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News and Comment from the Concerned Ramblers

We last published CRnews nearly two years ago, 
and have remained quiet (but watchful) since 
then. In fact, there has been little to quibble 
about in that time but all good times come to an 
end and we feel that the recent Governance 
Review marks a change of climate and requires 
comment.

"A new governance structure for the Ramblers"

Some members have criticised this report very 
harshly indeed, but it is sufficient to say that it is 
confused, arbitrary, contradictory, full of loose 
ends, and its recommendations, if that's what 
they are, simply do not hang together as a 
workable policy.

For example : on group and area funding,  the 
report qualifies under all the adjectives above. 
On the one hand : groups should not  have to feel
they need a large number of members to receive 
the funding they need. On the other hand: we 
are proposing a move back towards per capita 
funding. And on the third hand, groups will be 
funded on a formula that includes a base level, 
and additional funding based on the numbers of 
group members.

Groups are the firm foundation of the Ramblers', 
and the proposed Group structure, or non-
structure would destroy that solid foundation 
and replace it with a sort of Quantum continuum 
with groups popping in and out of existence 
randomly. Throwing everything up in the air and 
seeing where things land is not a reliable method
for a serious report  

The working party has clearly been told that 
some issues are a no-go area; one of which must 
be the matter of a federation of independent  
groups.  The report says that we are not a 
federation. True, but they seem to have spent no
time at all considering whether we should be. If 
you really want to "remove restraints on the way 
groups operate" a federal system might well be 
the way. There would also be considerable 

savings at CO. So, certainly worth consideration.

The" proposals affecting the Board of Trustees"
are a cause for concern. Less than half the Board 
elected by the members - what price our 
democratic values? There is no reason for 
anyone to be elected without the support of the 
members - regardless of what voting system we 
have. The proposal to increase the theoretical 
term of office for trustees to six years (two 
consecutive three year terms) is a recipe for 
stagnation, and would delay new talent. Three 
years is quite long enough. The three officer 
positions should be elected by the membership.

Let's get one thing straight: we have" one 
member one vote" already - what the report 
means by this lazy and disingenuous description 
is a direct voting system rather than our present 
representative structure. We have commented 
before on the claim that direct voting is more 
"democratic" and why we disagree, and 
compared it with experience of other charities. 
Here's what we said in Autumn 2012. It's still 
valid........
"........an idea was floated which struck right at 
the heart of our democratic structure, and the 
ability of members to participate in the 
governance of the organisation. This was the 
matter of direct election of officers and trustees. 
Insultingly called “one man one vote,” as if we 
didn’t already have exactly that in our present 
representative/delegate democratic system. The 
immediate effect of this would be the loss of any 
effective representation. 
What’s wrong with it? A lot of charities run that 
way. So they do, and we are all familiar with 
what happens in those charities when trustees 
are elected. A list of people you’ve never heard 
of, handpicked by the Chair and CE, is presented 
and you are invited to vote on the basis of their 
recommendation. You are also invited to cede 
your proxy vote on all issues  to the Chairman, 
and then to push off. The gulf between members 
and the executive is hugely increased. In 
contrast, our present system ensures people are 
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always voting for someone they know, or have 
the opportunity to know at each level. 
What’s the attraction then for a CE? The ability to
appoint a complaisant Board who will rubber-
stamp the CE’s decisions. There is no channel for 
the collective voice of the membership, and 
complaints from individual members can be 
brushed safely aside, or ignored. This works in 
some charities, and some very good and 
successful ones at that, because members are 
happy to contribute and then let them get on 
with it.
But we are different  in the Ramblers’– members 
are involved in the work of the organisation to a 
far greater extent than in the “ordinary” charity –
well over half1 of the work of the Ramblers’ is 
carried out by its volunteers.
This level of commitment and involvement in the 
work demands and deserves a matching 
involvement in the governance of the 
organisation."

In fact, the present structure supplies practically 
everything that the 2013 GC motion sought with 
one big gap - the inability of the General Council 
to instruct the Board on policy matters: a simple 
recommendation to restore this historic ability 
would unblock the channel from individual 
member via group, area, and GC to the trustees,  
and we would once more have a fully working 
representative  democracy.
It is, of course a pity that so few members involve
themselves in governance at group and area 
level, but results in other charities that have 
direct voting show very low participation levels 
indeed, as did the results of the surveys attached 
to the Governance report.
And just a word on those Survey Monkeys - they 
were disgracefully skewed, and this was so 
obvious that it must have contributed to the low 
numbers responding. A mockery of consultation.

Now some comments from an Area chairman -

 My Area Comments on the proposals

Our area is happy with the existing structure, and
would not welcome the proposed changes.
What the suggested structure fails to recognise is
that all members of the ramblers at both group 
and area level are volunteers, who in the first 
instance have joined to undertake the main 

objective, which is walking. Central Office needs 
to get out of the office, to talk meaningfully with 
areas and Groups to establish any real problems, 
instead of presenting a biased survey monkey yet
again.
Members found the survey questions confusing, 
contradictory and ambiguous: constructed in 
such a manner as to be skewed to accept only an 
answer which found favour in the new proposal 
and nothing else. Any comments expressed 
which were not directly in line with the new 
proposals would not be incorporated within the 
statistics produced, These will only reflect the 
new structure, not the appropriateness of the old
or a hybrid of the two.
Everything old is bad, everything new is good.
No explanation has yet been given as to why it is 
felt that the existing system is now inappropriate 
for our needs. As I recall, at General Council a 
motion was carried to investigate the 
appropriateness of Ramblers Governance 
structure, not to carry out a total rewrite of the 
structure of the organisation. This working party 
has overstepped their remit in producing this 
document.
The vision for the next ten years is much more 
importance than a complete upheaval of the 
current way we operate. If we are to implement 
some of the proposals within the vision 
statements then we need the support of as many
members as possible. Otherwise the ideals will 
remain just words on paper.
I hope that these proposals are not accepted by 
General Council.
Submitted as an individual and for and on behalf 
of the area.
Michael Counter, 
Chair North East Lancashire Area.

Finally:
It's clear that the report represents a 
considerable amount of hard work and we are 
sure that it was written in good faith, but it 
simply does not point a sensible route into the 
future and we urge General Council members to
reject any move to implement it.

1: estimates vary, but 75% is probably about right.     

Feel free to forward, circulate or copy this newsletter 
to other Ramblers’ members who may be interested.
If you are reading a borrowed or circulated copy and 
would like to receive our future publications direct, 
mail: ramblersman@btinternet.com

Editor: John Elfes
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