
CONSTITUTION  and LEAGUE RULES 
 
1. Notice of Rule Changes 
12 Days notice was given of the proposed rule change at the recent RRM instead of 
the 21 days required by the league rules. In the event this did not matter, since the 
proposal was rejected. However, if the vote had gone the other way, would the rule 
change have been constitutional?  13b of the constitution states: 
 
 “The matters dealt with at meetings shall be those of which due notice has been given 
and such other matters as the Chairman may, in his or her discretion, allow” 
 
To pose the question is to answer it – the rule change would have been constitutional 
using the unlimited power of the Chairman in the constitution to allow any business. 
So the League Rules do not quite mean what they say – there is no absolute 
requirement for 21 days notice.  
 
The Constitution requires 21 days notice of a General Meeting, and the only items of 
business that must be given with that notice are amendments to the constitution 
(No.19) and resolutions to throw out a club (No.7b). To give League Rules the same 
protection of 21 days notice requires an amendment to the constitution. Does the 
Association wish to do this? 
 
2.Procedure For Changing League Rules 
Notification of the RRM was given in early March. This is fine for a General 
Meeting, but not for League Rule changes. So part of the RRM was constitutional 
and, arguably, part was not – though again No.13 could be used to over-ride the 
League Rules. The procedure for changing League Rules seems needlessly 
complicated. The point of requiring notification by the end of February is to give 
clubs due notice of the timetable for submitting proposed rule changes, but the vast 
majority of proposed changes originate with the LMC and the rules themselves are in 
pretty good shape. So could the whole procedure be simplified, by for example 
requiring rule changes from clubs to be submitted by say April 15th ?      
 
 
3.Other Constitutional Matters 
The constitution itself hasn’t been reviewed for over a decade. So is it timely for a 
more general review? Possible areas for consideration are:   
 
3.1. Vice Presidents – There are two types of Vice President, as defined in No.3b and 
No.4. Do we really need two?  
 
3.2. Individual Members – No.3c and no.5 define Individual Members of the 
Association. A5d of the League Rules “the Proposer and Seconder [of a rule changes ] 
should be from different clubs” arguably implies the existence of  individual 
members. However the Association has not had Individual Members since the Mid-
1970’s, and the suggestion that this be re-created was rejected a few years ago. Re-
visit or delete from the constitution?  
 



3.3. The Executive Committee consists of the President, Secretary, Treasurer, 
Congress Director, a nominee of the LMC and Co-opted members to bring the total 
up to 7. Should the co-opted members be elected? 
.  
3.4. The Association may well be unique in having two standing business committees, 
the LMC for the league and Executive Committee for everything else. Rationalise?  
 
3.5. There are various ways the drafting of the constitution could be improved. Some 
examples: 
    (a) No.9 spells out the business that can only be dealt with at a General Meeting, 
but it is not complete. Omissions include the election of Hon. Life Vice-Presidents 
(No.4), admission of new clubs (No.6) and changes to League Rules (League Rules 
A5a)  
   (b) Nos.8 and 9d both require subscriptions to be set at a General Meeting.  
Duplication 
  (c) No7a refers to the Non-payment of Fees. 9d should be “Subscriptions and Fees”, 
rather than just “Subscriptions” or, if individual members are delete, just “Fees”  
 
 
4. In Conclusion the views of the meeting are sought on: 
 

(a) Amending the Constitution to require 21 days notice of League Rule changes 
(b) Streamlining the process for changing League Rules 
(c) A general review of the Constitution  

 
A possible timetable would be for the Executive Committee to produce a consultation 
paper on possible changes early in the New Year, with a view to legislating at the 
RRM next May.   
     
 
. 
Robert Richmond 
 
      
 
 
 
 
 
             


