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Explanatory Note:
Responses to Feedback on Governing Arrangements

In December of last year, the Boards of LJ and MRJ established respective Implementation
Committees to look at feedback and to guide the process to the EGMs in May.

The Implementation Committees, which meet together, received feedback on three broad areas
to which they have responded:

The Forum

Feedback:
— That the role and function of the Forum is insufficiently clear in the materials for such an
important part of the governing arrangements.

Response:

— That there be changes to the Articles and Rules to make the membership and processes of
the Forum clearer, and to clarify the difference between the Forum and General Meetings of
Members.

— That there should be an explanatory note to articulate more clearly the role and vision for the
Forum as the way in which the strategy and direction of the new Movement is shaped. That
this should be appended to the governing documents.

— That the initial document ‘Key Features of the Governing Arrangements’ be updated to clarify
the roles of the Forum and General Meetings of Members

Feedback:
— That the process by which the agenda and content of Forum meetings is planned should be
specified in the documents.

Response:
— That a Forum Planning Group (FPG) be established. This should always include the Chair of

the Trustee Board, at least one member of the clergy bodies, representatives of the senior
professional team.

Nominations Group

Feedback:

— That the membership of the Nominations Group should be confirmed by the Forum not only
the Board.

Response:

— That this change should be made.

Role of clergy

Feedback:
— That clergy have a unique role in a religious movement. That this role should be articulated
clearly in the foundational documents of the new Movement.




Response:

— That the clergy bodies should have formal representation in the Forum.

— Thatrepresentative/s of the clergy should be on the Forum Planning, Nominations and Review
Groups.

— That a report from the Clergy Bodyl/ies should be a standing item for the Forum.

— Clarification that clergy representation on the Board is permanent.

— That if the combination proceeds, a covenantal agreement be created between the new
Movement and clergy and appended to the Rules and Articles.

Technical Clarifications / Amendments
The Implementation Committees also received feedback on a number of more technical areas:

Rule 1.3 and in Interpretations
Definition of clergy bodies changed to remove implication that the Board could choose not to
recognise an established clergy body.

Rule 4.3
Clarity about process by which the membership agreement is amended.

Rule 7.2
Dispute resolution time frame for each stage extended to six weeks from one month.

Article 6.9
Financial reporting requirement changed from requiring an ‘independent accountant’ to an
‘independent person’ reflecting the needs of some smaller communities.

Article 6.14

Clarity that, in the case of unincorporated charities, the representative individual (who is the
registered member for Companies Act purposes) does not have individual liability for the
community contribution.

Article 8.4
Removal of liability for contributions for members suspended by the Board.

A number of other changes of wording have been made for clarity and completeness

Other feedback for which changes were not made

In three areas, the Implementation Committees received feedback which did not lead to
amendments or clarifications:

Feedback:
— That the Forum should be able to pass resolutions that are binding on the Board of Trustees.

Response:

The Implementation Committees commissioned independent advice on this issue from a solicitor
with a specialism in charity law. The advice received was that this would not be good practice as
it conflicts with the legal duty of trustees to act independently in what they consider to be the best
interests of the charity as a whole and not to fetter their own autonomy.

The Forum can pass resolutions that are meaningful, directional, and influential. By expressing
the shared voice of our communities and clergy, the Forum will shape strategy and steer the
Board’s work.

The Board will be expected to have due regard to the voice of stakeholders expressed at the
Forum, as this is necessarily their duty as Trustees of a membership organisation.

If the Board acts against this shared vision, constituent members have the sanction to call a
general meeting, to pass a resolution of no confidence, and ultimately to remove Trustees.



Feedback:

— That a differently weighted voting system be adopted that includes a greater stagger to reflect
community size.

— That a differently weighted voting system be adopted with a one member one vote model.

Response:

Any voting system is a compromise. Many different systems were modelled. The Implementation
Committees believe that the current proposal is oriented towards a consensus approach to
decision making, and is carefully calibrated to ensure that for a vote to be carried, it must have
support from a diverse range of communities. This avoids any one group or region dominating
the rest, which is more likely in alternative models.

It is the view of the Implementation Committee that the proposed model is the correct one for the
early stages of the Movement, but that it should be considered in Year 3 as part of the review.

Feedback:

— That there should be greater specificity about the features of Associate and Full members
Response:

It was felt that a broader, more permissive, outline is preferable, especially to reflect the significant

diversity that exists in our Associate communities and their very different needs and abilities to
contribute to the new Movement as a whole

Feedback:
— That the autonomy of communities is not sufficiently clear in the governing documents.

Response:
It is felt that the autonomy of communities is clearly protected in the Membership Agreement.



