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Ron Barnett
From:

GEOFFREY ETESON [geoff.eteson@btopenworld.com]

Sent:

05 January 2014 10:16

To:

geoff.eteson@btopenworld.com

Subject: Member Director - Election Process

A happy New Year to all that read the following message.
Some of you will know I had grave reservations about the procedure used by the CSMA
Board to elect the Member Director at the 2013 AGM. My reservations can be summarised
as:
1. The Board must have been aware that a few years ago we introduced a Postal
Ballot for the election of Senior Officers of the Association, in place of a much
discredited, un-directed proxy voting system. If the Board knew or hoped, that by
identifying their “Preferred Candidate” that their Candidate would win the election, they
seriously undermined and devalued the principal of a free democratic Postal Ballot so
recently introduced.
2. In seeking to justify this change the Board have claimed that they were complying
with the “Corporate Governance Code”. A code that was introduced for FTSE 100
Companies after financial scandals in the Finance Industry. Nowhere in that Code is
there any reference to its relevance to an election procedure such as ours.
3. The original invitation stated that the Board were looking for a “Voice of the
Members”. However, after the election the Board admitted that the principal Selection
Criteria they actually used was “previous Director level experience”. This change of
emphasis was never disclosed to the candidates at any time, either in the Information
Pack supplied to those interested or at any time during the selection process.
4. When asked why the Board had not been open with the candidates the Chairman
stated, “…this might inhibit members from applying”.
5. Even though I had given the Chairman advanced warning that I would be asking a
question, at the forthcoming AGM, in relation to the change from the previous
procedure, the Chairman attempted to refuse to answer any questions at the AGM. He
was over ruled by the President.
6. Although the Chairman then reluctantly responded he did not actually answer the
question I had raised, but said he would welcome the views of members after the AGM.
7. At the first Board meeting after the AGM, the Board “reviewed their decision and
considered the comments received” but endorsed their original decision. Despite, I
believe, that the only comments they had received were of a critical nature.
8. Although the Board have stated that they will review the procedure, they refuse to do
it now but say that a review will be undertaken before the next election in 3 years time. I
believe that the most appropriate time to discuss an issue of such principal is now, given
that one of the alternatives would require an amendment to the Articles of Association.
9. I wrote to the Chairman explaining that I thought that the general membership had a
right to discuss the process that should be applied for the election of a Member Director
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whose role was to represent their views. I said that I wanted to initiate a discussion
within the entire membership, through an open letter in the Club Magazine. But the
Chairman/Board advised the Editor not to publish my letter.
The purpose of this email is to seek opinions from as many Members as possible including
those that support the Board’s decision and their handling of the matter.
In the light of your responses I will give consideration to tabling a motion at this years AGM,
which if passed will require the Board to carry out a thorough consultation process of the
members and to seek their views.
As your previous Chairman, I am a great believer in the concept of transparency and
accountability. With the exception of a brief period around the time of the removal of
Membership Fees and the abandonment of funding for the Active Club, I am proud of the
way we have developed as an Association. But, I fear that the approach adopted by the
Board in this matter if allowed to gather momentum, could undermine our democratic
processes, about which we should be equally proud.
The responses I have received to date from the Active Club about this matter have been
encouragingly supportive but, before I take the issue to the AGM, I really do need to gauge
the level of this support on a wider front.
If you are the representative of a group of members I would therefore ask and encourage
you to forward this message on to them in order to achieve this objective
Below are three options and once again I would encourage Members to simply annotate,
on a reply message to me, the option that represents their view.
A. A I agree with the process used by the CSMA Board to identify and advertise their
Preferred Candidate for the Member Director
post elected at the 2013 AGM, or
B. B. I support the concept of providing to both candidates and the membership a
transparent list of agreed essential qualities, which
members can use in making their
decision to stand for election and the membership can use, without any further guidance,
when casting their votes.
Or alternatively
C C. I agree that the views of the Board as to who is the best candidate for the Member
Director post are so important that the
Articles of Association should be
amended to allow the post to be filled by a direct appointment by the Board alone.
Once again please find the time to respond as I genuinely want the opinion of as many
people as possible before I consider the options going forward.
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