Association of Blind Citizens of New Zealand Inc

Release of Governance Working Group Report and Recommendations

The Foundation’s Board of Directors has released the Governance Working Group Report – A Blueprint for Change.   It has released the report minus the two appendices referred to i.e. Terms of Reference (Appendix I) and Principles of Partnership with Consumer Organisations (Appendix II).

The Association has agreed to handle requests for the distribution of formats.  We will however be ensuring that the document is released in its entirety i.e. with the Foundation Board Chair’s introduction plus the two appendices.
Documents provided in conjunction with the Governance Working Group Report include:

a)
Introduction from RNZFB Board Chair, Geraldine Glanville

b)
Governance Working Group Report  - A Blueprint for Change

c)
Appendix I – GWG Terms of Reference

d)
Appendix II – Principles of Partnership between the Royal New Zealand Foundation of the Blind (RNZFB) and Consumer Organisations

GOVERNANCE WORKING GROUP REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction from Board Chair, Geraldine Glanville

26 February 2010

Most of you will be aware that the board received a good deal of unfavourable feedback in response to its proposal to alter the composition of the board to comprise six directors elected by the membership and three directors whom the board would co-opt.  Given the unpopularity of this proposal and in an effort to reach a compromise, the board agreed to the formation of a Governance Working Group (GWG) to address real and perceived difficulties with the way we now carry out our constitutional responsibilities in relation to both self-determination and good governance. 

The GWG was comprised of six people, three each nominated by the board’s of both the Foundation and the ABC, and chosen for their interest in and knowledge of the issues under discussion rather than as representatives of their nominating bodies.  An independent facilitator conducted the six teleconference discussions and compiled the final report and recommendations.  

Although not bound to support all the recommendations, the board has now selected those it will begin to progress.  The first will see the development of a governance competency framework to define the competencies needed in an optimal RNZFB board.  Such a framework is not an end in itself.  It will however allow the board to identify and communicate the gaps in its skills, knowledge, experience, values, attributes and board responsibilities that will provide the basis for a future co-option process that is both robust and transparent.  

The need for Board Directors to engage more widely with the membership is also being addressed, and opportunities for future dialogue will continue to be investigated as funding permits.  

In the meantime, management has been requested to explore possibilities for including a segment in regular Consumer Consortium meetings where selected board directors can engage in a strategic dialogue with consumer representatives.

Entitled “A Blueprint for Change”, the report is now being released for your information.  Please note that the appendices have not been included.

G Glanville

RNZFB Board Chair

A BLUEPRINT FOR CHANGE

Royal NZ Foundation of the Blind

Governance Working Group 

Report October 2009 

Introduction

The Board of the Foundation (the Board) established a working group to undertake a review of governance matters that had been raised over the past few years by Consumer Organisations and by the Board itself.  This resulted in the formation of a Governance Working Group (the Group) the Terms of Reference for which are attached; Appendix 1.  In summary the Group has been charged with finding practical and sustainable mechanisms to address real and perceived difficulties associated with:

1. Finding and persuading competent individuals to stand for the RNZFB Board. 

2. Opportunities for electors to assess individual Director performance.

3. Elector inability to make an informed choice from amongst those standing in elections.

4. The maximum ideal size of the board.  

5. Board apprehension about ensuring a balance of Director skills and breadth of perspectives that will sustain the Foundation into the future.  

The process was facilitated by Kevin McCaffrey a Partner in Effective Governance NZ Ltd.  The Group held a series of meetings, by conference call, which enabled them to debate the issues and bring forward a set of recommendations to the Board for their consideration. 
The Group agreed to focus on governance processes and then to consider what changes may be needed to the Constitution. Accordingly, the Group worked through the governance lifecycle to identify the issues involved, the key points to consider, and then developed a series of recommendations which are contained in this report.
It should be noted the debate within the Group was vigorous and conducted in positive manner where participants displayed respect both for the individuals involved and the views presented. The contents of this report are endorsed by all of the participants of the Governance Working Group.
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Definitions

The Foundation: The Royal New Zealand Foundation of the Blind as the entity.

Members: Members of the Foundation as defined in the Constitution.
Consumer Organisations: Groups within the blind community who actively seek to influence the Foundation; and seek self determination on behalf of members.

Stakeholders: Those who choose to take an interest in the Foundations affairs; this will include Members, Donors, Volunteers, Suppliers and members of the general public.

External Agencies: Third Party organisations that have a relationship or interest in the Foundation’s affairs such as Funders and Government Agencies.

1.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations made by the Group are set out immediately below.  Our recommendations have been assigned to one or more of the five issues we were asked to address in the Terms of Reference.

	Terms of Reference
	Summary of Recommendations

	1. Finding and persuading competent individuals to stand for the RNZFB Board
	Develop and promulgate a set of core values (including those in this report) to underpin the Foundation’s governance.

Develop and maintain a Governance Competency Framework for the “Optimal Board’. The Board should regularly organise a Consumer Group day which would provide an ongoing opportunity for dialogue with Consumer Organisations and members to discuss the skills attributes and abilities needed on the Board.


	2. Opportunities for electors to assess individual Director performance.
	The Board meetings to be recorded and streamed via the web. 

Implement a formal board evaluation process with input from Consumer Organisations and members to measure the Board’s achievement against good governance practices which are tailored to meet the Foundation’s needs.

Conduct a peer evaluation process where each Director assesses the other against criteria which are tailored to the Foundation’s values; this process should provide an appropriate mechanism for input from members and Consumer Organisations.

	3. Elector inability to make an informed choice from amongst those standing in elections.
	Develop an “Optimal Candidate Profile” based on the Governance Competency Framework; and develop a means of sharing this with members and Consumer Organisations.

	4. The maximum ideal size of the board.  
	The Constitution is changed to remove the Associate Member seat from the Board. Given the history of co-opting only one person this would typically mean a board of 9 but a maximum of 10.

Retain Co-option at a maximum of two but revise the process (see below).

	5. Ensuring a balance of Director skills and breadth of perspectives that will sustain the Foundation into the future.
	Develop and promulgate a set of core values (including those in this report) to underpin the Foundation’s governance.

Develop and maintain a Governance Competency Framework for the “Optimal Board’.

Revise the Co-option process to define the need using the Competency Framework, consult with stakeholders, and appoint candidates that fit the defined candidate profile.


Detailed recommendations are contained in each section of the report.

2.
KEY THEMES IDENTIFIED 

Throughout the Group’s discussion a number of recurring themes emerged which were hindering governance of the Foundation and its relationships with some members and with Consumer Organisations.  These themes have their roots in the processes of governance rather than between the people or personalities involved. Overall there is a mutual respect for the people involved and their views.
The following is a summary of these key themes:

· There has developed a lack of trust between the Board, Consumer Organisations and “the electorate”.

· A cause of this lack of trust has been the perception of a lack of meaningful dialogue between the Board and Consumer Organisations.

· One of the most critical of the Board’s values must be to engage with Consumer Organisations and other key stakeholders in an effective way.

· Directors must be able to demonstrate an absolute belief in the ability of blind people to be fully functioning members of society; and contributors to all aspects of the Foundation and its work.

· The voice of blind people is best informed by multiple, independent and well resourced groups that have the opportunity to debate and develop a viewpoint to take to the Foundation and its Board.

· It is not for the Directors to choose for themselves what the voice of the blind is; that is done for them by blind people- the Foundation’s membership.

· Finding the best people to serve on the Board will always pose some degree of difficulty; as the highest polling candidates are not necessarily the best performing members on the board. 
· Moreover, at this juncture, the linkages with possible candidates outside the blind and vision impaired community are not strong.

· The co-option process has brought governance issues to a head; which is not a reflection on the candidates involved.

In light of the above, the Group agreed to focus on possible improvements to the governance processes rather than examining possible changes to the Constitution. This was because changing the Constitution requires a significant majority at an AGM; and in the event such changes are not accepted the status quo will prevail.

3.
KEY PRINCIPLES AGREED 
The Group identified a set of principles to underscore their views in this Blueprint for Change.

· The Board must develop and promulgate a set of core values to underpin the Foundation’s governance.  These principles should be aligned to the Foundation’s values and the Principles of Partnership with Consumer Organisations. Attached as Appendix 2.

· The values and attributes of a suitable Director should be as follows.  

A suitable Director should: 

· Have an absolute belief in the true ability of blind people to be fully functioning members of society; and contributors to all aspects of the Foundation and its work.

· Understand the role of the Foundation is to work to meet those aspirations and to help develop those expectations.

· Have the belief that blind people are in the best position to decide how resources raised in their name are used.

· Be prepared to engage in meaningful dialogue with members to ensure members are heard and the plans and priorities set by governance are clearly communicated.

· Have a passion for the mission and vision of the Foundation.
It was felt these values and attributes would help enshrine the principles of self determination within the governance of the Foundation.

· Meaningful dialogue between the Board and Consumer Organisations and members will increase transparency and promote good governance within the Foundation.

· It is the role of the Board to develop and to maintain governance processes that:

· Informs the electorate.

· Attracts candidates to the election process.

· Manages the co-option process in accordance with agreed principles.

· Inducts Directors to both the organisation and its framework for governance.

· Manages board processes in a transparent manner.

· Evaluates the Board’s performance and the performance of Directors.

· Maintains effective dialogue with members and with Consumer Organisations.

· The Board has the delegated authority to govern on behalf of the members and the recommendations in this report do not seek to diminish the authority of the Board to govern.

· If the Board’s authority were to be diminished then members could not hold the Board and Directors directly accountable.

Changes recommended in this report should, where possible, be in place by the 2010 election.

4.
DEFINING THE SKILLS, ATTRIBUTES NEEDED &    
INFORMING MEMBERS

This section deals with the process to define the skills, attributes and abilities needed at board level and how to provide information to the electorate so they have an informed choice when deciding amongst potential candidates.
Key Issues

· The election process does not always have a high turnout or a wide selection of candidates.

· Historically higher turnouts and numbers of candidates may be proportional to the level of dissatisfaction of members.

· The people who are best known within the electorate are continually re-elected; but the frequency of re-election does not necessarily reflect their actual performance.

· The Foundation does not have a Governance Competency Framework which would inform members of the skills, attributes, and abilities sought by the Board to fill vacant Director positions.
Key Points

· There is a need to inform people about the preferred selection criteria for candidates based on a competency and skills matrix that maps to the Foundation’s values and strategy.

· The Group believes the Board needs to ensure people are informed about the role and the demands of directorship in a down to earth way to encourage an ordinary person to stand without unduly emphasising the need for prior business or governance experience. For example it would be stated it is OK if this is a person’s first experience in sitting on a board. 
· The Foundation’s members should not lean on the fact that being blind is a prerequisite to be on the board. The work of the Foundation can be learned if a person shares the fundamental values of the Foundation and its aspirations for its members. 

· The Board is not a static being, it will evolve and change; it cannot be exclusive to just the business or to the blind community.
Kevin McCaffrey advised that given agreement on core values it is possible to develop skills, attributes and abilities framework against which members could be advised of:

· How this framework maps to the Foundation’s strategic direction.

· How well the current Board as a collective matches the skills etc required and any gaps.

· The profile of “optimal” candidates who could fill gaps or enhance the Board’s skill set, whilst not anointing any individual candidates as being preferred or pre-qualified.
It was noted that:

· If the Board was to engage in regular and meaningful dialogue with stakeholder groups, Consumer Organisations and others; they would be better equipped to advise members on replenishing skills and finding potential candidates with appropriate values. This may reduce the number of individuals seeking election due mainly to dissatisfaction or feeling disaffected.

· There needs to be consensus about what type of candidate the Board is seeking but not WHO – neither the Board nor Consumer Organisations should act as a Nominations Committee that screen candidates ahead of the democratic process taking place. 

· To stimulate candidate interest and voter turnout, use could be made of the Annual General Meeting and various technologies such as streaming events and Q&A sessions with potential candidates.

· It was agreed the Board is the owner of the process to stimulate voter turnout and to attract candidates; and must make best endeavours to do so in every election.
However, all the Board can do is to provide a process which allows the electorate to make an informed choice amongst potential candidates and about whether they decide to participate in the election. Low turnouts do not necessarily signal major problems with the democratic process or indifference with the Foundation; but if dissatisfaction levels rise then members will respond accordingly.

Recommendations

I. Develop and promulgate a set of core values (including the values set out in this document) to underpin the Foundation’s governance which are aligned to the Foundations values and the Principles of Partnership with Consumer Organisations.
II. Develop and maintain a Governance Competency Framework that maps to the agreed values, strategy and identifies the skills, attributes and abilities for the “Optimal Board’.
III. Compare the current Board to the Governance Competency Framework and identify gaps.
IV. Develop an “Optimal Candidate Profile” and develop a means of sharing this with members and Consumer Organisations. See section 7.

5.
CO-OPTION OF DIRECTORS

Key Issues

· There was considerable debate about the need to co-opt Directors and the process involved; rather than the quality of the persons co-opted. For example, it was reported to the Group that the Board had once gone through a two stage process co-option in one day which created some mistrust with members, as members expected greater consultation as part of the co-option exercise.

· Co-option is an optional process and is discretionary; it must not be an exercise in targeting favoured individuals to become Directors, even if that is done in good faith.

· There was concern co-option was an automatic choice of the Board rather than a deliberate decision to fill a defined need or to obtain the perspective of a particular group in a governance role.

· It is worth noting that since the introduction of the current Constitution there has only been a single co-option on each occasion. The choice of co-opting 2 people has not been exercised.

· The sequence of events leading to co-opting a director is critical and should follow an election using a two stage process as required by the Constitution.

· Engagement with Consumer Organisations in that process would improve the transparency and decision making process concerning co-option.

Key Points

· There must be a considered decision to make an appointment to the Board based on an identified need or gap on the Board using the Governance Competency Framework.

· When identifying a gap on the Board this could be for skills and attributes etc but it could also be the need for the presence of a voice or a perspective; such as youth. For example, the Board may feel strongly enough about this issue to seek support to reserve a co-opted position for youth.

· In identifying any gap or perspective the Board should engage with key stakeholders and Consumer Organisations to seek support for the initiative and to seek candidates for the vacant position.

· The Board should let people know the profile of the type of person they are seeking to co-opt and give people an opportunity to be considered, it should not be just a shoulder tapping exercise done in private.

· That said, in the end it is the Board’s decision as to who is co-opted to become a Director.

· Candidates who are unsuccessful in an election should immediately be eligible for consideration for co-option to the Board, if the Board wishes to co-opt a Director to fill an identified need. In doing so they would receive no greater or less consideration than any other candidate. This would require a change to the Constitution.
· Should a Director be voted off the Board and then returned by way of co-option it could be seen by members as frustrating the democratic process. However, it was observed it would be unwise of the Board to “reappoint” a person whom the members had voted off the Board; and the Board could expect a backlash from members for taking such a step.

· Individuals who are co-opted should serve for one year and ideally then seek election to the Board in the next election if their particular skills or perspective is still required. The logic being that if the co-opted Director has built a profile within the blind and vision impaired community during his or her one year term and demonstrated their value to the Foundation then they would stand a good chance of re-election on their own merits.

Recommendations
I. The co-option decision should always follow the election process; from which the Board can see what the democratic process has produced versus the optimal board profile identified in the Governance Competency Framework. The identified gap gives rise to a clearly defined need.
II. The Board should consult with Consumer Organisations with a view to agreeing there is a need to seek an additional Director through the co-option process.
III. In the end the decision to proceed with co-option is the Board’s, and should be based on meaningful dialogue with Consumer Organisations.
IV. In the event of a decision to co-opt, the Board should consult with member and Consumer Organisations to seek prospective candidates.
V. The Board may choose to consult with Consumer Organisations as to the suitability or acceptability of prospective candidates for co-option. 
However, any such discussions would need to be highly confidential and sensitive to the reputation and reaction of prospective candidates. 
VI. Candidates who were unsuccessful in an election are eligible for co-option.
VII. The final decision on who to co-opt is made by the Board and the Board alone.  And the Board is accountable for the results of that decision.
VIII. A co-opted person should serve for one year only. Thereafter they may either seek election to the Board through the same process as other candidates, or the Board may seek to have them reappointed on a co-opted basis using the above process for co-option.
IX. Throughout the process of deciding whether to co-opt, the Board and Consumer Organisations need to follow the Principles of Partnership.

6.
COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD
Key Issues
· The Constitution provides the Board may have a maximum of 11 persons.  Of the 11 Board seats:

· 1 seat is designated as the “associates’ seat”;

· 8 seats are designated as “general seats”; and 

· There may be up to 2 “co-opted seats”.
· The Board’s proposal was for the Board to comprise a maximum of 9 Directors. 

· Six of the nine Directors would be elected by those currently entitled to vote for the general seats.

· There would be no associate seat.

· There would be three co-opted members who serve for a period of two years, but may be reappointed by the elected Directors to serve further terms.  
· Members of the Group expressed a range of views as to the optimum number of Directors but it was decided there is no compelling or definitive logic that identifies the “right” number to have around the board table.

· Consumer Group representatives were of the view the Board’s proposal would be voted down by the membership which would leave all concerned with the status quo and an opportunity to make improvements to the governance process might be lost.
Key Points

· There was agreement the associate seat should be removed which reduces the Board by one. Given the history of co-opting only one person this would typically mean a board of 9 but a maximum of 10.
Recommendations

I. The Constitution is changed to permit unsuccessful candidates to be co-opted onto the Board.
II. The Constitution is changed to remove the Associate Member seat from the Board.
III. The number of Directors to be co-opted is to remain at two, using the process previously described.
IV. Co-opted members serve only for a period of one year but can be co-opted once again using the co-option process previously described.
V. The Board should use an independent facilitator to manage the process of co-option.

7.
THE BOARD AND ITS PROCESSES

Induction
Key Issues

· The current induction process for Directors is considered inadequate and needs to be improved so that it does not end at their first board meeting.

· The process also provides an opportunity to develop effective relations with Consumer Organisations.
Recommendations

The Board develop and maintain a comprehensive induction programme for Directors which would include:

· Ensuring they have sufficient understanding of the Foundation’s values, vision and strategy.

· Ensuring an understanding of how the Foundation is achieving against the vision, strategy and business plan.

· Briefing them in sufficient depth on the “business” so they have some appreciation of operational issues that management are required to deal with.

· Meetings with the CEO, Executive Directors and other key personnel within the Foundation.  

· Meetings with Consumer Organisations.

· Indentifying their development needs over the next 2 years.

· Directors would benefit from access to Mentoring from persons who have a history and knowledge of the Foundation, so that Induction can be treated as an ongoing process

Access to Board Meetings

Key Issues

· There is a strong desire for the Board meetings to be more accessible to members via such methods as web streaming.
It is accepted that observing the Board does not necessarily give members a true perspective of the Board’s performance or that of an individual Director; as much of the work is done in committees, which is not seen by observers.

· Reporting of information is primarily by provision of the minutes of board meetings. These were also described as a sanitised report given any confidential or sensitive issues are dealt with in committees.

· There is a desire for greater transparency and dialogue with Consumer Organisations, rather than the current process of preparing submissions for the Board to consider; which is not a two way dialogue.
Recommendations

I. The Board meetings to be recorded and streamed via the web; provided a cost effective means of doing so can be found. 

II. Greater focus needs to be placed on providing information directly to Consumer Organisations and on seeking direct feedback on strategic matters facing the Board. This would require a level of mutual trust and confidentiality, and should not just focus on single issues. See section 8 re: Consumer Organisations engagement.

III. The Board is also responsible for communicating with other members; who are not part of a Consumer Organisation, and to seek their input accordingly. 

Collective Responsibility
Key Issues

· There is the ongoing challenge of balancing the confidentiality of the Board and the need to communicate with members and with Consumer Organisations.
Key Points
· Directors need to respect board decisions and if they have fundamental disagreement they should resign from the Board in order to advocate the counter viewpoint.

· However it was acknowledged that Directors could identify their own views which could be contrary to the decision made by the Board. They may identify that they voted against the decision and give their views to members provided it is not destructive to the Foundation; and not in the media.

In the end, the Group was of the view that a high level of transparency regarding governance decision making is desirable but not at the expense of good decision making.  Accordingly it is vital Directors act in the best interests of the Foundation and in a way that preserves the authority and powers of the Board.

Recommendation
That the Board record its protocols for collective responsibility and clearly communicate such to the members and Consumer Organisations.  In developing these protocols the Board needs to recognise the balance between Collective Responsibility as a Board; and the need for elected Directors to be accountable to their members.

Evaluation of the Board & Directors
Key Issues

· Members want to be able to evaluate the performance of the Board as a collective.

· Members also want to be able to evaluate the performance of individual Directors whom they vote into office.

· The current process of having observers at board meetings and distributing minutes provides limited information that is not necessarily a valid measure of the Board’s performance or the performance of individual Directors.
Key Points

· Evaluating the performance of the Board is achievable by reviewing the Foundation’s performance versus plan but this does not give an insight as to how the Board contributed.

· Evaluation of the Board’s adherence to good practice and to stakeholder engagement is measurable.

· Valid measurement of an individual Director’s performance is difficult to achieve 
Recommendations
I. Board Evaluation

The Board should implement a formal board evaluation process to measure their achievement against good governance practices which are tailored to meet the Foundation’s needs. This would cover the following: (as recommended by Kevin McCaffrey)

· Strategy Development

· Role Clarity

· CEO Oversight 

· Monitoring and Compliance

· Risk Management

· Policy Framework

· Stakeholder Engagement and Dialogue

· Decision Making

· Effective Governance Processes

· Board Dynamics

· Meeting Processes

· Committees Performance

· Performance of the Chairperson
Use of this evaluation process would be repeated regularly usually on an annual basis and in the case of the Foundation it would be possible to have Consumer Organisations rate the Board on some of these measures.
II. Individual Director Evaluation

It is important to ensure the underlying processes of the Board are performing to a satisfactory level before implementing evaluation of individual Directors. With this in place the Board should conduct a peer evaluation process where each Director assesses the other against criteria which is tailored to the Foundation’s values. This would include: (as recommended by Kevin McCaffrey)

· How the Director applies their knowledge, skills and abilities.
· The quality of their contributions.
· Their level of commitment to the role.
· If their behaviours aligned to the Foundation’s values.
· Their ability to interact with members and Consumer Organisations.
· Their personal development requirements.
It would also be possible to have involvement of members and Consumer Organisations in this process but such involvement would need to be managed within very strict protocols of confidentiality given the sensitive and personal nature of the information. 

8.
COMMUNICATION AND ENGAGEMENT WITH 
CONSUMER ORGANISATIONS
Key Points

· The Principles of Partnership document defines proposed relations between the Board and Consumer Organisations and shows the unique place they hold.

· It is important Directors engage in two ways: to hear what members have to say but also to promote the Board’s views in a respectful exchange of views – a dialogue.

· Whilst the Consumer Organisations have the interest and focus to engage with the Board; care must be taken to respect the balance of members who have equal rights to participation irrespective whether they choose to exercise it or not.

Recommendations 
I. The Board establishes a regular meeting with Consumer Organisations to establish an effective dialogue with such groups.
II. This regular exchange of views should focus on Strategic Issues such as:

· The Foundation’s Strategy 2020

· The 3 year Business Plan which determines the priorities and resourcing that will be applied in each annual budget.

III. The Board should regularly organise a Consumer Organisation Group day which would provide an ongoing opportunity for dialogue with Consumer Organisations and members, to ensure members have their say in a transparent dialogue which is shared across the blind community.

9.
NEXT STEPS
This report is presented to the Board as a “Blueprint for Change”. The Group request an opportunity to meet with the Board and to discuss their views in order to commence a dialogue that will allow all the parties to work towards implementation of their recommendations.
We also suggest the Chairperson of the Board and the National President of the Association of Blind Citizens of NZ Inc (as the two sponsoring organisations for the Governance Working Group) commence a dialogue about the most effective way of communicating the results of this Group’s work amongst members of the Foundation. 

APPENDIX I

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE GOVERNANCE WORKING GROUP

Introduction
It is generally agreed that the process by which directors find their way on to the RNZFB Board is not working as well as envisaged at the time the Constitution was implemented in 2003.  It is now time to explore the reasons for this and attempt to rectify shortcomings.  It is likely that solutions may lie outside as well as inside the Constitution.  

Purpose
This working group has been set up to address real and perceived difficulties with the Constitution and its implementation which are felt to be significantly detrimental to self-determination and/or good governance.  The working group will devise practical and sustainable mechanisms (constitutional and otherwise) that address specific concerns, including:

1.
Finding and persuading competent individuals to stand for 
the RNZFB Board. 

2.
Opportunities for electors to assess individual director 
performance.

3.
Elector inability to make an informed choice from amongst 
those standing in elections.
4.
The maximum ideal size of the board.  
5.

The need to ensure a balance of Director skills and breadth 
of perspectives that will sustain the Foundation into the 
future.  
6.
Other concerns that the working group feels need to be 
addressed to uphold the principles of self-determination and 
good governance.

Scope of work

As part of its work, the working group will:

· Consider submissions and meeting feedback received in response to the proposal circulated by the Board in December 2008;

·  Consider any further submissions received on issues relevant to self-determination and good governance not already cited for review by the working group;

· Take into account the review of the Constitution conducted by Buddle Findlay for the RNZFB board in 2009.  

As the project nears its completion, the working group will seek to engage the blind community’s assistance in gaining widespread support for any proposals and recommendations it will be presenting to the RNZFB board.

Authority
The working group will issue a report with recommendations which will be available to the Foundation's Board, members and stakeholders.  However the Board is not bound under these terms of reference to accept or action any proposals or recommendations submitted to it by the working group.

Membership

The working group will consist of six members, plus an independent external facilitator who will be mutually agreed upon by the remaining members of the working group.   

The members of the working group will be jointly chosen by the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the RNZFB and the National President of the Association of Blind Citizens of NZ Inc and will have the support of their respective boards.  

The members of the working group will operate independently and not represent any sector of the blind community with which they have connections.  They will be chosen for their knowledge of and particular interest in the issues under discussion.

Completion Date
The working group will submit its final report and recommendations to the RNZFB Board by 1 April 2010.  

Budget
The Board will approve a budget for the working group's activities.  The working group will be required to exercise restraint in the use of funding and to carry out its work in the most cost-effective way possible.  

APPENDIX II

PRINCIPLES OF PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN ROYAL NEW ZEALAND FOUNDATION OF THE BLIND (RNZFB) AND CONSUMER ORGANISATIONS

Purpose

The RNZFB recognises the value of working together with consumer organisations to meet the needs of blind, deafblind and vision impaired people and their whanau in New Zealand.  In acknowledgement of that value the RNZFB has worked together with consumer organisations to define the nine key Principles of Partnership below. These mutually agreed upon Principles are intended to guide meaningful collaboration characterised with respect, accountability and understanding as we work together to best meet the needs of blind, deafblind and vision impaired people and their whanau. 
PRINCIPLES OF PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN ROYAL NEW ZEALAND FOUNDATION OF THE BLIND (RNZFB) AND CONSUMER ORGANISATIONS
1.
Mutual understanding of and respect for the distinction between service provision and consumerism.

2.
Right to pursue independent policies and objectives (within 
the terms of the RNZFB Act 2002).
3.
Adherence to democratic principles and processes when 
taking major decisions.
4.
Obligation to actively attempt to resolve or understand 
disagreements through informed discussion.
5.
Obligation to advocate through a coordinated partnership on 
issues which are identified as being of common concern.
6.

The right to advocate individually on matters of specific 
interest, or where unresolved disagreements inhibit a 
coordinated approach.
7.
Public accountability in the use of funding.
8.
Obligation to share information and engage in meaningful 
dialogue.
9.
Recognition that all blindness organisations exist in order to 
add value to the lives of blind, deafblind and vision-impaired 
people and their whanau by meeting needs that are directly 
related to their blindness.  
Sara Peary

Executive Director Stakeholder Relations

Adopted by the NZBCC in April 2009

Endorsed by the RNZFB in May 2009
� See paper on consumerism at www.rnzfb.org.nz








