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EXEC MEETING 4 (11/10/11) - CONFIRMED

St. George’s Students’ Union

Meeting of the Executive

Minutes of the 4th Exec meeting

11th October 2011
*
*
*

1 Business

1.1 Present

NA
Nana Adu 


Co-President (Operations)
SF
Sarah Fitch


Co-President (Education & Welfare)

TG
Tariq Gondal


Vice-President (Finance & Student Activities)
NS
Naim Slim 


General Secretary

RTa
Roberto Tamsanguan

Chair
NH
Niamh Horton


Events

RTh
Ruben Thumbadoo

Events

MB
Martha Broughton

Events

EC
Edward Campbell

Events

NJ
Nora Jaafar


Equality & Diversity

AM
Ashley Mehmi


Equality & Diversity

AT
Ashley Tomlinson

Technical
HD
Harriet Dewhurst 

Societies
OB
Oliver Bannister

Societies

AD
Andrew Deans


Societies
JM
Jayesh Mirpuri 

Environment & Ethics
AC
Abbey Cargill


Heritage
LH
Lucy Harris


Heritage

DT
Daniel Trotman 

Media
GS
Gaurav Sikka


Charities

CK
Charlotte Kenny

Charities

RR
Ryan Roman


Charities

NE
Nathan Eager


Council-elect

TC
Tamara Common

Council-elect

YA
Yasmin Alfallouji

Community Projects

KJ
Katie Jones


Community Projects
1.2 Apologies

Peter Collett


Technical
Martin Gannon

Technical

Helena Thelin-Johannson
Societies
1.3 Minutes from the previous meeting

PASSED
1.4 Matters arising
· NA to make RTh and DH website admins – ONGOING 
· NA/TG to move scarves into school shop – COMPLETE 
· Top 4 and RTa to liaise with societies officers to form action plan regarding club/society approval/rejection and review of old societies – COMPLETE 
· RTa to read constitution and meet with societies officers regarding club/society subscriptions – ONGOING 
· Societies to email out regarding upcoming events in November to avoid clashes – DEFERRED TO COUNCIL
· Events and Technical Officers to look into an online calendar for events – ONGOING 
· Top 4 and RTa to derive process/framework for club/society/CP approvals – COMPLETE 
1.5 AOB

· Exec curry on Friday
· Announcements by Nana
2 Reports

2.1 Co-President (Operations)

HD asked about music room key – this has not made yet. Additionally it was reported that one of the roofs needs fixing. And the locker left in the room can either be used for general storage or removed.
[PASSED]
2.2 Co-President (Education & Welfare)

[PASSED]
2.3 Vice President (Finance & Student Activities)

In Freshers, we spent £15,041.03, and we made £18,487.70! TG also indicated he heavily enjoys disco duties.

[PASSED]
2.4 General Secretary

NS briefly alluded to the fact that a lot of financial matters were not in order following the previous administration, but stopped short of going into specifics, as the entire problem was not yet apparent to the top 4.
NS also explained that room booking will be available for view on the SU website.
[PASSED]

2.5 Events Officers
Exec expressed gratitude for the work of the events officers. The events officers apologised for having multiple shifts. MB reemphasized disco duty rules, specifically regarding drinking before or whilst on duty.
It was noted that there was no Cobbs bar in the Toga & Tequilla disco due to Craig’s absence.

It was also emphasised that shift swaps must be done in writing to avoid confusion on the night of a disco.
[PASSED]

2.6 Media Officers

DT indicated that IT services increased the capacity of his account.
It was noted that Marrow has an entire board and shouldn’t have an entire board. TG indicated that it’s a temporary solution until the board is actually used – once we sort out what all the boards are being used for, it will be taken down, and Marrow are aware of this.
[PASSED]

2.7 Charities Officers

Events officers indicated that it might not be possible to do a disco for Movember. It was also noted that the proposed date for movember disco clashes with year rep election results. GS emphasised that Movember send goodies so long as we make an event.

LH questioned the worth of discussing the situation regarding unpaid charities. Top 4 indicated that this is part of the situation that was left from the previous administration.
NA questioned about using airports for mashing. It was indicated that there is the need to talk to BAA, but that we first must set up ideas that we’re going with. Haven’t finalised anything yet, to run past exec in subsequent meetings.

[PASSED]
2.8 Societies Officers

It was noted that the inventory for music room has been done minus the cupboards, and is being kept in the societies folder. NA was reminded to email all students regarding their music cards.
ACTION POINT

NA to email students regarding music cards.
[PASSED]
2.9 Community Projects Officers

KJ asked whether anyone saw a stack of envelopes with RNIB? They gave envelopes with application forms and freebies but the application forms had been lost. There was no knowledge of these envelopes amongst the executive.
[PASSED]
3 Students’ Union Issues
3.1 General

3.1.1 Assistant Returning Oficer for Year Rep Elections
NA proposed to be ARO for the Year Rep elections. Informed the executive of the duties surrounding the polling station duties.

 PROPOSAL

I propose that Nana Adu serves as the Assistant Returning Officer in the elections for all first year courses and the second year physiotherapy course (following the RON result in the previous academic year)
Proposed by: KJ
Seconded: DT
FOR: 15
AGAINST: 0
ABSTENTIONS: 0
3.2 Events Zone
3.2.1 Freshers Debrief

NJ expressed concern about how freshers pass holders weren’t using the fast track queue because freshers had friends who weren’t freshers pass holders. TG indicated that this queue should have been for all freshers and not just those with passes.

The idea of a freshers queue was instigated by MB but the general consensus of the executive was that discos after freshers never reach capacity and such a system would be futile. However it was noted that a priority queue for all students for those who buy tickets in advance is a worthy idea and should be trialled for the upcoming Halloween disco.
Additionally it was stated by NA that the Joint Faculty were not aware of any of the Freshers events and this was deemed to be down to poor advertising in the Joint Faculty area. The events officers were reminded to consider the Joint Faculty area when advertising events.

3.2.2 SU Office Etiquette

NA asked the executive to keep the office as tidy as possible. Generally people are happy with the way we are but we need to make sure our office is tidy!

Additionally SF expressed concern that non-exec members were using the office during discos and that non-exec members shouldn’t really be going into the SU office under normal circumstances.
3.3 Participation Zone

3.3.1 Considering club and society applications

Appendix A of the agenda pack contained a table of amendments of the constitution, specifically for the regulation for clubs and societies. Point 3.2.6 alluded to the fact that applications required “documented interest of membership”, however it was felt that it was unclear how much, or what kind, of interest was necessary for a club or society to be approved.

The executive was split as to whether point 3.2.6 should be split for academic and non-academic societies. Some members of the executive believed that it should be split while others were strongly opposed.
Clarification was sought regarding the fact that interest was required “with respect to their agenda of planned activities”. NA stated that this was to avert societies that die within a year. It was also felt that one cannot really gauge how much interest there is in a society, but interest is contextualised dependent on the activities.

The issue surrounding the type of membership was also raised. Some members of the executive questioned whether societies should be forced to take non-medics, the rationale being that it doesn’t matter if only medics only join, but that it would matter more if the society’s activities only catered for an exclusive group of people. Conversely, it was argued that the nature of a society is such that it caters for an exclusive group of people sharing the same interests.
However it was also argued that such exclusivity was bad from a Union perspective. Do we not want the largest amount of people from the largest amount of disciplines to get Union money? It should be hard to become a society. A society should be inclusive. Should look to offer many things to as many people as possible. If it’s limited to one group of people and they disappear around exam time the society dies.

It was established from the discussion that a solution would not be reached in the meeting and that it warranted further discussion outside of the meeting.
ACTION POINT

NA to establish electronic committee meeting regarding constitution amendments
3.3.2 Proposed amendments to Technical & Societies Officer constitution

AT indicated that after the away weekend, the Technical Officers and Societies officers met with Tariq to set out the best way to set up a deposit system. Constitution amendments were attached in appendix B.

JM expressed concern that the 20% deposit value would not cover the entire cost of equipment if it is lost or damaged. AT reiterated that it is entirely a deterrent, which is why it’s put on the personal head. As the SU we have to provide the equipment, the deposit can enable us recover some of that back. KJ added that it was probably that any club or society could afford 100% of the cost.

Whoever signs out the equipment, is the sole person in charge. The deposit would be recoverable from that individual. This can be any nominated head of the club or society, and not necessarily the president.
SF: Is equipment ‘any’ equipment? AT: Anything owned by SU run and maintained by Societies and Technical officers.

TG indicated that we can have a menu system. Each option would be available for clubs and societies to choose, and each one with their own deposit option. The club or society committee member would take personal responsibility for the equipment. But the monetary value of the deposit can be split amongst a number of people at the discretion of the club or society, to encourage collective responsibility over a number of individuals.
CK raised the issue about accidental damage. AT referred the executive to paragraph three, which indicates misuse or neglect, and not accidental damage. AD added that each incident would be judged on a case-by-case basis.

The overall impression was that the changes were necessary, and should be passed subject to minor changes in grammar and structure.
PROPOSAL

I propose to instate the amendments to 13.4 pending grammatical and structural changes.
Proposed by: AT
Seconded: SF
For (AT): We have had problems in the past, which is why this is necessary.
FOR: 15

AGAINST: 0

ABSTENTIONS: 0

PROPOSAL

I propose to instate the amendments to 10.5 pending grammatical and structural changes.

Proposed by: OB

Seconded: HD

For (HD): We have had problems in the past, which is why this is necessary.
FOR: 15

AGAINST: 0

ABSTENTIONS: 0

3.4 Communications Zone

3.4.1 SHARP proposal

NS brought up the issue that the Sharp magazine has ceased production following the stagnation of last year, and that there is now no official publication for St. George’s students. NS gauged the opinion of the executive as to whether there should be a project to restore Sharp as a publication for St. George’s students under the banner of St. George’s Students’ Union.
AT asked how would this affect the newsletter. It was generally discussed that such a publication can supplement the newsletter as in previous years.
KT expressed concern as to whether it would be right for SGSU to reclaim Sharp, questioning the impartiality of such a publication.
SF expressed concern about the roles and responsibilities of the media officers and that more work should not be offloaded to the Media officers. NS indicated that if such project were to go ahead, it should not just involve the exec but that all students should be invited to take part. AD indicated that we could create a new exec position to manage such a publication.
NJ iterated the importance of having a paper-based publication, and that it is important that others are invited to write in articles. The executive agreed, indicating that there clearly is interest. It doesn’t have to be just us, if it’s up and running we can just continue delegating.

PROPOSAL

I propose that the executive has expressed sufficient interest such that a subcommittee is warranted to revive SHARP under the SGSU’s banner.

Proposed by: OB

Seconded: HD

For (NA): Having a magazine is a good way of getting feedback for us. Don’t forget we have the Equality & Diversity officers who started up after a complaint.

Against (KJ): Not really against, but who’s actually standing against us? How open are we going to be if we dictate the news?
FOR: 14

AGAINST: 0

ABSTENTIONS: 1

3.5 Representations Zone

3.5.1 No Platform Policy

NJ: Since the open forum we have added that in 2.1 we have added that the Union is sensitive to the manner of discourse on campus. It wasn’t fully understood in the open forum. An amendment from an individual from PREVENT was due to ensure the policy sounded more positive towards freedom of speech – such that we support it but we are sensitive of the possible effects it could have on campus life.

There was discussion as to the difference between unfair and unlawful discrimination – eg women being marines – unfair but not unlawful. Distinction between two terms was necessary.

Bigotry – changed to include the expression of, as people can be bigoted. Additionally, the definition of bigotry was challenged – as it seems like just anyone who has a very different opinion can be ‘bigoted’.
SF proposed that the time frame should be adjusted to include a maximum time period of three months advance notice – in 3.2(i). This was to account for the possibility of clearing an individual who may subsequently fail in the future.
JM asked about the right of appeal. SF stated that if the club/society do not give us ten working days they have no right of appeal. NE enquired about a second backup plan in case of failure, to which NJ indicated that they could be checked but there would be no appeal. Under the NPP they can still have their event, but under the GCRP the entire event would have to be cancelled. Additionally we’re not here to stop controversial activities – because as an SU we can work with them and have a debate. With the GCRP you’d have no option.

There was also much debate about the provision of an opposing speaker. OB indicated disdain at the fact that the SU should interfere with the affairs of a club or society and force an opposing point of view – in particular regarding the possibility that the NPP would not just police particular individuals, but would also police debate. In particular it was not clear what would constitute ‘controversial’ views, and examples such as the existence of God and the potential invitation of an individual like Richard Dawkins were discussed.
SF: Should amend ‘obstruct’ to ‘discourage’?

OB: Why are we saying that we have to provide an opposite point of view and interfere?

NJ: NPP is just less rigid.
GS: How would you go about inviting a speaker of the opposite side?

SF: There should be collaboration with us.

OB: We shouldn’t have this grey area where we might think someone’s dodgy but we can justify it with an opposing speaker. We’re still giving them a platform for their view.

SF: We’re not stopping people having controversial views, but we’re stopping people from insighting hatred.

OB: What constitutes controversial views?

AD: Andrew Dawkins, God doesn’t exist. Controversial but not necessarily inciting.

OB: We either let them in or we don’t. If we do, we’re sharing a platform, if we don’t we’re not. I would remove “providing a balanced viewpoint is present”. Because now we’re policing debate and not people.

HD: Religious example.

AM: Background – people wanted to know where they were standing wrt appeals. We didn’t want to obstruct any events. We put this point in to try and work with societies as a way of facilitating this event and provide a balanced viewpoint.

GS: You are policing people. There are some things that shouldn’t be said. We shouldn’t be afraid to say these things are wrong. I propose to remove “balancing out”.
KJ: Not to undo all the good work, but I think we should keep it, “balanced viewpoint” to “balanced discussion” – leaving something open to academic discussion. NJ: I reject this, it’s not necessary.

SF: I propose to reinstate it. RTa drew on example from a previous event where a speaker said that he hated all poor people.

