Fact Sheet

_____________________________________________________________________

THIS DOCUMENT WAS PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF SOME OF THE CLUB MEMBERS 

WHO ATTENDEDTHE ONTARIO COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING 

IN SEPTEMBER 2009

WE ARE ASKING YOUR CLUB TO CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS 
AS IT REACHES ITS DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO SUPPORT 
THE PROPOSAL OF THIS TASK FORCE 
OR 
TO RECOMMEND ANOTHER ALTERNATIVE OR APPROACH 
FOR CFUW GOVERNANCE RENEWAL

THE PROPOSAL FROM THE CFUW TASK FORCE ON GOVERNANCE:
WHAT YOU MAY NOT HAVE KNOWN PRIOR TO THE AGM:
· In early 2009, a Governance Task force committee was established with the approval of the Board of Directors in early 2009;
· There was no notice given by the Task Force of its intent to study the governance of CFUW or to communicate its recommendations to the membership prior to the AGM; 
· The Task Force was composed of only 3 national Board members. No club members were invited to participate in this initial stage. All input came only from other members of the Board of Directors;

· The mandate of this Task Force was to “determine a more efficient & flexible governance structure for CFUW in the 21st century and to implement these changes for the next biennium”;
· A mandate to study the governance structure of CFUW must always come from the membership. The current Board did not request this mandate from the members at any time;
· The Task Force used Article XIX, 1.3 of the CFUW Constitution as justification that its proposal to re-structure the national Board be considered an emergency;
·  By not seeking a mandate from its members, the Board went against the governance model of CFUW, i.e. a bottom-up, grass roots federation where the control, authority and direction comes only from its members.
· The concerns of the Task Force, in developing its proposal, was directed at:

· making communications more effective, timely and efficient;

· establishing clear lines of responsibility and authority; and 

· ensuring fiscal accountability
WHAT YOU MAY NOT BE AWARE OF SINCE THE AGM:

· The proposal of the Governance Task Force was presented to club members almost 8 months later at the Winnipeg AGM. It included
· a power point presentation;

· a governance package for study.
· Members were also told that there will be opportunities for open discussion at Regional Meetings with Board facilitators available as well as through a web-based on-line forum for club/member discussion and Q & A;
· BUT there was limited discussion of the proposal during the Saturday Business Session as well as during the Ontario Council Regional Meeting at the AGM;
· Members were informed to expect further information by Sept.1st, including the time when clubs’ ballots would be received, the deadline when these ballots would have to be returned and to whom, as well as when the results would be announced;
· What is the rush?

· Members were not given the opportunity to discuss this proposal at the Sept. Standing Committee Meeting.

· Regional Directors are expected to answer member questions at the Ontario Fall Gatherings and from club messaging. They are no more informed about the particulars of this proposal than you;
· Agendas for Fall Gatherings are set months in advance, leaving little or no time for discussion of this important issue.

THE MAJOR ISSUES AND QUESTIONS THAT COME FROM THIS PROPOSAL:

· The membership was never involved in giving neither its input nor its approval. Why not? 

· The mandate of CFUW is to advocate on issues that address the status of women, education and the environment, as it affects our health. There are currently THREE Directors who study these advocacy issues and assist the clubs in establishing concerted activities to address them. 
· Why did the Task Force cut this number to ONE Director (now called a VP) with the work of our extensive advocacy to be handled by 5 committees with its members coming from all parts of the country?
· Why is the voice of advocacy at the decision-making table being reduced to ONE voice? At a time in our country when women are actually losing rights for which our members have fought effectively, why are we silencing that voice?
· Heading the legislation, status of women and education committees will be the VPs from the Atlantic, Prairies and Quebec. With their regional responsibilities, when will they have time to devote to advocacy? 
· The VPs from Ontario and British Columbia will have no advocacy responsibilities with these committees and hence these provinces will have no voice in advocacy issues. Is this acceptable to you?
· How will advocacy by this Board be affected when there will be only ONE vote by this VP out of a total of 10 Board votes?
· There is no description of how this one VP will coordinate the work of all 6 committees under her direction, as well as how clubs will be engaged in addressing the issues which are national in scope. Why not?
· There are currently 113 clubs in CFUW, yet one year ago there were 123, making membership a critical concern for the organization. Why is there no Director of Membership included on this Board who is given the task & sufficient funds to develop a national membership drive? 

· Why not take the time to determine the first critical governance issue that needs to be addressed and then proceed in an organized manner to the next one, etc. 

· In 2006 at the Edmonton AGM, a motion was made by the Finance Director to raise the member dues by $5.00 for each of the next 3 years, beginning in 2007-2008. These dues increases were 
intended to restore our reserves to a healthy level. During this last year, the organization incurred a deficit of over $41,000. The deficit incurred came from the Administration arm, and not that of the Board. The Board actually spent less of its budget but the Administration spent more. This latest dues increase and its contribution to our reserve have been wiped out by this deficit. 
· The Board of Directors spent 12% below their budget, the Board meetings, 45% lower. Why then are we reducing the Board expenses and not the number of office staff? 
· This may be more efficient but there is no evidence from the Task Force that it will be more effective. 
· What measures will be put into place to restore our reserves and ensure that members will not be further taxed by yet another dues increase down the road? 
· What financial overview has been developed to show its members that this will not happen again? 
· What specific measures will this Board take to keep members informed about and involved in the financial status of their money?
· THERE ARE TOO MANY ISSUES WHERE NO PARTICULARS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED, including
· What are the identified concerns that this proposal seeks to correct?

· How will this proposal address declining membership, including club closures?

· How will this proposed structure support and extend the role of clubs in advancing the CFUW mandate?

· Some members are concerned with the degree of power that the proposed Complementary Model places in the position of the CEO or Executive Director. How will this governance proposal address this issue and prevent it from happening?

· Why the urgency to complete this process before the next election? 
We thank you for taking the time and interest to study these facts.
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