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MEA Banana Republic involved in second illegal election farce

“Many men would take the death-sentence without a whimper to escape the life-sentence which fate carries in her other hand”.

T. E. Lawrence from “The Mint”, Pt. I, Ch. 4 

Since the MEA decided to renege on their offer of binding arbitration, and they have also decided to illegally withhold from me a copy of the MEA’s membership list so that I might take my case over the way I was illegally removed from the MEA Board, and had my membership of the MEA illegally suspended, I decided that I would stand for election again. 
I would then be able to appeal over the heads of the MEA Board directly to the membership of the MEA for re-election to the Board from which the MEA Board had illegally removed me, thus effectively undoing the MEA Board’s illegal actions.
I am still a member of the MEA although my status is that I am a suspended member pending an appeal hearing of the MEA Board of Trustees concerning my illegal suspension of my MEA membership and the linked matter of my illegal removal as a Trustee of the MEA Board of Trustees. 
This hearing has not taken place due to the refusal of the MEA to deal with a number of issues and the reality that I have caught the MEA out in a number of lies which the MEA do not know how to legally extricate themselves from due to the tangled web they have woven for themselves. 
Thus no date has been set for this hearing, and it has therefore not taken place, meanwhile I remain on the MEA’s books as a member of the MEA with a suspended status.
Under the new rules that the MEA introduced via their recent EGM ( Extra Ordinary General Meeting ) all candidates for the MEA AGM elections must be members of the MEA, a condition I meet since I am a suspended member. 
The MEA’s response has been to reinvent and recreate history and to break the Memoranda and Articles ( Mem & Arts ) of the MEA in order to illegally ensure that I would fall foul of their new rule changes which decree that all candidates for the MEA AGM elections must be members of the MEA. 
Thus the MEA have illegally disbarred me from standing in the 2005 MEA AGM elections by declaring I am not a member of the MEA on the basis of a false history of events that they have created to serve their illegal purpose of disbarring me from candidacy in the MEA AGM elections. 

This is because the MEA are claiming that they have completely and utterly dismissed me from MEA membership. This has been said on the basis that I lost my appeal against being removed from MEA membership.
Neither of these two assertions are true, or has any foundation in fact, truth or reality, as the MEA very well know. 
In acting as the MEA have done they have broken the MEA Mem & Arts, the MEA’s own constitution, charity law and company law. The MEA are also guilty of malicious maladministration and biased and prejudicial conduct against me as a member of the charity company, the MEA.

This shows very clearly that the MEA Board of Trustees have no time or respect for the rule of law, and consider that they can dispense with any aspect of the MEA’s constitution or any law that does not allow them to act in any manner they choose because the MEA Board no doubt consider themselves above the law.
The MEA are claiming that they have gone through the processes set out in the MEA’s constitution when they have not, and that they made the decision to throw me out of MEA membership completely, which they know is simply untrue. 
No date has been set for the appeal hearing at which a decision would have to be made on the matter of my suspended membership. Therefore any such hearing could not have possibly decided against me. 
It is claimed by the MEA that this hearing has already taken place. This is also completely untrue, and can easily be proved to be a lie due to the detailed and extensive correspondence on the matter of my illegal removal from the MEA Board of Trustees and my illegal suspension of my MEA membership.

I set out the reasons for this below.
This is yet another instance where the MEA presumably consider that they can lie their way out of trouble rather than actually deal with the issues concerned, and administer the MEA’s affairs under the constitution of the MEA or indeed the law.
In the past I have compared the MEA to an AfME led Banana Republic devoid of competence that cannot be entrusted with the duty of conducting of free and fair elections and thus rightly compared to a rogue state. 

This has again been proven to be the case, and this will be in my estimation a taste of what will be to come as the MEA has illegally used the new rules against me in order to illegally disbar me as a candidate, how many others will they use such tactics against?
The MEA has turned itself into a self perpetuating oligarchy through the creation and use of rules designed to put off and disbar any prospective candidates from standing for election, or to ensure that any candidate that does make it as far as the ballot paper is unlikely to be elected. Meanwhile within the castle walls that the MEA have thus created, the existing Trustees can stand for election time and time again without any opposition and free from any challenge from any MEA member who wants to change the way the MEA is run and managed.

I an others have warned both MEA members and the ME community that if the MEA were allowed to accomplish their desire to become the self perpetuating oligarchy that they are all too quickly becoming that the MEA will be lost to both its membership and the ME community.

Once the current MEA Board see that their castle walls are protection against intrusion into their Board of outsiders, and they co-opt onto the Board their own cronies, how long will it be before the MEA like AfME dispense with AGMs and elections altogether.

Not long I predict. 
Background

I sent in my application well before the deadline of the 26th of September, and I supplied the names of 2 referees, although this requirement and that of the unconstitutional “interview” were not exactly covered in the new rule changes, I thought I would see if the MEA were going to try to stop me from standing again.

In some ways it would be an easy way out for the MEA since if I stood again and was elected, then to a large extent I would not have to take the MEA to Court for reinstatement as a Trustee.
I received a response from Mr. Neil Riley, MEA Trustee to my nomination for election for the MEA AGM elections, in which he states, “As our Company Secretary is away on holiday, I have been asked to reply to your letter”. Mr. Riley does not say in what capacity or upon what authority he is empowered to act, and he signs the letter simply as Neil Riley, Trustee.
The MEA have subsequently refused to clarify or in any way comment on Mr. Riley’s jurisdiction or authority to speak and act on behalf of the MEA Board on a legal matter for which all Trustees are jointly and severally liable for their actions.

In his letter Mr. Riley states, “You were removed from membership of the Association under the provisions of Article 7.1 and 7.2. At the Board’s meeting in June 2005 your written appeal against your suspension was discussed. Following that discussion, the trustees confirmed their previous decision to suspend you from membership from membership. Article 7.2 clearly provides that “if the suspension is confirmed then the person is out of membership””.
Mr. Riley has got his facts completely and utterly wrong, and I would very much suspect for entirely political reasons.

 The meeting that suspended my membership of the MEA was held not in June, but on the 7th of April, and Mr. Riley knows this, and he is also very well aware that the MEA Board did not “confirm” the suspension of my MEA membership as there is absolutely no evidence of this in any of the correspondence between the MEA and myself. I shall publish the entire set of correspondence as proof of this if required. 
Article, or Clause 7.2 of the MEA’s Memoranda & Articles ( Mem & Arts ) provides for an appeal process, which has not been gone through. The June meeting of the MEA Board did not confirm the suspension as Mr. Riley claims, and he and the MEA know this very well because there is a long and detailed train of correspondence that proves beyond all doubt that Mr. Riley is simply wrong, and he is well aware of the correspondence, so he is clearly and deliberately telling a falsehood. In other words he is lying in writing, as the MEA has done over a number of matters which are matters of fact and record and can be seen as such in the detailed written record of correspondence on this matter.
It is clear from the process described in Article, or Clause 7.2 that until a member has been through the appeals process, and the member concerned has lost their appeal and been informed of this in writing, then the individual is clearly still a member of the MEA, so suspended members of the MEA are indeed still members of the MEA.

I lodged an appeal within the time limit set down in Clause 7.2 and this was confirmed by the following correspondence, and cannot therefore be in any way questioned as it is a matter of fact, and of record. Neither can the fact that the hearing as set out in Clause 7.2 has not in fact or reality taken place. Therefore it is both false and malicious to claim otherwise, and that the MEA Board decided against me at a hearing that has never taken place.
It therefore cannot be said in any way that the MEA could have “confirmed my suspension” since this must be done through the process of the appeal hearing, and until such time as the Board holds the hearing and if the MEA Board decide to confirm my suspension and communicate this fact to me after the hearing, clearly under the terms of Clause 7.2 I am still a member of the MEA. 

The hearing before the MEA Board of Trustees that I asked for in connection with my appeal as set out in my correspondence with the MEA Board of Trustees has not as yet taken place, and no decision has therefore been taken about the matter in accordance with the procedures set down in Clause 7.2.
The reasons for this are the following :-

The MEA Board have been caught in a lie in respect of their failure to account for the  different versions of the “motions” or “votes” that were taken against me at the MEA Board meeting of the 7th of April this year, which the MEA Board falsely and maliciously claim to constitute proper and accepted procedure. This clearly invalidates legality of the MEA’s decisions to remove me from the MEA Board as a Trustee, and to suspend my membership of the MEA. The MEA have wilfully refused to address these issues or to in any way explain themselves on the matter thus preventing any way of engaging any formal, legal or administrative process for resolving the matter. 
The MEA Board have  been caught in  a second  lie in  relation to the  reasons  and  “charges” that were never discussed at the time of the above “votes” or “motions”, and the list of “charges” was clearly provable to be the post adhockery of the MEA Board attempting to justify its actions when under public pressure to do so. These “charges” refer to certain matters in relation to events that had not taken place at the time the “votes” or “motions” took place.  The MEA have also refused to address this matter and this too cannot be resolved, but it is clear that this like the above would mean that I could take legal action against the MEA for failure to act in a proper or legal way.                              
The MEA Board have maliciously kept from me the information I require in order to defend myself against what can only be described as trumped up charges, and so the  MEA Board are in breach and in default of both the Data Protection Act and the Freedom of Information Act.

The MEA took presumptive first strike action against me by locking me out of the    MEA’s electronic office / boardroom without due cause or notification being given to      me as to why this action was taken against me which was prejudicial and cannot be said to have been done in compliance with any form of due legal or administrative process. The MEA refuse to engage with me concerning this matter, therefore like the above, it cannot be resolved, and so like the above the hearing to determine the matter has not been held.

The MEA were both biased and presumptive in returning my membership fee before the procedures set out in Clause 7.2 had been completed, as this anticipates the automatic rejection of any appeal. This was a breach of Clause 7.2 since it presumes that the “charges” against me are proven and I was therefore dismissed from membership of the MEA before any appeal hearing had been held.

That the MEA did all in its power to prevent me attending the Board meeting of the 7th of April, and falsely and maliciously claimed to have the policies, procedures and equipment to be able to be able to hold a proper legally defined telephone conference, and made this false offer maliciously knowing full well that my state of health to be such that I was unable to participate in any such telephone conference. In addition, the    Chairperson of the MEA made it very plain to me that she personally would only ring     me from the meeting to inform me that I was “off the Board, and out of membership”. This clearly does not meet the legal criteria of all participants being able to speak and listen simultaneously. It does however clearly show clear malice of intent to reach the outcome Ms. Llewellyn wanted before she or the board had even drawn up a list of “charges” or allowed me in any way to put my case against them.  

Bearing the above in mind, I asked the MEA Board to think again about the events of the 7th of April, and to reconsider matters in the light of the lack of governance structures, policies and procedures by which and through which the MEA is run, and a number of other legal points in relation to the MEA’s essentially illegal modus operandi. 

There followed an exchange of correspondence which led me to inform the MEA that due to the MEA’s strategy of vicious and malicious obfuscation against me in pre-trial negotiations connected with the hearing of my case by the MEA Board for the lifting of the suspension of my MEA membership and reinstatement to the Board, I was compelled to take legal action against the MEA in relation to all of the above.

The MEA’s response was to offer me binding arbitration, an offer which the MEA reneged upon.

 At no time in these proceedings was a date set for any appeal hearing, and no appeal hearing was held on papers and this is as evident to me as it is to the MEA.

Ciaran Farrell

Former MEA Trustee and suspended member of the MEA
Appendix 

 Clause 7.1 of the MEA Mem & Arts :-

The Board of Trustees may suspend the rights of any member by giving him or her notice in writing of the suspension.

Clause 7.2 of the MEA Mem & Arts :-

Within 28 days of receiving that notice the member can send or give an appeal in writing to the Company against the suspension. If no appeal is received, the member automatically stops being a member. If an appeal is received within the time limit, the suspension must be considered by the next meeting of the Board of Trustees. The member has the right to be heard at the meeting. The meeting must either confirm the suspension, in which case the person is out of membership, or lift the suspension. 
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