Institution in high dudgeon. There were murmurings of litigation
between senior people who had given considerable service. The process of selecting presidents and Vice
Presidents was somewhat mysterious. It was decided that a committee should be established to review the
whole process and make recommendations.
A committee (Working Party) of six was established. It comprised one Past President, two who would later be
president, the acting DG&S and two other members of Council. We sat for about a year and came up with
two possible approaches. These were circulated to all the regions who were to debate the matter and report
their conclusions. Finally Council had a long debate and opted for the NomCo (we didn’t call it that)
comprising the President, the three succeeding VPs, and five elected members of Council. On occasions
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when one of these five was a candidate for VP or P the immediately unsuccessful candidate in the election
was the replacement. The Council Officer was Secretary.
This approach was in place for more than a decade and was successful. At some point in the recent past it
was replaced. I do not know by whom or on what basis. My view on this is that we should return to a system
that worked. The changed system will have produced the last two or three presidential teams. These were
responsible for the events of last summer which in turn triggered the first SGM in 40 years with much
consequent division and cost to ICE.

IF7 Again I disagree. All members of the TB have joint and several responsibility and liability. We make too
much of this latter point as the ICE indemnifies Council members against claims. But a board of nine
professional engineers will always contain a sufficiently wide spread of expertise to cover all the bases. The
present proposal take us back to the Quis custodes.... matter. Who will do the role specification and
candidate selection. A likely person is probably the DG&S but particularly if from a relatively narrow
engineering background he/she may not necessarily have the required spread of experience and
competence. This is the sort of judgement best done by one’s peers.

IF8 Agreed
IF9 I prefer option B. Previously the President chaired the Council and the SVP the EB. Now that the TB is the
governing body it should be chaired by the President with the SVP taking over the Council.

IF10 Agreed
IF11 I consider that only the succeeding VPs should have the VP title.
IF12 and IF13 Agreed
IF14 We must do something about the culture of secrecy that has developed in recent years. It is
unnecessary and creates mistrust. Now that Council (and TB ?) is able to have effective inter communication
throughout the year I hope we can look forward to improvement here.

IF15 Agreed
IF16 The annual election of Council members has always attracted a 10% +/- 1% turnout. Members
receiving the ballot paper will vote if they know someone standing or are involved on ICE committees or
such. These elections are also an opportunity to correct minor changes to bye-laws on a tick box basis. The
attempt to get the biggest change in corporate governance in a generation through on this basis was a very
serious error.

IF17,18,19 Agreed
Brian Flynn
Council 2001-4 and 2010-13
Former member Exec Board and Chair Audit Committee
Chairman 2001 Working Party on Presidential Selection
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#51
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Interim Report for Consultation
Volume 0 – Summary Report
August 2019
Comments by G M Lafford CEng FICE, September 2019
My
ref.

Report
para.

Comment

A

2.9 &
3.3

Council received legal advice "to implement the changes approved by the
membership" which it did in November 2018, having “at the same time” accepted
the July SGM resolutions that would almost certainly change the proposals
approved by the membership.





Paragraph 3.3 (i) states "having regard to Council’s views and member
consultation, make a recommendation to the ICE Council and Trustee Board".
No mention is made of asking Members to vote on the recommendations.



Will revised governance proposals be put to a vote of the membership, as
the original proposals were? If there is a ballot of all Members and the revised
proposals are accepted by the membership, what is to stop a dissenting minority
from convening another SGM and repeating the cycle? If there is no second
ballot, Members could feel that their votes in the first ballot didn’t count for much
because they were overturned by an even smaller number of votes at an SGM.
Either way, Members might well feel disgruntled.




Does 3.3 (f) mean that the Commission is seeking a way to harmonise
procedures for voting in an attempt to prevent a repetition of an SGM overturning
the result of a ballot?




The whole process of proposing changes and having them accepted (or
rejected) by Council and Members needs overhauling, in my view, and this would
be a good time to do it.

B

4

With the benefit of hindsight, perhaps the work of gathering evidence from
external sources, as described in 4, should have been done before the proposals
were finalised and put to Council and the Membership. Does the Commission
intend to recommend wider consultation when major changes are proposed in
future, before putting them to the vote?
Personally, I was content with the information available during the run-up to the
ballot. I was able to get clarification by phone on points I didn’t fully understand.

C

5.2

A virtue of the preceding arrangements was that Council had a veto,
because it had to approve all major decisions. The reference under the new
arrangements to a "mainly advisory Council" suggests that Council's veto has
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been removed. In this important respect the changes appear to have gone
beyond placing "formal governance around the existing practice". For me this is
a fundamental flaw. I want a Council that will scrutinise the Trustee Board's
proposals before a decision is made and have a right of veto. Did Council not
make this point themselves during consultation?
D

5.3


I agree that ICE’s governance arrangements have become remote from,
and lack accountability to, ICE members. I’m concerned that this would be
reinforced if changes resulting from the Commission’s review were not put to a
vote of the membership.

E

5.4

Certainly, I want the Trustee Board and Council to work harmoniously. At the
same time I believe it is crucial for good governance for the Board to know that
there could be occasions when Council, acting on behalf of Members and/or
because of its own conviction that the Board was about to make a bad decision,
could exercise a right of veto.

F

5.7 &
5.8

I find the points made in favour of a compact Trustee Board compelling, provided
Council has a real oversight role and in extremis a right of veto.

G

5.9 &
5.10

I think the second bullet point of 5.9 applies whatever the size of the Trustee
Board (unless we return to the size of full Council, of course), which is why I see
the need for Council to have an oversight role. Perhaps the term "mainly
advisory Council" embraces such a role. My impression is that the proposals
weaken rather than strengthen, as posited in 5.10, Council’s role.

H

5.11
to
5.18

I can't find any reference to oversight or supervision in the sections dealing with
the governance of large charities. Do the Charity Commissioners not have
anything to say on the subject?

I

6

I agree with the proposed configuration of the Trustee Board in 6.3, with Interim
Findings 2, 3 and 4, and with the endorsement in 6.12.

J

7.5

I favour Option D in Interim Finding 5.

K

8

I agree with Interim Findings 6 to 8. Is NomCo a permanent committee (apart
from the ex officio members)? I assume the NomCo Annual Report would be
made available to Members.

L

9.4.2


In Option A Council should have a Vice Chair, appointed at the outset rather than
if and when the need arises, who would take over the President's role as Chair of
Council, in the event of concerns about a possible conflict of interest.

M

9.5.1


Option B should not be qualified so that it happens only "If the concern
about a possible conflict of interest is so significant that it cannot be mitigated by
the measures identified above ...” In Option B the President would be on Council
but not as its Chair. The Chair should be appointed at the outset, e.g. the Senior
Vice President. As currently described, Options A and B don’t appear to be
independent options.
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N

9.6.3

I am against Option C for the reasons given in the second sentence of the
paragraph.

O

9.7

I favour Option A with a Vice Chair of Council, appointed at the same time as the
incoming President, who would take over the chair in the event of a possible
conflict of interest (or for any other reason preventing the President from chairing
Council). No other measures would be needed to mitigate conflict of interest.

P

10

I agree with 10.1 to 10.6, including Interim Finding 10.
Regarding 10.7, I agree that all trustees should have equal levels of
responsibility. I think the best way to reinforce this message is to give all trustees
(except the President) the title Trustee. Whether or not a trustee is a succeeding
VP or a non-succeeding VP, or indeed not a VP at all, becomes of secondary
importance as far as their role as a trustee is concerned. Are VPs not appointed
because of their leading roles in Council or on Boards and Committees? I think
this should continue to be the case.
Thus, I lean more towards the first option in Interim Finding 11 but with the 3
succeeding VPs having the title Trustee to demonstrate the equality of all
trustees. I am against all trustees being given the title VP, as in the second
option of Interim Finding 11, because the qualities and achievements that led to
them being appointed to the Trustee Board are not necessarily the same as
those required to be a VP. (Pension trustees are not given the title director just
because some trustees are also directors.)
The proposed configuration of the Trustee Board in 6.3 envisages the three
succeeding VPs being appointed ex officio (like the President). I take this to
mean that they will always have been appointed as succeeding VPs before their
appointment to the Trustee Board
It is not clear whether the Commission has in mind that, in future, a member of
the Trustee Board could be appointed VP in recognition of work on the board. I
would be against that. I would prefer appointment to VP to occur before
appointment as a trustee. A serving trustee could be appointed VP, of course, if
such promotion were earned through performance in another role.
In summary, all trustees would be equal (the President being first among equals)
and have the title Trustee (except the President), whether ex officio, elected, or
nominated by NomCo and approved by Council.

Q

11

The proposal in the first bullet of Interim Finding 12 for VPs to represent Learning
Society and Council on the Trustee Board appears potentially to be inconsistent
with other proposals for the Trustee Board, particularly the proposed
configuration of the Trustee Board in 6.3?
If these two roles (Learning Society and Council) are always allocated to a
succeeding VP, then the VPs would be on the Trustee Board ex officio, which
would be fine. If, however, those roles are sometimes allocated to nonsucceeding VPs, the implication seems to be an increase in ex officio trustees.
Also, in Option D of 7.3 Council would have the opportunity to elect trustees with
responsibility for Learning Society and Council, who presumably would not
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necessarily be VPs but, according to Finding 12, would become VPs upon
appointment as trustees.
Interim Finding 12 falls short of giving Council a right to veto a Trustee Board
decision if it is not satisfied with the Trustee Board’s “reasoned explanation” (final
bullet point).
R

12

The suggestions and Interim Findings 14, 15 & 16 are excellent.

S

13

I agree with Interim Findings 17 and 19. I disagree with Interim Finding 18.
However, the Chair of an AGM or SGM could have the discretion (perhaps
already does) to allow oral contributions from non-voting members if time permits
but priority ought to be given to voting members to express their views.

T

14.5

It appears that changes, other than to By-Laws, might not be put to the vote of
Members. If this were the case it would be important that changes intended by
the Trustee Board should be be communicated to the membership well in
advance of implementation, say 3 months, to allow time for Members to lobby
Council with any objections.

U

2.3

I have left to the end my response to a statement made early in the Report, which
is perhaps subordinate to the main issues of governance. I was dismayed when I
read in 2.3 that the ICE does not exist for the benefit of Members.
I can understand that the Commission would not want to say anything that might
be construed as contravening the legal requirement to provide public benefit.
However, I don’t see how acknowledging that ICE exists in part for its Members,
in order to achieve its objective, could be so construed.
ICE’s objective is to foster and promote the art and science of civil engineering.
ICE’s role as a learned society is essential for fostering and promoting. In
fulfilling its learned society role, ICE provides numerous benefits to Members,
who in turn enable ICE to provide the public benefits embodied in its Royal
Charter. To quote from the ICE web page “Who runs ICE”: “We're run by our
members, for the benefit of not just our members, but also industry and public
communities across the world.”
So, of course ICE exists for its Members as well as for the society we serve. If
the Commission thinks that including Members in its reason for existing would
somehow undermine its charitable status, then I recommend ICE should seek the
reassurance of the Charity Commissioners.
I contend that 2.3 has introduced an unnecessary controversy into the debate
and I suggest the paragraph be omitted. I think that 2.2 says all that needs to be
said in the Report about ICE’s charitable status.

V

Finally, I congratulate the Commission on producing a thorough review of ICE
governance and thank everyone who contributed for their hard work.
End
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#52
Dear David,
These are my personal comments on the Interim Findings of the Presidential Commission
into ICE Governance.
I am happy for these comments to be published under my name.
Finding
1 (Focus
Area 1)
2 (Focus
Area 2)

3

4

5 (Focus
Area 3)

Personal Comment
I support the Commission’s Recommendation, ie a compact Trustee
Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation that a majority of
Trustee Board members should be elected by the ICE voting
membership (subject to the method of election in section 7 and
Interim Finding 5, below)
I support the Commission’s Recommendation ie with each trustee
normally leading on a portfolio. However, some thought will probably
need to be given to how this would work in practice in the event of a
trustee who is not an ICE member. See Interim Finding 4, below.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation. However, I would urge
that a mechanism is developed and implemented, to ensure that the
role is filled by an ICE member, or if that is not possible that it is
carried out by a consultant to the Trustee Board. If the only possible
trustee suitable for the role is not an ICE member how will that work?
I’ll start with an apology; in case the details have been set out in the
consultation and I missed it. Will there be a sufficiently transparent
mechanism to establish their understanding of and allegiance to ICE?
As they are not ICE members will they be entitled to some form of
remuneration, or expenses, such as loss of pay which is different
from that available to trustees who are ICE members? If there is a
loss of pay allowance how will that be determined on an equitable
basis? As they are not ICE members will they have voting rights on
the TB? If a trustee who is not an ICE member does have voting
rights, could it be considered a little strange that the Aspiring
Members are not allowed any voting rights, but such a trustee can
vote on matters at the heart of ICE? Thinking about Interim Findings
13 & 14 perhaps some thought needs to be given to how ethical,
professional conduct and transparency issues will be managed in
respect of a person who is not a member of ICE.
I support Option C, as it ensures that only those who have a
commitment to ICE are considered. Having worked with members in
a very wide range of roles over many decades I know that engineers
bring an open-minded attitude to their roles, seeking to find
innovative solutions to situations. I, therefore believe that
“…However, there may not be sufficient members of Council to
satisfy the required skills, experience and diversity profile…” is
unlikely to be a major and persistent problem.
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6 (Focus
Area 4)
7
8
9 (Focus
Area 5)

10

11 (Focus
Area 6)

12 (Focus
Area 7)

13

14
13 and 14

15 (Focus
Area 8)

Whilst this Interim Finding deals, specifically, with the election to the
TB, is it possible to think about election to Council? Is there a way to
recommend that candidates should come from active members who
have supported ICE Local Associations, assisted Working Groups,
helped with guides etc?
I support the Commission’s Recommendation for the composition of
the NomCo.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation for the NomCo
Process
I support the Commission’s Recommendation for the composition of
both the Disciplinary Board and the Professional Conduct Panel.
I support Option C, ie that the President chairs the Council but not
the Trustee Board. This will emphasise the importance of the
redefined role of the President as set out in Initial Finding 10: to
represent the views of the membership to the Trustee Board.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation, especially as it will
support and lend focus to any initiative to increase the level of
engagement from ordinary members.
I support the option that all members of the Trustee Board except for
the President, who are members of ICE, should have the title of Vice
President with all members normally allocated a particular portfolio.
This will reinforce the equal standing of all members of the Trustee
Board in line with their equal duties and responsibilities.
In the event that it is necessary to have a trustee who is not an ICE
member they should (must?) not have the title of Vice President.
Could they be called “Associate”, “Honorary”, “Appointed”, “ExOfficio” Trustee etc?
I support the Commission’s Recommendation strengthening the role
of Council as it enables the TB to exercise its role of high-level
governance of ICE whilst recognising the important role of the
Council as a mainly advisory, strategic body, which works to
understand the day-to-day work and life of all the members in more
detail than a TB can. I would like to suggest that a mechanism be
implemented to encourage Council members to develop the
engagement members have with the ICE generally.
I support the Commission’s Recommendations as it will strengthen
ICE’s commitment to uphold its ethical standards, especially as the
dedicated lead will provide a clear focal point.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation
I would add that for both Interim Findings 13 and 14 thought should
be given to a mechanism to review and develop ethics and
transparency as society and ICE members’ view of them evolves.
After all some things which were just what people did and said in
1967 when I joined are totally unacceptable now!
I support the Commission’s Recommendation. However, I believe it is
an opportunity to explore how this could evolve into a mechanism to
increase the level of engagement from ordinary members. I would
like to recommend that a small group be set up to explore how this
could work. As the GSNet appears to be interested in attending TB
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16 (Focus
Area 8)

17 (Focus
Area 9)
18 (Focus
Area 9)
19 (Focus
Area 9)

meetings it seems likely that there will be members with the insight,
imagination, energy and enthusiasm to develop something workable.
This could be a golden opportunity for engagement.
Whilst I fully support the Commission’s Recommendation, I would
add that the problem may be much deeper than members not
engaging with the governance, it seems to be rooted in a lack of
engagement overall.
Unfortunately, I’m the worst person to help with this, as I just don’t
understand why colleagues do not engage with ICE; having failed to
recruit at least 7 friends to join Y&H RICE when they retired over the
last couple of years.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation, let’s hope everything
runs smoothly and it’s another 40years.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation and the proposed
clarification of the By-Laws.
I support the Commission’s Recommendation. Younger members
must find the current rule weird.

Yours sincerely,
Frank
Frank O’Dwyer, I Eng, MICE
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#53
Wed 02/10/2019 13:41
Following the contribution I made to the Presidential Commission on 28 March 2019, thank you for
the opportunity to comment on the findings in the Interim Report. My responses are as follows:Interim Finding 1 - I am content with this within the context of the other findings and my comments
upon them.
Interim Finding 2 - This was the subject of my original contribution and I strongly support the
finding.
Interim Findings 3 and 4 - I am content with these.
Interim Finding 5 - I prefer Option C which retains the concept of Council being the single elected
body. I feel that having two elections - one for Council Members and one for Trustees - dilutes this
principle, may cause confusion among members and will result in an increased number of elected
members (since the 4 elected under option D along with the 38 members of Council, brings the total
elected to 42 - an increase of more than 10%). I would have thought that from 38 members of
Council it ought to be possible to identify 7 individuals with the necessary skills. This would mean
the Trustees defining the skills that are required to fill vacancies and and defining these to Council
who would identify from their number individuals who have the requisite skills and experience and
who are willing to serve as a Trustee.
Interim Findings 6 and 7 - I am supportive of these. Within the acknowledged constraints of
confidentiality, as transparent a process as possible should be followed which I feel these findings
achieve.
Interim Finding 8 - I am content with this.
Interim Finding 9 - I prefer option A if it is achievable in terms of the President’s workload and
diary.
Interim Finding 10 - This is logical and flows from the above. It also stresses the importance of the
Institution beyond London.
Interim Finding 11 - I prefer that the title Vice President only applies to succeeding Vice Presidents.
For clarity, it may be worth considering the titles Junior Vice President, Vice President and Senior
Vice President to indicate the succession.
Interim Finding 12 - I am positive about this finding which seems to provide a strong link between
Council and Trustees.
Interim Finding 13 - I am content with this.
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Interim Findings 14, 15 and 16 - I welcome these measures.
Interim Findings 17 and 18 - I support these findings.
Interim Finding 19 - While I welcome the ability of people unable to attend to submit an electronic
vote, I am cautious that could result in people voting who have not listened to the debate at the
meeting. That might mean that the meeting itself becomes meaningless since there are more votes
cast by those who have not attended than the number of members attending. I would like more
thought given to this considering for example:Broadcasting the debate over a secure internet connection and only allowing those who
are logged in to vote (along with those who attend); or
Video recording and publishing the debate and giving a period for it to be viewed before
voting closes.
Given members in different time zones, perhaps the second suggestion is the more realistic
although it does mean that the outcome of an EGM will not be known for some time after it has
been held.
Thank you for the work carried out to date on the Interim Report. It is a comprehensive assessment
of a complex subject and presented very clearly.
Regards
George Rennie
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#54
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance: Consultation on Interim Report
Feedback from: James P McCafferty (F) 2 October 2019
I refer to the ICE email of 30 August 2019 covering the letter from David Orr, Chair – Presidential
Commission into ICE Governance requesting feedback on the 19 Interim Findings and the 9 Focus
areas.
Firstly, the Commission should be thanked for providing a full and clear report of its Interim Report. It
is, however, regrettable that ICE did not see fit to provide such a report and consultation before
springing the 2018 ballot concerning its privately conceived governance proposals on an
unsuspecting membership. Not surprisingly, objections were raised resulting in the SGM of
December 2018 and then this Presidential Commission.
Throughout this process, much was made about ICE being a ‘Charity’ and how that status required
the establishment of an ‘agile’ (but undemocratic) Trustee Board to which the democratically
elected, 44 strong, Council should act in an advisory role. This turned on its head the principles
established over many years that Council was the governing and trustee body that made all the
decisions. The relatively recent Executive Board, which seemed to many something of a secret
society, produced policy and other proposals for endorsement by a relatively meek Council. In short,
there is a relatively recent history of gradual diminution of the role and status of the elected Council.
Those who sought a more powerful central control seem to have seized the opportunity presented
by advisers saying that the previously existing arrangements did not comply with guidance from the
Charities Commission. I am sure that other learned advisers could have been found who would have
confirm that a 44 strong elected council and board of trustees complied perfectly with charitable
status and had a long history of so doing.
It has always been my understanding that ICE is, first and foremost, a ‘learned society’ with a
large membership, professionally and geographically diverse. ICE sought charitable status
many years ago and has defended that status in court because it could be demonstrated clearly that
its activities complied with that status but, perhaps more importantly, because it brought very
welcome tax relief. As far as I know, there has been no legal challenge concerning ICE’s charitable
status or that a 44 strong elected council could not operate properly as a board of trustees.
Focus Area 1: Top – Level Governance Structure [Interim Finding 1]
As explained further above, I am not persuaded and therefore disagree that ICE’s top-level
governance structure should comprise a compact Trustee Board and a larger, mainly advisory,
Council.
In truth, I cannot understand how the Presidential Commission came to this conclusion. Perhaps it
was constrained by the brief.
The following comments are based on disagreement with Focus Area 1. However, as my
disagreement may not prevail, I offer my views on the conclusions that have been drawn by
the Commission.
Focus Area 2: Balance of the Trustee Board [Interim Finding 2]
If there is to be a Trustee Board, all members of that board should be elected, directly or indirectly
by the ICE membership. Any perceived deficiency in skills should be corrected by the temporary of
advisers who have the required skills.
Focus Area 3: Method of Election to the Trustee Board [Interim Finding 5]
All members of a Trustee Board should be elected directly to that board by the ICE membership or
by Council from its own elected members.
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There should be no selection of candidates in advance; ICE members and/or Council members are
wise enough to vote for the right people. The need for any missing skills should be corrected by the
appointment of temporary advisers.
With these provisos, I prefer a combination of Options A and C with a leaning to C for simplicity.
Focus Area 4: Nomination Committee [Interim Finding 6]
I have no objection to there being a Past- President, President and Senior Vice President on Nom
Co and no particular objection to a Graduate or Student but I do wonder what particular skills or
insight they might bring apart from political correctness. What about regional representation? The 4
to 8 additional members should all be elected by and from Council. There should be no vetting or
nomination by the Trustee Board or Nom Co.
Focus Area 5: Chairing of the Trustee Board and Council [Interim Finding 9]
If Council is to be restricted to advising the Trustee Board as is proposed, The President, despite the
additional burden of time commitment, should chair Council and the Trustee Board. If the Trustee
Board is to advise Council, the President should chair Council.
Focus Area 6: Vice Presidents [Interim Finding 11]
The title ‘Vice President’ should be confined to succeeding Vice Presidents only. All other trustees,
apart from the President, should be styled ‘Trustee’.
Focus Area 7: Strengthening the Role of Council [Interim Finding 12]
I have no particular objections to these proposals (perhaps because they are slightly beyond my
current understanding of how things should, or do, operate). Clearly, my concerns about whether, or
not, Council or the Trustee Board has supremacy, is an issue here. Whatever the outcome, it would
be essential for both to work closely together.
Focus Area 8: Transparency and Engagement [Interim Findings 14, 15 and 16]
Increased transparency in all ICE’s activities is to be welcomed.
The Trustee Board and possibly Council too should indeed arrange for presentations from groups,
whether technical or geographical, to ensure a good understanding of external and internal issues
that might affect ICE.
The Trustee Board and Council do indeed need to examine in depth the alarming lack of member
involvement and low turnout in most ICE activities, not least in governance votes and elections
where the turnout seems to be around 10% at best. Why is ICE so distant from its members? The
Charities Commission should be more interested in that than how many trustees we have. Most of
the members probably cannot understand what the current unpleasantness is all about or what it
has to do with them.
Focus Area 9: Special General Meetings [Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19]
I see no reason to alter the existing rules governing the call for an SGM.
Do we need a change to the By-Laws to allow non-voting members to make an oral contribution?
What is the problem to which this is a solution?
Electronic voting for those unable to attend an SGM is very sensible. How else can views from
abroad, or even from Glasgow or Edinburgh, be heard and democracy prevail?
Other Matters
1. I understand that the right of Regions to have elected Council Members has been removed from
the By-Laws. If so, this should be corrected and that right should be reinstated.
2. Is the outcome of an SGM currently binding upon Council and the Trustee Board? If not, it should
be made clear that it is binding upon both.
James P McCafferty (F) 2 October 2019
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#55
I have contributed to Y&H regional response to the consultation on governance that I trust will be submitted
shortly.
However, I wish to specifically address the following Focus Areas in my response to the consultation below:
Kind Regards
EurIng David M Hirst CEng FEI FICE MBA
Focus Area 6 – Vice Presidents
a) Agree - only future succeeding Vice Presidents be identified as “Vice President” (“VP”)
b) Other Trustee Board members shall be identified as “Trustee”
c) The Nomination Committee shall identify a “reserve” Trustee Board / Council or General Member
who can step in if a VP for professional or personal reasons be unable or unwilling to continue in
post.
Focus Area 7 – Strengthening the Role of Council
a) Agreed
a. The ICE Council should be the key decision-making body with respect to the ICE Learning
Society, addressing ICE Policy, Position and Best Practice.
b. The ICE Council shall act as the key body that co-ordinates view and opinion across the
membership to ensure that ICE Policy, Position and best Practice guidance reflects best
interest of Society and general informed views of ICE members.
b) The vice-chair of Council should be a Trustee. This should be a VP Trustee
c) Trustee Board (“TB”) Terms of Reference
a. TB shall consult Council on [all/defined] issues
b. The [all/defined] issues shall be approved by majority vote on Council
c. The TB shall comply with the recommendation from Council or record and communicate the
reason why recommendations are not being adopted.
d) Council Terms of Reference
a. All motions (papers for Decision/Information/Discussion) require a proposer and seconder
from Council or Trustee Board.
b. All ICE members wishing to raise a motion shall seek Council or TB Members to sponsor /
second the motion.
c. All TB and General / Regional Council Members should be encouraged to support and act as
liaison for Communities of Practice
d. Minutes for Council meetings shall be made publicly available to ICE members within 21
working days of the Council Meeting.
e. Agenda for Council Meetings shall be made publicly available to ICE members no later than 6
working days before the Council Meeting
f. Rules addressing redacting and withholding information shall be approved by Council and
publicly available.
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e) Papers/Motions to Council
a. Papers/Motions shall be submitted for consideration by Council for three purposes:
i. Decision of the ICE Council, (e.g. Policy, recommended best practice)
ii. Information across the ICE, (e.g. best practice guidance for members)
iii. Discussion (e.g. to determine if action is required)
b. To deliver a transparent governance process and to support member engagement all
Papers/Motions to Council shall follow a standard and publicly available template. This shall
consist of: (Guidance Note required and made publicly available)
i.
Council Resolution
ii.
Executive Summary
iii.
Recommendations
iv.
Background
v.
Issues and Risks
vi.
Consultation
vii.
Proposer / Seconder / initiating body (e.g. community of practice)
c. Papers/Motions shall be made available to all ICE members 6 working prior to the Council
Meeting. In exceptional circumstances emergency papers/motions may be tabled with the
support of a Trustee Board Member or the President.
d. Council may draft new papers/motions or escalate existing papers/motions to the Trustee
Board.
Focus Area 8 – Transparency and Engagement
a. Engagement. To support ICE Member engagement it is important there is a clear and transparent
process whereby any ICE Member, given appropriate support from his/her peers, can initiate a
Paper/Motion to Council. See proposals in Focus Area 7, above.
b. Transparency. Decision made by TB or Council which do not align to recommendations made at
Council there shall be a “comply or explain” principle applied. The rationale in these cases shall be
documented and made publicly available to Members.
David Hirst
28 Sep 19
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#56

Comments on Presidential Commission Interim report
I was disappointed not to be at the presentation to either the Trustee Board or
Council in July 2019, I was away on holiday, however I would like to offer my views on
the report and the 19 findings.
Before commencing I would like to say a huge thank you to the Presidential
Commission both collectively and to you all individually for the way this review has
been conducted and communicated.
The interim (Summary) report is a clear concise well-presented and easy to read
document, which has assisted me in channelling my thoughts for a response to it. I
strongly believe, still, that the smaller trustee board and larger advisory council is the
correct composition for the Institution, interim finding 1. Having sat on the TB since
November 2018 (and previously the Executive Board) I can confirm that as a Council
elected member, I feel very much a part of the team, unfortunately my term is ending
and therefore I will not have the opportunity to benefit from a portfolio, however I
support the Interim finding 3 that this should be the case, with a more equal but not
necessarily totally equal balance of responsibility. (I’ll mention later why not totally
equal). That stated, there is an absolute need for the correct balance of skills and a
blend of personalities and passion in order to ensure the correct direction setting is
achieved. I have worked for a democratically elected council for decades and
understand the damage that can be caused when private agendas, inadequately
skilled people and ignorance are allowed to govern. I would caution care again
electing by ‘tokenism’, preferring to wait and get the correct person for the
appointment, against getting someone who ticks the box. For me the finding in 7.2
option A strikes fear in my heart I believe it has the potential to facilitate the ‘take
over’ of the running Institution by a particular company/ subset of members and
must be guarded against. Therefore I am lukewarm to the recommendation in the
interim finding 2 and need the clarity of the voting proposal to reassure me of the
best course of action.
Since voting within the Institution, even electronically, produces a very low turnout, I
like option D it provides a perfect balance for election from the membership of
people outside of Council and for a specific role for which they have the particular
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skill Option B and election by previously elected members for Council, by Council. I
think there is also a need to ensure that they have an appropriate skill set to bring to
the TB and perhaps if no Council candidates are suitable a provision for further
candidates from the ‘focused candidate list’ could be considered. Timings of the
elections to review the Council candidates and then extend the numbers from the
‘focused candidate list’ would need to be factored in.
For clarity I favour a modified option D (as set out above) in interim finding 5 my
secondary choice would be option B as the future of the governance of the Institution
is too precious to me, to leave to potentially inappropriately skilled people appointed
to fulfil a role on Council, rather than a role on the TB.
I completely agree with the interim finding 6 and feel that a representative from the
GSNet would bring a difference dimension to the process. Interim finding 7 is
eminently sensible and serves to articulate a number of the practises currently
adhered to. I support interim finding 8.
Without doubt I believe that the President, the Head of Institution should chair both
the TB and the Council, providing the link between the 2 interdependent aspects of
the ICE governance, I understand that this brings a time commitment which may be
prohibitive, however it brings an opportunity to upgrade the ICE IT and promote
webex and teleconferencing for all Council and TB members. The time commitment
should be understood by all succeeding VP’s and plan for in their VP years preceding
their Presidency year. I can’t stress enough the President is the head of our
membership organisation and the members do like to meet and engage with the
President regularly, therefore I support option A in interim finding 9 and I also
support the transparency of interim finding 10, linked with the bullet within interim
finding 14 of the transparency of the Presidential calendar.
I can only speak for myself when I say that in all of my terms on either the Executive
Board or the Trustee board, working with a variety of VP’s and Presidents I have
never felt that I was unequal. That might be just me, however I don’t think so, I have
always felt that I have been listened to and my views acknowledged, I understand
interim finding 11 to be a safeguard for the future and therefore would support
gaining further views regarding portfolios and the title of VP. The stability provided
by having a Presidential team of succeeding VPs, working through a variety of
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positions to gain knowledge of the workings of the ICE, should not be lost in an
attempt to show equality. As I stated before, there will be a recognised inequality,
some Trustees are going to be President some aren’t. Let’s not lose the good
practise, just for the sake of it.
I agree with the recommendations in Interim finding 12, 13 and in principal the 7
bulleted points for the recommendation in interim finding 14.
I have no issue with the recommendation in Interim finding 15 or 16 and would
welcome better engagement from the silent membership.
I would hope with all of the other actions and recommendations proposed that the
need for any further SGM would be negated for the foreseeable future, however I
recognise the need to future proof the governance and support the no change
recommendation in interim finding 17 but strongly agree to the change to the By-Law
to clarify the contribution non-voting members may make (interim finding 18) and
even more strongly applaud and whole heartedly support the use of electronic voting
and the change to the By-Laws which would be required and therefore the
recommendation in interim finding 19.
Again I would like to thank the Commission for their time and dedication to the
report and for the clarity of the report and opportunity to participate in the process
Teresa Frost IEng FICE
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#57
Fri 04/10/2019 20:47
I write, as an ICE member, in relation to the above. I would like to thank the Commission for its
work and, overall, consider that the interim proposals would be a significant improvement on the
current (recently adopted) arrangements.
Whilst ICE is a charity, it’s members are experts, unlike, for example, the RSPCA. This characteristic
should be reflected in the governance structures adopted. Professionally qualified members are
under a duty to take professional duties, including decisions about who to vote for in institution
elections, properly.
There is also a real danger if a self-selecting group is in control (whether formally or effectively) that
the challenge necessary for healthy operation will not be forthcoming. This may not arise for some
time, but it tends to eventually.
Thus there is a strong case, and not one that the interim report gives sufficient weight to, for
member involvement in selecting those in control of Institution affairs.
In this respect, the suggestion in interim finding 7, option C, that trustees should be elected from a
“focused candidate list” has disturbing similarities with election practice in (former) communist
states, and now in the 'elections' for the Chief Executive of Hong Kong. The people may decide, but
only among those deemed acceptable. This is a mechanism to avoid real challenge.
A useful comparison can be made to local authorities and indeed central government in the UK. In
both cases, non-specialists are elected and have ultimate authority, but are advised by experts.
On the key issue, addressed in interim finding 7, is how trustees are chosen. On that issue I would
strongly argue for either:
(a) Direct unfettered election by members (using STV), with the benefit of advice (not direction)
from the Nominations Committee as to what skills and experience are required. This should apply to
a significant majority of trustees. Those trustees should be able to co-opt a small number of others
necessary to meet the knowledge and skills requirements identified as missing following the
election, as well as the President. In both cases such co-options should subject to approval by
Council.
The issue of a link with Council is easily overcome by making all elected trustees ex officio members
of Council.
(b) Direct unfettered election by the Council (using STV), otherwise the same as (a) except there
would be no need to have Council approval, and it should be permissible for Council to elect persons
who are not members of Council. Whilst electing non-councillors is likely to be rare, the possibility
overcomes the 'con' identified as a potential lack of suitable knowledge and skills.
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For the avoidance of doubt, I support interim findings 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18. In
relation to 19, I agree, but only if the electronic voting is linked to a streaming service for the
meeting and votes can be received at the same time as those case in person at the meeting.
Engagement with the debate at the meeting, and immediate decisions, are key to its function.
(One side but not inconsequential point: 'NomCo' for the Nominations Committee has echos of
Newspeak in Orwell's 1984. The compression of the name into a single word hides the true purpose
of the body.)
Yours sincerely
Simon Bowers, FRSA CEng MICE MCIHT MTPS MIED
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#58
5 October 2019
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#59
Sun 06/10/2019 18:35

Presidential Commission
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Interim Report by the Presidential
Commission into ICE Governance.
A. General approach
As an overall philosophy, I think that it is important when developing a Governance
system for the future, to have a very clinical, legalistic approach. By that I mean
developing unambiguous rules and procedures which future office holders, who might
possibly have different ambitions and even different standards from present day
office holders, will be required to follow. It is important to resist the temptation to
associate any new rules with the behaviour of present office holders i.e. to think that
because the office holders of today will interpret ‘the spirit’ of the rules in a certain
way, future unknown office holders will do the same.
B. The Governance Structure
It would seem to me that in developing the new Governance structure the Commission
has concluded that:
• ICE is primarily a charitable organisation and as such
• it should have a small group of Trustees to manage it and
• those Trustees need to be handpicked.
Considering each point in turn.
ICE as a charity– Focus Area 1
Civil engineers do not join ICE, they qualify as members. I do not know of
any charity where one has to ‘pass a test’ before being accepted as a
member and/or being allowed to donate/contribute.
If one looks at well-known charitable organisations e.g. Oxfam, RSPCA,
National Trust, their only aim is to provide a service to third parties with
no benefit at all to the members/donors. However, if we refer to ICE’s
website under the heading ‘About ICE’, we find the following statements
(my underlining):
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‘The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) is a professional
membership body that government and industry listen to
while providing unrivalled support to our 92,000 civil engineer
members.’
‘ICE is here to help make civil engineers and engineering
technicians the best they can be’.
‘Panels do a range of work from producing best practice guides on
various civil engineering topics to presenting ICE’s views on
government infrastructure policy. They also give advice on
Professional Reviews with prospective members, and help to agree
and maintain standards’
And under the heading ‘Public Affairs’, the following;
‘ICE provides independent, expert advice to government and policy
makers. We also raise the profile of engineering and promote its
contribution to our quality of life’.
I think it is fair to say that to the majority of its members, ICE is an
organisation which primarily provides a professional qualification and
information for them (as Royal Charter - qualifying body and learned
society) but also tries to influence decisions in society as a whole. It is
not really a charity in the accepted sense of the word, but a ‘benevolent’
membership organisation which is registered as a charity for tax
purposes. As a consequence, I do not think that too much effort should
be put into slavishly following the Charity Governance Code.
Management by Trustees – Focus Area 2
Twelve or thirteen members seem a sensible size for
panel/board/committee leading an organisation. Large enough to
accommodate diversity of opinions but not so large that it can never
reach a decision. Indeed, a Trustee Board linked to a larger advisory
Council (which meets for a short period infrequently), to great extent
reflects the current practice. The new proposal would formalize the
current situation and hopefully, make the link between Council and
Trustee Bard a bit stronger.
Choice of Trustees – Focus Area 3, 6, 7
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I do not understand why Vice Presidents (VPs) should automatically sit on
the Trustee Board. Some of them have not been elected by members on
to Council but have been ‘invited/handpicked?’ to become VPs. While their
appointment is ultimately approved by the whole Council, it is difficult to
argue that they represent the membership.
Much play is made of the need to have Trustees with the right ‘skills,
knowledge and experience’. These qualities are not defined but apparently
are not available amongst Council members or indeed members as a whole.
Consequently, a ‘focused list’ drawn up by existing Trustees needs to be
prepared from which members can choose. This system would further
ensure that no candidates with a single issue and/or chosen by their
colleagues/co-workers could become Board Members.
These arguments could well be valid for a conventional charity but are
wrong for a membership organisation in that they do not necessarily allow
members to control their own organisation. As I mentioned above (under
General Approach) future Trustees could well interpret ‘the right skills,
knowledge and experience’ as meaning ‘people who think like we do’.
Ironically, they could place on the list people who might have single issues
which match those of their colleagues (the existing Trustees).
The Board should represent ICE members and all Trustees should be
elected by and from the Council with no positions on it reserved for
office holders e.g. VPs, except possibly the President who could be its
chair. No one should be a Trustee who has not been elected. All Trustees
should have an equal vote with any specialist advisors co-opted to the
Board having no vote.
(C ) Transparency and Engagement - Focus Area 8
Any effort to improve transparency and engagement, which are very much linked, are
of course to be encouraged.
My dictionary defines engagement as ‘being involved or taking part in’ something. It is
difficult to be involved in something that has already happened. Being told, in even in a
clear ‘transparent’ way, months after a meeting that something I had strong opinions
on, was discussed and decisions taken about it, all without my knowledge, does not seem
to me to be involvement/engagement!
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To really encourage engagement, I think it is very important to ensure transparency
before as well as after the event. Publishing simple, outline, meeting agendas on line
before meetings would give all 92,000 members/groups/societies the opportunity to
make their opinions on issues known to their representatives and/or office holders
before the meeting took place i.e. get involved. As a consequence, I accept that
pressure groups might well form and campaigns might be launched but who knows some
of them might have laudable aims?
If this did happen, ICE might well find that the percentage of members who vote
might well go up.
Thank you for allowing me to comment,
Yours faithfully
Gareth T Jones
Fellow
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#60
Mon 07/10/2019 15:53
Presidential Commission
Dear David,
I have read the Interim Report produced by your Commission and am impressed with the in
depth analysis of the issues raised by the events relating to this matter over the past two
years. It is clear that the Commission has taken considerable time and effort to understand
and try to resolve these issues with professionalism, skill and integrity. I am also impressed
with the efforts that you have made to be open and transparent in the conduct of the enquiry
and to have clear and regular communication with the membership.
The main conclusion that I draw from your report is in regard to the number of findings that
you have established and the difficulty in reaching a definite conclusion in terms of a
recommended option for both the composition and the method of election of the Trustee
Board. I think that this clearly demonstrates that the original proposals were not thought
through properly and were implemented without proper consultation and discussion with the
membership of the Institution. It would be unfortunate if we did not take adequate time to
reconsider these proposals now that the result of the SGM has given us the opportunity to
do so. We should not be rushed into a poor solution by an artificial timetable established by
the body that we are trying to reform.
My concerns on the timescale have been highlighted by a recent exchange which I have
had with ICE Scotland, who have been trying to engage with the Commission and their
membership. The ICE Scotland Council was only able to meet with the Presidential
Commission on 25th September and to date no information on this meeting or any draft
proposed response to the Interim Report has been provided to the wider membership in
Scotland for discussion or comment. This is not an adequate process in terms of
consultation with the wider membership on these important proposals.
In terms of the specific areas detailed in the Consultation pack I provide comments as
follows Interim Finding 1 - While I can see the rationale behind the recommendation I believe that in
order to provide the adequate range of skills, experience and diversity repeatedly referred to
as necessary for the Trustee Board, that a larger number than 12 is justified for this body.
This would also help to provide a solution to the method of election if a larger number of
posts were to be filled.
Interim Finding 2 - At least 75% of the Trustee Board should be elected by the membership.
Allowing for the President and three succeeding Vice Presidents this would suggest a
Trustee Board of at least 16 and a quorum of at least 9. This is still a manageable number
and in line with other bodies as detailed in your report and is fully justifiable in terms of
appropriateness for the size and structure of the ICE membership.
Interim Finding 3 - Agree
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Interim Finding 4 - Disagree - see response to IF 5 below.
Interim Finding 5 - Assuming at least 12 members to be elected, three per year, then a
modified version of Option D could be selected with 4 openly elected by membership, 4
elected from Council by Council and 4 selected from a focused list by members. This would
seem to address all the issues raised with the various options suggested by the
Commission and would ensure Clear democratic elected process
Clear linkage with Council
Provide adequate range of skills, experience and diversity
Interim Findings 6 and 7. Agree with Commission recommendations.
Interim Finding 9 - Option C President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board. The
Trustee Board should elect a Chair each year. This avoids any conflict of interest and
reduces the President's workload while not detracting from the Leadership role as perceived
externally.
Interim Finding 11 - Only succeeding Vice Presidents should be nominated and called Vice
Presidents and all Trustees should have equal levels of responsibilities. This gives clarity on
structure while minimising the number of nominated roles.
Interim Finding 12 - Agree. This is why more time should be taken to clearly define and
document the strengthened role of Council and the relationship with the Trustee Board.
Interim Findings 14 to 16 - Agree. Is there any way of linking voting with membership
renewal so that both are carried out at the same time to encourage greater participation?
Interim Findings 17 to 19 - Agree. These are sensible proposals to encourage wider
participation on key issues.
I hope that you find this contribution helpful and would urge you again to take adequate time
to find the right answer for the future of our Institution.
Yours sincerely
David Climie OBE CEng FICE
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#61
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Consultation on Interim Report dated August 2019
Submitted by John McFadzean MBE BSc FICE CEng
This submission has been prepared in response to the Commission’s request for feedback on
the findings detailed in the Interim Report of August 2019.
My response deals primarily with Article 5 of the Full Report - ICE’s top-level governance
structure.
I do not agree with the Commission’s recommendation that that “ICE’s top level governance
structure should comprise a compact Trustee Board with a larger mainly advisory Council”….
This is the major disputed issue which led to the formation of the Commission following the
groundswell of dissatisfaction amongst Members at the Institution’s lack of openness during the
ballot process which in turn led to the fundamental restructuring of the Institutions governance
procedure.
It is encouraging to note that the Commission considered this fundamental issue from first
principles however there appears to have been little consideration given to of the outstanding
success of the governance procedure that was applied for decades, prior to the changes made
in 2018. Surely this is of major importance.
With reference to points 5.1.3 and 5.1.4, it is not unusual that a sub section or in this case the
Executive Board would have made decisions confident in the knowledge that the Council would
approve them in due course. They were no doubt in line with agreed strategy. This is not
however an argument for tipping the balance of accountability on its head and proposing a selfaccountable Trustee Board with an “advisory” Council. Presumably the Trustee Board is now
directly accountable to the members.
I do not believe that the legal obligation incumbent on the Council members to which the report
refers are of any significance, and in any event these could be simply covered by appropriate
insurance.
The Commissions Executive Secretary advice is that “the board should be the right size to
govern effectively. There is no right or wrong size of Board.”
Subsequent advice is based on the Charity Governance Code, a US study by Bain Capital
Private Equity (presumably most relevant to Corporate Boards) and evidence from Dr Andrew
Purkis OBE, a specialist in Charity governance all appear to be biased towards smaller boards.
I see no quoted evidence of advice given by organisations who successfully operate with larger
boards, or indeed past Members on the successful management of a larger ICE Board.
If The ICE was a Corporate entity (within which I have spent almost my entire working career) I
would have no hesitation in agreeing with the principle of a small board operating a business in
order to generate a profit and pay dividends to its Shareholder, to whom it is accountable.
Our Institution is as far away from a Corporate entity as is possible given it’s noble purpose to
foster and promote the art and science of Civil Engineering.
Most of the remaining recommendations relate to the refinement of the governance structure
the Commission is currently proposing and since I disagree with Interim finding 1, I do not
propose to comment on the other issues at this time.
I trust the Commission will seriously consider these issues I have raised.
John F McFadzean MBE
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#62
Tue 08/10/2019 07:52
Presidential Commission
Here are my responses to the consultation exercise.
Interim Finding 1
I don’t think that Council needs to be large but it does need a voice. If the balance of authority is too much in
favour of the trustees then Council will become irrelevant, a but like a Pyongyang assembly.
Interim Finding 2
Agreed.
Interim Finding 5
Option B. Make Council responsible for producing the shortlist from (i) within their own ranks and (ii) from
outside.
Interim Finding 6
A NomCom is a good idea but what is effectively a recruitment exercise needs those skills. Can it appoint a
non-exec person who has the right skills to assist?
Interim Finding 7
Agreed. See answer to 6 above.
Interim Finding 9
President to chair TB. We must have our most senior member in charge. Can the succeeding VP chair
Council?
Interim Finding 11
All VPs to be succeeding. All other TB members to be Trustees only. VP role should still attract some
prestige over and above other roles and should only be available to CEng FICE – not to honorary or non-exec
appointments.
Interim Finding 12
Council must (as a fully elected body) have a strong role and a defined one at that, and not just some lesser
tasks to keep it busy and away from the real business of the ICE.
Interim Findings 14, 15, 16
Also publish names and contact details of all Council & TB members, even if ice.org email addresses are
needed to protect privacy.
Interim Findings 17, 18, 19
Yes to electronic voting.
No to non-voting members speaking. Why should they?
Patrick Waterhouse (F)
Member, Future Framework Presidential Commission 1996-97
Member & Chair of umpteen ICE Committees over the years
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#63
Tue 08/10/2019 10:18

Having reviewed the report and various submissions giving much detail and background, I only wish to make
2 submissions to the Commission about why I disagree with Finding 1 .
There are 2 simple fundamentals in my mind.
The irrelevance of charity governance guidance to an organisation like ICE. We have charitable status but
don't need to be governed like an ordinary charity and can provide more public benefit by continuing our 200
year tried and tested governance. If it’s not broken don’t try and fix it! You might as well get rid of Council
totally and just run it with the Trustee Board only, something I would be totally against. Likewise running the
organisation with a weakened/neutered Council is also unsatisfactory.
The Terms of reference for the Commission do not start at the right point. It would seem as if the TORs start
at the done deal which caused such a backlash from Member/Fellows. When I stand back on the whole
situation I find it beggars belief why the Commission does not look at why we landed up in the current
situation. In at least 4 of my Senior Leadership roles with a large international oil company I had a continuous
parallel role as a Group Lead Investigator. I could be called on at any time to lead an investigation worldwide
into a major management systems failure or indeed a Major Process Safety Incident. I was even trained over
a period by police detectives given the importance of the role. So why the TORs/ Commission ignores getting
to the immediate causes and then the root causes of why we landed up with the situation that caused the
necessity for the SGM is not learning from the strategies and people behaviours that led to the unacceptable
outcome and total lack of membership communication/engagement.
Without these recognised learnings it looks as if the Commission is just starting from the acceptance that the
small TB and advisory Council is the ‘done deal’. Based on this I feel the final output from the Commission is
just being built on unstable foundations.
Best regards,
Peter Elliot.
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#64
Observations on ICE Governance review
As one of the earliest supporters of the CivilsMatters movement, inspired and led by Professor Paul Jowitt
PPICE, I continue to be proud to be a Member of the Institution. After an initial period of “wilful blindness” to
the inadequacy of the means of consultation about and substance of the new top level structure of the
Institution, it has initiated a new consultation with openness, albeit with a thoroughness worthy of a
Victorian.
Why Victorian? New members will realise that the world has moved on from Management 1.0 with
Management 4.0 now under development where the latter is alive to the sound and expression of business
models – not as a white coated specialist activity but as a dynamic and participatory mechanism for change
and growth.
It is with deep regret, therefore, that after a search through ALL the documents listed on the ICE website
there was not a single mention of “business model.” We were trapped in the text of a Victorian novel,
entirely unrepresentative of how I was taught how engineers communicated using text AND drawings /
diagrams.
To elucidate, I simplify refer to my initial videoed contribution to the governance conversation here
https://vimeo.com/274870370, when calling for the SGM subsequently held on 31st July 2018.
My hope is that during Stage 3 of the Presidential Commission’s task, the options put forward for appraisal
will contain some diagrams to represent the ICE’s emerging business model simply and effectively.
Usefully, the groundwork is already done. The documentation mentions the words “model(s)” as follows,
albeit with NO diagrams:
•
•

•

Submission by Professor Jowitt (14 times)
Interim Reports:
o Vol 0 - Summary (twice)
o Vol 1 - Full (3 times)
o Vol 2 - Stage 1 Consultation Submissions (28 times)
Others (3 + 2 times)

To build on this, I commend the Value Exchange System (VES) approach described by Chartered Civil
Engineers as published on Amazon (The VES Handbook: Meggitt and Sarri, 2019.) With this, one can then
progress to examining a business model’s viability, integrated assurance / governance credentials and the
overall flow of value based on people and the roles they play.
I look forward to the outcome.
David Meggitt CEng MICE
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#65
08 October 2019
Mr David Orr PPICE
Chairman
Presidential Commission
Dear Mr Orr,
Interim Report of Governance Review
I've had a good look at the Interim Report, and I find quite a lot that is positive about it. I think
the main thing that would satisfy me is Option C, for the election (in the main) of the Trustee
Board as a sub-committee of the Council, much as the old Executive Board was. I am well aware
that the members of the Trustee Board have to take independent responsibility, but I don't see
that as being incompatible with their being chosen by, and from among, the members of the
elected Council.
Some other points which struck me:
1. I am suspicious of the emphasis on the Board's having 'the right mix of skills and
experience', and of this being used to justify appointment rather than election. All, or
nearly all, the Board members will of necessity be M or FICE and will as a matter of
course be experienced professionals. If they lack any particular skill they can call on
advice from the secretariat or from external sources. They don't need to know everything
themselves, although they will undoubtedly know much.
2. I am correspondingly suspicious of the role of the Nomination Committee, although as a
sub-committee of the Council it could perhaps have a role in seeking nominations for
election to the Trustee Board and organising an election if required.
3. The Report says a lot about the role of the President. I have always thought that one year
was too brief a term of office to allow a President to have a significant impact, especially
given that much time is taken up with regional and international visits. I know that a
presidential year is preceded by some years as a Vice-President, but still a year at the top
seems very short. It therefore seems to me that the chairmanship of the Trustee Board
ought to go to someone else with a longer term of office, say three years. That person
should be chosen by the Board members who would of course include the President.
There is some concern in the Interim Report that this would lead to confusion over who
was in fact at the head of the Institution. I doubt this; the President would be its public
face, the chairman of the Trustee Board very much in the background.
With best wishes for a happy outcome to your commission's deliberations.
David Martin BSc(Eng) DpBA MICE FCIWEM
Member
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#66
8th October 2019.
Dear Sir,
PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION INTO GOVERNANCE – INTERIM REPORT
I wish to object to the suggested changes to the current style of governance based on
the principles and experiences detailed below.
1.

Our strong world-famous centre of excellence is entirely due to the wise words of our founding
members and the continuous strict adherence to from all members since.
Dilution of these eternal principles will quickly lead to those of a profiteering and protectionist nature
of institution.

2.

Such “Cabinet” style measures were applied to Local Government in the mid-Seventies and soon fell
into country-wide disrepute by the ratepayers from the resulting “Ultra-cabinet” domination and
control of most sitting committees.
A partial return to clearer democracy in place but not yet proved in practice

3.

Every member is aware of the dreadful antics of Parliament since the public outcome of the 2016
Referendum on overriding free democracy. Consequently, do not involve our own esteemed
Institution in such a melee over such a dangerously flawed weakening of our own serving committee
system.

Yours sincerely,

( Mr G.K. GIBBS )
Member
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#67
Wed 09/10/2019 08:32
Presidential Commission
Dear Sirs,
I congratulate the Commission on the thorough job that it has done on the matter of governance,
the ultimate outcome of which should be a much more satisfactory arrangement than that recently
imposed on members. I am grateful to those whose vigilance led to the constitution of the
Commission.
I accept all the recommendations of the Commission, and offer the following in response to its
queries:
On Interim Finding 5 - I like the simplicity of Option C
On Interim Finding 9 - I prefer Option A, on “alignment” grounds.
On Interim Finding 11 - I prefer the second option, on grounds of “equality” although I am unclear
as to why there appear to be two grades of VP (succeeding & non-succeeding).
I hope this is helpful.
Yours faithfully,

Andrew Fraser
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#68

Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Interim Report
Response by C S Lindsay
Initial Comments
As a Member who had actively called for and attended the Special General Meeting in 2018, I offer my
congratulations to the Commission for such a thought-provoking Interim Report. The care and attention to
detail in this Report merely emphasises the paucity of argument in the original proposal to Members.
I can only hope that the lesson has been learned, and that future Great George Street communications to
members match the standard you have set.

Focus Area 1 – Top-Level Governance Structure
I agree that ICE’s top-level governance structures should comprise a compact Trustee Board with a larger,
mainly advisory, Council.
However, the agreement is dependent on acceptable decisions about the balance of the Trustee Board, the
method of appointing its members and other matters discussed later in the Interim Report.

Focus Area 2 – Balance of the Trustee Board
I agree with the Commission’s recommendation that a majority of Trustee Board members should be
elected by the ICE membership

Focus Area 3 – Method of Election to the Trustee Board
I support Option D in principle. My reason is that this provides the general membership with an ongoing
opportunity to ‘have a say’ in how the Institution operates. I do have a problem in reconciling this with the
work of the Nomination Committee.

Focus Area 4 – Nomination Committee
Having studied Section 8 of the Interim Report, I support Interim Findings 6 and 7.
I also support Interim Finding 8.

Focus Area 5 – Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
Having studied Section 9 of the Interim Report, I support Option C because I believe that the President
represents the Institution wherever he goes in his Presidential year.

Focus Area 6 – Vice Presidents
While there is merit in every Member of the Trustee Board being a Vice-President, I would support the use of
Vice President and Trustee. I consider this makes a distinction that is easily understood by all members.

Focus Area 7 – Strengthening the Role of Council
The Commission present a powerful argument for Interim Finding 12 and I support it.
I also support Interim Finding 13

Focus Area 8 – Transparency and Engagement
The Commission are very correct in putting forward Interim Findings 14, 15, and 16 and I support them.

Focus Area 9 – Special General Meetings
I agree with Interim Findings 17,18 and 19.
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#69
Thu 10/10/2019 11:58
Presidential Commission

Very simply please remember it's an institution supposedly run by the members for the benefit of
the members it is not a business. (accepting it needs to wash its face financially)
Comment over!
John Berry BSC CEng MICE
Chair ICE South Maritime Group / UK PIANC Ctm member
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#70
Thu 10/10/2019 12:47
Presidential Commission

My thoughts below:
Interim Finding 1
Subject to ensuring that the Trustee Board is directly accountable to members and controls put in place on
their powers and responsibilities I would agree.
The trustee board should principally be held to account by the Council in the first instance.
Interim Finding 2
I generally agree with this particularly that the majority should be elected by the membership. The board
should have broad representation of grade, portfolios/interests and locations to ensure diversity of opinion.
All of the board members should be members of ICE and have a defined number of years of membership
prior to taking on the role or be employees of ICE.
Interim finding 5
I would go with option 5 as a compromise.
Interim finding 6
No comment
Interim Finding 9
The President should remain the unquestioned leader of ICE so should chair Trustee Board. Alignment
between TB and Council is vital to keep Council relevant. The President should continue to have the power to
lead change which would be diminished significantly if they are not head of both bodies – so President
should be the chair of both Council and TB
Interim Finding 11
Perhaps all roles should start with “Trustee”.e.g. “Trustee – succeeding VP”, “Trustee – President”, “Trustee
– learned society”
So stating that trustee is the important part of the role.
Interim Finding 12
None, but perhaps the ToR for both should establish that specified major changes should be put to member
consultation before they are put to a vote. In this way the problems experienced last year could have been
avoided.
Interim Finding 14, 15 ,16
I see no good reason to publish the President’s calendar. Publicly publishing TB board minutes could become
a thorny issue (it could lead to less frank discussions) and is perhaps better avoided – but these should be
provided to Council.
As a note on low voter turnout – perhaps it is in part because the process is not seen as being democratic or
worthwhile. E.g. regional committees champion a representative for their local representation which is
hardly democratic. This is the principal reason why I no longer take part in the annual Council ballots.
Whatever the reasons I believe that with the Trustee system as now enacted (or as currently recommended)
voter turnout will continue to decrease as we are no longer having as much of a say on membership of the
people who govern ICE. This could be turned around with the higher transparency and engagement outlined.
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Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19:
Remote voting for SGM is an absolute must. I could not attend the previous one due to not being a Londoner
and was therefore unable to have a say.
Thanks
TIMOTHY O'BRIEN, MEng CEng MICE NECReg
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#71
Thu 10/10/2019 13:05
Presidential Commission
Dear Sir / Madam:
I give my comments as follows:
Unless noted below, I agree with the interim findings in the Interim Report:
Interim Finding 5
ability.

Option D appears to offer the best solution of democratic representation and suitable

Interim Finding 9
Option C - President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board – appears
best. The tension noted between President and Chair of the Trustees will probably be valuable, not a
disadvantage. The continuity offered by this seems to outweigh any disadvantages.
Interim Finding 11
I have no fixed view on the title for the trustees. Instinctive opposition to the inflation
of titles, means that I would favour the use of “Trustee”, as it emphasises duty over privilege.
Interim Finding 13
finding is acceptable and supported, but is there a need for the Council, in extremis, to
have any sanction over the Trustee Board to force action or to alter the membership? This might require wider
membership support.
Interim Finding 14
This suggests that “an ICE member may apply to attend a Council meeting as an
observer” – why would this be subject to Council approval? There should be a presumption that any member
can observe unless there are established and valid reasons why not.
Interim Finding 16
low engagement in elections may well be a result of the perception that the Council
does not achieve anything relevant to the voter. Clearer explanation when there is an important issue could
help, but simply providing more extensive coverage will be counter-productive.

Regards
Steve
Steve Deeble FICE
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#72
Sent: 10 October 2019 11:47
To: newsletters <newsletters@ice.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Dear member: have your say on ICE's governance structure plus all the latest news
You ask for input to the Governance Commission. I have glanced through the interim report. It appears well
considered and I support the indicated way forward In Finding 5 I prefer Option C.
Regards,
Duncan Eggar MICE

#73
Sent: 10 October 2019 14:27
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: ICE Governance Commission
I wish to register my total agreement with the interim findings of the ICE Governance Commission .
Regards
W J Edwards BSc, Dip Arb, FICE, FCIHT, MCICES, FCIArb.
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#74
Sent: 10 October 2019 14:29
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: governance of the Institution
Interim Finding 1: I support this finding because of the reasoning stated in the report
Interim Finding 2: I support this finding because I believe this will provide a better balanced input from all
Members
Interim Finding 5: Option B is good because Members have a vote. However, where there is insufficient
choice an alternative is required and Option D would be acceptable.
Interim Finding 6: Agree
Interim Finding 7: This provides an acceptable level of transparency
Interim Finding 9: The President as Leader of the Institution should Chair both.
Interim Finding 11: All trustees should have equal responsibility, so all should be VPs (bar the President)
Interim Finding 12: I support the recommendation for the stated reasons but mainly because whilst not
undermining the Trustee Board, the TB would be required to consult Council and provide an explanation.
Interim Findings 14, 15 and 16: One of the main reasons I supported the SGM was because of lack of
transparency and lack of engagement with the Members. I support 14, 15 and 16
Interim Findings 17, 18: I agree
Interim Finding 19: I disagree unless voting is linked to attendance of the SGM either virtually or in reality. A
vote has to be dependent on a Member having listened to the SGM presentations.
Kind regards
Tim Dixon MICE
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#75
Response by an individual Member to the Consultation on Interim Report by the
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Focus Area/ Interim
Finding
1 Recommendation for a
compact Trustee Board
with a larger, mainly
advisory Council

2. Majority of TBd elected
by ICE Membership.
• 12-13 members
• Staggered
membership terms
• Quorum: 7

Focus 3. IF: 5
Method of election to
TBd.

My considered opinion

Key point

Main point: I am strongly in favour of a compact
Trustee Board (TBd) and larger advisory Council.
Other: I consider the potential risk that a small
Trustee Board of this sort might ‘do its own thing’ and
largely ignore Council, particularly if the Board had a
very strong, highly opinionated leader, should be
mitigated, even if that seems unlikely with the current
culture. For example, I suggest there would be merit
in having checks in the governance e.g. that a 2/3
majority vote by Council could terminate the current
Trustee Board members tenure, whereupon a new
Board would be formed. In the interim, the outgoing
TBd could make decisions necessary to the everyday
operation of the ICE but no strategic or policy
decisions. Also, the Board’s ToR should convey that
the advice of Council should be considered very
favourably – but responsibility and authority to clearly
remain with TBd.
12-13 members: In favour. Much better than current
TBd.

In favour,
with
suggestion

In favour,
with
suggestions

Staggered terms: In favour
2 elected per year.
In favour.
Supplementary point: I suggest attendance by video
link is permitted, provided the quality of the link
enables proper participation, and at least 5(Say?)
members are present physically. Consider
attendance by audio only link also being permitted.
Supplementary point: Give the TBd powers to coopt (subject to Council approval) a new member if
one of their number ceases to be able to serve, e.g.
death or illness or work commitment. That member
to serve until the end of the term of the member they
replace.
Option D strongly favoured.
I consider it a very positive benefit to have a
significant number of the TBd being ICE Members
who have demonstrated previous commitment to ICE
governance by participating on Council and being
elected to TBd by fellow Council Members who have
observed / experienced how well they serve in that
role.
I also consider the strengthening of links from Council
to TBd by this way of election a strong positive.
However, I also favour the inclusion of a small
number of TBd members being elected by Option B –
hence favouring Option D that combines both.
3 elected by Opt B and 4 by Opt C is favoured.

page B-129

In favour &
opinion on
numbers

Focus: 4. IF: 6&7
Nomination Ctte

Focus: 5. IF:9
Chairing TB and Council

Focus:6. IF:11

Focus: 7. IF:12

Views: on developing a role specification – Yes
but see suggestion below. Also, build in a review of
the Spec by NomCo after the first 3 years and at ?6?
yearly intervals thereafter.
Suggestion: “Explains NomCo thinking to TB and
Council on how the nominee meets the target
characteristics” rather than “demonstrates” and
“required characteristics”. We should be permitted to
have very good nominees that have characteristics
beneficial to the current TB overall capability, even if
each nominee/ember isn’t perfect on all the
requirements!
Views: On publishing a summary: I feel that TB
and Council need to be aware. Publishing to wider
membership much less vital but a good idea in
principle, provided it is very protective of privacy,
reputations and confidentiality. Otherwise good
people who feel they might not be good enough (but
in reality are) and are concerned a rejection might
become known in the profession would be reluctant to
be considered by NomCo. There would be a shortage
of them but plenty of people who think they are
wonderful but in reality are not!
Views: on aspiring member: I consider it is an
excellent idea to have an aspiring member as a nonvoting Observer on NomCo, with a right to contribute
fully to discussion. I think it would be very
inappropriate for someone not a full member of the
Institution to be a full Member of NomCo. They
should not have a vote on the nominees.
Option C preferred i.e. President Chair of Council but
not TB. TB should choose its own Chair.
President will be a Member of TB I understand. Better
for President’s workload and for the effective
chairmanship of TB that the President is not to be
Chairing both and all their other duties. President of
Council is consistent with that being the pinnacle of
our Institution/ Learned Society.
All trustees to be known as Trustees. They are
permitted to have a life other than being a Trustee!
That may include being a VP. However, when
operating/communicating as a Trustee, it should be
clear they are operating in that role, by the use of that
title, even if they add VP to their communications. We
need clarity that/when a Trustee is being a Trustee.
I dislike all the Trustees being called VPs. Call them
what they are. It is a highly significant role. Calling
them VPs would be a confusion, particularly with so
many. Whilst the title might encourage people to put
themselves forward perhaps, for the status that is not
a great basis for offering service as a Trustee!
Agree with recommendation

page B-130

Part in
favour, part
against,
with
suggestions

Option C

All to be
Trustees.
All not to be
VPs

Agree.

Focus: 8 IF: 15 & 16

Focus: 9, IF 17,18 &19
SGMs

Mainly agree. TB to have the option of some minutes
being confidential. Vital for proper recording of
meeting’s deliberations and/or decisions on some
topics that need to be confidential, for a variety of
reasons. Otherwise, there is a risk of TB minutes
being anodyne and not really a proper record of
what’s really happening on some sensitive topics.
The Trustees have to be able to govern without
broadcasting full details of everything they discuss.
Agree to the recommendations. Very strongly agree
to electronic voting being available to all voting
members. The phrase ‘unable to attend’ could create
a minefield of hassle and acrimony

Agree
subject to a
suggestion.

Agree.
Electronic
voting vital.

The Commission is commended for the work it has done and the clarity (generally) of the Interim Report and
Consultation pack. Thank you.
In case it is helpful to have context for this opinion: I am a recently retired Member, working part-time. Joined
ICE as a student in early 1970s. CEng & MICE 1979, FCIWEM 1997. CEnv 2005. Experience of: 5 years
specialist contracting, 32 years consultancy, followed by 9 years as a University academic (some part-time).
Former member of Associated Societies BGS and SECED, (the BGS for decades). Former reviewer for CEng
Professional Reviews, former member of a JBM sub-committee. I am also an active trustee and Secretary of a
small charity.
Mike Hope
BSc MSc DIC CEng MICE FCIWEM
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#76
Sent: 10 October 2019 18:06
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Comments on report
In no particular order
1. Whatever you do, I won’t know or meet most of the people in the positions.
2. It is important to avoid single issue candidates; I do want best decisions made, not mandated
delegates
3. Yes, not having large organisations able to use their size to vote for our company candidates matters
– but see point 1.
4. Remotenesss from the decision makers is inevitable? We will know a couple of hundred people
reasonably well, and only a few are engineers. I was interested to see the low percentage of voters. I
feel the ICE is quite easy to vote for. What sorts of percentages come to meetings? Now I’m working
where I can get to meetings, I do. More in the last two years than the previous 10. The centre of
London is not convenient when you are working on site. And I have no magic solution to get more
participation.
5. Having more members elected is a plus – but yes, having useful members helps.
6. Focus Area 9 : - yes allow distance attendance and / or voting on special general meetings.
7. Focus area 8: - approve, easy to understand is essential. The ‘legal wording’ just turns people off.
Though most of us won’t ever action anything
8. Focus area 7: - Yes, agree. But explain, if you don’t want the trustees to be seen as remote.
9. Focus area 6 : - no thoughts
10. Focus area 5: - prefer A. What conflicts of interest are being suspected? The chairman does not have
absolute powers, it’s not like being Prime Minister
11. Focus area 3: - prefer option D. Suggest it’s done in stages, with the open elections first, then when
the weakness or gaps are visible, people can be nominated with the missing skills. Wide range of
people, and with a good chance of ensuring a balance of skills
12. Focus area 2: - yes majority elected from membership please.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment
Michael Dommett
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#77
Sent: 10 October 2019 18:11
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Governance Consultation
I am Michael John Carter, a Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers and are proud that I became a
member of the Institution for 50 years in 2018. My specialisms are highways, transport planning and
independent reviews of large projects and programmes.
Although retired since 2016, I still have an interest in Civil Enginering and the affairs of the Institution, and
continue to be a Retired Member. I participated in the Special General Meeting in July 2018 and voted on the
resolutions, and continue to be concerned about the matters of governance.
In the later years of my career I was engaged on a number of reviews and Project Boards which I believe has
provided me with enough understanding and observation of governance, good and bad, to be qualified to
comment. I have also, in my time, been Chairman of a Charity unrelated to engineering.
It is disappointing that governance matters ever reached the stage they did in 2018, and in my opinion this
reflects firstly the persistent remoteness of ICE from much of its membership (despite the Institution's efforts) bordering on distrust - and, secondly, a high-handed approach by the Institution. It is also sad that the
Institution put so many of its members' backs up about governance in its 200th year.
It is also a shame this has coincided with the Brexit process, constitutional probems at national level and a
divergence between the population and their elected representatives. There are parallels in this and the
Institution would do well to tread more carefully with its members.
With this personal background I offer my views on aspects of the consultation.
Key Governance Principles and Issues:
These should include maintaining close awareness of the views and needs of members in relation to the
Insitution's governance.
Interim Finding 1:
I agree in principle with a compact Board of Trustees and a mainly advisory Council. I have seen enough
instances of large ill defined bodies of governance and failures within projects caused by poor resulting
governance. However, Boards can work badly despite good governance set ups and can work well despite
bad set ups if the members can work well together. The Institution needs a good governance set up and a
good Trustee Board.
Interim Finding 2:
I consider is not acceptable for a quorum as low as 7 to meet, whatever the Charity Commission says. Given
that Trustees have or will have specific portfolios, it is important in my view that no less than 10 should be
present and that any absent Trustee should brief a proxy.
Interim Findings 5, 6 and 7:
Sadly the dismissal of Option A is not justified. Likewise Option B permits manipulation of the requirements for
Trustee candidates to unduly shape and arrange the Board of Trustees in the interests of a few. It is essential
that the Institution revisits these options with more of a regard to rebuilding trust of members. A has the
advantage of being democratic. I am in favour of A solution in between A and C, say 3 elected by option A, 4
by Option C.
Interim Finding 9:
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I favour Option C and consider that any creative tension between the President and Chair of the TB could be a
good thing. In my experience successful large projects have run well with Project Board separate from an
Executive or elected head of organisation and this is no different.
Interim Finding 11:
I favour the title of Vice President only being used by the next incoming President. Trustees should share
accountability equally. There should be clearer explanation of what accountability really means.
Interim Finding 12, 14, 15 and 16:

Agreed
Interim Finding 17,18 and 19:

Agreed
I hope this is helpful.

Michael Carter
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#78

Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Interim Report for Consultation
Volume 1 – Full Report
Response from:
Paul Jowitt, Adrian Coy, Ian Jenkinson, Richard Bayfield and Bob McGowan

Thank you for a clearly presented Interim Report.
It fully justifies the requisition of the Special General Meeting, which led to the
establishment of your Commission. It should be noted that if ICE had used this
process of open consultation and options for adoption in the first place, it would have
avoided the time and cost of a Special General Meeting.
This Response comes from Paul Jowitt, Adrian Coy, Ian Jenkinson, Richard Bayfield
and Bob McGowan (all Members of the CivilsMatters Steering Group). The website
www.CivilsMatters.org was established to provide an open, interactive access forum
for ICE Members to post their views and for anyone to read and respond to them.
This was not possible via the ICE or through New Civil Engineer.
This response is structured as follows: Part 1 contains Headline responses to some of
the Key Findings in the Commission’s Interim Report. This is followed in Part 2 by
more detailed comments on the other elements of the Report, including all 19
Interim Findings. For ease of reading, Part 2 is in landscape format.
The section references are related to those in the Full Report.
Part 1: Headline responses to the Key Findings
A Noble Purpose: Section 1.1 starts out by noting that the ICE has “a noble purpose”.
Indeed it does, and that is precisely why so many Members were dissatisfied by the
2018 Governance changes and the processes that led to them. And why they called
for the SGM. They did not just see themselves as ICE customers or subscribers, but as
ICE Members, and as such, responsible for how it is Governed, and eligible to stand as
a Trustee.
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Board Size (Section 5.2 et seq)
Whilst the Commission has concluded that ICE’s Governance should transit from the
pre-2018 Council to a smaller Trustee Body of about 12 people, no examples have
been cited by the Commission or elsewhere, of any failure of ICE Governance arising
from the size or competence of the old Council. Ironically, if there has been a failure
of Governance by the Old Council, it was allowing itself to become malleable in its
meetings behind closed doors which led, with no consultation, to the 2018 Ballot.
To many, it appears that the Charity Commission’s guidance has been used as a
Trojan horse to shift control of the ICE from Members of the Institution at large to a
Board of Trustees selected and potentially compromised by an establishment they
may, from time to time, need to challenge.
CivilsMatters Steering Group members Bob McGowan and Quentin Leiper have
written separately to the Commission to contest the move to a smaller Trustee
Board.
Interim Finding 1 A top-level governance structure comprising a compact Trustee
Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. (Section 6)
The Trustee Board should be responsible for the corporate legal, financial and
strategic management of the Institution. The majority of the Trustee Board must be
elected by the Members
The Council should be responsible for overseeing the integrity, regulation and
development of the civil engineering profession.
The respective responsibilities are thus separated and clear.
There is a serious risk that a mainly advisory Council will in the longer term fail to
attract the right quality of Council Member. A key role of Council should be to
constructively challenge and scrutinise the work of the Trustee Board, and to
collaboratively deliver ICE strategy. Its role needs to be better defined. The Trustee
Board should be constitutionally required to seek and respect the advice of Council.
To reiterate, the Trustee Board should be an enabler of Members’ aspirations, as
expressed through Council and other Member bodies (eg expert panels) of the
Institution.
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The Annual Strategy Meeting (ASM) – which is not much discussed in the Report should continue to bring together Council Members and Trustees to agree strategy
and direction. This is important as all parties involved in collaborative governance
should have shared ownership of what the ICE is striving to achieve
Interim Findings 2, 3 & 4:

Composition of the Trustee Board

The majority should be elected. With the President and 3 succeeding VPs, there
should be 8 additional members. The quorum should be at least 7, with at least four
coming from the elected members. There should be no NomCo nominated members.
Appointing/Electing the Trustee Board (Section 7.2 et seq)
Interim Finding 5 (section 7.8.3)
The Key Issue is for the majority Trustee Board to be determined by an Open Election
by and from the Membership at large.
This is achieved by Option A: An election by ICE voting members from an open
candidate list – ie any ICE member can stand for election.
Keep Option A in the mix. Open and democratic
Open elections have served ICE well. Option A is therefore the preferred option
Option B in which NomCo sets requirements and vets applications is unattractive,
lacks transparency and gives too much opportunity for favouritism. It is also open to
challenge. NomCo does not need to be involved.
Option C in which Council Members are eligible for election as Trustees by the
Council takes the ICE back to the situation re-1948. It was overturned in favour of an
Open Election (ie Option A!)
Option D includes elements of Option B and should be rejected.
Consider an Option E (combining Options A and C)
Interim Findings 6, 7 and 8 – NomCo
NomCo’s role needs to be restricted to recommending candidates for approval by
Council for the Presidency and Vice Presidency plus other roles such as the Chair of
the Disciplinary Panel etc.
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Apart from ex officio positions, there should be no overlap between the Trustee
Board and NomCo Membership, and neither should they be involved in the
determining each other’s composition.
There is an Omission regarding the Presidency
The Commission appears to have overlooked an important aspect in the Selection
and Recommendations for the Presidency, namely who has the decisive voice on who
the next President is.
Prior to the 2018 Governance changes, the Presidential Selection Panel/NomCo
presented its recommendations to Council, and although Council rarely queried it,
there was a point of principle. Namely that the Selection Panel knew who they were
preparing their recommendation for – the Members of Council.
Since last year’s changes, the Presidential Selection Panel/NomCo have been
reporting to the TB. Rather too cosy.
The President needs to be formally approved by the representative body of the
Members – ie Council.
Proposal: NomCo’s recommendation for the Presidency should go first to Council for
Approval, and then to the Trustee Board for information.
And this is in line with our view on Interim Finding 9 below.
Interim Finding 9 (Section 9): Does the President chair the Trustee Board and
Council (Option A), the Trustee Board (Option B) or Council (Option C)?
This is a critical Issue, and the answer must be Option C...
For their year in office, the President’s primary interface should be with ICE
Members. The President leads the profession: he/she should be someone with
outstanding professional experience and record, a respected figurehead to lead and
represent the Institution to the external world, with good communication skills. They
are the primary interface with Members, not least through Council.
For this reason, the President should Chair Council.
And given that Council can – and should on occasions - challenge the Trustee Board, it
needs a separate, impartial Chair. Council is supposed to have some
purview/oversight over the Trustee Board.
This is very difficult if the President Chairs both.
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The mitigation options are messy. Who would decide if they would be invoked?
Option A could to lead to potential conflicts which are unnecessary. The Chairing of
the Trustee Board does not require the skills of the President. Presidents should be
chosen by their ability to lead the profession, not to chair the Board of Trustees.
Option B distances the President from the Membership. Council will be looking to the
President for leadership, not a stand-in.
The stated role of Council is strategic thinking/leadership, not Governance.
It has to be Option C.
Interim Finding 10: the President’s Terms of Reference
This should not result in a reduced time commitment….
There must be a proper balance between the DG and the President. This is not
possible if the President is not fully-committed or only occasionally actively on the
scene.
This has only appeared to be a problem in recent years, and only with some
Presidents. The role of President is not sideshow.
NomCo, the Trustee Board and Council should review the criteria for Presidential
Candidates to ensure that ICE achieves a diverse succession of Presidents with
sufficient gravitas to lead the civil engineering profession. Candidates should be
sought from the breadth of ICEs professional disciplines. Preference should be given
to candidates who have already demonstrated commitment to, and knowledge of,
ICE.
The commitment needed to lead major initiatives in the years of succession should be
made clear to candidates, together with the time needed for the Presidential Year
i.e.to travel to meet ICE members worldwide; to lead public voice initiatives; to be
available to members and to chair Council. Candidates unable to commit the
required time, energy and commitment to the role should not be considered.
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Part 2: Comments and responses to all the Interim Findings
Para

Interim Report Text

1.1

The ICE has “a noble purpose”

2.1.6

The Commission states that the
Institution… exists not for the benefit of
its members but for the public good

Comments/ Observations
Yes! We are all agreed on that

This is not strictly true.
The Institution is registered under the 2011 Charities Act because of its charitable
purpose of providing public benefit by the advancement of education.
The ICE’s Members benefit - and the public benefit by being served by properly
qualified engineers.
As noted by Bob McGowan in his separate letter to the Commission, the ICE’s status as
a charity has only ever been queried in relation to taxation law, not its charitable
activities
(see Garth Watson’s 1988 book, ' The Civils')
Establishing the ICE as a charitable status organisation has certain tax advantages, and
which the ICE continues to take advantage of for the benefit of its members, and inter
alia the general public

Section 2.2

Current Governance Arrangements

There appears to be no reference in the Commission’s Interim Report to the continued
role of the Annual Strategy Meeting (ASM) introduced by the Hewlett Review (2011).
The ASM should continue to bring together Council Members and Trustees to agree
strategy and direction.
This is important as all parties involved in collaborative governance should have shared
ownership of what the ICE is striving to achieve. By taking ownership of an agreed
strategy, Council will be better placed to advise, and from time to time challenge, the
Trustee Board on its implementation. Trustees should welcome both collaboration and
challenge.
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2.2.6

The principal roles of the Trustee Board…
set its vision and strategy

Again, this ignores the ASM and one of the roles of Council, referred to in part in 2.2.8.
Whilst the Trustee Board might formally approve the Vision and Strategy, the
collaborative contribution of Council, with its wider representation, must be
recognised.
It could be argued that the Trustee Board should be an enabler of Members’
aspirations, as expressed through Council and other fora.

2.2.8

The principal roles of the Council… tender By taking ownership of an agreed strategy, Council is better placed to advise, and from
advice to the Trustee Board concerning
time to time challenge, the Trustee Board on its implementation.
the conduct of ICE’s affairs generally,
including its direction and strategy

2.3.3

Some Members expressed concern at a
lack of information….

The real issue was not a lack of information, but a lack of engagement, involvement and
consultation!

3.2.1g

… consider means to identify and
nominate the best candidates for the ICE
President and Vice-President;

Vice-Presidents plural?

5.1.5

Perception of “Remoteness?” and a (lack
of) balance of the Trustee Board

“Remoteness?”
The current composition of the Trustee Board is formally of 12 members: the
President, 7 VPs, an appointee of NomCo and just 3 from Council.
Remoteness in such circumstances is not a perception. It is the reality.
Yes, there is a (lack of) balance of the Trustee Board, with 9 appointed, 3 from Council,
and none directly from and by the Membership at large.

5.1.6

“It’s not remote” says a Trustee

To paraphrase Mandy Rice Davies, “they would say that wouldn’t they?”
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5.2

Advice on Board Size and Skills

5.3

Analysis and Consideration

•
Whilst it is noted that the Commission has concluded that ICE’s Governance
should transit from the pre-2018 Council to a smaller Trustee Body of about 12 people,
no examples have been cited by the Commission or elsewhere, of any failure of ICE
Governance arising from the size or competence of the old Council.
•
Bob McGowan and Quentin Leiper have written separately to the Commission on
this matter.
•
To many, it appears that the Charity Commission’s guidance has been used as a
Trojan horse to shift control of the ICE from Members of the Institution at large to a
Board of Trustees selected and potentially compromised by an establishment they may,
from time to time, need to challenge.
•
Ironically, if there has been a failure of Governance by the Old Council, it was
allowing itself to become malleable in its meetings behind closed doors which led, with
no consultation, to the 2018 Ballot.

5.3.2

5.3.5

… weight of opinion was in favour of a
compact Trustee Board and a larger,
mainly advisory Council (subject to the
important proviso of reconsidering the
balance on the Trustee Board and the
method of appointing trustees

Appointment of Trustees??

… the concept that the Trustee Board of a
Membership organisation should
represent various constituencies…

Trustees might usefully come from a range of particular constituencies, but they must
act in the interests of the organisation as a whole and not any particular constituency.

They need to be elected, not appointed.

The same applies to non-Execs in corporate governance.
Of course, the definition of a particular group is not confined to UK or International
Regions, but could include other less obvious ones.

5.6.4

Interim Finding 1

Interim Finding 1
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The Commission recommends that ICE’s
top-level governance structures should
comprise a compact Trustee Board with a
larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is
subject to considering the balance of the
Trustee Board, the method of appointing
its members and other matters discussed
later in this Interim Report.

•
Whilst the Commission has recommended a compact Trustee Board, the
Commission’s reasons for the ICE doing so have not been fully substantiated.
But if this is to be the model adopted then it is vital that:

•

•

•

The Trustee Board should be responsible for the corporate legal, financial and
strategic management of the Institution. The majority of the Trustee Board
must be elected by the Members

•

The Council should be responsible for overseeing the integrity, regulation and
development of the civil engineering profession.
The respective responsibilities are thus separated and clear.

There is a serious risk that a mainly advisory Council will in the longer term fail to attract
the right quality of Council Member. A key role of Council should be to constructively
challenge and scrutinise the work of the Trustee Board, to collaboratively deliver ICE
strategy. Its role needs to be better defined. The Trustee Board should be
constitutionally required to seek and respect the advice of Council.
•
To reiterate, the Trustee Board should be an enabler of Members’ aspirations, as
expressed through Council and other Member-driven fora of the Institution.
•
And as noted earlier, the Annual Strategy Meeting (ASM) should continue to bring
together Council Members and Trustees to agree strategy and direction. This is
important as all parties involved in collaborative governance should have shared
ownership of what the ICE is striving to achieve
6.1.4

Proposed Configuration of the Trustee
Board (1 or 2 members nominated by the
NomCo)

Nomination of Trustees by the NomCo is a major concern and unacceptable. Apart
from the ex-officio positions of the Trustee Board (P and 3 VPs), the rest must be
elected by the membership.
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The ICE is characterised by the breadth and depth of its membership. Our qualification
standards require a high level of competence in contracts, financial management, risk
management and management and leadership.
The Trustee Board will also be advised by the DG and senior managers with expertise in
finance and governance.
Further expertise can also be sought on specific agenda items.
The Trustee Board should therefore have all the skills it needs – or access to them - for
effective governance without members nominated by a third party.
There is no need for NomCo in this area.

6.1.7

Interim Finding 2

Interim Finding 2: The majority of Trustee Board members should indeed be elected by
ICE voting members. This was the case prior to 2018 and should be reinstated.

The Commission recommends the key
principle that a majority of Trustee Board The quorum should be at least seven, of which the majority must be elected members.
members should be elected by the ICE
Otherwise the President and 3 Succeeding VPs could hold the majority in a quorate
voting membership (subject to further
meeting.
consideration as to the method of
election in section 7) giving the proposed
Trustee Board configuration shown above,
with a quorum of at least seven.
6.1.2

Rebalancing the Trustee Board – One way
doing so is to adopt the key principle that
a majority should be elected

One way? The best way!

6.2.1

Interim Finding 3

•

Interim Finding 3

The Commission recommends the key
principle that all trustees should have

•

Yes, all trustees should have equal levels of responsibility.
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equal levels of responsibility with each
trustee normally leading on a portfolio.
6.3.1 – 6.3.3 Currently, there is provision for one
member of the Trustee Board to be coopted - that is, nominated by the NomCo
and approved by the Council

•
But there is an element of unnecessary contrivance about the creation of 12
“portfolios”. The Trustee Board must have the flexibility – some might say the agility to move the areas of responsibility around its number.
This was introduced by a flawed process in 2018. The fact that this is current provides
no justification for its continuation
It has already been stated that there is no need for the 12th Member to be appointed by
NomCo, and that the 8 Trustees additional to the P and 3 VPs should all be elected
directly.
If further expertise is required it should be found by seeking expert advice as and when
required.
NomCo is not required to nominate additional Trustees under any circumstances….

6.3.4

Interim Finding 4

Interim Finding 4:

The Commission recommends the key
principle that:

The Trustee Body should be made up of directly elected Trustees and the Presidential
Team.

▪ one member of the Trustee Board
should be nominated by the NomCo and
approved by the Council;

1st bullet

▪ if necessary, a second such member may
be nominated by the NomCo and
approved by the Council to fill a particular
gap for a limited period, increasing the
Trustee Board number for that period;
and

Definitely not

2nd bullet Definitely not.
3rd bullet In exceptional circumstances only, the Trustee Board could invite a
temporary advisor, not a Trustee, and certainly not a nomination from NomCo
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▪ exceptionally, there should be provision
to nominate a trustee who is not an ICE
member.
6.4

Other Requests for Representation on the
Trustee Board

Options for Election/Selection of the
Appointing/ Trustee Board
Electing the Option A: Election by ICE voting members
Trustee
from an open candidate list – ie any ICE
Board
member can stand for election.
7.2

Key Issue
Option B: Election by ICE voting members
from a focused candidate list – ie any ICE
member who meets the requirements for
the vacant trustee position can stand.

The larger Council is more representative of ICE membership – by grade, by geography,
by specialist knowledge and by background. The Commission should seek to strengthen
the role, power and responsibility of Council as a partner to the Trustee Board, rather
than seeking to allocate Trustee positions or create Trustee constituencies.

Option A

Yes!

Option B Unnecessary and contrived. Also begs the question of who appoints
NomCo? Elections from approved lists might be the norm in plc Board elections and in
political elections in Cuba, but not in the ICE.
If candidates are sought from UK/Int Regions, this could be specified in the Composition
of the TB, eg 4 International, 4 from the UK.
None of the portfolios are so specialised that they could not be filled by at least one of
the Trustees. The Trustees are not there as Executive Directors, but as non-Execs with
oversight of one or more areas of ICE activity. And the responsibilities might shift
around from time to time – the term “agility” was used to justify the 2018 Governance
changes.
Option B backs the Trustee Board into a blind – and dark – alley: For example, in
providing “a profile for each vacancy”, does that mean Members with a range of skills
would have to stand/be approved for each one separately?
And in what way is NomCo competent to assess the candidates? How would it respond
to a challenge from a candidate who had been rejected? NomCo should not be
involved in candidate vetting.
All ICE Members should have the right to stand and be judged by the Membership at
large.
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Option C Not so much the 1984 solution but the 1948 solution. The recent Chrimes &
Ferguson book on the ICE records that until 1948, Council selected future candidates for
the Trustees (ie Council at that time). Then the principle of any member standing for
Council with support from 10 other members was inserted in the by-laws following
growing discontent and a series of SGMs! Options B, C & D all reverse that principle.
The Trustees (and Council) should be elected by the Membership at large.
Option D Similar objections apply as for Option C above. And Option D involves
elements of the odious Option B.
However, there may be some merit in an Option E which combined Options A and C,
with 4 coming from Council, to lead on such as Learned/Learning Society; Membership,
UK Regions; and International; and with the other 4 coming from an open candidacy
and election process as in Option A.

7.3

Option A

Option A
Option A is democratic.
The skills mix argument is not compelling.
The turnout argument is risible. The ICE needs to address turnout directly. “We’re not
having open elections because not many vote”. Really?
And vote rigging? If it applies to Option A for the Trustee Board, then it might follow
that it might apply to Council too. But is there any evidence for that? None has been
cited and that is most likely because there is none.
Members are more concerned about “elections” behind closed doors.
We are not convinced that ICE’s Governance is at risk of an infiltrative takeover by
Twitter!

page B-147

There is more concern in the Membership at large of the risk that NomCo is susceptible
to Infenestration by big hitters with little knowledge/experience of the ICE as it affects
the Membership.

7.4

Option B

Option B? As already stated, the role of a shadowy NomCo acting as the gate master to
the candidates list is unacceptable.

7.5

Option C

Option C?
As noted above, this is back to 1948. So much for modernisation…

7.6

Option D

Option D?
As stated above, this is totally unacceptable because it involves Option B with its list of
vetted candidates approved by NomCo. .
It might be a possibility if reconfigured as Option E with 4 from Option A and 4 from
Option C.
With no role for NomCo!

7.8.3

Interim Finding 5

Interim Finding 5:

The Commission seeks further views on
three of the four options for electing
seven members to the Trustee Board:

Keep Option A in the mix. Open and democratic

▪ Option B: Election by ICE voting
members from a focused candidate list –
ie any ICE member who meets the
requirements for the vacant trustee
position can stand.

Open elections have served ICE well. Option A is therefore the preferred option
The ICE needs to address the issue of election turnout. It was 9% in 2018. As recently
as 2008 it was 12%
•
Option B in which NomCo sets requirements and vets applications is unattractive,
lacks transparency and gives too much opportunity for favouritism
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▪ Option C: Election of Council members by
the Council - noting that Council members
have already been elected by ICE voting
members

Option C in which Council Members are eligible for election as Trustees by the Council
takes the ICE back in many ways to the situation re-1948. It was overturned in favour of
an Open Election (ie Option A!)

Member participation/engagement – Low
turnout in Ballots and Election

The ICE needs to address the low and falling turnout in its Ballots and Elections; it has
fallen from ~12% in 2008 (which is not particularly high anyway) to about 9% in 2019,

Option D includes elements of Option B and should be rejected.
▪ Option D: A combination of Option B and
Option C in two separate elections. This
Consider suggested Option E (combining Options A and C)
would provide, say, three and four
trustees respectively.
Various
7.1.3

Member engagement is low.

Footnote 13

Engagement depends on ensuring that Members views matter; that Members are free
to stand for election to the Trustee Board and Council; and that both bodies have real
responsibilities that shape the destiny of the profession.

7.3.2
7.3.3
7.8
8.1.1

Currently, a Nomination Committee
(NomCo) is established by, and reports to,
the Trustee Board.

NomCo exists principally to make recommendations for President/VPs. Its predecessor
body, the Presidential Selection Panel comprised the President, 3 succeeding VPs and
the 5 Members of Council who had been elected by Council to serve on the Executive
Board. Note that the Council Members were in the majority.
In its current form, the majority of NomCo is appointed by the Trustee Board, and
currently, the Trustee Board is largely (7 out of 10) appointed by NomCo!
Only 3 come directly from Council and elected by them. This is insidious.
The Governance Review appears to have come to the same conclusion, as reflected in
8.3-8.7. It also seeks to acknowledge the need to reflect the views of G&S.
And in the current Governance arrangements, NomCo has other roles, related to ICE
Governance and not solely the selection of the President/VPs. Eg Professional Conduct,
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External Representation etc. The latter are acceptable. Its role in nominating and
proposing Trustees is not.

8.1.1
8.1.2
8.1.3
8.1.4
8.1.5

NomCo and the Selection and
Recommendations for the Presidency

An Omission – The Presidency
The Commission appears to have overlooked an important aspect in the Selection and
Recommendations for the Presidency, namely who has the decisive voice on who the
next President is.
Prior to the 2018 Governance changes, the Presidential Selection Panel/NomCo
presented its recommendations to Council, and although Council rarely queried it, there
was a point of principle. Namely that the Selection Panel knew who they were
preparing their recommendation for – the Members of Council.
Since last year’s changes, the Presidential Selection Panel/NomCo have been reporting
to the TB. Rather too cosy.
The President needs to be formally approved by the representative body of the
Members – ie Council.

Concern has been expressed by many Members that NomCo has been looking for “big
hitters”. So-called “big hitters” might impress some of the members of the Trustee
Board, but it’s more important to impress the Members, starting with Council.
See also the comments on 10.1.5
Proposal:
NomCo’s recommendation for the Presidency should go first to Council for Approval,
and then to the Trustee Board for information.

And this is in line with our view on Interim Finding 9 below.
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8.2.9

Interim Finding 6

Interim Finding 6

The Commission recommends that
NomCo comprises between eight and
twelve members of the Institution,
including:

The first four bullets, and the first half of the 5th bullet point seem straightforward but
“others appointed by the Trustee Board on the advice of the Chair of the NomCo.” Is not.
This would be incestuous and questionable.

▪ a Past-President of the Institution
(Chair);

The 5th bullet should simply read:

▪ the President;

▪ at least four and no more than eight other members of the Council, elected by the
Council

▪ the Senior Vice President;
▪ a Graduate or Student member
nominated by GSNet;
▪ at least four and no more than eight
other members, a majority of whom must
be members of the Council elected by the
Council (irrespective of whether they are
members of the Trustee Board) with the
others appointed by the Trustee Board on
the advice of the Chair of the NomCo.
8.3.6

Interim Finding 7

Interim Finding 7

The Commission recommends that
NomCo:

Unacceptable. So far as the Trustee Board is concerned, NomCo’s role should be
confined to the President and those VPs in the line of succession.

▪ identifies a role specification for any
position it is considering, setting out the
specific characteristics needed;

Candidate vetting is unacceptable
With regards to training, coaching and mentoring of Trustee (and Council Members and
Committee Chairs), the ICE should offer to provide training, coaching and mentoring
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▪ gathers detailed information as to how
the candidates under consideration meet
the role specification and makes
nominations on that basis;

programmes to build governance capacity. This is routinely done in local government
and in business.
NomCo could have a similar responsibility to organise training, coaching and mentoring
for all members of Council, the Trustees and Committee Chairs.

▪ demonstrates to the Trustee Board and
Council how the nominee meets the
required characteristics of the role; and
▪ publishes a summary of the process in a
NomCo Annual Report, while respecting
the confidentiality of the nominations
process.
8.4.4

Interim Finding 8

•

Interim Finding 8

The Commission recommends that
NomCo makes the nomination to fill any
vacancy in the Chair of the Disciplinary
Board and Chair of the Professional
Conduct Panel, for approval by the
Trustee Board and in accordance with the
Disciplinary Regulations.

•

Agreed/

•

NomCo should nominate Disciplinary & Professional Conduct Panel chairs.

Each Chair should then nominate the
members of their respective body,
ensuring compliance with the
requirements set out in the Disciplinary
Regulations, under procedures codified in
the Terms of Reference for the
Disciplinary Board and Professional
Conduct Panel.
page B-152

9.5.2

Interim Finding 9

•

Interim Finding 9

The Commission seeks further views on
the following options for chairing the
Trustee Board and Council:

•

This is a critical Issue

•

Option C is preferred.

▪ Option A: President chairs both the
Trustee Board and the Council (with
measures to mitigate any conflict of
interest)
▪ Option B: President chairs the Trustee
Board but not the Council
▪ Option C: President chairs the Council
but not the Trustee Board

•
For their year in office, the President’s primary interface should be with ICE
Members. The President leads the profession: he/she should be someone with
outstanding professional experience and record, a respected figurehead to lead and
represent the Institution to the external world, with good communication skills. They
are the primary interface with Members, not least through Council.
•
For this reason, the President should Chair Council. And given that Council can –
and should on occasions - challenge the Trustee Board, it needs a separate, impartial
Chair
Council is supposed to have some purview/oversight over the Trustee Board. This is
very difficult if the President Chairs both!
The mitigation options are messy. Who would decide if they would be invoked?
9.4 Option A: President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council (with
measures to mitigate any conflict of interest)?
For the reasons stated above, this is likely to lead to potential conflicts which are
unnecessary. The Chairing of the Trustee Board does not require the skills of the
President. And more to the point, the choice of President should be influenced by their
ability to lead the profession, not to chair the Board of Trustees.
9.5

Option B: President chairs the Trustee Board, not Council.

This distances the President from the Membership and in any event the role of the
Trustee Board does not demand that the President Chairs it. The Trustee Board is
about Governance. Council will be looking to the President for leadership, not a standin.
9.6

Option C: President chairs Council, but not the Trustee Board
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For reasons already explained, it must be Option C.
The stated role of Council is strategic thinking/leadership, not Governance.
It has to be Option C.

10.1.4

10.1.5

The time commitment of ‘usually 3 to 4
days per month is set out in para 2 of the
President’s Terms of Reference.

Agreed. The respective roles of the President and DG are well-established, but also
need to be in balance.

This appears to be inappropriately low; it
would be impracticable for the President
to fulfil the duties set out in para 4 of the
Terms of Reference

A 3 to 4 days a month President does not remotely achieve this.

Interim Finding 10

•

The Commission recommends that the
President’s Terms of Reference are
revised to specify a more realistic time
commitment and to include the important
role of engaging with the ICE membership
in the UK Regions and International Areas.

•
Agreed. Terms of Reference are required for the Trustees, particularly with the
allocation of portfolios of responsibility.

At least 3 days per week is more like it.

Interim Finding 10

Revise President’s Terms of Reference to specify a more realistic time commitment….
This should not result in a reduced time commitment….
This has only appeared to be a problem in recent years, and only with some Presidents.
The role of President is not sideshow, or a wee bawbee.
It’s vital that we select the right people
NomCo, the Trustee Board and Council should should review the criteria for Presidential
Candidates to ensure that ICE achieves a diverse succession of Presidents with sufficient
gravitas to lead the civil engineering profession. Candidates should be sought from the
breadth of ICEs professional disciplines. Preference should be given to candidates who
have already demonstrated commitment to, and knowledge of, ICE. The commitment
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needed to lead major initiatives in the years of succession should be made clear to
candidates, together with the time needed for the Presidential Year – ie to travel to
meet ICE members worldwide; to lead public voice initiatives; to be available to
members and to chair Council. Candidates unable to commit the required time, energy
and commitment to the role should not be considered.

The ToR are not there to facilitate ticking off an item on a well-connected wannabe’s
bucket list.

There must be a proper balance between the DG and the President. This is not possible
if the President is not fully-committed or only occasionally actively on the scene.

10.3.2

The distinction between the three
succeeding Vice Presidents and the four
non-succeeding Vice Presidents has
always been somewhat awkward.

Agreed. As a number of former non-succeeding Vice Presidents have observed, the title
of VP is flattering, but it is awkward to continually have to explain non-succession.

10.3.7

Interim Finding 11

•

The Commission seeks further views on
the following options to uphold the key
principle that all trustees should have
equal levels of responsibility, and to avoid
Non-

•
There is nothing ‘ordinary’ about being a Trustee. The commitment and
responsibility of being a Trustee (with or without a portfolio) should not be
underestimated. Vice Presidents should be those trustees who are expected to succeed
to the position of President.

Interim Finding 11

Succeeding Vice-Presidents being seen as
superior to other ‘ordinary’ trustees:
▪ Vice Presidents will be those trustees
who are expected to succeed to the
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position of President, with other members
of the Trustee Board holding the title
‘Trustee’, and all members normally
allocated a particular portfolio; or
▪ All members of the Trustee Board except
for the President should have the title of
Vice-President with all members normally
allocated a particular portfolio.
11.5.6

Interim Finding 12

•

The Commission recommends the
following methods of strengthening the
role of Council (without interfering with
the Trustee Board’s responsibilities,
including the Board’s ownership of the ICE
Plan and Budget):

•
Specific reference should be made to the ASM as a forum for Council and Trustee
Board to jointly explore, debate and agree ICE Vision, Strategy and Direction.

▪ the Council should be recognised as the
pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning
Society, with the Learning Society
Committee and its Panels reporting
through the Council, and the VicePresident Learning Society becoming a
member of the Council as well as the
Trustee Board;

Interim Finding 12

•
The primacy of the Trustee Board as the decision-making body in a legal sense is
accepted, but the partnership of the Trustee Board and a larger, more representative,
Council should be better articulated and acknowledged as necessary for good
governance.
•
The Trustee Board should encourage challenge by Council as it strives to deliver a
jointly owned Vision and Strategy. Constructive challenge is essential to collaborative
governance and will deliver increased transparency to ICE members.
Council must have more of a lead role in Member-facing issues (eg qualification). The
Trustee Board should be more concerned with legal issues and compliance. And
incidentally, this would strengthen the case for the President chairing Council, not the
Trustee Board. Bullet Point 2 would not be required in this case.

▪ there should be a trustee who is Vice
President / Trustee for the Council, who
will also act as Vice-Chair of the Council;
▪ the Terms of Reference of both the
Trustee Board and the Council should
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include a requirement for the Trustee
Board to consult Council on defined
matters of particular significance; and ▪
the Trustee Board must provide a
reasoned explanation to the Council on
each occasion when it declines to accept
the Council’s advice on any significant
point.
11.6.5

Interim Finding 13

•

Interim Finding 13

The Commission recommends that one of
the trustees should lead Ethics and
Professional Conduct as a dedicated and
exclusive portfolio.

•

Agreed, a trustee should hold an ethics & conduct portfolio.

•
There should be provision to dismiss a trustee. This provision would be better
worded by saying that the Trustee Board has the power to recommend the dismissal of
a Trustee, and the ICE’s Ethics and Professional Conduct Panel should oversee the
process.

The Commission recommends the Trustee
Board should have the power to remove a
trustee for justifiable reasons and
following due process.
12.2.3

12.3.4

Interim Finding 14

Interim Finding 14

The Commission recommends that the
Trustee Board and Council consider
improving transparency as suggested in
this section.

Agreed, provided that the role of Council is strengthened within a more transparently
collaborative approach to Governance (as outlined earlier

Interim Finding 15

•

The Commission recommends that the
Trustee Board considers a programme of
inviting particular groups to present to it,

•
Agreed, Trustees should be open to receive presentations by special interest
groups.
•

Interim Finding 15

The same should be applied at Council. And this used to happen anyway.
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in order to understand the internal and
external environment, and the Trustee
Board should discuss with GSNet the
possibility of an aspiring member
attending board meetings as an observer,
or non-voting participant, on a regular
basis.
12.3.8

13.2.5

Interim Finding 16

•

The Commission recommends that the
Trustee Board and Council examine in
depth the low turnout in ICE governance
votes and elections, benchmarking with
comparator bodies, seeking out the root
cause through member engagement
surveys and taking the advice of
specialists such as the Electoral Reform
Society; all with the purpose of improving
member engagement in key governance
votes.

•
Agreed. A Working Group should be formed to work with the Electoral Reform
Services (ERS) to research best practice (across similar bodies) to increase member
participation in elections for Trustees, Council Members and by-law change. The
Working Group should recommend actions to increase member participation in ICE
Ballots, and its scope should extend to addressing issues identified by Ballot Scrutineers.

Interim Finding 17

•

The Commission recommends there
should be no change to the number of
members required to requisition an SGM
but, in the event there are repeated or
vexatious calls for SGMs, the Trustee
Board should reconsider the matter.

•
ICE should not fear, and should indeed encourage, scrutiny by its own members.
Last year’s SGM was not called lightly and has led to a thorough review of Governance
that should have been conducted through engagement with membership before, not
after, last year’s ballot.

Interim Finding 16

Interim Finding 17

There were some on Exec and Council in 2018 who were critical of those who were
calling for the SGM and regarded their actions as unjustified.
Events have proved otherwise.
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13.3.4

13.4.4

Interim Finding 18

•

Interim Finding 18

The Commission recommends that the By- •
Laws are amended to make clear that
non-Voting Members may make an oral
contribution at an SGM.

Agreed, non-voting members should be able to speak at SGMs.

Interim Finding 19

Interim Finding 19

•

The Commission recommends that the By- •
Laws are amended to permit electronic
voting for voting members unable to
attend an SGM.

Agreed, SGMs should permit electronic voting and on-line attendance
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#79
Sent: 10 October 2019 21:37
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Governance Consultation

My views on the nine focus areas identified in the report are:
1: Agreed; this is a sensible way forward.
2: The primary objective in the appointment of trustees should be to ensure the best and most
capable people are appointed to safeguard the interests of the membership and ensure the
Institution prospers; achieving a particular "balance" should be a secondary objective, However,
transparency of the appointment process is essential if confidence of the membership in the
trustees is to be maintained.
3: Agreed option A is not viable. Option C is preferred, but again the objective should be to identify
the best people to undertake the role of a trustee. In this context, an arbitrary split in numbers
between options B and C may not be helpful. an alternative maybe to have recourse to option B if
option C fails to deliver the required number of candidates with the requisite experience. It might
also be worth considering one or two appointments from outside the Institution to ensure the
provision of expertise that may be hard to source in an engineering membership.
4: Agreed; the appointment process should be as transparent as possible.
5: Option A preferred, assuming the President can accommodate the resulting workload, including
acting as the public face of the Institution. If the workload becomes too onerous, other ways of
reducing it to more manageable should be investigated before adopting either option B or option c.
6: Agreed that all trustees should have equal status and levels of responsibility, but not convinced it
requires them all to be accorded the title of "Vice-President" to achieve this; careful selection of
candidates and effective chairmanship of meetings should be all that is required. Agreed that only
the three succeeding VPs should be appointed to the Trustee Board.
7: Unconvinced of the rationale for there to be a nominated VP/trustee for Council who will act as
vice-chairman of the Council.
8: Transparency is essential if the membership is to be engaged with the operation of the
Institution; the proposals are a welcome step forward.
9: Agree with proposals to improve accessibility to SGMs.
Regards,
Simon Hindshaw (F)
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#80
Sent: 10 October 2019 21:47
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Governance Structure

Interim Finding 1
I endorse the recommendation
Interim Finding 2
I strongly endorse the increase in directly elected membership of TB
Interim finding 5
While recognising the need for selection of candidates with appropriate skill and experience,
I feel that it should not be a closed shop. At least one member should be directly elected by
the wider membership albeit being able to demonstrate requisite skill and experience for
the position [TB could define the required profile]
Interim Finding 9
I prefer Option A to provide clear and undivided leadership
Interim Finding 11
The term Vice-President is often meaningless in the international/commercial world with no
clear definition and many interpretations. Trustee, in UK at least, is a clearly defined role
with legal responsibilities.
Interim Finding 12
I endorse the recommendation
Interim Finding 19
Electronic voting should be available for those unable to attend in person
Kind regards
Colin Rees (F)
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#81
From: Prof. Jackson A. Mwakali
Sent: 11 October 2019 00:05
To: Institution of Civil Engineers <membership@comms.ice.org.uk>; Presidential Commission
<presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Dear member: have your say on ICE's governance structure plus all the latest news

On Focus Area 5, I prefer Option B since the TB is the de facto Executive/Administrative
Committee of the Institution and the President is its CEO.
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#82

Comments on the Interim Report of the Presidential Commission
Gordon Masterton, Fellow
11 October 2019
The Interim Report of the Presidential Commission into ICE Governance is an impressive
summary of the key issues, reflections on the governance options, and convincingly logical
recommendations, nineteen in total. The issues are set out clearly, discussed thoughtfully
and reasonably and interim conclusions are made with a solid evidence-base.
I was pleased to see the thoroughness of the review and that contributions from those who
gave evidence or, as in my case, sent in written comments, were all given fair
consideration.
I agree with the nineteen Interim Findings and commend the Commission for their
thoroughness and diligence in producing a first-rate report that will serve the Institution
well for many years to come. It should form the basis for a fair and judicious resolution of
the recent debate. It is important that the Institution, having listened to a wide canvas of
its membership and reflected deeply on the matter of its governance, reaches a settled
view, implements the final recommendations that emerge and gets back to the business of
running a successful membership organisation that is addressing the important issues of the
day and making a positive difference.
Interim Finding 1 deals with top-level governance structures, and I fully concur with the
recommendation. While the large Trustee Council, with an Executive, may have been
appropriate at one time, times change, as do societal norms and expectations. I believe it is
no longer a suitable form of governance for a public body to retain public trust in a sector
subject to ever increasing scrutiny. The proposed compact Trustee Board, supported by a
mainly advisory Council will be much more effective in taking strategic decisions, mindful of
the complex regulatory environment in which it operates. As a proponent of taking “the
long view” I was minded to refer to Volume 1 of the ICE Minutes of Proceedings, where the
governance structure of 1837 is set out - a Council of the President, four Vice Presidents
and six Members (including as it happens IK Brunel and Robert Stephenson). Successive
Councils adapted and evolved many times from that 1837 model, demonstrating that the
Institution has never considered itself to be bound by its past. Neither should it today.
Some findings invite preferences to be expressed. In relation to Interim Finding 5, I
support Option D which maintains a strong link through the election of Trustee Board
members by the democratically elected members of Council whilst allowing the wider
membership to elect other candidates who meet the necessary skills requirements.
In relation to Interim Finding 9, I believe that the President as leader of the Institution
must chair the Trustee Board and also the Council, for reasons set out in my initial
observations of 20 March 2019. I therefore strongly favour Option A.
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On Interim Finding 11, I feel that all Board members should be referred to as Trustees,
and that only those in line of succession should also be called Vice Presidents. I therefore
support the first option.
Finally, with regard to Interim Finding 13 I strongly endorse the recommendation that
one of the trustees should lead Ethics and Professional Conduct as a dedicated and
exclusive portfolio. This would position this vital area even closer to the heart of the
Institution’s governance.
I hope these comments may be helpful,
Gordon Masterton
President, 2005-06
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#83
Sent: 11 October 2019 11:46
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Consultation Response

David Orr Esq, CBE
Chair - Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Dear David,
I was pleased to read the recommendations in your interim report; they present a wellbalanced approach to the various views, blending respect for important National
recommendations with the need for adequate representation of the Membership.
I am therefore happy to support all of the Commission's recommendations.
Re Finding 5: I prefer Option D - it blends a good response to the issues
Re Finding 9: I prefer Option A - it ensures alignment
Re Finding 11: I'm not close enough to this to have an informed view
Re Finding 12: I support the Commission's recommendation
Re Findings 14-16: I warmly welcome the recommendations
Re Finding 17-19: I welcome the recommendations
In closing, can I thank you and your Commission for so thoroughly undertaking a somewhat
thankless, but vital task.
With all good wishes
Mike Napier FICE
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#84
Sent: 11 October 2019 12:21
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Feedback on Interim Report for ICE governance
Hi,
My opinions are as follows:
Interim Finding 1
I agree that a compact Trustee Board with a larger advisory council is a more practical arrangement for
keeping up with a rapidly changing environment.
Interim Finding 2
I agree that the majority of Trustee Board members should be elected by ICE members, and not the NomCo.
Interim Finding 5
I prefer Option D as it is a good compromise and doesn’t allow either party to dominate.
Interim Finding 6
I agree that at least one aspiring member (graduate or student) should be included in the NomCo as it widens
the demographic of the group
Interim Finding 9
I prefer Option B, for the president to chair the Trustee Board only. The Council should play an advisory role,
so there is no need for the President to chair and it.
Interim Finding 11
I think seven VPs is surplus if only one will succeed in any given year. It seems to me that having so many is
only valid for enhancing one’s CV. Only the one who is succeeding should be called a VP. All others should be
called Trustees.
Interim Findings 14, 15, and 16
I think these are excellent ideas and long awaited by the members.
Interim Findings 17, 18 and 19
I think these are excellent ideas and long awaited by the members.
Kind regards,

Katherine Edwards
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#85
Sent: 11 October 2019 15:16
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Comments on Interim Report for Consultation
Dear David
First of all I would like to congratulate you on the Interim Report that you have published. It is well
structured and argued and it is clear in what it is saying. Well done! Organisations should regularly review
their governance arrangements and should not shy away from reforming them to meet current
requirements. The structure that was in place a year ago with 44 members of Council acting as trustees
needed reform and the structure that was put in its place has major failings. It is excellent that you have now
looked at the needs of the organisation, carried out a review of the alternatives and come up with credible
and well reasoned proposals.
In paragraph 2.3 you state that the ICE exists not for the benefit of its members but for the public good. I
would argue that it exists for both the members and the public good and it is this dual purpose which creates
the tension between the different governance arrangements and has largely caused the current disquiet in
ICE. Addressing the public good is best delivered by a small executive team of trustees who are probably
appointed rather than elected, while looking after the needs of the members is served by a larger body of
trustees who are elected. These two aims of the Institution are not incompatible and both need to be met
which inevitably results in a kind of hybrid structure.
From my own experience I know that it is perfectly feasible to have excellent governance with a committee
of over 20 people acting as trustees. It does however require all of the trustees to understand their
responsibilities and to be involved in the organisation to an extent that is perhaps beyond what ordinarily
elected members of Council are able to commit to. I therefore accept that the dual structure of a smaller
Trustee Board and a Council is a pragmatic approach.
The size, membership and appointment of both the Trustee Board and the Council then become crucial to
the whole arrangements.
You quite rightly say that the Trustee Board needs a balance of skills but it should also be diverse in terms of
gender, ethnicity and background. To be able to achieve a balance of skills and diversity on the Trustee
Board may not be possible if there is only one Trustee who is not a member of ICE. I recognise that Interim
Finding 4 allows a second Trustee who is not an ICE member in exceptional circumstances but I believe that
you should allow greater flexibility in the membership of the Trustee Board with up to a third of its members
being made up of people who are not members of ICE.
To achieve the balance of skills and diversity on the Trustee Board I am not entirely happy with any of your
options in Interim Finding 5. In any election it is imperative that a focused list of candidates who meet the
criteria is prepared. One of the criteria for would be knowledge of the workings of ICE. Being a member of
Council is likely to be one way qualify for this but not the only way and a past member of Council would also
clearly be equally suitable. I recommend that members of the Trustee Board are elected by Council from a
short list prepared by NomCo. This will be seen by the membership as a mechanism of avoiding the potential
for a self perpetuating clique to take over the running of the Institution. I do not believe that it is practical to
have elections by the membership as a whole because, if you are trying to appoint, say, four or five people,
the selection of one with particular skills may influence a subsequent appointment to achieve diversity. This
would be virtually impossible to achieve with an election by the membership at large.
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Interim Finding 6 requires greater clarity on the appointment of the members of NomCo. I agree with the exofficio roles and the graduate of student member but I believe that all of the other members should be
elected by Council. This will be clear and understandable to all the members.
In Interim Finding 7, NomCo should also interview potential candidates as well as “gathering detailed
information”. They need not interview all applicants but only those who appear to pass the criteria for the
posts. One of the most important attributes is the right attitude in a candidate which can usually only able to
be assessed in an interview.
In Interim Finding 9, I believe that Option C should be adopted. The President is the figurehead of the
Institution and should not also be responsible for the running of the organisation as well, partly because his
time is limited. The Senior Vice-President can then chair the Trustee Board. This will provide additional
checks and balances in case an egocentric President tries to drive a personal agenda, which has been seen in
other organisations.
The title of Vice-President which is then subdivided into Succeeding and Non-succeeding Vice-Presidents is
confusing to most members. I believe that only those who have been selected to succeed as Presidents
should have the title Vice-President. All other members of the Trustee Board would be described as
Trustees. I am not convinced that all Trustees should be allocated a particular portfolio because some skills
which are required on the Board cut across different portfolios. These skills include such things as legal and
marketing where their input would be used in different portfolios.
Your desire to achieve greater transparency is commendable and has my total approval as do your proposals
in Interim Finding 12 which attempts to ensure that the different strands of the ICE’s work remain aligned.
You avoid making recommendations on the voting rights of graduates because it does not come within your
terms of reference. As we are looking at the governance of the Institution, I believe that it is important to
address this issue and I believe that graduates should be included in membership ballots. I cannot accept the
alternative view given in paragraph 7.6 because I cannot believe that any graduate would become a member
purely so that they could vote in ballots.
If you would like me to expand further on any of my points above I would be happy to do so. In the
meantime I wish you well in your deliberations.
Best regards
Alan
Alan Simpson OBE MICE
Past Chairman ICE Scotland
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#86
Sent: 11 October 2019 15:19
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Governance Review - Interim Report

Dear Sir,
Thank you for the opportunity to respond on the interim report issued by email on 9
September 2019.
I have only two points to make; I urge for:
Open elections for ordinary members of the Trustees Board - ideally, these ordinary Board
members should be of sufficient numbers to equal those from the Executive (President, VPs
and paid members of staff).
Full transparency and accurate reporting on the happenings, discussions and decisions not
only undertaken within Council Meetings (albeit its role has been diminished by recent
governance changes), but more importantly on those undertaken within the Executive
Committee Meetings and Trustees Board's Meetings. These are all undertaken on behalf of
and paid by the membership, but as we all know, the detail is largely hidden from the
membership.
Yours faithfully,
David Anderson
Member
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#87
Sent: 11 October 2019 15:44
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Presidential Commission into ICE Governance

Dear Sir,
Below I list my short comments on your interim findings:Interim Finding 1
I see no effective difference between 12 members chosen from among the council members
and a non-elected body of trustees. The non-elected trustees are not democratic and
transparent, nor are they responsible to the membership. Thus I am against the continuation
of non-elected trustees.
Interim Finding 2
I agree and support that all trustees should be elected by the members, although it is un
likely that more than 10% of the membership will vote.
Interim Finding 3
I agree and support that the trustees should be jointly and severally responsible, with equal
levels of responsibility.
Interim Finding 4
This recommendation is against the principle of transparency and is on the slippery slope to
hidden governance.
Interim Finding 5
Anyone can load the selection criteria with time, so I go for option A.
Interim Finding 6
I think that the NomCo should be independent of the Council and Trustees. Ex officio
members are a danger to transparency, unless their offices are from external appointments.
Look at the governance rules for boards of directors and remuneration committees.
Interim Finding 7
If the appointment is not transparent, then there is no guarantee that the choice of selection
criteria will be transparent.
Interim Finding 8
Another self perpetuating oligarchy
Interim Finding 9
No comment
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Interim Finding 10
Supported. Every council member and trustee should bring at least five members to the
AGM, to ensure transparency and good governance. I the council member or trustee cannot
find five members, who are not council members or trustees, then they should resign, as
they are not in contact with their electorate.
Interim Finding 11
No comment
Interim Finding 12
The Council must have the power to over rule the Trustees, possibly through a SGM.
Interim Finding 13
I see no benefit for a trustee to head up the Ethics and Professional Conduct.
Interim Finding 14
See the comment on Interim Finding 10
Interim Finding 15
No Comment
Interim Finding 16
Supported. Increase links between members. After 50 years as a member, I cannot name 5
other members of the ICE. Is this failure a result of my varied career or of the ICE’s lack of
efforts to increase the links between members?
Interim Finding 17
Supported
Interim Finding 18
Supported
Interim Finding 19
Will this requirement increase the effectiveness of the SGM or merely be a repeat of the
apathy shown in membership elections?
Best Regards
Peter
Peter M. Elliott
BSc CEng MICE CDpAF

page B-171

#88
Sent: 11 October 2019 16:00
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Feedback on Presidential Commission review of ICE governance
My views are:
ICE’s top-level governance should be a large Council rather than a small Trustee Board. I disagree with
the proposition that only a small Trustee Board would act in the best interests of the organisation as a
whole. Our organisation comprises many diverse members and I feel that the best way that the
members’ interests can be represented is by a large Council comprising a full cross section of
membership - not a small Trustee Board where viewpoints may be more limited.
If the ICE insists on proceeding with the Trustee Board model, I feel that a significant majority of the
board should be directly elected by the membership. I would question the need to have 3 succeeding
Vice Presidents. With the President and a nominated member, this is effectively an establishment block
vote of 5 (6 if there is an additional nominated member). I feel the balance should be more towards
elected members either by reducing the number of Vice Presidents or increasing the number of elected
members.
Election to the trustee board.
I feel extremely strongly that any method by which only approved candidates can be put forward for
member election (or elected by the council without any involvement from the membership) is
profoundly wrong and undemocratic. Therefore I feel only Option A: open election by ICE members
should be considered.
Thank you,
Hideo Takano
Member
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#89
Fri 11/10/2019 17:14
Presidential Commission


Focus
Area
1

Section of
Interim
Report
5

Issue

Comments

Top-Level
Governance Structure
Balance of Trustee
Board
Method of Election to
Trustee Board
Nominations
Committee
Chairing the Trustee
Board and Council
Vice Presidents

Agree compact Trustee Board and larger mainly advisory
Council
Agree majority of Trustee Board should be elected by ICE
voting Membership.
Prefer option D combination of 4 by focused election by
voting members with 3 by Council
Happy with interim findings 6 & 7

2

6

3

7

4

8

5

9

6

10

7

11

Roles of Trustee
Board and Council

8

12

9

13

Transparency and
Engagement
Special General
Meetings

Prefer option A – President chairs both Trustee Board and
Council
Prefer first bullet: Vice Presidents will only be the
succeeding VPs, with other members of the Trustee Board
holding the title ‘Trustee”
a) Agree Council should be pinnacle of the
Institution’s Learning Society, with the Learned
Society Committee and Panels reporting through
the Council.
b) Suggest Senior VP should be Vice-Chair of the
Council
c) Agree ToR of both TB and should require the TB
to consult Council on defined, significant matters
d) Agree TB must provide a reasoned explanation to
the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s
advice.
Yes to interim finding 16
Agree no change to number of members signatures
needed to requisition an SGM.
Leave By-laws on non-voting members as they are
Agree to amend By-laws to permit electronic voting for
voting members unable to attend an SGM.

H0ping that these brief comments are in time.
Peter Blair-Fish
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#90
Sent: 11 October 2019 19:47
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Cc: Mark Jamieson <iceinuae@gmail.com>
Subject: Presidential Commission feedback

Dear Sir/ Madam
Further to our UAE Fellows dinner last Tuesday where we were requested to review the
above report and provide our comments.
I would like to congratulate the team that produced the well-considered document for their
excellent work.
A few comments below if I may be permitted:
Interim Finding 1: Agree however it could go further and state the number of Trustees being
12 or 13 Members.
Interim Findings: 2,3 & 4: All agreed.
Interim Finding 5: Agree but I would go for Option B. This would include council members as
well.
In terms of voting rights for Graduate Members I fully endorse point 7.6.2: An alternative
view is that, if these are aspiring members, then there must be something to aspire to. That
aspiration is professionally qualified membership of the Institution, which comes with the
privilege of voting rights.
Interim Findings 6,7 & 8: All agreed.
Interim Finding 9: I would definitely endorse Option A that the President chairs both the
Trustee Board and the Council.
Interim Findings: 10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18 & 19: All agreed.
Yours faithfully
Craig J. Thackray FICE

page B-174

#91
Sent: 11 October 2019 19:55
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Presidential Commission Interim report - Comments

Having read the various papers and considered the issues, I would comment on the Interim
Findings as follows:
1 & 2 – support
5 – support Option D as the best arrangement to meet the objectives
6 – support
7 – no view
9 – support Option A, as different people chairing the TB and Council would not be satisfactory
11 – support 1st option – all Trustees must be equal and to call those on the TB who do not aspire
to be President, VPs, would be a misnomer
12 – no view
14-16 – support
17-19 – support
Lastly congratulations on the clarity and presentation of the Interim Report – clear and concise.
Many thanks
Graham Wilford
Member
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#92
Sent: 11 October 2019 23:08
To: Presidential Commission <presidential.commission@ice.org.uk>
Subject: Commission into ICE Governance
Dear Sirs,
I am Donald Alexander Weighton, a Member of ICE and semi-retired. I am also a Trustee of the
Jubilee Gardens Trust which leases and runs a small but prominent and very busy park in central
London. I have been a Trustee there since it began in 2011 and earlier was closely involved in its
formation and means of governance.
I became concerned about the proposed changes in the governance of ICE when I first noticed
them on the ballot papers last year. I attended the SGM, and have maintained a keen interest since.
I comment on the findings of the Commission into ICE Governance as follows.
Interim Finding 1. Any Trustee Board is the body responsible for the management and conduct of a
charity. So the position of the Council would be wholly advisory, not mainly as stated.
Interim Finding 2. There is no overriding reason to limit the number of Trustees to 12 or 13. In JGT
we currently have 16 and our Articles allow of 18. The current number works well because of
commitment by trustees and the wider range of expertise than 12 would offer us. It would I suspect
be better for ICE to simply specify minima and maxima for trustee numbers to give room to
adjustment as proves necessary or desirable.
Interim Finding 5. My experience is that trustees must be directly accountable to the membership in
order to ensure credibility. So option C would not be acceptable. If Council has concerns about
influence, then politically it may be desirable to grant them a few Trustee places. Separately, my
experience is that new trustees with enthusiasm but without relevant experience rapidly learn the
new skills required, provided they are afforded suitable professional assistance.
Interim Finding 9. In my view the President must chair the Board of Trustees. This is the leading
position in ICE and any other arrangement would lead to a perception of confusion over leadership
and control, which could possibly prove correct. Conflict of interest is a serious and sometimes
insidious issue, because it can occur without the individuals realising it. So I think it important to
separate the chairs of the Trustees and the Council. If Council holds views at variance with the
Trustees, it will most likely lead to decisions that are better reasoned. Further, it is important for the
Council to be seen as independent of the Trust for their advisory role to be deemed valid.
Yours faithfully,
Donald Weighton C.Eng. MICE
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#93
David Orr
Presidential Commission on Governance
Institution of Civil Engineers 10 October 2019
By email to: presidential.commission@ice.org.uk
Dear David
Comments on the Governance Review
I hope this is not too late for your deliberations, it has taken some time to clarify my thoughts on the
Governance Review. I have two areas of concern, these are:
• Ensuring that we have a diverse range of skills and experience on the Trustee Board
• Ensuring that the Nominations Committee has a membership that allows it to facilitate the appointment of
appropriately diverse range of people to the Trustee Board
It is very important to the future of the Institution that we have a Trustee Board with the appropriate range
of skills, experience, knowledge and diversity of thought. Whilst in theory a simple open election might be
preferred for its “openness”, the appointment of Trustees cannot be left to chance. We must through the
Nominations Committee identify the skills and experience that are needed on the Trustee Board and ensure
that there are no significant gaps. One important aspect of diversity on any Board is that members of that
Board (Trustees in the case of ICE) think independently, and avoid group-think. Trustees must be able to
offer constructive challenge and act in a collegiate way.
The proposed composition of the Trustee Board should give the opportunity to optimise the required skills
and experience through:
• The nomination of the President, and three Vice Presidents
• One or two nominated members of the Trustee Board
• The election for the other seven members provided the method of election includes a requirement for skills
and experience. Without the requirement for skills and experience in the election process, there is a
significant danger that we will have Trustees with similar backgrounds and experience. The resulting
Trustee Board will then lack the range of diverse skills and experience needed.
I am hopeful that the proposed composition of the Nominations Committee, and the proposed Nominations
Committee processes should help to achieve these objectives. I do however retain a concern that only
having one or possibly two nominated members will be insufficient to address skills gaps, and ensure
diversity of thought on the Trustee Board. Could a provision be put in for a third nominated member in
situations where the Nominations Committee considered it advantageous?
As a final point could I comment on a discussion I have heard going on in the margins of the review about
having ‘disruptors’ on the Trustee Board. This is the last thing any Board needs, disruptors do not aid any
constructive discussion. What you do need on a Board is diversity of thought, skills and experience, and
useful challenge. This gives the Board the ability to have reasoned arguments, properly conclude
discussions, and make decisions. I see the proposed skills-based approach to membership of the Trustee
Board as being essential to the future well-being and sustainability of the Institution.
Yours sincerely
Dr J V Smallman
Trustee and VP Finance
Institution of Civil Engineers
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Volume 3 - Section C

Submissions from Specialist Knowledge Societies
The submissions that follow are the views of the Specialist Knowledge Societies who submitted
them. They do not necessarily represent the views of the Institution of Civil Engineers nor the
Presidential Commission into ICE Governance.

C-1

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

The British Hydrological Association
Thu 29/08/2019 14:17

FAO David Orr, Chair – Presidential Commission into ICE Governance
Dear David,
Thank you for your letter dated 5th August.
The options proposed by the Presidential Commission into ICE Governance do not appear to have major
significance for Specialist Knowledge Societies such as the British Hydrological Society, but on behalf of BHS I
would like to comment on two points:
•

•

Regarding the recommendations arising from Interim Finding 12 of the “Consultation on
Interim Report”, we would support the Commission’s view that the representation on
Council of the Specialist Knowledge Societies should be via the Learning Society Committee
(p22 “Volume 1 – Interim Report for Consultation”), rather than direct representation on
Council.
Regarding Interim Finding 19, we would support this, and note for your information that the
Statutes of BHS allow electronic voting.

Regards,
Peter
Peter Ede
President
The British Hydrological Association

C-2

Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

The British Dam Society
The response from the BDS is outlined below:
Focus Area 1: Top-Level Governance Structure
The Trustee Board is to comprise

•
•
•
•
•

President
3 Succeeding Vice Presidents
7 elected members (to serve for 3 years with the opportunity for a further 3)
1 member nominated by the NomCo* and approved by the Council (to serve for 3 years with
the opportunity for a further 3)
if required, a second member nominated by the NomCo and approved by the Council (to
serve for a specified time)

The Advisory Council comprises 38 directly elected ICE members
*NomCo is the nomination committee which comprises 8 to 12 members, elected by the Council.
They nominate the President, Vice Presidents and Nominated Trustees to serve on the trustee board
Commission recommends that ICE’s top-level governance structures should comprise a compact
Trustee Board with a larger, mainly advisory, Council. This is subject to considering the balance of the
Trustee Board, the method of appointing its members and other matters discussed later in the
Interim Report.
What are your views on this recommendation? Based on the summary report we agree that this has
formalised the governance of the previous arrangement. The legal responsibility now sits with the
Trustee Board
Focus Area 2: Balance of the Trustee Board
Commission recommends the key principle that a majority of Trustee Board members should be
elected by the ICE membership (subject to further consideration as to the method of election in
section 7) giving the configuration of 12 or 13 members shown aside, with a quorum of at least
seven.
What are your views on this recommendation? We consider this is a positive step for better
representation of the elected members and that the levels of responsibility within the TB are more
equal.
Focus Area 3: Method of Election to the Trustee Board
Commission seeks further views on which option to elect seven members to the Trustee Board
(normally 2 per year, sometimes 3):
- Option B focused election by members
- Option C focused election by Council
- Option D combination of B & C
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Institution of Civil Engineers is a Registered Charity in
England & Wales (no 210252) and Scotland (SC038629)

Commission is leaning towards option D but is keen to know which option you prefer and
why? We agree. Option D gives an opportunity for an ICE member who meets the required
skills/experience and also retained the influence of the council on the TB (the council is also elected)
Focus Area 4: Nomination Committee (NomCo)
Commission recommends a NomCo of 8 to 12 members, a majority of whom are elected by the
Council. It should include one aspiring member (ie graduate or student).
Commission recommends that NomCo:
• identifies a role specification and demonstrates to TB and Council how the nominee meets the
required characteristics
• publishes a summary of the process in a NomCo Annual Report, while respecting the confidentiality
of the nominations process
Have you any views on these issues? No further comment
Focus Area 5: Chairing the Trustee Board and Council
The Commission seeks further views on the following options for chairing the Trustee Board and
Council:
• Option A: President chairs both the Trustee Board and the Council (with measures to mitigate any
conflict of interest)
• Option B: President chairs the Trustee Board but not the Council
• Option C: President chairs the Council but not the Trustee Board
Which option do you prefer and why? Option A
Focus Area 6: Vice Presidents
Commission seeks further views on the following options to uphold the key principle that all trustees
should have equal levels of responsibility:
• Vice Presidents will only be the succeeding VPs, with other members of the Trustee Board holding
the title ‘Trustee’
• all members of the Trustee Board except for the President should have the title of Vice-President
Which option do you prefer and why? Option A. We don’t see how the suggestion of calling all
trustees VP prevents the issue of an assumed superiority. Under option B succeeding VPs could still be seen
as superior to non-succeeding VPs. The key principle of the TB is that all trustees have equal levels of
responsibility.
Focus Area 7: Strengthening the Role of Council
Commission recommends strengthening the role of Council:
• Council should be pinnacle of the Institution’s Learning Society, with the LS Committee and Panels
reporting through the Council
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• there should be a trustee who is Vice President / Trustee for the Council, who will also act as ViceChair of the Council
• ToR of both TB and should require the TB to consult Council on defined, significant matters
• TB must provide a reasoned explanation to the Council if it declines to accept the Council’s advice.
What are your views on this recommendation? – no comment
Have you any other suggestions?
Focus Area 8: Transparency and Engagement
Commission recommends the measures aside to improve transparency and engagement.
Have you any views on these issues? No comment
Focus Area 9: Special General Meetings
Commission recommends:
• no change to the number of members required to requisition an SGM
• that non-Voting Members may make an oral contribution at an SGM
• By-Laws are amended to permit electronic voting for voting
Have you any views on these issues? No comment

Regards
Alan Warren
BSc(Eng) DIC MSc CEng FICE
All Reservoirs Panel Engineer

Chair, The British Dam Society
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