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MEA 2006 AGM elections: Further calls for clarification

For the record [1]:

On 18 July, I circulated a public call for clarification by the ME
Association Board of Trustees. A copy was also sent, the following day, to
Ms Gill Briody, Company Secretary, to Neil Riley, Chair and to Tony Britton, Press & Publicity and Editor of "ME Essential" magazine.

See: ACT: MEA 2006 AGM elections: A call for clarification [UK]

I called upon the Board, in July, to issue an immediate statement detailing
the time-line for applications for nominations in the 2006 MEA AGM Trustee elections since there appeared to be anomalies in the information given in the July issue of "ME Essential" magazine. I also called upon the Board to define the nature, form and purpose of any "interview" to which prospective candidates might be invited or requested to attend and that they also clarify at what stage in the process these interviews would be held, for this is an issue for which the Board has failed to provide clarification, in the past.

I received no response.

I wrote again on 2 August, this time copying my email to all members of the Board apart from the new co-optee, for whom I did not have contact details.

I have received no proper reply. Instead, Mr Rick Osman and Mr Neil Riley have copied me into their own correspondence with their fellow board members with the exception of the new co-optee, although I had specifically asked that my email be forwarded to her as a member of the Board.

Trustee, Rick Osman writes:

"I think we just ignore her. It is none of her business."

Chair, Neil Riley, replies:

"I think you are right. I do not intend to get into correspondence with Suzy about this."

But Ms Briody, to whom my request for clarification was primarily addressed and current Company Secretary and office holder responsible
for overseeing the proper conducting of AGM elections, makes no response at all. Neither does she confirm that a copy of my email has been forwarded to the new co-optee.

It does not look as though I am going to be afforded the courtesy of an
acknowledgement or a proper response and have merely been copied in to the Board's own internal communications. How very rude of them considering that my questions are always legitimate and expressed politely and with clarity.

So, this UK charity has not been willing to confirm to me whether it
operates under a Trustee Code of Conduct, when this Code was adopted and what its complaints procedure is [June 2006], nor did it respond to my
several alerts about the non arrival of 800 odd EGM ballot papers [June
2005] nor would it answer questions over the issue of the rejection of my
application for membership of the ME Association, how that decision was made and on what information that decision was based nor what the policies and procedures are for vetting all applications for membership of the Association [August 2004].

This Board would not appear willing, either, to respond to questions of
clarification relating to the time-line for the 2006 AGM Trustee election
process which currently sits at odds with the rules in its own governing
document - the Memorandum & Articles of Association.

Perhaps it is the case that since the publication of the July issue of "ME
Essential", the Company Secretary has acknowledged the inherent problem with the timing and has put in place alternative arrangements which will ensure that the formal call for Trustee nominations does go out to the membership within the required eight weeks' notification period (26 August at the latest). But if this were the case, why is this charity so reluctant to provide straightforward answers to straightforward questions?

What has happened to Dr Shepherd's pre-election calls for transparency and an end to secrecy within this organisation - concepts which no doubt won him votes when he first stood for a seat on the Board in the 2003? Is this the reason why I am blacklisted by the Board of Trustees from becoming a member of the Association - because Dr Shepherd and his fellow board members are selective when it comes to "openness and transparency" and I have asked and continue to ask what might be perceived as too many "awkward" questions? By keeping me out of the membership does the Board seek to legitimise its unwillingness to answer these questions?

I urge all members and potential members of the MEA to write to the Board and demand a statement of clarification of the time-line for this year's Trustee elections. Will the Association choose to ignore its own members?

For the record [2]:

With little expectation of receiving an answer, here is another question for
the Board which concerns retirement by rotation of elected Trustees -
another issue for which an anomaly currently exists:

The resignation from the Board of Trustees by Ms Christine Llewellyn, a
couple of months ago, left six Trustees remaining (one below the required
seven). In July, it was announced that an additional Trustee had joined the Board through the process of co-option. In accordance with Article 32
(32.1), co-optees are not included when calculating the number of Trustees required to retire by rotation at each Annual General Meeting, so we do not count the latest recruitment to the Board.

That leaves six elected Trustees. One third of six is two.

Those Trustees subject to retirement by rotation are eligible to stand for
re-election should they so desire and it has already been announced in the July issue of "ME Essential" that two Trustees are standing in October - Dr Shepherd is going round again and the co-optee is standing for election.

But a further Trustee is also subject to retirement by rotation.*

So I call upon the Board to address the issue of why it has not acknowledged that an additional Trustee will be required to retire, by rotation, at the October AGM? Does the Board intend to comply with the requirements of its Memorandum & Articles of Association or is it choosing to ignore those requirements and if so, to what end?

Trustees next in line for retirement after Dr Shepherd are those who have
been in office the next longest, namely, Ms Diane Newman, Mr Neil Riley and Mr Ewan Dale, all three having been elected to the Board at the November 2004 AGM elections and therefore share an equal period of service. If none of these three are able to agree amongst themselves which one of them will retire, then this will need to be decided by lot.

Here we have a national charity which holds inquorate Board meetings** [only three Trustees present at the July 2006 meeting of the Board]; which allows its Board meetings to be chaired, illegally, by members of staff [July 2006 meeting of the Board]; which does not respond to legitimate calls for clarification over apparent anomalies in its AGM arrangements; which is not acknowledging its own rules for the retirement of Trustees by rotation at annual general meetings, as set out in a governing document which it appears to have thrown out of the window.

Why aren't more people asking questions about the way in which the MEA is operating?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The Memorandum & Articles of Association states:


*29. Retirement of Trustees by Rotation

29.1 At each annual general meeting one-third of the currently elected
Board of Trustees who are subject to retirement by rotation shall retire but
all are eligible for re-election. Those longest in office since election
shall retire first. In the case of an equality period of service in default
of agreement between the members, those to be retired shall be selected by
lot. If their number is not a multiple of three the number nearest to
one-third shall retire from office but, if there is only one trustee who is
subject to retirement by rotation he shall retire.

..........
..........

32. Filling vacancies in the membership of the Board of Trustees and
Co-option

32.1 The Board of Trustees can appoint anyone to fill a vacancy in the
membership of the Board of Trustees. They will hold office until the next
annual general meeting at which time they will stand down. They will be
eligible for election to the Board of Trustees in accordance with the
provisions contained herein. On standing down as a co-opted member they
will not be included in the number of trustees retiring by rotation as
provided for in Article 29.1 hereof.

..........
..........

**38. Quorum of the Board of Trustees

38.1 A general meeting of the Company must fix the quorum necessary for
business to be done at a Board of Trustees meeting. The quorum must be at
least a third of the membership of the Board of Trustees subject to a
minimum of four.


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Suzy Chapman
Carer of young person with ME
Twice denied membership of the ME Association by the Board of Trustees for reason(s) unspecified
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