Minutes of the Union General Meeting Thursday 10th December 2009
1) Apologies:  Sonia Douz (AU President), Kunal Khanderia (Postgraduate Officer), Adam Mason (AM) (KUSU President)
2) Appointment of Serjeant-at-Arms: Nicky Booth and “Adam”
3) Minutes of the last meeting: Read and approved
4) Matters arising from the minutes: Rich Hill (RH) asserted that from his last report, he was not trying to establish NUS policy
5) Elected officers’ reports:

a) Nick Heath (NH) reported that he had nothing to add to his report
b) Roger Weston (RW) reported that returning Wednesday afternoons for academic study was supported by two out of three of the Deans and would be going to committee on the principle that four absences per semester would be permitted on the basis of each students’ academic standing. He also reported that the finals for Keele’s Ultimate Fittest would be taking place on the 27th and 28th of February.
c) RH reported that the StARS training had taken place on Wednesday 9th December.
d) Oli Cotterill (OC) reported that the refreshers’ events would be on 25th and 26th January respectively. The 25th would be for societies and the 26th would be for commercial events. He congratulated the Keele’s Got Talent participants, of which there were 18 acts in all. He reported from the panel appointed to appoint the new Vice Chancellor, although the final candidate’s identity was still confidential. The new Vice Chancellor had in fact been appointed at 5 p.m. on Thursday 10th December. 
e) Lauren Proctor (LP) was appointed as Roaming Mike for the evening and added that she had nothing further to add to her report. 
f) Morgan Inwood (MI) added to his report that the safety bus was running effectively between campus and off-campus sites
g) Dave Little (DL) had nothing to add to his report.
h) Richard Bowman (RB) added that it was more expensive for printing services at the Health Library than on campus
i) Dave Igo (DI) had nothing to add to his report
j) Jack Thistlewood was absent from the meeting
k) Adam Palmer (AP) had nothing to add to his report
l) Kunal Khanderia had nothing to add to his report 
m) Laurence Mallows (LM) had nothing to add to his report
6) Officers’ Question Time: 

Glen Watson (GW) asked NH with reference to the advertising for political editors of Concourse if the appropriate procedure was being followed in each case. NH responded that he had contact all 800 members of the Facebook group and chose the advertisement on the belief of the candidates’ merits and his own executive discretion. 

John English (JE) was concerned about the sale and future development of the Hawthorns site and asked for guarantees about replacement accommodation. RH responded that the Sabbatical Officers were unaware about monitoring the progress of this due to the novelty of the issue but that there would be future discussion. LP added that the villagers were in two minds about the matter, but gave the assurance that Keele would not be leaving students homeless. OC added that Adam Mason would have a hand in the decision as he sits on the Union Committee. 
MI added that he had attended the village meeting and heard that the planned accommodation would be near either Barnes or Horwood. 

7) Items for Discussion 
The New Constitution 

RW proposed the motion, noting the need to comply with the Charities Act 2006. He appealed for support in noting the financial advantages emanating from the motion and urged the meeting to bring amendments to the February UGM. 

OC seconded the motion and added that the NUS felt that Keele needed to update its practices. He praised AM’s work and added that the Sabbatical Officers would look at the bye-laws in consultation with the wider student body. 
Hannah Gascoigne (HG) reminded the meeting to please be clear for the minutes. 

Duncan Merren (DM) thanked the Sabbs for their efforts and praised the document as a good working basis. He recognised that the document is not finished and quoted flaws within it. He also questioned the reading of the document. 

RW replied that the document is extensive and that words will be missed in places. 

DM wondered about the length of time proposed between AGM’s in the document. He also raised concerns about the term “Deputy Chair” within the document and stressed that work was needed. 

RW recognised that the document was lengthy and asked DM for a solution. DM praised the document’s existence. RW admitted that the document is a “copy and paste job” and that consultation was advertised by AM. 

OC commented that the consensus of the UGM could be of benefit and that further consultation was needed. 

JE commented that the publication of the document should have been back in November and that a summary would have been preferable for convenience’s sake. He added that people would have needed the chance to read it. 

LP asked for a point of clarification re a review of the constitution. Specifically what were the findings of the review committee? She raised the points of online canvassing and online voting not being mentioned and stressed the document’s importance. She also raised the question of the length of time the document would be held by the Charities Commission for review. 
AG replied that a committee was set up comprising of HG, Gareth Snell (GS), Mark Holland (MH) and Carrie Martin (CM) among others and that their findings will be published if necessary. 

RW replied that the document was only finished on Thursday 3rd December and raised the issue of quorum being 1% of the student population. RW wondered if quorum would be called during the meeting. He asked for a discussion and for the results to go to a focus group. He requested for the motion to be abandoned. 

GW commented that there had been no opportunity to read the document and did not like the timeframe surrounding events, i.e. its being finished a week prior to the UGM. He also expressed concerns about not having the opinions of either GS or MH during consultation. He noted NH’s new voting system and requested a campus-wide referendum on the issue. 

 RW replied that criticism ought to be kept to a minimum. NH praised GW’s suggestion of a referendum as a test case for the new online voting system and commented it would be ready in January. RW noted problems with the system and the timescale of the constitution’s coming to UGM. 

CM put in that from a CAC perspective that it would be best to adopt the constitution and going through a referendum meant an extension on the time limit for consultation. 

DL had issues with certain clauses, specifically the powers of the Trustees. He wondered about the option of the Trustees devolving their power in some way.  He felt that the nature of a purely appointed committee was not in the Union’s best interests and asked why a member of the University Committee would be able to sit on a KUSU-related body. He also asked who the senior managers would be and could RW explain why the general management was written out.
RW asked if the clauses were picked apart, would it be better for the committee. He recognised the need for unpaid trustees external to KUSU, in line with the Charities Act, which calls for 50% of the trustees in any charity to be unpaid. 

OC added that it was not a major concern to have university staff on the KUSU Board of Trustees as they would not have voting rights and it would indeed be useful to have such people on the board. OC stated that he wanted to see experienced people sitting on the Board of Trustees and the language adapted from the NUS model reflected this. 

HG suggested the organisation of a consultation meeting. Anyone with a specific interest ought to contact CAC and AM should be present. It was resolved for names to be taken at the end of the meeting. 

TO praised RW and AM for their efforts and stressed the need for consultation. 

No Platform Policy

CM stood down to speak. 

RW proposed the motion: he noted certain groups are not permitted to speak under the current policy. He asserted that inviting them and challenging them to a debate would help quash extremism. 

NH seconded: he stressed the need for personal choice in these matters. 

CM informed the meeting of her personal experiences of racial abuse. She would like to see the Union as a protective body for students. 

RH agreed that the Union does not endorse extremist points of view at all and has an active no platform policy. He underlined the case of Nick Griffin’s appearance on the BBC’s Question Time programme. KUSU held the hustings for the local elections, so there was no bias against parties. 
RW responded to CM by asking how comfortable she is in opposing extremism in a public space. 

GW added that the policy is not restricted to the Union building alone. He reiterated that this is not a freedom of speech issue. 

JE supported elements of both CM and GW’s views. He stressed his own support for freedom of speech and noted the need for sensibility about such matters in local politics. 

Ian Mahoney (IM) commented on the merits for free speech and the Union must support and protect all students. 

Fadi Dada noted that from an ethnic point of view it was ridiculous to have a no-platform policy in KUSU. He noted the desire for the debate, but condemned current policy as patronising. He said it would be “twisted” to have a free-for-all of hatred and urged the meeting to vote against the policy. 

DM added the KUSU already expels guests who abuse the policy and noted BNP attitudes and added that it is not a duty but a pleasure to remove the no-platform policy. 

LM asked for clarity on the numbers required to pass the motion, to which HG responded that a two-thirds majority would be needed. LM noted that no-platform is against free speech. 

“Adam” asked who falls under the no platform policy. He noted that drug using comes under the policy and that the policy can be applied at the Union’s discretion. 

GW responded to comments made by members of the meeting. He added that there was nothing to stop the university hosting a Nick Griffin-centred event and students attending that. 

Charli Bailey added that this was not an intellectual debate. She mentioned involving the IAU and the VP Education & Welfare. 
SB noted student support for extremist parties, especially at Freshers’ Fair in September. He wondered about setting up an English Nationalist Society at some point. 

RH enquired who the extremists are. 

CM summed up her argument by doubting how long the Union would continue to be a safe place for Keele students. She added that this is not just a debate, but a condemnation of the spread of hate. She responded to RW that she was unhappy about the level of debate. 

RW summed up that he believed the public did not support extremists and that everyone should challenge extremism at every level. 

HG rebuked FD for not observing UGM procedure. RH proposed and DL seconded an extension of the debate. 

FD responded to SB’s comments and stated that he would want to respond to extremists and not be protected from doing so by the Union. 

GW responded to SB by stating that change would only come from removing no-platform from the constitution. He cited the list of BNP activists publicised earlier in the year. He suggested that extremists are still known. 

JE stressed that the issue was not about hiding ideas but underlined the Union as a safe haven for all Keele students. 

CG added that no platform allows extremists to breed hatred. 

RH commented on GW’s point. He believed as well that the removal of no-platform would allow debate. 

CM believed that no-platform exists as a warning to extremists. 

Nicky Booth (NB) noted that the university is for learning about the real world and that people should learn to fight extremism. 

FD responded to GW and said it was a question of intelligence and not a “lynching campaign”. He did not believe that the no-platform policy would help develop debate. 

GW added that his comments were directed at RW and agreed with FD. He stressed that minority groups do have a vested interest in the Union. 
RW replied that student societies found to be in conflict with the Union’s values would not be permitted to exist. He noted that attention must still be paid to democracy. 

Results of the vote to remove the No-Platform Policy: For: 38  Against: 10  Abstaining: 10

Motion Failed (39 votes required) 

RH commented on the importance of the vote and would take the matter to NUS. HG insisted on the motion being brought again to the next UGM and underlined CAC’s position on the matter. 

Extension of the Download Limit

LM proposed the motion, noting the current limit of 1GB is not useful for students. He noted that wider use was not for educational purposes. 

NB was against the motion, citing that it was more a matter for the local authority than for KUSU. 

RH reminded the meeting of his achievement in gaining the current limit. He reminded the meeting that the JANET system in place is for educational purposes and questioned why students would be exceeding their daily limit. 

JE disagreed with the Sabbs. He reminded them of the educational use of the internet as a whole and agreed that 1GB is not enough. 

IM asked about Freewire TV in taking away the pressures of visual media on the limit. 

DL noted that certain programmes are now broadcast and uploaded in HD and the impact on the limit would be heavier still. He called for a capacity review. 

CG suggested that there be a crackdown on illegal downloading, which also affects the limit and suggested that the bandwidth capacity is enough. 
Vincent Mannings (VM) suggested that the capacity increase would lead to loss of bandwidth. Would it be possible to add the BBC’s services and YouTube to the unlimited parts?

Adina Josephs (AJ) reminded the meeting that the library can be used for such things. 

Adam Palmer (AP) noted that students enjoy using the internet for recreation. He suggested banning piracy-related activities from the limit. 

RW noted that much time would be wasted by RH in making enquiries about this. 

RB noted that the IT Department denies giving the names of students illegally downloading to record companies. He stressed the need for tight controls and suggested that the internet use in halls be added to the cost. 

CB noted that the library is not accessible for all disabled students and suggested the mandate for Ed & Welfare be widened to encourage programmes to be broadcast on WebCT. 

RH reminded the meeting that the library is free to use. He asked if people would be willing to pay. He also noted the increase in disciplinary action against illegal internet use on campus. 

LM summed up that he was proposing discussions, not an out and out raise. He called for the involvement of the On and Off-Campus Affairs Officers as well as RH himself. 

Results for the vote: For: 43   Against:  4   Abstaining: 6

Motion Passed 

8) Emergency Motions: None
9) Head of Academic Services resigned

10) AOB: OC asked for questions about Re-Freshers’ Fair as he would not be available the week beginning 18th January. 
The meeting was reminded about the constitution consultation and HG called for the details of interested parties. 

11) Date of next UGM: 02/02/2010
Meeting adjourned 

