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Paul Jowitt 

Opening Remarks in Favour of the SGM Proposals   

Whichever side you are on, thank you for attending.  Thanks to those who supported the SGM Call, 
from the full spectrum of ICE’s Membership.  IEng, CEng, Members and Fellows.  From the Far East to 
the Far South West.  From China to Chatham.  All ages.  All ranks.  

Not all can be here.   

Why the SGM?   

Because the recent ballot on Governance is the result of a flawed process that totally failed to engage 
with the Membership in any consultation, let alone discussion and debate.   

And the failed process resulted in a flawed option being put to a short notice ballot over the summer.   

A ballot to transfer Governance from a Council of Trustees elected by the Membership to a Trustee 
Board appointed from within. 

 

The ICE claimed in its FAQs (which suddenly popped up halfway through the Ballot), that they had 
consulted widely.   

Really?   

The idea of transferring Governance was brought to Council in October 2017.   

The process was driven by the Executive Board – which is almost identical to the proposed Trustee 
Board!   

Council Members were asked to keep it confidential.   

Look at the Council Minutes since last October.   

There are no Minutes!  The record is blank. 

The DG briefed the UK Regional Affairs Committee – comprising 12 Regional Chairs and 12 Regional 
Members of Council - who had already been asked to keep it quiet!   

And that is it as far as Membership briefing is concerned, never mind consultation, engagement and 
debate.   

Absolute Zero. 

 

At no time since October 2017 did the Membership at large receive any email notification that 
Governance changes were on the cards.   

Of course, we got lots of emails about ICE Training, ICE Recruitment, ICE Conferences and ICE 
Rewards…  I got ten last week! 

But behind the scenes, the ICE had been on manoeuvres about Governance Changes for quite some 
time.   

In 2013, a Company Doctor suggested Council should be done away with and everything put in the 
hands of the Executive Board.   

But - of course - the ICE is a Charity, not a Company.  At least not yet! 

And so in 2014 a consultancy report on ICE Governance was commissioned from leadership experts 
Saxton Bampfylde –.   
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On the Principle of “Working effectively as individuals and as a team” it said: 

“…it might be worth considering whether Council and the Executive Board should take more pro-
active steps to engage the Institution’s membership.” 

Now, there’s a thought! 

The Report made 13 Recommendations…. 

Number 1.  …we believe that the Institution as currently structured can address the challenges it 
faces, and major structural change would both delay and complicate this essential work. 

Number 13.  A credible and consistent approach is needed to the tension between being international 
in ambition, whilst appearing to focus primarily on influencing and informing opinion in the UK.  

So that was booted into the long grass and another tack adopted.   

Enter the Charity Commission and its Guidance for Larger Charities 

It has 7 Guiding Principles.  All very important. 

Number 7 is about Transparency – Openness and Accountability 

This has not been the standout feature of ICE’s behaviour in this wholly flawed process. 

The ICE hired a charity lawyer.  Their advice to Council was to question their competence and suggest 
that the ICE might be verging on illegality by having a Trustee body of 44 rather than 12.   

Utter nonsense!   

I’ve read the ‘Charity Governance Code for Larger Charities’!   

Nowhere.  Nowhere, does the Charity Commission specify the size of the Trustee Body.   

A body of 12 is not a requirement.   

Trustee Board models vary.   

But in terms of good Governance, it should be axiomatic that the Senior Management Group and the 
Trustees should be separate.   

But what was in the Ballot was an Unelected Trustee cum Management Board left to mark its own 
homework.   

It used to be clearly understood that the President and Council (ie the Trustees) set the policy and the 
DG and the ICE Staff delivered it.   

When these roles get confused, things go wrong.   

We are now in danger of things going wrong!...… just as we have just seen with others who have 
similar Trustee Structures to those now being proposed.   

We shouldn’t have to read Private Eye to find out what’s been going on.   

 

The ICE is a large charity, but it is not the RSPB, Save the Children or Water Aid  

You don’t have to be an ornithologist to be a member of the RSPB  

You don’t have to be a care worker to be a supporter of Save The Children.   

You don’t even have to be an engineer to be a supporter of Water Aid.   

But you do have to be a Civil Engineer/allied professional to be a member of the ICE. 
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Without its members, ICE would not exist. 

The ICE is a member-based institution, a charity, established for the public good.  Responsible for the 
professional qualification of its members. 

Changes to its governance should be determined by Discussion and Debate among its Members, not 
simply offered up as a short notice, one choice, summer holiday option developed in secret. 

Some might ask if it matters whether ICE’s Trustees are directly Elected or internally Appointed? 

Yes it does – because the ICE is not a ‘tin rattling charity’ with ‘donors’ unconnected/unaffected by 
the activities of the charity itself.   

Its Members are subject to it for their professional qualifications.   

And its Members are key in developing the knowledge and practice that enable the ICE to fulfil its 
Objectives as stated in the Charter – “to promote and foster the art and science of civil engineering”.   

Other charities – especially those involving professional qualification - use a variety of trustee 
models.   

None, so far as I can tell, are so dependent on internal appointments… 

The size of Council is not the critical issue, but its composition is – the majority of the Trustees should 
be elected from the Membership. 

There’s nothing sacrosanct about 44.   It’s possible to get Council down to as low as 17 with the 
majority directly elected.  A bit of re-jigging of the “constituencies” is all that is required.  Eg 4 from 
the UK Regions, 4 from the International Regions and 1 from G&S.   

But with the proposed Trustee cum Management Board of 12, with 8 being the President and 7 VPs, 
where is the Governance?  There is none. 

 

Much has also been said by the ICE about the need for Agility. 

Agility to do what exactly? 

The only example offered was the purchase of 8 Storeys Gate. 

I can tell you now that as a member of Council at the time, and chairing it as President in 2009-10, 
Agility and Challenge was never a problem.  Lots of agility was required.  There was no indecision.  
But there was challenge.  And rightly so.   

The reasons for calling this SGM are fully encapsulated by the 3 Resolutions: 

A flawed process, that deliberately avoided any meaningful Membership engagement and resulting 
in Governance proposals which shift Governance from an elected Council to an internally 
appointed Board, and accountable in practice to no-one.   

And a quick ballot over the summer while no-one was looking 

 

You have the three Resolutions before you.   

For me they are totally compelling.  They represent Best Practice 

Let the debate begin!  
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Closure   Democracy and Trust in Council 

Let me remind you why we are challenging Council’s decision to put ICE’s Governance to the recent 
ballot.   

I wouldn’t expect elected MPs to spend 9 months in confidential discussions to replace Parliament by 
an unelected body, and then put that to a short notice referendum with only one side of the 
argument being heard. 

I wouldn’t expect the Trustees of Arup to spend 9 months in confidential discussion to turn itself into 
a plc and then put that to a short notice ballot of staff with only one side of the argument being 
heard. 

I wouldn’t expect the Trustees of a University such as my own at Heriot Watt, or the President’s at 
Cambridge, both of which are charities, to spend 9 months in confidential discussions to turn 
themselves into Institutes run by an unelected Board, and then put that to a short notice staff 
referendum in the long summer vacation with only one side of the argument being heard. 

For information, Cambridge’s Trustee Body comprises 23 Members.   

16 elected by the Members and Fellows of the University, 3 by the students and with 4 appointed 
others. 

The Charity Police are not beating down their door.  And as a world leading university in terms of 
research and innovation, they are not exactly short on agility, one of the supposed drivers for change 
at the ICE. 

So let us come to the Resolutions 

Resolution 1 

This SGM expresses disappointment with the ICE in its handling of the Governance Ballot changes to 
our Royal Charter, and its failure to conduct extensive consultation with the Membership at large. 

This is self-evidently true.   

To suggest otherwise is a combination of Trumpian Fake News and a distortion of Putinesque 
Proportions.  

There has been no consultation with the Membership but instead a couple of one-sided webinars 
cooked up halfway through the ballot and a slew of concocted FAQs. 

The flawed process has been led by the same Group of people that would be the New Trustees 
following a Yes Vote in the Ballot! 

An unelected inner circle. 

Resolution 2 calls for an open discussion and debate with the Membership at large  

This is what the ICE should have done in the first place. 

Resolution 3 requires Council to formulate new proposals for ICE Governance, and to then hold a 
new ballot. 

 

The future 

The ICE has just turned 200.   

In the next 200 years we want to see young people inspired by the ICE.   

Young people who might aspire to become its President.   
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Their path needs to be open.   

The ICE started in a Coffee Shop, open to all. 

It would be a tragedy now if the ICE’s Governance shifted from the openness and transparency of the 
Coffee Shop to the dark corners of a Closed Shop out of touch with its members, not just within the 
UK, but across the globe 

 

I urge you to vote FOR Resolutions 1, 2 and 3. 

Thank you 


