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Steve & Kath

From: Wayne Cartwright <wcartwright@vodafone.co.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 20 July 2017 1:08 p.m.

To: 'Jonathan Shorer'; Scott Spooner; jacksonuas@gmail.com; 'Daniel Munro'; 'Len Drabble'; 

'Len Drabble'; 'Des Richards'; rowdy01@xtra.co.nz; 'Alex Hewson'; rexbain@mac.com; 

'Jeff Smart'

Cc: Bill DeRenzy; 'Chris'; 'Ken B'; Colin Kemp; 'Steve & Kath'

Subject: Notice to MFNZ President

Attachments: Notice of Motion for MFNZ 2017 AGM.docx

Notice to the President of MFNZ, Jonathan Shorer 

(Emailed to the President; emailed copies to the Council; sent to as many Members as could be reached by 

NZMAA News and through the Secretaries of Clubs and SIGs.) 

 

The undersigned Members of MFNZ bring to your attention a Remit for the 2017 AGM that was moved by Bill Derenzy, 

Ken Buckley, Steve Huchison, Colin Kemp, and Chris Pickering, and was seconded by Wayne Cartwright.  We attach the 

Remit to this email, for convenience. 

This Remit was received by yourself and the Secretary of MFNZ by the due date (20 May) and was acknowledged by the 

Secretary on 22 May.  However, this Remit was not included in the Agenda that was published in the June 2017 issue of 

Model Flying World.  As you know, the MFNZ Constitution makes no provision for a Members’ Remit to be excluded. 

We bring to your further attention the Member Information Supplement ‘Yellow Paper’ that was tabled on 8 July for 

consideration at the 2017 AGM.  We refer in particular to Page 6.  On July 8 you stated to Wayne Cartwright that you 

personally wrote this page.  It is obvious that you intended this page to be read by Members.   

On Page 6 you list six remits that have similar content to parts of the single Remit that we submitted.  We therefore 

conclude that your phrase ‘do not comply with proper meeting procedure’ actually refers to our Remit.  Your assertion 

is not supported by written reasons.  However, you verbally stated three reasons when Wayne Cartwright asked you for 

them on July 8. 

Further, in presenting our Remit on Page 6 to be read by Members, you have altered it, deleted large sections of it, and 

replaced the list of Movers with the word ‘unknown’. As you know, the MFNZ Constitution makes no provision for a 

Members’ Remit to be altered by an Officer of MFNZ. 

With this background, and for the reasons provided in detail below, we state that: 

1. Your exclusion of our Remit from the Agenda was unconstitutional.  Further, the reasons that you gave for 

excluding it were incorrect and baseless.  Therefore, your decision to exclude our Remit had no foundation 

and was invalid.  Your decision was a breach of the Rules of Association. Further, you deliberately misled 

Members, which was a second breach of the Rules of Association.  

2. Your deliberate actions in tampering with our Remit before including it in the Member Information 

Supplement ‘Yellow Paper’ was unconstitutional, seriously misrepresented the intentions of our Motion, and 

deliberately  misled Members.  These are very serious breaches of the Rules of Association, unprecedented in 

customary meeting procedure, and dictatorial. 
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3. Your actions specified in (1) and (2) are totally unacceptable and, in our strong view, bring the Office of 

President of MFNZ into disrepute. 

 

The rationale for statements (1) and (2) now follows. 

 

Review of Your Reasons for Excluding the Remit 

You verbally stated three reasons to Wayne Cartwright, which are reported here to the best of his recollection, together 

with our review of them: 

1. You stated:  ‘The motion was actually moved by the seconder because the email containing the motion was 

sent by the seconder’.   In fact, Wayne Cartwright is the seconder, as specified in the Remit.  It is also a fact 

that he sent the email containing the Remit, but that did not make him the mover.  Your statement is plainly 

incorrect. 

2. You stated:  ‘The Remit requires the signatures of the mover and seconder’.  This is incorrect.  The MFNZ 

Constitution does not specify that signatures are required.  A Remit is notice of an intention to propose a 

motion at a specified meeting.  Formal identification of the people who actually propose the motion takes 

place at the meeting. 

3. You stated:  ‘A motion cannot be moved by more than one person’.  For guidance on this matter, Wayne 

Cartwright made an enquiry to lawyer Mark von Dadelszen for his view on this statement.  Wayne asked the 

following general question that was not specific to MFNZ: 

‘I have read with interest your internet-published material on running meetings of incorporated societies.  I 

wonder whether you could clarify one point – is there any rule or convention that would prevent a notice of 

motion being proposed by more than one person?  I am assuming that one of the movers would actually 

speak to the motion at the time of the meeting.  This possibility could arise if a group of members would like 

to bring a matter to the attention of other members.’ 

Mr von Dadelszen responded as follows: 

‘A motion is normally moved by one person but seconded by another – as you appear to appreciate, that is 

the convention.  However, there is no legal reason that I’m aware of preventing more than one person being 

recorded as the mover, but when the motion comes to be debated I’d expect the chairperson to call on the 

first-named mover, then the first-named seconder, and then open the motion to debate in the normal way.’ 

We conclude from this information that your statement is incorrect and has no foundation. 

Taking into account all three of your statements, it is clear that your decision to exclude our Remit from the business of 

the 2017 AGM was invalid. 

Review of your Presentation of our Remit to Members 

Your presentation: 

1. Re-wrote the single proposed Motion, which has four linked parts, as six separate Remits. 

2. Deleted the entire section headed ‘Purpose and Context of this Motion’. 

3. Deleted ‘Rationale for Part 1’, ‘Rationale for Parts 2 and 3’, and ‘Rationale for Part 4’. 

4. Omitted the phrase ‘This meeting instructs:’ from Part 4. 

5. Omitted the names of the Movers, and substituted ‘unknown’. 
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Wayne Cartwright explored whether your actions were legal or had precedent by approaching lawyer Mark von 

Dadelszen, and asking him the following general question that was not specific to MFNZ: 

‘Is it legal, or is there precedent, for a chairman to alter and delete parts of a Notice of Motion when preparing 

the papers to be considered at a meeting?’ 

Mr von Dadelszen replied as follows: 

‘Where a motion is poorly phrased a chairperson may quite properly re-frame it as long as the spirit and intent 

of the motion is not distorted as a result. Subject to those powers, a chairperson cannot dictatorially refuse to 

accept a motion for consideration by the meeting – according to two Court decisions; Mayor of Dannevirke v 

Ries (1908) 27 NZLR 751 (SC) and Wishart v Henneberry (1962) 3 FLR 171 (IRC).’ 

You have given no indication of the presence ‘poor phrasing’ in our Remit.  Even if there is, you have greatly distorted 

the intent of out Motion.  Therefore, this information from Mr von Dadelszen makes it clear that your actions were 

absolutely not allowed in customary meeting practice, were without precedent, and were dictatorial.  In particular, you 

deliberately misrepresented the intentions of the Movers and Seconder, you denied Members their rights to be aware 

of information provided by the Movers and Seconder, and you misrepresented the Movers by not stating their names. 

Proposed Remedies 

The wider consequences of your very serious breaches of the Rules of Association are for Members to determine.  With 

regard our Remit, we propose that you: 

1. Apologise to us and all Members for those of your actions that are addressed in this Notice. 

2. Include our Remit, in full and as written, for consideration at the resumed 2017 AGM. 

3. At the resumed 2017 AGM, introduce our Remit after Remit 1 but before Remit 2.  This placement accords with 

standard meeting procedure because our Remit is a continuation of the business of the 2016 AGM 

resolution relating to a new constitution, and this must be considered before any alternative proposal for a new 

constitution. 

We expect your written undertakings pursuant to these proposed remedies no later than the day on which the date of 

the resumed 2017 AGM is announced. 

 

 

Bill Derenzy 

Ken Buckley  

Wayne Cartwright 

Steve Huchison 

Colin Kemp 

Chris Pickering 

 20 July 2017 

 


