
8th Week JCR Meeting (04/03/18) 

Officer Reports  

Niall: Last week we appointed a ball president, Lily.  Will be appointing other committee positions in Trinity. 

Motions 

1. Motion to replace secret ballots with referenda and lower the threshold for constitutional change 

The JCR notes that: 

- Several JCR motions this year were settled by secret ballot. 

- Clauses B4-6 of the Constitution read as follows: 

CL 4. Conduct of Voting 

Voting in JCR meetings shall be by show of hands, unless a procedural motion proposing a secret ballot is passed. No 
person shall be entitled to vote by proxy; nor shall any person not present in the Meeting at the initiation of a Vote be 
entitled to participate in that Vote. No member shall speak during the conduct of a Vote, nor shall the conduct of any 
Vote be interrupted by any Quorum Count or other Procedural Motion. 

CL 5. Required majorities 

1. All matters put to a vote shall require at least fifteen votes in favour, and more votes in favour than in opposition. An 
abstention is not a vote in opposition. 

2. In the following cases, there shall be at least twenty votes required in favour, and a two thirds majority in favour of 
the motion. An abstention is not a vote in opposition: 

a) Amendments to the Standing Orders 

b) Officer Deviations from the Standing Orders 

c) Motions of No Confidence 

d) Emergency Motions 

e) Motions to overturn a Ruling of the Election Tribunal 

3. In the following cases, there shall be at least thirty votes in favour, and a three quarters majority in favour of the 
motion. An abstention is not a vote in opposition: 

a) Amendments to the Constitution 

b) Any motion authorising expenditure over £1000, or cumulative expenditure of over £1000 granted to one single 
person or group (over the course of one academic year.) 

In the event that the conditions for 3. are not met, a referendum shall instead be called, requiring at least 100 votes to 
be cast, and a simple majority. 

CL 6. Designation of Sovereign Authority to Referendum 

1. The JCR may, by simple majority, vote in favour of a Procedural Motion to that effect and refer any substantive 
Motion to a Referendum. This shall be resolved by simple majority, with minimum of 100 votes in favour required for it 
to pass. 

2. In the event that, within 48 hours of the close of a JCR Meeting, a petition is submitted to the President signed by 30 
members requesting a Referendum on a specified substantive Motion, as passed or defeated, at that Meeting, a, 
Procedural Motion under (CL5. 1) above shall be deemed to have been passed in regard to that Motion in whatever 
form it was finally passed or defeated, as the case may be; or, if so specified in the said petition, on that Motion in the 
form in which it was originally submitted. 

3. Any referendum shall be deemed to carry the authority of a JCR motion. 

4. An indicative poll may be carried out in the same way but shall not be binding. 

The JCR believes that: 

- Secret ballots are not always representative of the views held by the JCR as a whole. 



- Moreover, they often show that issues brought towards to JCR meetings require a discourse that goes beyond 
that meeting.  

- Many issues require further discussion, time for reflection and consideration and a platform for more people to 
attend.   

- Secret ballots are most often called in relation to minority issues. Referenda allow for a decision to be made 
more reflective of the attitudes of Somerville as a whole, not just those present in a JCR meeting.  

- Referenda are a great way to get more students involved in JCR affairs and create a wider discussion on these 
issues.  

- They also ensure that a motion has had time to be adequately discussed by members of the college so that 
those voting can make an informed decision.  

- It is the interests of the JCR to use college-wide referenda instead of secret ballots for future JCR motions 
where JCR members wish for their vote to be cast anonymously. 

The JCR resolves to: 

- Replace the option to propose a secret ballot with the option to propose a referendum for future JCR motions. 

- Require those proposing the motion speak on it again at the nearest hustings event so that a wider number of 
people can engage in the discourse. As well as to ensure that everyone has had time to be adequately informed 
on the motion brought forward.  

- Reduce the required majority for making a constitutional amendment to the JCR Constitution from 30 votes in 
favour and a three quarters majority to 20 votes in favour and a two thirds majority. (A vote in abstention 
would not be a vote in opposition). 

- Amend the Constitution so it reads as follows: 

CL 4. Conduct of Voting 

Voting in JCR meetings shall be by show of hands, unless a procedural motion proposing a referendum is passed. No 
person shall be entitled to vote by proxy; nor shall any person not present in the Meeting at the initiation of a Vote be 
entitled to participate in that Vote. No member shall speak during the conduct of a Vote, nor shall the conduct of any 
Vote be interrupted by any Quorum Count or other Procedural Motion. 

CL 5. Required majorities 

1. All matters put to a vote shall require at least fifteen votes in favour, and more votes in favour than in opposition. An 
abstention is not a vote in opposition. 

2. In the following cases, there shall be at least twenty votes required in favour, and a two thirds majority in favour of 
the motion. An abstention is not a vote in opposition: 

a) Amendments to the Standing Orders 

b) Officer Deviations from the Standing Orders 

c) Motions of No Confidence 

d) Emergency Motions 

e) Motions to overturn a Ruling of the Election Tribunal 

f) Amendments to the Constitution 

3. Any motion authorising expenditure over £1000, or cumulative expenditure of over £1000 granted to one single 
person or group (over the course of one academic year.) requires at least thirty votes in favour and a three quarters 
majority in favour of the motion. An abstention is not a vote in opposition. 

In the event that the conditions for 2f or 3. are not met, a referendum shall instead be called, requiring at least 100 
votes to be cast, and a simple majority. 

CL 6. Designation of Sovereign Authority to Referendum 

1. The JCR may, by simple majority, vote in favour of a Procedural Motion to that effect and refer any substantive 
Motion to a Referendum. This shall be resolved by simple majority, with minimum of 100 votes in favour required for it 
to pass. 



2. In the event that, within 48 hours of the close of a JCR Meeting, a petition is submitted to the President signed by 30 
members requesting a Referendum on a specified substantive Motion, as passed or defeated, at that Meeting, a, 
Procedural Motion under (CL5. 1) above shall be deemed to have been passed in regard to that Motion in whatever 
form it was finally passed or defeated, as the case may be; or, if so specified in the said petition, on that Motion in the 
form in which it was originally submitted. 

3. Any referendum shall be deemed to carry the authority of a JCR motion. 

4. An indicative poll may be carried out in the same way but shall not be binding. 

Proposed by: Samuel Juniper 

Seconded by: Fin Kavanagh 

Proposer (Fin): Idea is that secret ballots are not representative of the JCR as a whole; issues may require a discourse 
that goes beyond just the meeting.  Issues require further discussion, reflection and consideration and a platform where 
more people can vote.  Secret ballots are most often called w/r/t minority issues.  Referenda allow a more representative 
opinion rather than just people who are present at the meeting.   

Sam: Also ensure issues are adequately discussed so people can make an informed decision.  It is in the interest of the 
JCR to have college-wide referenda rather than secret ballots.   

Questions / Discussion 

JS: Where does the constitutional amendment come in? 

Sam: We made it easier to change the constitution since often when there’s low turnout it’s hard to get enough people  

EW: Could you explain Clause 6 Section 2 

Sam: That was in the constitution before, about being able to call a referendum 

EW: You want a minimum of 100 votes in favour— isn’t that a bit high; won’t it be difficult to get a consensus 

Sam: This is the way it’s always been in the constitution for a referendum 

Amendment: Reduce to ’at least 80 votes’ (Accepted) 

EW: You’ve said this would promote discourse, through hustings.  But how are you going to avoid it being the case that 
there are people who don’t hear a lot about the issue but vote anyway?  I think it’s quite likely that it’s not going to 
increase discourse, since no one has any incentive to participate in discourse 

Sam: It will engage more people in the process, you’re not going to avoid people who don’t want to engage in the 
discourse 

EW: But people still have to come to the meeting to hear what people are saying.  People who won’t show up to a 
meeting won’t show up to a hustings.   

Sam: People might be busy or not want to come to a meeting; that doesn’t mean they aren’t involved in an issue  

MA: When we do referenda, is there a place where you could put information about each point of view? 

F: We could have information in the same way as hustings.  But not sure who would be responsible for writing that  

Fin: Also would have minutes from original meeting  

EK: What if people have to keep voting repeatedly for lots of referenda? 

V: Doing it online is relatively easier 

Sam: There will be a procedural motion in the meeting to hold a referendum 

EF: What do you think the turnover for meetings will be— will it take days or weeks for a referendum to be held? 

F: So every sixth week / once a term  

MA: Would we have the option of doing either a secret ballot or a referendum or does this eliminate the current system? 



IL: Often secret ballots are held circulating around minorities issues; I think it’s important that everyone has to hear 
what people have to say.  I don’t think necessarily that you are informed if you don’t go to the meeting and you don’t 
hear what people have to say. I think it’s essential that people are in the room and feel the emotive impact of things as 
well as being generally knowledgeable about issues.  Just more people partaking in a secret ballot  

Sam: There will be a JCR meeting, a hustings, more information available.  People have every opportunity to engage if 
they want to  

IL: A secret ballot identifies a discussion that needs to be had; but I think a good amendment would be that we have a 
live referendum where there’s a debate and then people who have watched it vote in the room.  Identifying that the issue 
needs more time taken.  My problem with the secret ballot is that for minority issues, engagement isn’t necessary if you 
vote secretly.  The argument that people already have their opinion and don’t need to engage undermines the point of 
having any meetings at all.  But this does identify that a problem may need to be further spoken about.  But I don’t think 
you should necessarily have the right to vote if you haven’t been in the room to hear people speaking  

J: Minorities who are voting may not necessarily come to meetings— a minority of minorities actually come to 
meetings.   

EL: With the 6th week thing, what if it’s more urgent?  Is there no provision for that? 

F: Technically could be done in 4th or 6th.   

EL: A lot of motions will be brought in 1st week  

AR: We could have referenda outside the election weeks  

V: Can’t we set the referendum whenever the election officer can do it  

AR: Constitution states within 2 weeks of meeting  

AT: Nothing here that says we can’t have a secret ballot? 

IL: It is being replaced 

AT: As I interpret the changes, if someone says we should have a secret ballot, there’s nothing prohibiting it  

TA: Golly, this is a hard one! 

— Do you think this will become a barrier to voting in secret?  Generally, all voting should be in secret, but we vote by 
hand for speed reasons.  Anything that’s a barrier to secret voting is inherently problematic.   

Sam: I don’t think it’ll make much difference, because the referendum is still a secret ballot  

TA: As a point of information, just to make it clear— I, the Chair, would interpret it as fully replacing the secret ballot.  
Just to make it clear.   

S: So are you saying this is only going to happen when a secret ballot is called, or every single motion? 

Sam: Just in the case when someone else might propose a secret ballot 

S: Should there be a process when motions put to referenda should have information provided? 

Sam: Like manifestos online? 

S: Points of interest, facts 

F: That’s possible  

V: There’s no such thing as neutral facts, you could cherry pick  

F: Often there isn’t a pronounced opposition as opposed to factual question so there might not be a system for 
proposition / opposition— neutral points is a good idea but that should be done through minutes  

S: Should just be facts  

F: This should probably be voted on so there’s a consensus  

S: There could just be a hyperlink that leads to information that the committee has decided is presentable  

IL: Biggest problem with this— in theory it seems like we can just produce points in proposition / opposition.  But if 
anyone could have walked away from e.g. the gender neutral toilets motion with clearly defined ‘main points,’ I don’t 
see how that’s possible.  A lot of the things people are trying to get across are very emotive and there’s not necessarily a 
neutral way to get it across  



MA: A link to minutes is a good idea; if there’s anything the proposition / opposition wants to say, they’d have said it in 
the meeting.  Anyone who wants to say something, it’s recorded  

JS: I think this motion is potentially harmful to minority issues because by nature they aren’t talked about in the public 
sphere.  In meetings there’s a platform where people can observe genuine discussion.  Even if you do put links to 
minutes or find a way to pick facts in opposition / in favour, given that minority issues are the ones that always bring up 
secret ballots and probably also referenda, to have a referendum like that would increase the discussion to a certain 
degree but also increase the proportion of people who haven't observed discussion and vote anyway.  Taking it from 
everyone voting having seen the discussion to not everyone who’s voting having seen it  

JM: I think you’re making the assumption that if you don’t know about something you’ll vote against it.  Most people, 
if they don’t understand the minority, are likely to accept their opinion on it  

IL: That’s great but not really what happens  

EK: If that’s the case how come gay marriage wasn’t legalised like 50 years ago…? 

II: Is there a method where you can’t vote unless you’ve seen an outline of the minutes / information etc?  That 
incentivises an understanding of the topic. 

F: Have to check with Alex?  You can make mandatory pages  

IL: The thing I like about this is that it extends discussion and allows more people to have more time to think and get 
involved.  But I think a better way to address this would be to limit the voting to people who attend the subsequent 
discussion  

S: Could it be a case of if people have access to the internet, a live hyperlink could be sent out?  If we vote the next day 
etc, could lead to negative tensions if held later  

EF: I thought it wasn’t just broadening the discussion, I thought it was broadening the breadth of people who are voting, 
to have a better sample  

IL: As I understand it there are two sides to this; broadening involvement, but also lengthening the time that people 
have to think  

F: With the idea of hustings, there isn’t always a select opposition.  Who do you envision speaking in opposition? 

Sam: Picking a volunteer? 

F: More in the format of another meeting  

— Don’t know what stats we have, but I think there’d be a lot of self-selection in the people who are interested in the 
issue being more likely to vote  

IL: I think you can feel informed about something but I don’t think unless you’ve come to hear the arguments you 
necessarily always understand.   

— If you’re interested enough in an issue to vote, you’d probably seek out information 

IL: But it’s quite easy to just go ahead and click without making an effort to involve yourself  

Procedural motion for secret ballot  

Proposer’s Speech (Mo): [incomprehensible] 

Opposition (Irteza): There is no reason for it to be secret 

Vote on secret ballot  

8 - 21 - 14 

Does not pass 

Closing Speech (Sam): It’ll increase number of people voting, give us more time to discuss 

TA: Could I see, by the raising of hands, those who are in favour of the motion, please? 

Vote  

18 - 12 - 13 

Motion does not pass 



2. Motion to withdraw £15,000 from the reserves as a loan to the ball committee 

The JCR notes that: 

• Everyone loves a Ball 

• The Somerville-Jesus Ball will require significant initial investment to start putting down deposits, etc. 

The JCR believes that: 

• Without this injection of money, it will be very difficult to get things going with the preparation of the ball. 

The JCR resolves to: 

• Pass this motion to withdraw £15,000 from the JCR reserves as a loan to the ball committee, that will be repaid when 
tickets are sold.  Jesus College JCR are putting up the same figure.  This is the same figure put up as three years ago, 
and leaves us with plenty in reserves to undertake other projects.  The money will only be released once there is a 
Treasurer in place, which will be completed by the first half of TT18. 

Proposed by: Niall Macklin 

Seconded by: Tayo Ward-Brew 

Proposer (Niall): Pretty much just sort of does what it says on the tin really  

TA: Do I have a speech in opposition to the motion?  Do I have any short factual questions??  

Questions / Discussion 

AT: Last time, request was made in Michaelmas— why is it being done so much earlier? 

Niall: We’re pretty ahead of schedule 

S: You said the figure was the same as last time, what if things are more expensive?  Should it be revised? 

Niall: Spoke to Tayo about this, think this is fine, Jesus have passed the same amount which is more than they did last 
time.   

II: What happens if it doesn’t pass? 

L: I would have no money and have to do a budget ball  

AN: Does this go directly into your personal bank account? 

Niall: As addressed in the ‘resolves to,’ it will be in the reserves until a treasurer is in place and an account is opened  

— Just to clarify, last time the ball made quite a lot of money and we donated the surplus.  All the money we loaned 
went back into reserves 

Niall: It is a safe loan definitely, would recommend voting for it  

JS: Technically speaking, whose pocket does it come out of if it doesn’t make the money back? 

TA: Presumably it would leave the reserves  
Niall: I have been assured that it will make the money back 

TA: In the occurrence that it did not, I should assume that the money would simply leave the reserves  

EL: How much money is in the reserves? 

TA: Tayo? 

TW: ~£37,000 

TA: Anyone else?  If not I shall direct this to a vote.  Needs 30 votes in favour and a 3/4 majority.  A vote in abstention 
is not, in fact, a vote in opposition. 

Vote 

44 - 0 - 1 

Motion passes 



3. Motion to address Somerville’s investments in fossil fuels  

The JCR notes that: 

• Last term the Paradise Papers revealed that Oxford University and many of its colleges, including Somerville, have 
indirect investments in fossil fuel exploration and drilling 

• The papers show 29 Oxbridge colleges have invested in offshore partnerships, with most of these participating in an 
oil-and-gas linked fund managed by Coller International, which is a Guernsey-based private equity firm.   

• The money was reportedly routed through what is known as a “blocker” corporation, typically done in partnership 
with a fund based in the U.S., which allows them to receive tax-free dividends. 

• Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reported that in order to stay below a devastating global 
temperature rise of 2’C, cumulative carbon emissions cannot exceed a “budget” of about 800 gigatons [IPCC].  In 
order to reach this target, around 80% of current fossil fuel reserves must stay in the ground. 

The JCR believes that: 

• Somerville and Oxford University should be transparent about their investments 

• Reducing fossil fuel emissions is the responsible action for current and future generations, and Somerville and Oxford 
University should implement those principles in its investments. 

• A combination of political and economic factors make fossil fuels a poor financial investment, independently of the 
social and environmental impacts 

• Divestment is an effective means of protest against unethical corporate behaviour. 

The JCR resolves to: 

• Mandate the E&E officer to meet with the Bursar to clarify what investments Somerville has in fossil fuels and to 
make this information clearly and publicly available 

• To support the below objective as a goal to be adopted by the college’s decision-making strategy: 

• Divestment from both direct and indirect investments in the fossil fuel companies listed in the Carbon Underground 
top 200 list.  The Carbon Underground list ranks the top 100 coal companies and top 100 oil and gas companies by 
the carbon content of their current reserves. 

Proposed by: Anna Gee 

Seconded by: Ben Fisk 

Proposer (Anna): This is a bit late because the paradise papers leak was last November but I wasn’t so well informed 
then.  So the documents in the Paradise Papers show that among lots of things Oxford, and a lot of its colleges, were 
indirectly invested in fossil fuel companies.  What the investigation showed was that there were investments from 
university / college endowments that are indirectly funding Royal Dutch Shell etc, so further explorations into the ocean 
for fossil fuels.  This is hypocritical, obviously there are academics here doing research into climate change, etc— it’s 
also quite shady because it’s very indirect, no one really knew about this before the documents were leaked.  The 
motion is just about talking to the Bursar to find out exactly what Somerville’s involvement was with this.  Also want to 
encourage divestment, to pull money away from these companies. 

Questions / Discussion 

V: Surely there’s information available on the internet? 

Anna: We were named in a Guardian article.  There is a graphic on the website that works through all the links but the 
documents can’t be read directly through that.  But you could feasibly get in contact with journalists  

JB: We’re not going to be able to stop college / the university investing in this way, so what’s the point ultimately? 

Anna: It’s part of a wider movement of divestment away from fossil fuels, it’s an ethical issue.  Partially to raise 
awareness, and more of a moral stance, but part of a wider movement of withdrawing investment, and moving towards 
renewable energy 

EK: Us showing that we’re not in support will send a message to college, which may have some impact  

MA: Why is it just fossil fuel companies?  There are plenty of other questionable investments by the university.  Why 
don’t we broaden this?   



Anna: Uni / college both have sustainable investment policies.  The only way to combat this is to pick specific issues 
like this one and point out a direct link with the money of the college 

S: Is the bursar actually able to disclose this information 

MA: The treasury give our money to asset management funds.  We don’t know exactly what it goes into.  But we can 
say we don’t want to invest in particular things.  The bursar won’t know exactly where our money is but we can say we 
aren’t happy with it going to certain areas 

S: Is the bursar actually allowed to disclose the information back to us? 

MA: I think the issue will be he won’t know, as opposed to he won’t be able to tell you  

JS: Is there an idea of actions that you / we are going to take, to make the college divest?  Or just declare JCR support?  

Ben: Just want to hear what Andrew has to say, find out what effect we can have.  Ultimately will be dependent on the 
meeting I have  

JS: Would consider following up with actually telling them to divest? 

Ben: If he says JCR backing might change things, we’d follow that  

Anna: Want to open up a discussion  

MI: Considering college hold our money, if we say we want to divest, do we have to manage our own money  

MA: The money they have is in a bank account, not an investment portfolio.   

II: We’d avoid a bad Cherwell article if we vote in favour  

Vote  

35 - 3 - 1 

Motion passes 


