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Re Para 7 Motions The CEC's decision not to accept the NCROPA's properly submitted

motion is quite cutrageous. I do not accept the reasons given by the CPRl for 1tE Te—
jection in any way. THE motion is fully "self-standing" and "fully understandable in
its own right¥. The legal advice referred to in the motion 1is clearly defined within
the wording of the motion, which is that Motion 24 on the Agenda of last year's AGM was
ultra vires the NCCL's CONSTITUTION AND Rules. Nothing could be clearer than that.

ﬂ‘“‘ka this is the test — "self-standing" and "fully understandable in 1ts own right" -
the €Bf® have applied, why has it not then rejected motion 4? TI'm sure the vast majority

of the membership have absolutely no idea of what the Schengen and Trevli processes are?

Motion 9 doesn't make clear who Carole Richardson, Patrick Armstrong, Paul Hill and
Geratd Conlon are, what they were convicted of or what they have been released from.

~ To those who don't know, this motion is not "Self-standing" and "understandable in 1ts

own right". Why has the CEC accepted 1t?

Tn motion 17 some might not know what 1s meant by "the Soubh African BOSS", yet it has
not been rejected.

%’M
2nd also in thei interests of consistency, why has the CEC also accepted Emerdgency Mgtsen
1 which refers to "the implications of the Le Vay Report for the administration of
justice in magistrates ccurts". I know nothing about this report and I'll bet few here
doeither. It certainly isn't "fully understandable TN ITS OWN RIGHT". Why then has it
too not been rejected, as the NCROPA's has been?

Furthermore in ﬂ& report, the cec h;;ﬁﬁgi%ké‘rel wmgogéllﬁltted motior in full, because it
Shieré XX¥RARWEXEREX 1ncluded the wording in full of that last year's motion
24. The t('ZTE?C HAS METXKEWKN DISHONESTLY OMITTED IT. ha:ﬁa also left out another
reason .h'«r gave for refusing the NCROPA moticn. ILet me quote from the letter NCROPA
received from the CEC's Chair dated 15th December DECEMBER. He wrote*-

also XERk

"Your motion, however, refers ... etC.... to ...... your motion" The clear and
arrogant inference of the CEC is that you, the members, of this meeting here present,
would not be competent to understand theﬁmtion and decide whether or not you wished to
support it. You are not, apparently, evencompetent to debate it in this supposedly
democratic forum, the forum of an organisaticn purportedly dedicated to openness,
freedom and liberty. That reason, which is so ocutrageously insulting to yourselves and
which the CEC ALSO conveniently omitted from their report, is furthermore totally
irrelevant to the valid acceptability or otherwise by the CEC of this or, indeed, any
motion submitted to it to be put before the AGM - even if it does think all NCCL's
memirers are a bunch of imbeciles. My view is that w ?ejectlon of the NCROPA's motion




1s a hugely biased decision deliberately intended to prevent this fundanental lssue
from being discussed and T ask this AGM to reverse it and thus allow the NCROPA motion
to be fairly and properly aired.

Re Para 8 - AMENDMENTS

Sub para 8.3 - As I*veygointed out the CEC has guite unjustifiably refused the NCROPA's
properly submitted motion, but here admits that its amendment to motion 14 "makes the
same point". Why has the CEC therefore allowed this amendment when it refused the
NCROPA's own motion which was, of course, tabled way back in December last year, long

before it could possibly even know about motion 14? What sort of logic is that?

Sub para 8.4 - The CEC maintains that the amendments tabled by the NCROPA to motions
11 and 20 were "wrecking motions". Motion 11 should never have been accepted because it re:
refers to an NCCL policy which doesn't legally exist, i.e. based on the monstrously
authoritarian claptrap incorporated in last year's AGM motion, motion 24, which, as I've

i Oty €, \—'&H-HMML & 5 >
already been desperately tryirg to hammer homeﬁ; was ultra vires the NCCL's Constitution

and Rules.

Motion 20 should also never have been accepted because (a) it is not a simple motion
but a constitutional amendment, which would, incidentally overturn a constitutional
amendment properly made at last year's AGM and subsequently voted for by the membership
as a whole, as the rules require. - and (b} it duplicates Motion 3.

However, notwithstanding that these motions 11 and 20 are quite out-of-order, since

when has the criterion that a wrecking amendment is not allowed been applied to NCCL's
ACMs? At the 1988 AGM at Buxton the NCROPA tabled a motion (motion 16) adversely crit-
icising the NCCL's administration. The then Executive Committee put down an amendment,
which the then CEC happily accepted, substituting congratulations for this adverse crit-
icism - a wrecking amendment if ever there was one. When one member, Mark ? challenged
the acceptance of such an amendment'he was told to shut up and sit down. So please don't
let's have any self-righteous talk from the CEC ofi that kind.



