
 

 

Annual General Meeting 2021 
 
 
Location: Zoom Call  
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87547555166?pwd=bCtpOVNCNFR3VmpqS1dXNDI5OElYZz09 
Webinar ID: 875 4755 5166 
Passcode: 569488 
 

  
Date and time: Saturday 17th July 2021 9am – 4pm  
 
PRESENT: 
VOTING MEMBERS OF THE COMPANY  
 
INDIVIDUAL COMPANY MEMBERS 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman, Director, Honorary Life Member), Mrs S Venner (Elected 
Deputy Chairman, Vice President) Mrs S Sutcliffe (Chief Executive, Director), T Purcell 
(Director, Vice President), S Kemish (Director), S Griew (Director, Vice President), Ms 
P Samuel (Director) R James (Director) Miss E Vickers (Director) K Adjepong 
(Director) R Venner (Director), 
 
COUNTY & LEAGUE REPRESENTATIVE COMPANY MEMBERS 
D Hockney (Avon, Vice President), B Whitehead (Aylesbury) A Powell (Bristol), A 
Murdoch (Bedfordshire, Honorary Life Member), P Charters (Berkshire, Honorary 
Life Member), I Langley (Newbury), C Homewood (Bromley), Mrs S Hayes 
(Buckinghamshire) M Atkinson (Buckinghamshire, Vice President), P Hadley 
(Bournemouth), Mrs G Johns (Mid Cheshire, Vice President), Mrs K Tonge MBE 
(Cheshire, Honorary Life Member, BPTT), A Ransome OBE (Cleveland, Honorary Life 
Member), D Davies (South Devon/Torbay), A Millman (Devon) M Berry (Devon), L 
Allwood (Derbyshire), T Pett (Didcot & District), R Lindner (Dorset), P Ashleigh 
(Essex), Mrs L Reid (Evesham, Vice President), D Hutchinson (Hartlepool), G Longland 
(Southampton), W Moody (Portsmouth), H Jutle (Herefordshire), R Andrews 
(Hertfordshire), B Hudson (Hull, Vice President), B Holt (Haywards Heath & District), 
N Brierely (Old Harlow), M Wood (Hampshire), D Edwards (Hertfordshire, Vice 
President), N Le Milliere (Kent), C Hollingsbee (Canterbury), M Howard (Milton 
Keynes), I Jones (Northamptonshire), M Allsop (Nottinghamshire, Vice President),  J 
Bolton (Lancashire), Mrs S Pickering (Leicestershire, Vice President), H Rawcliffe (East 
Lancashire), S Clarke (Liverpool), D Goulden (Warrington, Vice President), A Dias 
(Middlesex), G Pearson (Northumberland), N Hurford (Oxfordshire), J Kenny (South 
Yorkshire, Vice President), C Dangerfield (Shropshire) M Newton (Bath League 
Company Member), K Field (Southend, Vice President), D Adamson (Stroud),  J 
Waters (Suffolk) Ms M Fraser (Surrey, Vice President), Adam Laws (Surrey), Mrs D 
Webb (Hastings & DTTA, Vice President), E Williams (Warwickshire, Vice President), 
Mr S Leven (Wembley & Harrow League), M Clarke (Worcestershire, Honorary Life 
Member), D Brown (Worcester), RB Hudson (Yorkshire, Vice President), Ms M Hazell 
(West Sussex) 
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NON-COMPANY MEMBERS 
Mrs J Parker (President), Mrs C Williams (Leamington, Vice President), G Wood 
(British League, Vice President), Mike Smith (British Universities and Colleges Sports, 
Honorary Life Member) J Fairweather (Woking), T Giles (Ryde), D Maddison 
(Nottingham), H Arthur (Kettering), J Kelly (Somerset), H Webb (Bexhill-on-Sea, 
Honorary Life Member), A Eagles (Chester and Ellesmere Port),  E Lynn (West 
Midlands), R Barr (Towcester),  M Clarke (Worcestershire) M Gunn (Berkshire), P 
Nichols (Scrutineer) Mrs J Ferguson (Scrutineer) P Cox (Kent), R Jemmott (Bristol), R 
Hoy (East Sussex), Mrs S Nash (Hertfordshire), T Catt (East Sussex) 
 
Apologies: 
C Sewell (Wiltshire) Mrs L Dare (Norwich) M Sealey (Somerset) 
 
STAFF 
Joanna Keay-Blyth (TTE Staff), Greg Yarnall (TTE Staff), Victoria Wiegleb (TTE Staff), 
Matt Stanforth (TTE Staff, MS) Mrs J Rogers (TTE, Vice President) 
 
Meeting Commenced at 9am 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed all present, introducing Deputy Chair Mrs S 
Venner and Chair of Finance & Audit Committee S Kemish. Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) 
introduced the new Board members of TTE & thanked those Board members who 
have now left for their time and dedication during their term.  
 
The Annual General Meeting was opened everyone was thanked for attending via 
Zoom.  
 
The protocol for the meeting was advised and everyone was reminded that polling is 
for company members only.  
 

1. Members of the table tennis family who had sadly passed away this year 
were remembered.  

 
2. Report of Standing Orders Committee  

 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) introduced the report of the Standing Orders 
Committee.  

 
D Hockney (Avon), Chairman of the Standing Orders Committee made it clear 
for Special Resolutions 5&6 and 8&9 they will be debated together and also 
advised on amendment 22A, 22 and 23 and how this will be voted on 
explaining the process.  
D Hockney (Avon) welcomed any comments. No comments were made. 

 
 
 



 

 

 
3. Adoption of Standing Orders  

 
An electronic zoom polling vote was visible to all for company members only 
to vote on.  
 
The Standing Orders were adopted with 98%. 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) advised that our legal representative Thea Longley 
was available during this section for any legal questions. None raised.   
 

4. Declaration of Business Interests 
 

Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) asked for any Declarations of Business Interests to 
be added to the Q&A section. 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) declared a business interest.  
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) advised he no longer has a business interest to 
declare.  
 

5. Approval of Minutes of Annual General Meeting July 2020 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) noted that points of accuracy should have been 
submitted in advance but asked if there were there anymore.  

 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, Vice President) advised in the minutes there were 
two points of accuracy in that a HLM cannot also be a VP – (amended) & also 
noted that Mrs D Stannard should be listed as Honorary Past President – 
(amended). 
 
An electronic zoom polling vote was visible to all for company members only 
to vote on.  
 
The minutes were approved with 94%. 
 
Any matters arising from those minutes were requested to be added in the 
Q&A.  

 
 

6. Approval of EGM Minutes January 2021 
 

Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed points of accuracy.  
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, Vice President) advised of a point of accuracy in that a 
HLM cannot also be a VP - amended.  Also, there is an error after Martin 
Ireland (Lancashire, Vice President) there is a blank name – amended. 
 



 

 

Mrs D Webb (Hastings, Vice President) asked for it to be recorded that she will 
not accept the minutes of the EGM as she felt they were inadequate and did not 
reflect the meeting.  

 
An electronic zoom polling vote was visible to all for company members only to vote 
on.  

 
The minutes were approved with 69%. 

 
Any matters arising were requested to be put in the Q&A – none recorded.  
 
Special / Ordinary Resolutions  
 
A test vote was held to ensure all attendees were able to vote. No comments / 
issues were raised. Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) ran through the process of how the 
next stage of the AGM will work.  
 
Ordinary Resolution 1: 
Affiliation Fee Refund for those that paid season 20/21  
(7771/0721/JKB) (Chris Dangerfield) 
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) was welcomed to speak and provide his rationale on this 
Resolution 1.  
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
S Kemish (Board) was welcomed to speak on behalf of the Board.  
 
S Kemish (Board) advised that the Board do not support this resolution for financial 
reasons as it is unreasonable. The Board felt this would have a detrimental impact on 
the Sport and the cost of this is approx. £220k. This is half of the reserves we hold, 
affecting the reserves policy. 
 
S Kemish (Board) made everyone aware of how grateful the sport is for their 
contributions this year & explained how these costs are also put into the 
Performance Budget (details on the website), the impact of covid and how we 
haven’t had to make redundancies like other sports.  
 
S Kemish (Board) also advised of the extended offer of a 50% discount to those 
members who did pay their membership & advised that very few members (9%) 
have actually requested a refund.  
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
 
M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) understood the principle but felt the Board’s 
resolution of it being unaffordable & unreasonable was confusing. The budget for 



 

 

next year has a deficit of £63,873 which seems to imply the Board is ignoring its 
own reserves policy.  
 
Mrs Sara Sutcliffe (CEO) replied to M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) and advised that 
the budget has been set with a deficit & with the caveat of “cutting our cloth 
accordingly”. This has been budgeted with a very conservative membership number, 
being monitored monthly.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed C Dangerfield (Shropshire) the chance to 
summarise his resolution.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) was surprised at the lack of support this resolution 
appears to be receiving and felt the Board should have communicated better. C 
Dangerfield (Shropshire) proposed his resolution and Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) 
opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to cast their vote using Mi-
Voice.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:   13,396   35.25% 
Against:  24,611   64.75% 
Abstained:  2,023 
 

Resolution 1: Failed. 
As it is an Ordinary resolution a 50% majority is required. 
 
 
Resolution 2 
In Article 3, amend definition of Independent Director as follows: 
Independent Director means a director of the Company appointed in accordance 
with Article 24, who is not the Chairman and is determined by the Board as being 
independent 
(7772/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters)           
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to speak and 
provided his rationale to Resolution 2. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
S Griew (Board) advised that the Board do not support this resolution but do agree 
with the principle behind it. The Board have already amended the definition of the 
Independent so that TTE members are not excluded simply by virtue of them being 
members. However, the articles are not the place to document this.  
 
 
S Griew (Board) felt the most appropriate way to manage this is to have the detail in 
the Board Guidance Pack. The current definition in the articles clarifies that someone 



 

 

with a financial interest in the company, would not be independent, which the 
Board feels is important but the amendment deletes.  
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) was welcomed to speak and understood the principle, 
but he felt the Board have gone too far in terms of how they interpreted this point. 
As A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) understands it, if the Table Tennis player is playing 
the local league club, they would not be considered to stand for a Board position. 
Whilst he accepts there is a line in defining independent the Board have been too 
hard on it.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) echoed A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) comments.  
 
T Purcell (Board) spoke and supported S Griew (Board) adding that the defintion 
concerning Independent Directors has been updated & amended by the Board and 
under the new rules “the person who has an official function in the club /league will 
not be independent” but that does nto represent a player from being classed as 
Independent. .  
 
A Murdoch (Bedfordshire, HLM) requested to speak and confirmed his support for 
this resolution.  
 
There were no other questions.  
 
P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) proposed his resolution & Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) 
opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to cast their vote using Mi-
Voice.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:   27,209  67.92% 
Against:  12,852  32.08%  
Abstained:  291 
 
 

Special Resolution 2: Failed 
As it is a Special resolution a 75% majority is required. 
 
Special Resolution 3 
Definition of Registered Players  
(7773/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 3. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 



 

 

 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) requested to speak and said there was not enough clarity 
on this resolution, as it only mentions players being registered if they play in local 
league or pay TTE a league fee, there is no mention of paying county fees which is 
essential. Does this mean that any player who has a license but who does not play in 
a local league is not a registered player, neither are players in premier clubs, or those 
from other countries? Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) asked for clarity on this.  
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) asked to speak and believed there is a glitch in this, as 
it says the player has to pay the local leagues fees, but this isn’t how many local 
leagues operate.  
 
N Le Milliere (Kent) advised that his county was discussing this and their concern was 
that it didn’t mention players having to pay county fees through their leagues which 
seems to be missed out. Kent shall be voting against until this is made clearer. 
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) requested to speak, and felt when he read this he was 
originally going to support, however now he has questions and although he 
understands the principle it is too woolly and he will vote against this.  
 
T Purcell (Board) was asked to respond to the questions and advised that members 
of a premier club do not have a voting right under our current rules, and when the 
voting review group presented to National Council it was suggested that another 
category be set up for premier clubs. This hasn’t taken place yet but will be looked at 
again.  
 
Local league fees as T Purcell (Board) understands it is that if the club pays the fee 
for the player, then the players fees are paid – his own league used to do this and 
still does. They are registered to play in the local leagues. 
 
T Purcell (Board) was asked to clarify the question from Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) 
and C Dangerfield (Shropshire) – in response to county fees, these are paid by local 
leagues but the local leagues pay the county fees based on the number of players / 
clubs they have in the league. This impacts on the county voting (National Council) as 
a player will be registered in the local league and the county vote is equal to the 
number of players in that county. 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to 
cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For   17,145  43.01% 
Against  22,717   56.99% 
Abstain  704 



 

 

 

Special Resolution 3: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution a 75% majority is required. 

 
Special Resolution 4 
Elected Director Increase from 3 to 4 
(7774/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters)   
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to speak and 
provide his rationale to Resolution 4. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
S Griew (Board) was welcomed to speak on behalf of the Board & explained why the 
Board does not support this Resolution. In looking at the composition of the Board it 
is important that it contains a good balance of skills, balance and diversity inside and 
outside of the sport. A skills matrix is used for this and identifies 23 areas of skills 
and experience to be covered across the Board in total, including those associated 
with Table Tennis. The process for advertising and interviewing allows the Board to 
prioritise gaps and ensures suitable people are appointed. The Elected Directors 
process is not targeted at skills or expertise and there is no guarantee that Directors 
elected will be done so based on the skills they may bring.  
 
S Griew (Board) advised that a move from 3 to 4 Elected Directors would represent a 
significant change. The Code as a maximum is ‘one third’ and it is up to us what the 
best balance is. The Board believes the current composition provides the optimum 
balance.  
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) asked to speak and was concerned that the Board has 
taken this position as a minimum of Elected Directors being 3, and he didn’t feel the 
previous speaker was right, as Badminton have 8 Elected members on their Board. 
He also believed it is important that the Board have experience within Table Tennis 
and the current Elected Directors do have this.  
 
M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) asked to speak about the skills matrix and how the 
Elected Directors do not need to be part of this process, as well as finance skills 
being low on the current Board since the departure of the two Board members with 
Finance skills, and asked for an explanation on this.  
 
Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) was welcomed to speak. Elected Directors put forward 
their CV’s not just Table Tennis experience, trusting the membership to take that 
into account. The importance of the skills matrix was advised and how it is taken 
seriously – the most recently appointed Directors have strong Table Tennis 
backgrounds.  
 



 

 

Mrs S Venner (Board) also advised that whilst on the Board, everyone has the 
same responsibilities as per company law. Concluding, Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) 
advised that the Board have talented people who are appointed, as well as those 
who have a Table Tennis background. 
 
A Murdoch (Bedfordshire, HLM) supports this Special Resolution as he can’t see why 
we can’t change, making us more compatible helping the membership and being on 
the memberships side.  
 
Ms P Samuel (Board) asked to speak. The skills matrix was discussed and how 
important this is going forward. This document ensures a range of skills amongst 
Board members highlighting areas that need to be fulfilled when vacancies. Diversity 
commitments are now met by the Board, moving forward and progressing in all 
areas.  
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) requested to speak and confirmed the point that the 
fundamental difference between membership organisations and companies – if this 
was a member organisation then the whole Board would be elected. N Le Milliere 
(Kent) supports this resolution.  
 
S Kemish (Board) spoke and that what we are all looking for is the best possible 
people and collective team for our Sport. In response to M Clarke’s (Worcestershire, 
HLM) earlier comments, it was advised that Finance is covered by Sam Garey and 
that the Board is there to guide and steer the ship, and we have more than enough 
experience in finance through Sam Garey (SG), Head of Finance.  
 
T Catt asked to speak, and as a non-company member was permitted to by Mrs S 
Deaton (Chairman). T Catt advised the skills matrix is very important and that 20 
applicants were received and the Board missed the opportunity to appoint an 
accountant. He felt the strategy should be set and monitoring the performance of 
the SLT, although there is no doubt in SG’s ability, however, it is about asking the 
right questions of her. He believes there should be 4 Elected Directors.  
 
Mrs S Hayes (Buckinghamshire) was permitted to speak and mentioned the points 
Ms P Samuel (Board) made on the diversity and inclusion as whenever we vote for 
an Elected Director we tend to vote for friends, those who fit our own selves and 
there is a danger by increasing the number of Elected Directors this will reduce the 
diversity and inclusivity we need in the governing body of our sport. Mrs S Hayes 
(Buckinghamshire) does not support this resolution.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) asked to speak. Going back to the AGM 2017, he felt 
having read this resolution that Sport England have said it is ok to have 4 Elected 
Directors, as other sports have, yet in 2017 we were told categorically we could only 
have 3. He felt this shows the Board do not want 4 Elected Directors and he is very 
disappointed and can’t understand why our sport doesn’t want a more democratic 
approach – Shropshire will vote for this resolution.  
 



 

 

Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) summarised and said that the 2017 AGM was about 
the Code requirement of appointment of the Chair (not elected). The articles at the 
time were keeping in with history, where it has always been 3 Elected Directors.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) also advised that Badminton do not elect 8 members, they 
appoint their Board from the membership (as we can) and the AGM ratify those 
appointments. That is not the same as the open democratic election process we 
have.  
 
P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) was welcomed to summarise his Resolution 4 in which 
he felt there is no issue with diversity and that he is unsure of the benefit of the skills 
matrix where only 6 skills are Table Tennis related. P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) felt 
this document is not fit for purpose and has dismissed this until it is more 
meaningful.   
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to 
cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
 
For:   29,156   73.95% 
Against:  10,268   26.05% 
Abstain  1,003 
 

Special Resolution 4: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution a 75% majority is required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Special Resolutions 5&6 
Elected Directors Title 
(7775/021/JKB) (Board – Susie Venner)   
6. Member Elected Director 
(7776/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters)  
 



 

 

Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) to speak and 
provided the Board’s rationale to Resolution 5. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to speak and 
provided his rationale to Resolution 6. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) raised a point of order for the Standing Orders 
Committee and how Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) participated in the last debate, and 
would like a ruling from the Standing Orders on this point. Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) 
advised she summarised the debate and was not making the Board’s position  
 
T Catt non company member was granted permission to speak and advised he would 
like to see the choice of the Deputy Chair being limited to Elected Directors, so the 
Board can’t simply choose “one of their own”.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) asked for the Standing Orders Committee to comment on 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) comment. N Le Milliere (Standing Orders) advised this 
point has been raised to Mrs S Deaton (Chairman). 
 
Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) was asked to speak and confirmed that the Board & P 
Charters (Berkshire, HLM) both want one of the Elected Directors to have the 
position of Deputy Chair.  The principle was agreed, it was just the wording of the 
resolution that differed. The Board have said they will do this, in the Board Guidance 
Pack. However, P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) wants this in the articles. 
 
P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) was asked to summarise Special Resolution 4. 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to 
cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
 
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:        19,787  51.07% 
Against:  18,960  48.93% 
Abstain:  599 
 

Special Resolution 5: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority. 



 

 

 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote for Resolution 6 upon which everyone 
had 2 minutes to cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:     33,477    83.95% 
Against:   6,401   16.05% 
Abstain   564 
 
 

Special Resolution 6: Passed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires a 75% majority this has been reached 
 
 
Ordinary Resolution 7 
Election of Directors Vote Units  
(7777/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board) to speak and provided the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 7. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) felt Special Resolution 7 has to be read in conjunction 
with Resolution 17, the two are interlinked.  
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) disagrees stating that T Purcell (Board) had advised 
teams are based on 4 players, whereas TTE are encouraging teams of 2 players, so 
this will significantly reduce the voting of the league. There is also no mention of 
Counties, whereas in Special Resolution 17, it is proposed that multiple league 
players will identify their primary league and will only be credited with that vote. In 
summary, in her view a lot more thought is required before this can be approved.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) was welcomed to speak and agreed with the principle; 
however, he felt this is still only tinkering, and doesn’t really change what needs to 
changed, and would like to see this Resolution fail.  
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) asked to speak and advised that he disagreed with the 
proposition. For clarity, A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) asked for his understanding of 
the county vote for the AGM as being the number of players in that county and the 
county vote for Elected Directors is just simply one vote to be confirmed as correct.  
 



 

 

T Purcell (Board) was welcomed to summarise & answer these questions & 
advised this resolution is only for changing voting units in local leagues, not counties. 
The county vote in 23:6 remains the same (1 unit) and the county vote in the AGM is 
for the registered players in the county.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to 
cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:           19,069  47.03% 
Against:   21,478   52.97% 
Abstain:  349 

Resolution 7: Failed 
 
Special Resolution 8 & 9 
Elected Director’s Term of Office 
(7778/0721/JKB) (Board – Susie Venner) 
Elected Director’s Term of Office 
(7779/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) & P Charters 
(Berkshire, HLM) to speak each and provided the respective rationales to Resolutions 
8 & 9. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) stated is disappointed in these resolutions as they have gone 
about it the wrong way in his view. He believes that fulfilling vacancies ensures 
proper rotation.  
 
Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) responded that rotation is greatly increased by ensuring we 
don’t have 3 Elected Directors coming on and off every 3 years together. Also, the 
Board and P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) are both in line with the principle, it is simply 
that the last part of the sentence in Resolution 9 is not needed to achieved the 
agreed principle. 
 
T Catt who is not a company member was allowed to speak by Mrs S Deaton 
(Chairman) and advised he felt we were all agreed in principle. T Catt also wondered 
if the 4-year term could be applied retrospect fully to R Venner (Board) and D Parker 
(Board) who had both been recently elected fulfilling vacancies.  
 
Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) was asked to summarise and agreed it was clear that there 
is agreement in principle. She confirmed that when R Venner (Board) was elected, 
the paperwork made it clear his term would be extended to a full 3 years if the 



 

 

proposition accepted at the AGM. Regarding Don Parker it was not so clear 
because this rule change was only being introduced now. The Board would need to 
discuss it.   
 
P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) had nothing further to add in summary. 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) opened the vote upon which everyone had 2 minutes to 
cast their vote using Mi-Voice.  
 
The results of this vote for Special Resolution 8 were: 
 
For:      26,886     66.15% 
Against:     13,760     33.85% 
Abstain  0 
 

Special Resolution 8: Failed 
It is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
The results of this vote for Special Resolution 9 were: 
 
For:          32,318  81.14% 
Against:   7,512     18.86% 
Abstain  0 
 

Special Resolution 9: Passed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires a 75% majority this has been reached 
 
 
Special Resolution 10 
Re-Appointment of Directors  
(7780/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to speak and 
provide his rationale to Resolution 10. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
S Griew (Board) asked to speak on behalf of the Board & advised that the Board 
agree with the principle but doesn’t agree with the change being required in the 
articles. Sport England have confirmed that the requirement for open and 
transparent recruitment is only required for new Directors. None the less, the 
current Board has agreed to advertise for re-appointments as demonstrated this 
year, but it would not be appropriate for future Boards to be bound by this. Hence 
why this is better being the Sports Guidance Pack rather than the articles.  
 



 

 

Ms P Samuel (Board)contributed we do have an open and transparent 
recruitment process. The Board as a whole does consider the feedback from the 
Nominations Committee. 
 
T Catt who is not a company member, was granted permission to speak and advised 
that the recent appointment of Directors was very welcomed following over 20 
applications. But he felt that without P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) putting in this 
resolution and the Board would have simply rolled over and reappointed the 
previous 3 Directors.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to summarise. He 
stated it is all about a level playing field for Elected and Appointed Directors. P 
Charters (Berkshire, HLM) was pleased with the recent Director appointments and 
felt this was a move in the right direction.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  26, 861   65.29% 
Against:  14,283  34.71% 
Abstain:  0 
 

Special Resolution 10: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
Special Resolution 11  
Company Membership  
(7781/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 10. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) asked to speak and felt it was always her understanding 
that if you are a company member, qualified umpire etc then you were 
automatically an affiliated member. This is now not the case, and all those in these 
categories who do not renew are not covered by insurance. If this does change, then 
all those in that category should be informed. Mrs D Webb (Hastings, V) will vote 
against this resolution.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) had a question. In terms of how this will be implemented, 
his understanding is that company members do not need to be paying players, many 
of them are not. Therefore, it would seem this is a paper exercise That could be 
handled by protocol.  
 



 

 

T Purcell (Board, VP) was asked to summarise and answer C Dangerfield 
(Shropshire) question. There are a number of reasons why someone doesn’t remain 
as a member, they may not play anymore, their league may not renew them and 
therefore they cease as being a company member, and cannot vote. During Covid, 
there are a number who have not renewed their membership and therefore they are 
not entitled to vote. This has been pointed out to many, and chases have been done.  
 
With regards to Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) question, this is only to do with company 
members who can vote at AGMs, for clarity, a company member may not act as a 
company member during pending renewal.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  36,399   90.65% 
Against:  3,755   9.35% 
Abstain:  826 
 

Special Resolution 11: Passed  
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached. 
 
 
Special Resolution 12 
Directors as Company Members  
(7782/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 12. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box however; no questions were asked. 
 
 
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  39,708  97.59% 
Against:  982   2.41% 
Abstain:  143 
 

Special Resolution 12: Passed  
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached. 
 
Special Resolution 13 
Company Members who are National Councillors 
(7783/0721/JKB) (Board – Susie Venner) 
 



 

 

Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) to speak and 
provide the Board’s rationale to Resolution 13. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hasting, VP) asked to speak, and advised that she didn’t see any need 
to change County Rep / Company Member as it describes what it is. Also, if you look 
at Article 23.6 it already has County Rep / Company Member so two different 
terminologies would be used in the articles which would be confusing. Mrs D Webb 
(Hastings, VP) does agree with the Director Company Member and the latter part.  
 
Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) was welcomed to summarise however there was nothing 
further to add.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  28,711    73.40% 
Against:  10,406  26.6% 
Abstain:  1,420 
 

Special Resolution 13: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
Special Resolution 14 
Honorary Appointments  
(7784/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 14. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box however, none were asked. 
 
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  38,921  97.30% 
Against:  1,081     2.70% 
Abstain:  312 
 

Special Resolution 14: Passed  
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached. 
 
Special Resolution 15 



 

 

Clarification Affiliation Fees Increase  
(7785/0721/JKB) (Board – Susie Venner)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) to speak and provide 
the Board’s rationale to Resolution 15. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) asked to speak and advised he is against this Resolution 
as he felt it was a further removal of power from the membership to the Board. If he 
understands this correctly, if for any reason, the membership wanted to reduce the 
fees in the future, this would not be able to be done without a Special Resolution 
requiring 75%, or having another Special Resolution to reverse the one passed today. 
The members have the right to set the fees.  
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) spoke and didn’t feel the Resolution rationale said what 
the proposition is. It doesn’t say that any Company Member can propose a 
reduction, it doesn’t say any Company Member can propose an increase, only one 
aspect is stated in that the Board can set these. Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) will vote 
against this.  
 
M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) advised he is not comfortable with this Resolution, 
and referred to the Resolution held at the AGM 2019 and how the members saw the 
effect this had on the association and felt it is a fundamental right for the 
memberships to make Resolutions relating to fees. In January this year, the Board 
put forward a proposal to National Council to increase the Affiliation Fee and M 
Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) argued against this. This Resolution removes this right.  
 
S Kemish (Board) spoke and advised this wouldn’t give the Board absolute power to 
make increases, the reverse of this (from a Governance Review) is to make sure that 
a reduction of fees can’t be forced through and jeopardise the association financial 
position.   
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) spoke and didn’t feel comfortable with this. Although 
not suggesting this current Board would do anything currently, but future Boards 
might and therefore he feels the Affiliation Fees are for the AGM, not for the Board.  
 
T Catt who is not a company member, but was permitted to speak advised that a lot 
of the problems with the articles is a lack of definition and accuracy. Had they been 
better written they would have passed. Food for thought for the future.  
 
Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) was welcomed to summarise and reiterated that any 
increase in fees would have to go to the AGM, any reduction would require 75% 
instead of 50% and the principle behind this is the Board have financial responsibility 
for the company. In response to Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) question, the wording 



 

 

“Set” would cover up and down, whereas the proposal is to change this to 
“Increase”.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  15,712      40.64% 
Against:  22,946    59.36% 
Abstain:  1,699 
 

Special Resolution 15: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
Special Resolution 16 
Requisitioning of EGM  
(7786/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 16. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box but none were raised. 
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  40,314  100% 
Against:  0  0% 
Abstain:  0 
 

Special Resolution 16: Passed  
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached. 
 
Special Resolution 17 
Members who play in multiple leagues  
(7787/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 17. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) advised a lot of her comments were the same as for 
Resolution 7.  She felt there is a lot more work required on this to get it right. 
 



 

 

C Dangerfield (Shropshire) asked to speak for this resolution. Understood the 
points being made by Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) but felt that this should have been 
addressed right from the beginning of individual membership. C Dangerfield 
(Shropshire) will support this resolution.  
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) was conflicted in this Resolution as he has long held the view of 1 
Member 1 Vote, however his League and County Representatives felt concerned as 
they don’t know the impact. He believes that members need to nominate their 
preferred league first and then leagues will understand the impact before voting on 
this proposal at a later date. N LeMilliere (Kent) is voting against. 
 
T Purcell (Board, VP) was welcomed to summarise and advised that he and N 
LeMilliere (Kent) were on the voting review group a couple of years ago, and this 
was discussed with C Dangerfield (Shropshire) previously too about the unfairness of 
the voting system. Although we do not know the results yet, when people register, 
we will find out the impact and each League will know their voting figures.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  25,632  63% 
Against: 15,011  36.93% 
Abstain:  0 
 

Special Resolution 17: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
 
 
 
Special Resolution 18 
Casting vote at General Meetings  
(7788/0721/JKB) (Board – Susie Venner)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Venner (Board, VP) to speak and provide 
the Board’s her rationale to Resolution 18. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) asked to speak and advised that the question of a 
casting vote goes against tradition and the principle of needing to achieve the right 
number of membership votes to affect change. A casting vote should not overrule 
this principle not matter how rare it might be.  
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) asked to speak and concurred with A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM.)  
 



 

 

The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  18,332  46.75% 
Against: 20,883  53.25% 
Abstain:  466 
 

Special Resolution 18: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
Special Resolution 19 
Right to Appeal  
(7789/0721/JKB) (Board – Sara Sutcliffe) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 18. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as follows: 
 
Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) advised she felt very passionately about this, and urged 
everyone to vote against this –about it’s a change from members being aggrieved by 
a decision, to members being decided by the Board if they are significantly / 
adversely affected.   
 
A Ransome (Cleveland) asked to speak and was concerned that this is a very big 
change to the current position. The current rule says any member / organisation that 
is “aggrieved” – the new one states “significantly / adversely” and A Ransome 
(Cleveland, HLM) felt this is completely changing the opportunity to appeal and not 
acceptable.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) the chance to respond and 
summarise. In response to Mrs D Webb (Hastings, VP) it was advised that the Board 
has no role in the appeal, the only job for the Board is to make the regulations. With 
regards to A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) point, if you just have the ability to appeal 
an aggrieved decision, the ability to appeal becomes abused by people who are just 
upset with a decision and this change would mean that they would also need ot 
evidence that they were affected by the decision not just aggrieved by it.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  15,428  42.42% 
Against: 20,938  57.58% 
Abstain:  2,464 
 

Special Resolution 19: Failed 
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 



 

 

 
 
Special Resolution 20 
Proxies  
(7790/0721/JKB) (Board – Tom Purcell) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed T Purcell (Board, VP) to speak and provide the 
Board’s rationale to Resolution 20. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box but there were none raised.  
 
The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  39,504  99.14% 
Against: 344  0.86% 
Abstain:  0 
 

Special Resolution 20: Passed  
As it is a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached. 
 
 
 
 
 
Special Resolution 21 
Votes to be available to League Secretary  
(7791/0721/JKB) (Chris Dangerfield) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed C Dangerfield (Shropshire) to speak and 
provided his rationale to Resolution 20. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box but there were none raised.  
 
Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) asked to speak and advised that the Board supports this 
Resolution and would look to integrate this within relevant regulations as soon as 
practical, but will also support that if it does pass it will take immediate effect, the 
voting record of this meeting will be made available.  
 
D Hockney (Avon) asked to speak and advised that he does not feel that in the 
Standing Orders is the right place for this to sit. Standing Orders fully supports them 
going into the articles/regulations.  
 



 

 

A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) supports C Dangerfield (Shropshire) resolution and 
felt it is important that all company members take their responsibility seriously. We 
should think carefully about what we consult our members on, before we take a 
decision. We are responsible to our members. This is in line with transparency.  
 
T Catt who is not a company member was allowed to speak and totally agreed with 
this resolution. There are some GDPR factors to bear in mind, and company 
members are giving away their votes – especially if discretion is used. As shown 
today 40% have not voted today.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed C Dangerfield (Shropshire) to summarise his 
resolution however he felt the points had been raised.  
 
 The results of this vote were: 
 
For:  38,317  95.68% 
Against: 1,732  4.32% 
Abstain:  0 
 

Ordinary Resolution 21: Passed 

As it is an Ordinary Resolution that requires 50% majority this has been reached 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ordinary Resolutions: 
22. Performance Sub Committee  
(7792/0721/JKB) (Neil Le Milliere) – discussed second 
 22a. Performance Sub Committee Proposed Amendments 
(7793/0721/JKB) (Alan Ransome) – discussed first.  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) to speak and 
provided his rationale to Resolution 22a (amendment).  
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and the following were raised: 
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) advised that Kent do not support this Resolution as the Board do 
need to remain in overall control.  
 
A video was played from D Parker (Board) explaining the Board rational and his views 
as chair of the Talent and Performance subcommittee of the Board. 
 



 

 

S Griew (Board) was welcomed to speak and felt this is another Resolution 
where the Board supports the principle but not the detail. The Board have engaged 
in considerable depth, listened and acted in this area – and as such a Sub-Committee 
is now set up to oversee the Talent and Performance programme. The committee 
does have teeth in its advisory capacity, but it doesn’t undermine the governance 
structure of the organisation. The TOR includes scope, delegation, composition, 
frequency of meetings etc, all published on the website. However, the AGM is not 
the right place to discuss the detail and set KPIs. That is a Board role, so the Board do 
not support the Resolution but do support the principle and have already acted on it. 
 
P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) spoke and supports this resolution because the proposal 
gets down to the point of where the membership needs to be, ensuring the 
committee has teeth. The Association needs to support the committee to ensure 
they make the right decisions.  
 
R Venner (Board) asked to speak and advised he is honoured to be part of the T&P 
Sub Committee, giving thanks to N LeMilliere (Kent), A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) 
and P Charters (Berkshire) for their resolutions. R Venner (Board) felt the committee 
will do a very good job, with all the experience that sits on that group.  
 
A Murdoch (Bedfordshire) spoke and advised he supports this Resolution and that 
anything we can do to support our talent is positive.  
 
Miss E Vickers (Board) was welcomed to speak and felt it was appropriate to talk and 
following a catch up with D Parker (Board) we have applications for co-opted 
individuals which look positive. Guidance to the Board is required but the Board will 
have the overall decision.  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) supports both Resolutions with the preference being 22a 
but hoping that at least one passes today. If 22 goes through then we shall put our 
faith into those people. 
 
M Stanforth (Staff) spoke and updated everyone at the AGM about his new role as 
Head of England Performance and welcomed the creation of the T&P Sub 
Committee.  
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) was welcomed back to summarise and advised that the 
Board do stay in control of all matters. Two further points were raised about finance 
– firstly, how A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) feels the young players should receive 
£250,000 which is required for training & competition programmes, not for Coaches’ 
salaries. Secondly, if this committee is given the authority, this will enable them to 
do a much better job. Currently, under the TOR this committee is only advisory and 
their advice can be rejected.  
 
The results of this vote for 22a were: 
 
For:  22,653  57.79% 



 

 

Against: 16,547  42.21% 
Abstain:  202 
 

Ordinary Resolution 22a: Passed 

As it is an Ordinary Resolution that requires 50% majority this has been reached 
 
N LeMilliere (Kent) asked for the amendment summary to be read out: “The 
amendment now means that what will be recorded is that this meeting recommends 
the Board follow the High-Performance management methods used by the 
management committees and Boards over previous decades which has consistently 
produced far better results in International Rankings. These include appointing a 
Voluntary Committee Chairman to manage the area of work and is given full 
delegated powers”. 
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) thanked everyone for passing this resolution and 
advised this resolution is simply to support the Board and ensure this committee is 
given teeth, authority and the finance to move forward.  
 
No one from Kent wished to speak before the vote opened. 
 
The results of this vote for 22 were: 
 
For:  33,777  86.40% 
Against: 5,319  13.60% 
Abstain:  402 
 

Ordinary Resolution 22: Passed 
As it is an Ordinary Resolution that requires 50% majority this has been reached 
 
Special Resolution 23 
Instruct the Board in Performance KPI’s  
(7794/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters)  
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed P Charters (Berkshire, HLM) to speak and 
provided his rationale to Resolution 23. 
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
N LeMilliere (Kent, Standing Orders Committee) advised that P Charters (Berkshire, 
HLM) is unable to withdraw the resolution, however he is able to ask everyone to 
vote against it.  
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as followed:  
 
Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) asked to speak and advised that the Board supports the 
principle of KPIs, and everyone has seen the operational plan presented to National 
Council which is a much more detailed plan than previous years, which is now 



 

 

available on a quarterly basis to National Councillors. This will include KPI’s for 
Performance. Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) made the point that all staff are accountable to 
her, and she is accountable to the Board. Staff work with committees and take 
decisions collectively, working together as a group. No one person overrules the 
majority. The setting of KPI’s exists, and will be enhanced, produced to the Board 
across the business, made available to National Council through the website.  
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) requested to speak and felt the main thing we are 
looking for is that the juniors and cadets are in the top position in Europe. The main 
issue is that we get there, with KPI’s as suggested and we follow these and see good 
results.  
 
S Kemish (Board) asked to speak and reminded everyone of the EGM results and 
how the CEO was given a resounding vote of confidence. This doesn’t feel like a 
Board issue, but a SLT and CEO responsibility who should be left to get on with their 
job. S Kemish (Board) asked that this is voted against.  
 
M Stanforth (Staff) was allowed to speak and pointed out that the performance 
team want to see England teams being successful. The great thing about the 
performance team is that they work together.  
 
N LeMilliere (Standing Orders Committee) advised that if you are carrying a proxy, by 
law you need to follow that proxy. Also, if you have been instructed on how to vote 
you need to be confident that you can change your vote. The AGM were asked to 
bear this in mind.  
 
The results of this vote for 23 were: 
 
For:  4,416  11.87% 
Against: 32,798  88.13% 
Abstain:  2,871 
 

Special Resolution 23: Failed 
As it was a Special Resolution that requires 75% majority 
 
 
Special Resolution 24 
Urges the Board in Performance KPI’s  
(7795/0721/JKB) (Peter Charters) 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) went straight to Special Resolution 24 as agreed by 
Standing Orders Committee but would not announce the vote until the results of 
Special Resolution 23 was advised.  
 
The full resolution details are available in Appendix 1 
 
The results of this vote for 24 were: 



 

 

 
For:  25,438  69.06% 
Against: 11,396  30.94% 
Abstain:  1,978 
 

Ordinary Resolution 24: Passed 
As it is an Ordinary Resolution that requires 75% majority this has been reached 
 
10. Financial Report & Audited Accounts 
Receive and acceptance of the financial report, including audited accounts for the 
Financial Year ending 31st March 2021  
(7766/0721/JKB) 
 
A presentation was made to the AGM comprising of 7 slides presented by S Kemish 
(Board) Chair of Finance Committee. Attached to these minutes.  
 
Questions were welcomed in the Q&A box and were as followed:  
 
C Dangerfield (Shropshire) asked to speak and commented that firstly, without being 
negative he felt that although they look professional, he found them useless. If any 
detail is required it cannot be found. Less and less detail relating to finance has been 
evident over the last 10 years. C Dangerfield (Shropshire) queried the £112,000 
spent on marketing and asked how this was so given the Covid situation where 
nothing was done?  
 
M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) spoke and commented on his respect for Sam Garey 
(staff), having said that, it is fundamental that the financial policies are overseen 
with the accounting function, made by a qualified accountant on the Board. M Clarke 
(Worcestershire, HLM) advised of the transparency requirement and how at National 
Council these figures were discussed, raising 2 questions:   

1) Expenditure to cost centre “Talent” of £381,568 which was £90,000 over 
budget. Bearing in mind lockdown, none of this could have been spent on the 
Talent spoken about previously, & no one answered this question and the 
minutes from National Council didn’t answer this question either. Therefore, 
not being transparent.  

2) £15,000 was shown as income from Talent, given the furlough scheme M 
Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) didn’t feel this was correct and requested a 
break down. 

 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) spoke and concurred with the comments from the two 
previous speakers. More information is required to National Council and there are 
people on National Council who are able to ask questions. In the future, A Ransome 
(Cleveland, HLM) asked if there has been an amount allocated to the juniors and if 
not, when will this be? 
 
Mrs S Sutcliffe (CEO) asked to speak and commented on the Talent staff query, 
advising that they are all publicly funded therefore not being eligible for furlough. 



 

 

Sport England provided a lot of flexibility around how the funding was used in 
this pandemic year – if money was needed from one pot to balance another, then 
this was granted. Also, the answers given to National Council as per M Clarke 
(Worcestershire, HLM) were absolutely correct.  
 
S Kemish (Board) was welcomed back to summarise and advised that the marketing 
cost was allocated to website, which could have been spread out over a number of 
years, however given the situation and lack of spending in other areas we were able 
to put some of that money into that area. Being able to break even this year is a 
major accomplishment. S Kemish (Board) agreed that more transparency is needed, 
but sometimes not all the information is needed to be publicly available – this isn’t 
hiding anything, just making sure the right level of information to available.  
 
In response to M Clarke (Worcestershire, HLM) S Kemish (Board) advised Sam Garey 
and her team have led us in the most trying of times, to break even. The auditors 
support our accounts.  
 
The results of this vote for Agenda Item 10 were: 
 
For:  34,155  97.8% 
Against: 777  2.2% 
Abstain:  3,840 
 

Agenda Item 10: Passed 
 
11. Reappointment of Auditors  
Reappointment of Auditors and authorise the Directors to agree their 
remuneration  
(7767/0721/JKB)   
 
A zoom poll was launched for this vote. 
 
For:  96% 
Against: 4% 
  

Agenda Item 11: Passed 
 
12. Election of Standing Orders Committee  
David Hockney 
Neil Le Milliere 
1x Vacancy 
 
Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) welcomed interest in the vacancy available as June Watts 
had resigned a year before her term had ended. Thanks were given to June Watts for 
her service over the years. Also, thanks were given to David Hockney and Neil 
LeMilliere for all their hard work.  



 

 

 
A zoom poll was launched for the reappointment of David Hockey (retiring on 
rotation, willing to be re-elected) 
 
For:  99% 
Against: 0% 
Abstain:  1% 
 
 
13. Vice President Renewals  
Approval of Renewal for Vice Presidents & Approval of Vice Presidents 2021 
 
The AGM were asked to confirm their acceptance of the new appointments as 
renewals were no longer required as Resolution 14 passed 
 
Don Davies 
Lisa Lomas 
John Mackey 
Diane Scholer 
Mary Wright 
 
A zoom poll was launched for this vote 
 
For:  96% 
Against:  0% 
Abstain: 4% 
 
Honours Awarded 
 
Keith Ponting Award    Peter Charters 
Malcolm Scott Award   Estyn Williams 
Ivor Montagu Award   Caroline Willlams 
AK Vint OBE Award   Greg Yarnall 
Victor Barna Award   Liam Pitchford 
Mike Watts Achievement Award Bethany Ellis 
     Joseph Hunter 
 
 

Agenda Item 12: Passed 
 
There was no AOB sent in advance of this meeting and therefore nothing further was 
required to be discussed however, A Murdoch (Bedfordshire) asked for the Board to 
look into the lack of the votes this year. This was noted.  
 
A Ransome (Cleveland, HLM) advised that at the last National Council meeting he 
raised the issue of the timeline for questions for the August meeting, J Keay-Blyth 
(Staff) will check.  



 

 

 
Thanks were given by Mrs S Deaton (Chairman) to Mrs Caroline Williams (Returning 
Officer) for her outstanding service and work provided for this AGM. Also, thanks 
were given to J Keay-Blyth (Staff) and V Wiegleb (Staff) for their hard work behind 
the scenes in getting the virtual AGM and Mi-Voice voting system arranged. Board 
members were also thanked along with all the AGM attendees who attended today.  
 
The Annual General Meeting for 2021 was closed by Mrs S Deaton (Chairman). 
 
  



 

 

Appendix to AGM Notice 17th July 2021     
  
 
18th July 2021 
 
RESOLUTIONS for AGM 2021        
  
Note 1: Resolutions which propose changes to the Articles or which seek to issue 
instructions (as distinct from advice or suggestions) to the Board are Special 
Resolutions and require a 75% majority to pass. Other resolutions are Ordinary 
Resolutions and require only a simple majority. 
Note 2: In resolutions which propose changes to the Articles words proposed to be 
deleted are shown crossed through and words proposed to be added are shown 
underlined.  
Note 3: Where there is similar wording for example Resolution 5 & 6 and 8 & 9 these 
will be debated and considered together. The second resolution (resolutions 6 and 
9 respectively) will only be put to the meeting if the first resolutions (resolutions 5 
and 8 respectively) fail. 
Note 4: In Resolution 22 there has been a proposed Amendment which is identified 
as 22a in the AGM Notice and in the below detail and will be heard and voted on 
ahead of Resolution 22. If it fails then Resolution 22 will be voted on as originally 
proposed; if it passes then Resolution 22 will be voted on as amended. 
 
1  Ordinary Resolution                C Dangerfield 
(Shropshire) 
That the affiliation fee for the 2021/22 season be reduced by the amount of any fee 
paid in 2020/21. 
Rationale:  This proposition is asking the board to provide free membership for the 
2021/22 season, to any player, at the same level that was purchased during the 
2020/21 season. 
Paraphrasing, the board stated at the Jan 21 National Council that whilst they 
acknowledge most players did not play during the 2020/21 season, they felt value 
was still provided to the membership.  
The main example of this was the support provided to leagues, by the development 
team around coronavirus support. We do not seek to disagree with this statement 
and do accept that some value was received by all members during the 2020/21 
season, even if it was not directly obvious or recognised by all. However, this 
proposal seeks to demonstrate to the board that their decision to reduce membership 
fees for those who paid in the 2020/21 season by only 50% is not fair, nor acceptable. 
Those members who paid in good faith, should not be expected to fund the value 
received by every member. There is no way to distinguish the value received by 
players who paid or who did not pay, therefore as it is unreasonable to expect 
members who did not pay last season to pay double this coming season, the only fair 
solution is to accept that the burden should be taken by the association, not a group 
of players who were for the most part simply unlucky, that they had chosen to have 
an automated renewal. This proposal simply seeks to achieve fairness to all 
members. Any individual member who is given free membership for 2021/22, would 



 

 

be free to make a voluntary contribution to the association, at the time of 
renewal, this is a much fairer way to handle a difficult situation and puts the decision 
of whether to support the association, firmly in the hands of each individual member, 
which is where it should be. In terms of any projected losses that may be incurred as 
a result of this proposition being enacted, we simply say that coronavirus was a 
unique and hopefully un-repeatable situation; we have reserves built up over many 
years and ultimately this is a perfect example of what they should be used for. 
 
 
Board View 
The Board does not support this resolution because it is unaffordable without a highly 
detrimental impact on the work of the association and/or the reserves. The cost of 
over £220,000 amounts to more than 50% of the reserves, which is already below the 
level required by the reserves policy. 
 
The Board is extremely grateful to the members who did renew their membership in 
20/21 and recognising the important contribution they made to this unprecedented 
and difficult year, the Board has agreed to extend an offer of a 50% discount to those 
members on their 21/22 membership (the fees being frozen at £16 adult for the 4th 
season in a row). Membership income is a vital source of income and supports 
member services which are not covered by other funding sources such as Sport 
England. It also provides essential additional funds into the performance budgets. The 
importance of this income is explained in more detail here 
https://tabletennisengland.co.uk/membership/register-or-renew/how-your-fees-
support-our-sport/ and the membership fee contribution has certainly helped us 
weather the covid impact without needing to make redundancies and importantly 
allowed us to continue to provide support and benefit to the members through 
webinars, return to play advice, assistance access external grants and preparing to 
help the sport bounce back.  The Board acknowledges the arguments in the rationale 
but it is not realistic to simply create equality but refunding everyone’s fees which 
would have a detrimental effect on everyone, and some more than others, going 
forward. 
 
The Board did consider if it could offer a bigger refund or discount. In the end, 
balancing all factors and considering their fiduciary duties to the company and the 
members to ensure the company is not placed into a position of financial instability, 
the directors concluded that a 50% offer was fair, balanced and a manageable risk. 
Over the course of the season very few requests for refunds have been received and 
as of 20 May less than 600 members (less than 5% of 20/21 members) have registered 
their request for the 50% discount on next season.  That figure will of course increase, 
and the Finance Committee will monitor the impact closely and adjust budgets 
accordingly.  
 
20/21 members 13,778 
20/21 membership fees £223,344 
Reserves £433,082 
Reserves policy of 3 months operating costs £457,710 

https://tabletennisengland.co.uk/membership/register-or-renew/how-your-fees-support-our-sport/
https://tabletennisengland.co.uk/membership/register-or-renew/how-your-fees-support-our-sport/


 

 

2  Special Resolution            P Charters 

(Berkshire) 

In Article 3, amend definition of Independent Director as follows: 
Independent Director means a director of the Company appointed in accordance with 
Article 24, who is not the Chairman and is determined by the Board as being 
independent, including, but not limited to, their having no material or pecuniary 
connection with the Company and whom an objective outsider would view as 
independent; according to the definition of ‘independent’ as defined by Sport England 
in its Code of Governance; 
Rationale: Sport England requires that 25 per cent of the Board is comprised of 
‘Independent Directors’. These are ‘Appointed Directors’. Sport England permits table 
tennis players and/or members of TTE to fall into the category of ‘Independent 
Directors’. However, the TTE Board currently has the power to redefine this definition 
at its own discretion, and has chosen not to allow table tennis player and/or member 
of TTE to apply for these posts. That is 25 per cent of the Board which TTE Board has 
decided must come from outside the sport although it is not a requirement by Sport 
England. This discriminates against table tennis players who have the required skill set 
from being able to apply for a quarter of the positions on the Board, solely on the basis 
that they play table tennis. Put simply – if there was a vacancy on the Board for an 
Independent Director to fulfil a skill shortage say for a financial background, an 
accountant who played TT in the local league and or had been a coach for 30 years 
would be prevented from even applying whereas the person who had never played 
table tennis would be allowed – just because they had never played table tennis.  We 
are limiting our talent pool for Directors by exercising prejudice against table tennis 
players. It limits our ability to have a wider range of table tennis skills by actively ruling 
out table tennis players without giving their wider range of skills due consideration. 
This doesn’t over-rule the issue that the best or right man or woman should be selected 
according to a range of factors. However, it does level the playing field so that table 
tennis players/members can apply and compete on equal terms with non- table tennis 
players/members. 
 
Board View 
The Board does not support this resolution. While we have agreed to revise our 
definition of independent (see below) we do not believe that the Articles are the 
appropriate place for this to be documented. It is important that the Nominations 
Committee has the flexibility to take account of all relevant factors and that decisions 
made now do not bind future Boards unnecessarily. It is therefore most appropriate 
that the Board’s definition of independent is contained in the Board Guidance 
document. 
 
Board definition of Independent - a person is independent if they are free from any 
close connection to the organisation and if, from the perspective of an objective 
outsider, they would be viewed as independent. This does not exclude a current 
member or player from being defined as independent which shall be at the 
discretion of the Nominations Committee taking all relevant factors into account.  As 



 

 

a general rule a person who has an official function within a club or league or is 
an active coach or official would not be independent.  
 
Code definition of Independent - a person is independent if they are free from any 
close connection to the organisation and if, from the perspective of an objective 
outsider, they would be viewed as independent. A person may still be deemed to be 
‘independent’ even if they are a member of the organisation and/or play the sport. 
Examples of a ‘close connection’ include: (A) they are or have within the last four years 
been actively involved in the organisation’s affairs, e.g. as a representative of a specific 
interest group within the organisation such as a sporting discipline, a region or a home 
country; (B) they are or have within the last four years been an employee of the 
organisation; or (C) they have close family ties with any of the organisation’s directors 
or senior employees 
 
As is evident the Boards definition of independent is taken from the Code but provides 
for the Nominations Committee to consider all relevant factors to define close 
connection – something which the Code would expect and provides for. The Board’s 
position is that the current definition of ‘independent’ in the Articles is appropriate 
and does not needed changing. Importantly the current definition includes the 
restriction on material and pecuniary interest which the Code definition does not 
explicitly however the proposition deletes this.  
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
3  Special Resolution                       
Board 
Definition of Registered Players 
That the following definition be added to Article 3.1: 
Registered (in respect of a player in a Local League competition) means an Affiliated 
Member permitted by the regulations of the Company and the Local League 
concerned to play in that Local League competition who has paid the requisite 
Company and Local League fees to do so. 
Rationale:  The Articles refer to players being registered to take part in a Local League 
competition but it is not clear exactly how that is defined. The proposition provides a 
definition. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
4  Special Resolution                 P Charters 
(Berkshire) 
That the number of Elected Directors be increased from three to four, as follows: 
23 Elected Directors  
23.1 Company Members shall elect three four directors, who shall be titled Elected 
Deputy Chairmen. 
Rationale:  Three out of the current 12 Directors on the Board are elected by the 
membership as Elected Deputy Chairmen. Since 2017, the membership via their 
representatives from Leagues and Counties can elect three directors (Elected Deputy 
Chairman) from within the membership, giving the membership greater 
representation and allowing a wider reach from within the table tennis community. 



 

 

This proposal seeks to increase that figure to four members which is in line with 
SCoG which permits one third of the Board can be elected. This gives the membership 
better and greater representation in the decision-making process at Board level.  It 
also guarantees that at least a third of the Board have a direct involvement with the 
Sport and the membership. It still permits six ‘discretionary’ appointments which 
primarily focus on skill set requirements via the ‘Appointed Directors’ and allows for at 
least three of these to be independent in accordance with the requirements in SCoG. 
The CEO and Chairman, bring that total to 12 Directors  
 
 
 
Board View 
The Board does not support this resolution because it would make it less likely that 
the wide range of necessary skills, experience and diversity could be provided 
between the 12 Directors. 
 
The skills matrix that the Nominations Committee uses when recruiting ‘Appointed 
Directors’ identifies 23 areas of skills and experience to be covered. In addition, there 
are requirements associated with the Code of Sports Governance on diversity that 
must be met. The process for recruiting Appointed Directors allows the Board to 
prioritise gaps. On the other hand, while the Elected Directors of course bring both 
table tennis and professional skills to the Board, the election process is not targeted 
towards any missing skills or areas of expertise.  Since two of the Directors (the CEO 
and Chair) are appointed with a specific skillset, that only leaves 10 Directors to 
provide the necessary skills, experience and diversity. In this context, a move from 3 
to 4 Elected Directors would represent a significant change. 
 
The Board therefore believes that the current composition of Chairman, three Elected 
Directors, seven Appointed Directors and CEO provides the optimal balance of 
membership representation and the flexibility to bring missing skills, experience and 
diversity onto the Board. This is particularly so now that the change in definition of 
‘Independent Director’  permits TTE members to apply for any of the appointed 
positions ,  
  



 

 

 
5  Special Resolution                
Board 
Elected Directors  
That Article 23.1 be amended as shown: 
23.1 Company Members shall elect three directors, who shall be titled Elected Deputy 
Chairmen Elected Directors, one of whom the Board shall designate as Deputy 
Chairman. 
and in consequence Article 3.1 be amended as shown: 
Elected Deputy Chairman means the director or directors elected as Elected Directors 
for the time being of the Company;  
Deputy Chairman means the Elected Director designated by the Board as Deputy 
Chairman for the time being of the Company; 
In addition that Article 18.1 be amended as shown: 
18.1 If the Chairman is not participating in a directors’ meeting within ten minutes of 
the time at which it was due to start, the Deputy Chairman shall chair the meeting. In 
the absence of the Deputy Chairman, the participating directors must appoint one of 
themselves to chair the meeting. 
 
Rationale:  The current Articles provide that the three Elected Directors are all Elected 
Deputy Chairmen. This means that none of them carry the authority which a single 
Deputy Chairman would have. The proposition is that the Board designate one of the 
Elected Directors as Deputy Chairman who would then act as a full deputy to the 
Chairman. The process for appointing the Deputy Chairman is set out in the Board 
Guidance Pack as follows: 
Elected Directors are three Board members who are elected by and/or on behalf of the 
membership and one will be nominated as the Elected Deputy Chairperson. The Elected 
Directors will recommend to the remainder of the Board their nomination for Elected 
Deputy Chairperson and the Board will ratify that decision. If there is more than one 
Elected Director that wishes to be Elected Deputy Chairperson then the Board will 
appoint on a majority decision. 
 
6   Special Resolution            P Charters 
(Berkshire) 
In Article 23.1, after ‘titled, delete Elected Deputy Chairmen’ and substitute ‘Member 
Elected Directors’ and add ‘one of whom shall be nominated by the Member Elected 
Directors as the Deputy Chairman and ratified by the Board as such’, as follows: 
23.1 Company Members shall elect three directors, who shall be titled Elected Deputy 
Chairmen Member Elected Directors, one of whom shall be nominated by the 
Member Elected Directors as the Deputy Chairman and ratified by the Board as such. 
In Article 18.1, after ‘was to start’, add ‘the Deputy Chairman shall chair it.  In the 
absence of the Deputy Chairman’, as follows`: 
18.1 If the Chairman is not participating in a directors’ meeting within ten minutes of 
the time at which it was to start, the Deputy Chairman shall chair it. In the absence 
of the Deputy Chairman, the participating directors must appoint one of themselves 
to chair it. 



 

 

Rationale: At the AGM in 2017, the title Elected Deputy Chairmen was conferred 
on all three of the Elected Directors in order to give them a ‘special status’ within the 
Board. In reality, this has had the opposite to the desired effect. As three people – 
potentially four - hold the title it has diluted the significance of the role and 
consequently none of them hold a ‘special status’. The Elected Directors support a 
move to ensure one of them is recognised as the Deputy Chair of the organisation 
therefore ensuring that the membership is always represented within the Governance 
structure. To ensure full membership involvement in the process, the Deputy Chair 
should be selected by and from the Elected Directors. This amendment says that the 
Board should ratify the position. However, it is worth considering if this position should 
be approved at the AGM. 
 
Board View  
The Board does not support this resolution.  
As set out in the rationale to Resolution 5 the Board has agreed a process for the 
designation of the Deputy Chairman. Form a governance perspective this must be a 
Board decision, however the process for doing so is  more appropriately set out in the 
Board Guidance Pack and provides for the Elected Directors to identify their preferred 
candidate. However, it is always possible that two or more individuals might wish to 
fulfil the role so the Board will be the ultimate decision maker.  
The title Member Elected Director is superfluous as it is clear they are elected by the 
membership and the term ‘Elected Director’ is preferred. The Board has two categories 
of director – elected and appointed. 
  



 

 

 
7  Special Resolution                         
Board 
Election of directors – vote units 
That Article 23.6 be amended as shown: 
23.6 The vote of each Company Member shall count as the following number of vote 
units: 
23.6.1 Individual Company Member: 1 unit 
23.6.2 County Representative Company Member: 1 unit 
23.6.3 League Representative Company Member appointed by a Local League with 30 
or fewer teams in membership 120 or fewer registered players: 2 units 
23.6.4 League Representative Company Member appointed by a Local League with 
31-100  teams in membership 121-400 registered players: 4 units 
23.6.5 League Representative Company Member appointed by a Local League with 
101 or more teams in membership 401 or more registered players: 6 units 
23.6.6 The number of registered players accredited to a Local League for this purpose 
shall be the number accredited to it under Article 41 to determine its voting 
entitlement at a General Meeting. 
 
Rationale:  The number of vote units a Local League has in a director election depends 
on its size. The Articles currently define this by the number of teams. So the number of 
teams as well as the number of registered players have to be collected and recorded 
which doubles the administrative work for leagues and office staff to no good purpose. 
The proposition is to use the number of registered players instead. To ensure that the 
balance between leagues of different sizes is maintained the existing provision has 
been translated on the basis that each team is assumed to have 4 registered players. 
Thus: 

• 30 or fewer teams becomes 120 or fewer registered players 

• 31 to 100 teams becomes 121 to 400 registered players 

• 101 or more teams becomes 401 or more registered players 
  



 

 

 
8  Special Resolution                     
Board 
Elected Director’s Term of Office 
That Article 23.7 be replaced by a new clause as shown: 
23.7  An Elected Director shall hold office for a term that begins on the day after the 
Annual General Meeting following his election and terminates not later than at the 
end of the fourth Annual General meeting thereafter. A casual vacancy among Elected 
Directors shall be filled in accordance with the procedure set out in 23.2-23.6. The 
person thus elected shall take office immediately the result of the election is 
determined and shall serve for the remainder of the term of office of the person giving 
rise to the vacancy. 
23.7 An Elected Director shall hold office for a term of four years that begins on the 
day the position becomes vacant or, if later, the day the result of the election is 
determined.  
and in consequence Article 25.4 be deleted as shown: 
25.4 For the purposes of this Article a year in office, or a year break in office for an 
Elected Director shall be taken as the period between Annual General Meetings. 
Rationale:  The current Articles provide that an Elected Director whose predecessor left 
office early serves only for the remainder of that term before there is a fresh election. 
It is proposed that if an Elected Director leaves office for any reason whatsoever before 
their full term is completed it would trigger an election for a new director who would 
receive a new full four year term. This means that Elected Directors will no longer take 
office and leave office at an AGM. The deletion of 25.4 is a consequence of this.  
 
 
9  Special Resolution             P Charters 
(Berkshire) 
Delete Article 23.7 and substitute: 
23.7  An Elected Director shall hold office for a period of four years that begins on the 
day on which the position becomes vacant or the day on which the result of the 
election is determined, whichever is the later; a casual vacancy among Elected 
Directors shall be filled in accordance with the procedure set out in 23.3-23.6. 
Rationale: The aim is to create a level playing field so Elected Directors who replace an 
elected director mid-term can serve a four year term in his/her own right, as is the case 
with an appointed director.  All Directors are permitted to serve a total of eight years 
(two x four year terms on the Board). However, the same conditions do not apply 
across the Board, resulting in discrimination against elected directors compared to 
more favourable terms for appointed directors.  In the case of an elected director 
leaving mid-term, his or her replacement would serve the remainder of the original 
terms, whereas in the case of an appointed director leaving mid-term, his or her 
replacement would serve four full years in his or her own right.  This could therefore 
prevent an elected director serving a full eight year term – like an appointed director 
– as they are discriminated against by ‘inheriting a position’ .This also amends a 
contradiction that an Elected Director should take office immediately, not the day after 
the AGM. This proposal levels the playing field. 
 



 

 

Board View 
The second part of the article is unnecessary and contradictory as the concept of 
‘casual vacancy’ does not exist if it is agreed that an Elected Director will serve for a 
full 4 years from the date he/she is elected.  
 
 
10  Special Resolution           P Charters 
(Berkshire) 
In Article 24.2, after ‘appointed’, add ‘or re-appointed’, as follows: 
24.2 Such directors shall be appointed or re-appointed by resolution of the Board 
following an open, formal, publicly advertised and transparent selection process by an 
appointments panel, taking account of the candidate's ability, experience and 
expertise to fulfil the identified role on the Board. 
In Article 25.1, after ‘appointed’, add ‘in accordance with 24.2’, as follows: 
25.1  A director shall be eligible to be elected, or appointed in accordance with 24.2, 
for a further term in office provided that he or she is not prohibited under any other 
provision of these Articles from being a director. 
Rationale: This again is aimed at providing a level playing field between Elected and 
Appointed Directors; and create a fairer, more open and transparent process for 
appointments and re-appointments of Appointed and/or Appointed Independent 
Directors. At the moment, Elected Directors need to be re-elected at the end of their 
term in an open, transparent manner which gives other members of TTE the 
opportunity to stand against them. The same does not apply to appointed directors, 
whose position could be ‘rolled-over’ or ‘rubber-stamped’ by the Nominations 
Committee and/or Board for another four years. This is discriminatory and also limits 
the opportunities for new talents, skills or diversity to be considered. Existing directors 
could choose to re-apply for their posts and therefore it would be a fair appointment 
process which would not prevent others from also applying and the widest, broadest 
field could be considered. Sport England’s Code requires (2.6) ‘an open, publicly 
advertised recruitment process’ for the appointment of the Chair and independent 
non-executive directors. TTE’s own Articles support this for all appointed Directors 
(24.2) ‘appointed following an open, formal, publicly advertised and transparent 
selection process…taking into account of the candidate’s ability, experience and 
expertise to fulfil the identified role on the Board’. One could make a case that a re-
appointment is effectively an appointment and therefore these conditions would apply 
anyway. However, it is ambiguous enough that some might argue it only says 
‘appointment’ therefore creating a ‘loophole’ whereby a re-appointment can be 
‘rubber-stamped’ without an ‘open, transparent, publicly advertised’ process. This 
Resolution clarifies the situation. 
 
Board View 
The Board does not support this resolution because it goes beyond the requirements 
of the Code for Sports Governance. If we wish to go beyond the Code, which the Board 
has agreed to do (see below), it is more appropriate that this is documented in the 
Board Guidance document. It would not be appropriate for future Boards to be bound 
by this. 
 



 

 

The Board does not ‘roll over’ or ‘rubber stamp’ re-appointments and there are 
precedents for Board members not being re-appointed for a second term. A process is 
undertaken via the Nominations Committee to consider a director’s suitability for a 
second term taking into matters such as skills required, demonstrated commitment 
and the value they have added in their first term. 
 
However, the current Board has agreed to advertise for re-appointments as 
demonstrated by the process this year when three appointed directors had completed 
their first term of office.  This goes beyond the requirements of the Code for Sports 
Governance, which sets out the requirement as follows: 
2.4 Code 
Each organisation shall have a formal, rigorous and transparent procedure for the 
appointment of new directors to the Board, and all appointments shall be made on 
merit in line with the skills required of the Board. 
Sport England have also confirmed that the requirement for open and transparent 
recruitment is only necessary for new directors but that it is of course open for the 
Board to decide to do it for all appointments as this Board has chosen to do. The 
Board’s view is that an amendment in the articles is not necessary as it goes beyond 
the Code requirements.  Should the Board alter its position regarding re-
appointments in the future it is accountable to the membership to explain why.  
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
11  Special Resolution              
Board 
Company Membership 
That a new clause 30.4 be added to Article 30 as shown and the existing clause 30.4 
and subsequent clauses be renumbered accordingly: 
30.4 Every person who wishes to become a Company Member must be an Affiliated 
Member. A Company Member whose affiliated membership lapses may not act as a 
Company Member pending renewal. 
Rationale:  The current Articles are not clear what happens if a Company Member 
ceases to be an Affiliated Member – usually through inadvertently allowing his or her 
Affiliated Membership to lapse. The proposition is that Company Members whose 
membership lapses would not cease to be Company Members but would not be able 
to act as such until they renewed their affiliation. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
12 Special Resolution                       
Board 
Directors as Company Members 
That Article 30.7 be amended as shown: 
30.7 An Individual Company Member ceasing to be a director shall thereupon cease 
to be a Company Member and a director ceasing to be a Company Member shall 
thereupon cease to be a director. 
Rationale:  The Articles make the directors automatically Company Members. It is not 
clear what would happen if a director resigned his or her Company Membership. The 



 

 

proposition is that a director who ceases to be a Company Member would also 
cease to be a director. 
-
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
13  Special Resolution              
Board 
Titles of Company Members who are directors or National Councillors 
That throughout the Articles all references to Individual Company Member shall be 
amended to Director Company Member and all references to County Representative 
Company Member shall be amended to National Councillor Company Member; plurals 
shall be similarly amended.  
In consequence 30.5 shall be amended as shown: 
30.5 No-one shall be a Company Member in more than one class and no-one shall be 
a National Councillor Company Member or League Representative Company Member 
for more than one County Association or Local League. 
Rationale:  The Articles currently refer to Company Members who are directors as 
Individual Company Members. There is no good reason for this and it causes confusion. 
The proposition is to refer to them as Director Company Members instead. Similarly 
the Articles currently refer to Company Members who are National Councillors as 
‘County Representative County Members’ and it is proposed to use ‘National Councillor 
Company Members’ instead. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
14 Special Resolution                         
Board 
Honorary Appointments  
That Article 33 be amended as shown: 
33.4 The President and Vice Presidents shall be elected for a term ending at the 3rd 
AGM after their election but shall be eligible for re-election at the end of such term. 
33.5 The appointment of Honorary Past Presidents, and Honorary Life Members and 
Vice Presidents may be terminated only by Special Resolution at a General Meeting 
on a proposal by the Board. 
 
Rationale:  The current Articles require that Vice-Presidents be re-appointed every 
three years. This creates extra administration to no good purpose. The proposition 
eliminates the need for this. It would still be possible to remove a Vice-President if the 
AGM so desired. 
 

15  Special Resolution               
Board 
Affiliation Fees 
That Article 34.3 be deleted and replaced as shown: 
34.3 Affiliation fees shall be set only at a General Meeting  
34.3 A proposal by the Board to increase affiliation fees shall require the approval of 
a General Meeting 



 

 

Rationale:  The current Article provides that affiliation fees shall be set only at a 
General Meeting. This is to prevent the Board increasing them unilaterally. In 2019 two 
members proposed a large reduction in the affiliation fees to the AGM. Such a motion, 
if passed, has the potential to damage the Company’s financial stability. The Directors 
owe a fiduciary duty to the company under Company Law.  The proposition maintains 
the need for AGM approval to increase fees, but provides that a reduction in fees would 
be a matter for the Board who are legally responsible for the financial management of 
the Company. It would still be possible for a General Meeting to instruct the Board to 
reduce the fees by a Special Resolution which would require a 75% majority. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
16  Special Resolution               
Board 
Requisitioning an EGM 
That Article 37.3 be amended as follows: 
37.3 An Extraordinary General Meeting may be called at any time by the directors and 
one shall be called at the request of Company Members who represent at least 5% 
10% of the total voting rights of all Company Members having a right to vote at general 
meetings. or by Company Members representing one-third of the Local Leagues, 
whichever is lower. 
Rationale:  The current Article specifies that an EGM may be requisitioned only by 
Company Members holding 10% of the voting rights or a third of the leagues. The 
figure of 10% was originally specified in the Companies Act but the Act has since been 
amended to 5%. The provision allowing Company Members representing one-third of 
the Local Leagues is now redundant as that number is several times higher than 5%. 
 
  



 

 

17  Special Resolution       
        Board 
Members who play in multiple leagues 
That Article 41.3.2 be amended as shown: 
41.3.2 League Representative Company Member: 1 vote unit for each player 
registered to take part in the league competition of the Local League by which he or 
she is appointed. A player registered with more than one Local League shall be 
required to identify their primary league and shall be accredited only to that league 
for voting purposes. 
Rationale:  At present a player who plays in multiple leagues counts towards the voting 
strength of each of them. The proposition is that a player should count towards the 
voting strength of only one league. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
18 Special Resolution                      
Board 
Casting vote at General Meetings 
That Article 41.4 be amended as shown: 
41.4 In the case of an equality of votes, whether on a show of hands or on a poll, the 
person who is chairing the meeting shall have a second, or casting, vote. on matters 
relating to finance but not on any other matters; in any other case the resolution shall 
fail.  
Rationale:  The current Article is unnecessarily complicated to no good purpose. The 
proposition simplifies it. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
19  Special Resolution               
Board 
Right of Appeal 
That the current Article 51.1 be replaced by the new Article 51.1 as shown: 
51.1 The directors shall make provision for a right of appeal, to the Board of Appeal or 
otherwise, for an Affiliated Member or Affiliated Organisation aggrieved by a decision 
or action taken by or on behalf of the Company or an Affiliated Organisation. 
51.1 The Board shall make regulations to provide a right of appeal to the Appeals 
Tribunal or otherwise, for an Affiliated Member or Affiliated Organisation significantly 
adversely affected by a decision, action or omission by or on behalf of the Company 
or an Affiliated Organisation.  
and in consequence throughout the remainder of Article 51 replace ‘Board of Appeal’ 
by ‘Appeals Tribunal’ 
Rationale:  The regulations covering the Board of Appeal have been comprehensively 
revised since the current Article was produced. It is now chaired by a QC. The 
proposition changes the title of the Board of Appeal to the Appeals Tribunal to 
emphasise its independence from the Company Board and aligns the Articles with the 
revised regulations. 
 

20  Special Resolution              
Board 



 

 

Proxies         
          
Delete Article 44.3: 
44.3  Except in the case of an organisation, no person shall act as a proxy who is not 
entitled to be present and vote in his own right. 
and re-number subsequent paragraphs. In addition: 
Amend Article 37.4 as follows: 
37.4 All Company Members (or their proxies) and Affiliated Members shall be entitled 
to attend General Meetings; Company Members (or their proxies) shall have the right 
to speak and vote and Affiliated Members may speak with the permission of the 
chairman of the meeting. 
Rationale:  The current Articles require proxies to be Company Members but Company 
law now permits anyone to be appointed a proxy. 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
21  Ordinary Resolution                  C Dangerfield 
(Shropshire) 
Insert into General Meeting Standing Orders, appropriate wording to achieve the 
following. 
That the poll votes of each Company Member participating in a General Meeting be 
recorded and retained by the Returning Officer for a period of at least 6 months. 
For a period of 6 months after a General Meeting, the General Secretary of a League 
or County may apply to the Returning Officer to request confirmation of how their 
own Company Member voted in said meeting.  This proposition is in no way intended 
to directly give the board or staff of Table Tennis England the ability to discover how 
a Company Member has voted. 
Rationale:  There is strong feeling within the community is that more transparency is 
required within our sport. This push for transparency should not be limited to the board 
but should also be applied to Company Members when they vote in General Meetings. 
League representative Company Members and National Councillors are elected. We 
feel that when a Company Member casts a vote, it should represent the views of the 
members they represent. We acknowledge that for the most part this happens as we 
would wish, however, there are reported cases where some Company Members stand 
accused of not engaging or worse simply ignoring the wishes of those they represent.  
The principle of this proposal is simple; bring a level of transparency to the voting 
system that removes the ability for Company Members to vote with anonymity, so they 
must be accountable for how their vote is cast. Once the information is released by the 
Returning Officer, it will be at the discretion of the League or County, as to how publicly 
they share that information.  For those Company Members who engage their members 
and vote in accordance with their wishes, they have nothing to fear in voting for this 
proposition and we ask for their support.  To those who use a Company Member vote 
as their own, this proposition seeks to remove the anonymity they currently enjoy. 
 
Board View 
The Board supports this resolution and would look to integrate within the relevant 
Regulations as soon as practical following the AGM but if passed by the AGM it will 
take effect immediately 



 

 

22 Ordinary Resolution    Neil Le Milliere (Kent) 

This meeting advises the board to fully support the implementation of sub-Boards 
England Performance and Player Development to TTE’s own Board.  Such sub-Boards 
to be issued with detailed terms of reference to include: Purpose, Scope of 
Responsibilities, Delegated Authority, Schedule of Meetings, Composition and Board 
Procedures. 
Rationale:  The Resolution is not intended to override the TTE Board or the Code for 
Sports Governance.  There are no committees of the Board which oversee the 
Performance Team, a key area of TTE’s activities.  The Performance Team does not 
have the profile that its crucial role demands at Board level.  Sub-Boards England 
Performance and Player Development should bring together the appropriate skills and 
experience in a committee of the Board, which enables value added oversight of the 
Performance Team.  
The England Performance Board will be composed of those who have relevant 
expertise from current or recent involvement in elite performance – they will: 
a. Know what it takes to win; 
b. Have proven experience in developing players and coaches with the characteristics 

to achieve success at an elite performance level; 
c. Have a thorough knowledge of the pathways and structures within England table 

tennis or other sports systems to include but not limited to, player progression and 
development, coach education and learning, coaching development, tournament 
planning, transitioning from the junior to the senior pathway and the medal 
environment; and 

d. Recognise duty of care, to players and the ‘people who look after the people’. 
The Chair shall be a member of the Board of Directors and appointed by the TTE Board.  
In addition to further representation from the TTE board, the England Performance 
Board will be composed of the following individuals with relevant and demonstrable 
experience: 
a. 2 X Player Development. 
b. 1 X Olympian. 
c. 1 X Elite Coach and coach educator/developer. 
d.  Other relevant skills or expertise to be considered as and when appropriate. 
The Nominations Committee is responsible for the recruitment of Board members with 
the required skills/expertise, working with the chair of the England Performance 
Board.  The TTE Board will approve all appointments.  Members of the Executive Team 
will attend Board meetings. 
The Player Development Board will be composed of those who: 
a. Have a knowledge of the pathways and structures within England table tennis to 

include, but not limited to, participation, coach education, coaching and 
development and competition; 

b. Have proven experience in developing players and coaches; and 
c. Are passionate about wanting, and contributing to, growth and success. 
The Chair shall be a member of the Board of Directors and appointed by the TTE Board.  
In addition to further representation from the TTE board, the Player Development 
Board will be composed of the following individuals with relevant and demonstrable 
experience: 
a. Player introduction and retention 



 

 

b. Representatives of Members’ Advisory Group, Clubs, Counties and/or Regional 
Chairs 

c. Coach and coaching development 
d. Competition pathway 
e. Other relevant skills or expertise to be considered as and when appropriate. 
The Nominations Committee is responsible for the recruitment of Board members with 
the required skills/expertise, working with the chair of the Player Development Board.  
The TTE Board will approve all appointments.  Members of the Executive Team will 
attend Board meetings. Who should be in the frame for these sub-Boards of the TTE 
board? Adopting this model, TTE’s Board would seek to appoint directors to the 
England Performance and Player Development Boards with relevant elite performance 
and player development experience, one would be chair.  From their backgrounds Don 
Parker, Dee Paterson could be considered for one or both boards and Priya Samuel, 
the Player Development board.  TTE Board and Nominations Committee may need to 
review whether the Board has sufficient depth of experience and skill set for these sub-
Boards.  If not, then at the earliest opportunity directors with these skills and 
experience will need to be brought in.  We would suggest, the starting point for other 
positions on these sub-Boards is appropriately skilled and experienced members of 
MAG, Club representatives, County representatives and Regional Chairs.  For positions 
where the full skill set is missing, TTE sub-Board chairperson should identify individuals 
they would wish to have on their committee(s) and liaise with Nomination Committee 
to achieve their recruitment. We do not underestimate how difficult a task of 
improving Performance and Development against a downward trend has been and will 
continue to be.  Setting up sub-Boards will assist in this process by: 

increasing the body of knowledge going into England Performance and Player 
Development strategic and operational plans. 
increasing the oversight of England Performance and Player Development against 
its strategy and operational plans. 

This is a major a change in TTE’s governance structure as the Performance Team will 
have a raised profile by oversight being provided by sub-Boards of TTE’s own Board.  
These sub-Boards will be composed of table tennis specialists in their own fields of 
expertise and, with all these individuals participating and combining with Performance 
Executives own skills and experience, it should have massive long-term benefits for 
Performance and Development in our sport.  Ultimately, this will give TTE and table 
tennis the optimum structure to drive the sport forward.  
 
Board view 
The Board  supports the principle of the resolution and is in agreement that it would 
benefit the sport to establish a sub-committee of the Board with a defined purpose 
relating to oversight of the talent and performance programme including establishing 
and recommending KPIs to the Board. The Terms of Reference including scope, 
composition, delegated authority, frequency of meetings etc will be determined by the 
Board and published on the website.  The Board will be considering the draft at its June 
Board meeting and will be introducing this committee shortly.  
 



 

 

22a Amendment to the 2021 Table Tennis England AGM on 17 July 2021 
Ordinary Resolution 22 from Neil Le Milliere (Kent)    Alan Ransome 
OBE(Cleveland) 
 
This meeting shares the concerns expressed by National Council and MAG at the 
unacceptably poor results of our national junior and cadet players in international 
competition in recent years. 
 
This meeting recommends that the Board follow the High Performance Management 
methods used by the Management Committees and Boards over previous decades 
which has consistently produced far better results and international rankings.  These 
include appointing a Voluntary Committee Chairman to manage this area of work 
who is given full delegated powers.   
 
The Chairman would appoint a Committee of five or six experts in this field to work 
with him/her to undertake this activity.  This would include the management and 
training of the senior teams as well as the junior, cadets and Under 12’s.  
 
The skill sets of the Committee Chairman is to include previous experience of having 
played for England at senior level, managed England teams in senior and junior 
international competitions.  The High Performance Committee Chair would report to 
the Board as required by Board and the Board may set KPI’s as part of the 
monitoring process of the Committee in accordance with the principle set out in 
paragraphs 1.1, 1.24 and 1.25 of the tier 3 mandatory requirement of the Sport 
England Code for Sport Governance.   
 
Should a board member with the skill sets, detailed in the paragraph above, be 
available and willing to undertake this role and appointment in line with this, is also 
recommended. 
 
Rationale: I have been concerned, in particular, about the standard of our English 
Juniors and Cadets.  I have been raising questions about this both at the AGM and at 
National Council, for some time.  We are in the worst position that we have been, 
certainly since the second world war and probably earlier, and we all have to face up 
to this.  It is time to be honest and to speak the truth about all of this. 
 
The points that I have raised in the meetings are that we have no England teams in 
the top sections of the European Youth boys or girls, juniors or cadets.  Every team is 
outside the top 16.  In Europe in terms of membership and finance as well as 
tradition, we are clearly among the top associations, therefore, our team 
performances and positions as described above are clearly not acceptable.  We also 
have no junior boys in the top 250 in the world ranking.  There is also concern about 
the women’s team.  Under the new regulations with the ITTF, the question is 
whether the women would qualify for the World Team Championships in the future, 
and there is also concern about the possibility of our women finishing behind Wales 
for the first time in the Commonwealth Games next year. 
 



 

 

Peter Charters, to his credit, has opened the discussion on all this with his paper 
to National Council.   I supported Peter in the meeting saying that the current system 
of producing top players in this country and the people who are managing it have 
failed.  It is my intention to make a further contribution to this debate at the next 
National Council meeting and at the AGM with this amendment to the Neil Le 
Milliere Kent Resolution. 
 
In addition to Peter, the Kent Association have recognised the problem and have put 
forward proposals themselves to change the structure of High Performance 
Management in Table Tennis England and their initiative in this respect is also to be 
welcomed. 
 
Neil Hurford, in his position as Chairman of MAG, has invited me to join his High 
Performance meeting on 6th April 2021 and in my position I felt obliged to offer a 
contribution to this debate.  I am more concerned with finding the solution rather 
than speaking any further about what has happened over the last few years.  I also 
believe that I am one of the few people who has experience in this particular High 
Performance field being a former international player and England Team Coach at 
Junior and Senior level, as well as being a former member of the Selection 
Committee and member of the Management Committee for 25 years.  I took the 
leading role in High Performance and part of this was the writing of a 100 page 
proposal to the National Lottery for the Nottingham Academy which raised several 
million pounds to support the Performance programme over 4 years and achieved 
our last set of gold medals in the European Youth.  This is, of course, in addition to 
the involvement that I have had with high level programme and as the Head Coach 
in the Ormesby Club over approximately 50 years which have won many titles and 
produced a succession of players who have represented England at International 
level. 
 
Please find attached my proposal.  I hasten to add that this is not new or 
revolutionary in any shape of form, it is just recommending bringing back the policies 
that have been followed in the past and have been successful between around 1950 
to 2012 and have delivered a good degree of success and kept England amongst the 
top nation in Europe in this period.  These policies which have been largely lost and 
this, together with the lack of high performance knowledge on the Board and in the 
Senior Management group, is the principle reason for this failure.  I am sure that 
everyone involved has tried very hard and done their best but have not achieved 
anywhere near the required results.  From 1950 right through to 2012 we have 
always had two very knowledgeable High Performance experts on the Management 
Committee Board itself, plus a Selection Committee or High Performance 
Management group overseeing the programme under the Chairmanship of a table 
tennis expert volunteer who have brought together a team of experts, both 
professional and voluntary, to manage the programme and this has delivered the 
success we have enjoyed in the past.  
 
My document was very well received by the group invited for the MAG meeting and 
was almost unanimously supported.   



 

 

 
This meeting included Don Parker (Board Member), Peter Charters (Kingfisher), 
Denis Neale (Ormesby), Colin Wilson (Corby Smash), Sam Wilson (Corby Smash), Phil 
Vickers (Head Coach of the Draycott Club), Jason Ramage (Nottingham Sycamore), 
Kevin Buddell (Joola Plymouth), Sandy Nash (Ellenborough), Liam McTiernan and 
three parents of the leading English youngsters. 
 
With this amendment I am not looking for the wholesale dismissal of the High 
Performance team but a reshuffle to put the right coaches in the right position 
where they can be much more successful with the plan that has proved successful in 
the past and give our national players and teams a much better chance of returning 
England to it’s traditional position amongst the best in international table tennis. 
 
 
 
The Plan 
1. Restore the funding required to maintain a Junior and Cadet national 
programme, plus an Under 12 National Squad with the features as below. 
2. Establish national junior and cadet squads with 5 boys and 5 girls in both 
junior and cadet levels, selecting the best prospects.  This would be 20 players in 
total.  The squads would need to follow the programme as below.   
 i.  40 days training for each squad per year with the costs of accommodation, 
coaching and travel covered.  This would be 6 x 5 day camps in the school holiday 
and 6 x 2 day weekend camps on free weekends.  Appropriate practice partners to 
be invited. 
 ii.  Appoint a highly qualified and experienced coach to be in charge of each 
squad and for that coach to run the camps and coach the teams in matches, both in 
this country and abroad. 
 iii.  Arrange an international event programme with minimum 6 overseas 
competitions, including the European Youth, with the coach required to be in the 
corner with the players at those events.  
 iv.  The squad coach to work with each of their 5 players with their personal 
home programme co-ordinating with clubs, personal coaches and parents to ensure 
maximum improvement is achieved. 
 v.  To run an Under 12 national programme consisting of the best 5 boys and 
5 girls with regular training and some competition under a specialist dedicated 
expert coach. 
 vi.   Encourage a home competition programme for the squad members 
including British League, JBL, County Championships, National Championships, Grand 
Prix and 4 Star Junior Tournaments.  Revise the competition programme to ensure 
the best Junior and Cadets compete with a Senior player both at their level and 
above. 
3. Re-establish the Selection Committee consisting of a volunteer Chairman 
with strong table tennis High Performance knowledge and giving the Chairman the 
opportunity to select his team and with the authority to manage the high 
performance program, as well as ensuring that we have Board Members with 
experience in High Performance Management. 



 

 

23  Special Resolution I           P Charters 

(Berkshire) 

That this meeting instructs the Board of Table Tennis England to set the Table Tennis 
England’s Head of Performance, Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s) for improvements. 
These targets for improvement to be measured by the success of young English teams 
in the Junior (Under 19 and Cadet (Under 15) age groups in international competition. 
Rationale: The poor state of England’s international team performance, already 
suspected, has been recently highlighted by surveys done with the help of modern 
technology. See Analysis for European Teams below. 

 
But for the skills and commitment of Liam Pitchford and the strength and dedication 
of Paul Drinkhall (both of whom played for GB in the 2012 London Olympics) England’s 
international performances would trouble the inventiveness of even our website 
reporter. Worse still is the state of our juniors with no sign of the successors to Sam 
Walker and Tom Jarvis let alone Pitchford and Drinkhall. I can find no logical reason 
for this as the talent base must be there; the conclusion therefore must be that the TTE 
Performance Team have the wrong strategy to help our young players achieve their 
potential. The present Director of Sport, was employed in March 2014 to succeed me 
in my voluntary role as Head of Selection & Performance. and I was told by the then 
Deputy Chair of the National Association, Sandra Deaton that although he was not 
from table tennis, his position would be strategic. It seems that at present, all these 
years on, it is the strategy that has not worked. Therefore, he must be the responsible 
person for the state of the English teams despite  this country having some quality 
coaches. I read with interest the TTE Key Performance Indicators (KPI’S) set in 2015 for 
Elite Performance: “We will aim to  have seniors, juniors and cadets in the world top 
20 consistently by 2025”. Somewhat ambitious but I sincerely hope that this is to be 
achieved. 

Board view 
The Board does not support this resolution, although it does support the need for KPIs 
in relation to talent and performance. The newly established Talent and Performance 
sub-committee of the Board will have as one of its roles the consideration and 
recommendation of KPIs as well as reviewing and monitoring progress against them.  

Category 1st 2nd 3rd England Position

Men France - 16 players Germany - 15 players Russia - 10 players 11th - 4 players

Women France - 8 players Poland - 8 players Russia - 8 players 22nd - 2 players

Under 18 Boys Czech Republic - 13 players Russia - 12 players France - 12 players 20th - 3 players

Under 18 Girls France - 10 players Russia - 10 players CZE/ROU - 8 players 7th - 5 players

Under 15 Boys Sweden - 11 players Russia - 10 players Slovakia - 10 players 8th - 7 players

Under 15 Girls Russia - 22 players France - 9 players Poland - 9 players 30th - 1 player

Analysis of European Countries That Have More Players Than England. Using The Top 300 Players on ITTF Ranking Lists For:                                                             

Men, Women, Under 18 Boys, Under 18 Girls, Under 15 Boys & Under 15 Girls                                      

This list is reflective of strength in depth ie top 300. 



 

 

The Board respectfully requests that it is for that committee and ultimately the 
Board, using the skills and high performance experience on it, to determine what the 
relevant KPIs are, not the AGM.  
 
24  Ordinary Resolution           P Charters 
(Berkshire) 
That this meeting urges the Board of Table Tennis England to set the Table Tennis 
England’s Head of Performance, Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s) for improvements. 
These targets for improvement to be measured by the success of young English 
players in the Junior (Under 19 and Cadet (Under 15) age groups in international 
competition. 
Rationale: The poor state of England’s international team performance, already 
suspected, has been recently highlighted by surveys done with the help of modern 
technology. See Analysis for European Teams below. 

 
But for the skills and commitment of Liam Pitchford and the strength and dedication 
of Paul Drinkhall (both of whom played for GB in the 2012 London Olympics) England’s 
international performances would trouble the inventiveness of even our website 
reporter. Worse still is the state of our juniors with no sign of the successors to Sam 
Walker and Tom Jarvis let alone Pitchford and Drinkhall. I can find no logical reason 
for this as the talent base must be there; the conclusion therefore must be that the TTE 
Performance Team have the wrong strategy to help our young players achieve their 
potential. The present Director of Sport, was employed in March 2014 to succeed me 
in my voluntary role as Head of Selection & Performance. and I was told by the then 
Deputy Chair of the National Association, Sandra Deaton that although he was not 
from table tennis, his position would be strategic. It seems that at present, all these 
years on, it is the strategy that has not worked. Therefore, he must be the responsible 
person for the state of the English teams despite  this country having some quality 
coaches.                                                                                                                              
I read with interest the TTE Key Performance Indicators (KPI’S) set in 2015 for Elite 
Performance:- “We will aim to  have seniors, juniors and cadets in the world top 20 
consistently by 2025”. Somewhat ambitious but I sincerely hope that this is to be 
achieved. 

Category 1st 2nd 3rd England Position

Men France - 16 players Germany - 15 players Russia - 10 players 11th - 4 players

Women France - 8 players Poland - 8 players Russia - 8 players 22nd - 2 players

Under 18 Boys Czech Republic - 13 players Russia - 12 players France - 12 players 20th - 3 players

Under 18 Girls France - 10 players Russia - 10 players CZE/ROU - 8 players 7th - 5 players

Under 15 Boys Sweden - 11 players Russia - 10 players Slovakia - 10 players 8th - 7 players

Under 15 Girls Russia - 22 players France - 9 players Poland - 9 players 30th - 1 player

Analysis of European Countries That Have More Players Than England. Using The Top 300 Players on ITTF Ranking Lists For:                                                             

Men, Women, Under 18 Boys, Under 18 Girls, Under 15 Boys & Under 15 Girls                                      

This list is reflective of strength in depth ie top 300. 


