David Appleton NDH MA CML|
17, Chorley Old Road,
Bolton
BL1 3AD
Noel Farrer
The President
Landscape lnstitute
Charles Darwin House
12, Roger Street
London WClN 2JU

13th

January 2013

Dear Noel,
Re: AGM zAM Motion 2

I write on behalf of members of the lnstitute Reform Group, the sponsors of
Motion 2 put before the AGM on the 16th October 2014. You will recail that the
Motion was successful. The terms of the Motion as approved are set out

below:

'The requisitioners for Motion Two propose that landscape
Institute members
should be consulted in the investment of the t1.2m receipt from the sale of
Barnard Mews and propose:
a) That the money from the sale of Barnard Mews should be invested in a
headquarters property outside London, in a location with reasanable access
to a majority of members.

b) ln the interim the capital receipt should be invested in safe high yietd

accounts sef aside and identified as a property investment account-i.e.- ring
fenced for the purchase of a headquarters buitding.

Q fha! a headquarters working group should be sef up with representatives

from all the branches to advise the membership on:
i. On the cost benefits of retocating from London to a provincial location.
ii.. A preferred location for a headquarters buitding outside London.
ii\. On the savings to the tnstitute achieved by pirchasing a freehold property,
the potential income generated from tetting any surplui spu"e, and relative
savings in staffing cosfs from locating outside London.
The working group to report back within g months.

d) That a move to locate outside London is timed to coincide with the first

break clause in the cunent lease for the headquarters.'

After a period of nearly three months the lnstitute has recenfly published its
proposed composition of the headquarters working group. ln a iecent email
to
all the Branches a request was made for nomination! foi what transpires to be
just three branch members to join the group (who would be a clear minority
in

of its overall membership.) The explanation for this proposal is
apparently that 'it would not be practical . No explanation is given
as to why
this is not 'practical' and the reason differs from that given-by the CEO to
Brian Clouston (also unsubstantiated) in recent email coirerpondence.
Furthermore the wording of the motion had been seen and approved by
the
lnstitute solicitors prior to the meeting. You will recall also thai in their formal
response to the motion set out in the AGM papers the Board set out its own
proposal for the composition of the working group but this was rejected
by the
members in favour of the successful motion
terms

One can only assume that the real reason is an attempt to load the working
group with members who may be unsympathetic to the move itself. I sav
this
in the context of comments made in your email to me dated October 7th'2014
when in respect of Motion 2 you stated that 'the reality is He needs to be in
London', an astonishing and inappropriate statement made in advance of the
AGM itself.
It is clearly unacceptable for the Board to override the content of a successful
motion after the event. you have no powers or remit to do so. we also
believe it to be unlawful and are currently appointing Counsel for an expert
opinion. We are quite prepared to proceed to the courts for an injunction to
quash what is a disgraceful attempt to frustrate the views of the membership
at large and indeed are considering calling for a Special General Meeting at
which the Group will propose a vote of no confidence in the Board. The
communication to the branches was also accompanied by the terms of
reference for the working group which in advance of the group being
constituted would appear to be premature and with much emphasls placed on
the potential cost of redundancies and the costs of staff travel, matters which
should surely be for the working group itself. They are not acceptable to
members of the Group and we will be writing separately in respect of that
issue.

On that basis we strongly advise you to urgently review the composition of the
working group as proposed. I would be very grateful for your agreement to
this by return.
Yours sincerely

Dur--\ ARQADavid Appleton (on behalf of the lnstitute Reform Group)
By post and email

