[image: image1.png]Ll
pem:jp iR



Pembroke College Junior Parlour

Minutes of the Open Meeting held on the 4th May 2003

1. Inga Deakin took the chair. Nineteen members of the Junior Parlour were initially present.

2. The chair announced the elections of junior members to the University Council and the General Board.  She advised that details of balloting times would be advised shortly.

3. The chair invited Miranda Stearn to announce the CUSU FAIR(Fight against increased rents) motion.  Miranda as president has seconded this motion. Miranda also mentioned other motions for the next CUSU council and indicated that she would place details of all motions on the notice board.

4. The chair announced the College Consultative Committee would meet on Friday 9th May and asked members of the Junior Parlour to register any comments or queries they would like discussed with the JPC.

5. The chair announced that N7 would be available for quiet study.  Times when it is available are to be advised.

6. The chair announced that the deadline for the next edition of Pembroke Street would be Tuesday 6th May.

7. The chair invited Kate Musgrave to introduce herself in her position as Women’s Officer of the JPC.

Kate introduced herself and made the following points:

· The role of the Women’s Officer is two fold, with welfare and political sides.

· She spoke of JCAP and herself as a link to CUSU.

· “She actually likes some men.”

· “She doesn’t think women should stop shaving their legs.”

There then follow a brief exchange of questions.

8. The chair invited Miranda Stearn to introduce a motion to hold a referendum on Constitutional Reform.  In her proposition Miranda Stearn made the following points:

· There have been communication problems with the current structure of the JPC, especially concerning the Women’s Officer.

· The JPC had examined the practice of other Cambridge Colleges, it is common in other colleges for there to be a Equal Opportunities committee separate from the core of the JPC. The JPC hopes to learn from these practices.

· There is an anomaly in the constitution whereby the LBG officer is co-opted and is a full voting member of the JPC, whereas other co-opted members are not full members and may not vote.

· The proposed constitution should reaffirm the position and responsibilities of the Equal Opportunities Officer.

· The change in status should not affect the welfare provision provided by the LBG officer.

Questions & Answers

Sarah Kaiser asked why the constitution did not mention a Men’s Rep as has been mentioned elsewhere.

Miranda Stearn said that the constitution does not require a Men’s Rep, as it was thought that this position may not be easily be filled, however there is provision for a Men’s Rep to be appointed at the discretion of the JPC.

Kate Musgrave said that she though it would be necessary to have weekly meetings and asked why this was not mandated by the constitution.

Miranda Stearn replied that the JPC did not wish to mandate working practices into the constitution that may later be found to be unworkable.  She added that it may be possible at a later date to amended the constitution to add such a mandate.

Kate Musgrave then asked for clarification of whether the Equal Opportunities Officer or the co-opted representative would be responsible for liasing with the relevant CUSU campaigns.

Miranda Stearn replied that it would be the responsibility of the appropriate co-opted representative.

The chair invited Ramesh Perera (Current LBG Officer) to make a speech against the motion. He made the following points:

· There is a logical sense to the proposal, however…

· The demotion in itself reduces the appearance of LBG provision in Pembroke.

· He believes the parity argument is mute.

· The JPC position of the LBG Officer gives it great weight and gives a strong signal that Pembroke is LBG friendly.

· It would be harder for him to function in his role if he wasn’t able to attend JPC meetings.

Questions & Answers

Chris Goodfellow asked Ramesh Perera for an example of how being detached from the JPC would affect his ability to fulfil his role.

Ramesh said that it was a question of him being able to respond to issues that arise in JPC meeting  that may merit his input as LBG Officer, but if he is not there no one may think to ask him.

Charlotte Faircloth asked how it was possible to justify an unequal representation of the LBG Officer.

Ramesh commented that LBG is the only minority that is self-defined.

The chair accepted a speech from Ben McClelland (previous LBG Officer) in favour of the motion. He made the following points:

· The role of LBG Officer is fulfilled by being part of the community, not by sitting on a committee.

· In his year as LBG Officer, no JPC issue was LBG relevant.

· “He sat in his room every Sunday hoping for a new crowd of homosexuals to turn up”

· LBG is not the only minority in college.

· Equal Opportunities committee can concentrate on their role not on college politics.

Questions & Answers
Jessica Robinson asked whether Ben McClelland though that the psychology of the demotion would affect the approachability.

Ben McClelland responded that he did not think this would be the case as long as the LBG Officer is visible within Pembroke.

The chair accepted a question to the JPC from Mark Collis. He noted that the Equal Opportunities Officer appeared to be gaining a dual political-welfare role and asked whether that was putting undue burden on the Equal Opportunities Officer.

Miranda Stearn replied in saying that the nature of the role meant that this could not be avoided, but that Welfare would always remain the primary concern of the Welfare Officer.

The chair accepted a question to the JPC from Richard Reid.  Richard Reid asked if the wording of the referendum could be stated.

Miranda Stearn stated that the referendum question would be “Do you agree with the following change to the Junior Parlour constitution?”  This would be followed by a copy of the proposed constitutional amendment.


The chair accepted a speech against from Shuman Abdus.  In his speech he argued:

· If a co-opted representative opinion was required by the JPC, or if the co-opted representative wished to bring something to the JPC, it would require the Equal Opportunities Officer acting as a middleman, which would be extremely bad communication.

Chris Goodfellow noted that the JPC has the power to, and would probably in such a situation, invite the relevant co-opted representative to speak at the JPC meeting.

The chair accepted a speech in favour of the motion from Kate Musgrave in which she argued:

· If the LBG Officer is a full member of the JPC, then so should be the Women’s Officer, but she doesn’t think that is necessary.

· The lack of structure is definitely a hindrance to communication, and therefore is definitely needed.

· She thinks it is a good idea.

The chair accepted a question to the JPC from Shuman Abdus. He asked whether he had the right as Equal Opportunities Officer to refuse these changes.

Chris Goodfellow noted that he always has the right to resign if he so wishes.

Inga Deakin, Chris Goodfellow & Miranda Stearn all noted that the changes would not come into affect until the end of Shuman’s term of office, although the Equal Opportunities committee would be formed before in a shadow form and it would be nice if the Equal Opportunities Officer worked with that committee.

Ramesh Perera asked to make a final statement, he was so permitted and in doing so made the following points:

· Would it be as easy to fill the LBG role if it wasn’t part of the JPC.

· The position of the LBG Rep on the JPC isn’t to anyone’s detriment.

· The ad hoc nature of LBG Welfare doesn’t mean that the LBG Rep should be removed

Miranda Stearn summed up in saying that the vote was only for a referendum, not to actually inact these changes.

The chair called for a vote on the motion. The results were as follows:

For
10

Against
5

Abstain
2

Mark Collis then asked whether the JPC considered the email sent on Friday 2nd May to be a publication of the referendum as required by Clause 5, Paragraph 2.  As this would affect the proposal to hold the referendum on Tuesday 6th May.

The meeting agreed to discuss this point.

Miranda Stearn asked that the meeting agree for the JPC to discuss this in private and take the appropriate action. This was agreed.

Chris Goodfellow asked that the meeting formally ratify the wording of the question, as this affects the constitutional position and would help the JPC in their discussions.  


The chair thereby called a vote that the question to be said in the referendum would be:

“Do you agree with the following change to the Junior Parlour constitution?”  

This would be followed by a copy of the proposed constitutional amendment.

The result of this vote was as followed:

For
16

Against 
0

Abstain
1

9. The chair noted that the JPC had received requests that the opening hours of the Library be extended.  The chair asked for a vote to gauge the opinion of the college community. The results were as follows:

For
10

Against
3

Abstain
1

The JPC agreed to take this matter further.

10.
The chair declared the meeting closed.

