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Executive Summary:

Approximately £150,000 is donated from common rooms to worthwhile causes each year. This OUSU working group was set up to look into how money donated from common rooms to social, environmental and ethical causes can be done in the most effective ways both by engaging the common room in the decision process and by responding to the needs of the worthwhile causes supported.

There are numerous models currently used across Oxford. Some common rooms donate to registered charities through a common-room wide vote; others accept motions through common rooms meetings and discuss then donate accordingly. This paper argues that there are strong positives with both these approaches and that a ’Duel-Pot Model’ in which the charity money is split so that a yearly common room vote can be in place alongside a system whereby motions can be brought in one designated common-room meeting each term.

The paper also contains a range of more general best-practice recommendations for any common room to adopt.
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Introduction:

Over £50,000 is donated from common rooms in Oxford to a range of good causes each term resulting in donations in excess of £150,000 a year. This is a considerable amount of money in any sector and in the charitable sector a huge amount of good can be done with this capital. 

This document has been produced to suggest a best practice system which common rooms are encouraged to adopt in order to: 

1. Represent where the members of the common room (ie those who contribute financially) would like money to go; and 

2. Act in the best interests of the beneficiaries. 

Discussion:

Currently across the common rooms of Oxford there are a wide range of methods by which money is donated to worthwhile causes from common room charity accounts. Over the years there has been discontent in some common rooms with regards to how money is distributed with cases ranging: i) More money being promised than is in the account; ii) Failure of charity rep to organise a ballot; iii) Too few motions asking for money leading to a large build-up of money in the account (Somerville JCR = £27,000).

Below is a table outlining the positive aspects and negative aspects of various methods currently in use. This is followed by a list of recommendations whether the model outlined in this document is adopted or not.

Table outlining positive and negative aspects of methods currently used

	Method
	Positives
	Negatives

	Fixed donation to a predetermined number of registered charities following yearly or termly vote. 

· Nominations for charities are invited from any member of the CR. 

· CR votes on nominated charities with a predetermined number of charities to be chosen (e.g. 3). 

· The top three chosen then get an equal split of the money in the pot.


	· Anyone in the CR can propose a charity.

· Registered charities are monitored by the charities commission

· Simplicity of a fixed donation means less work for charity rep and treasurer.


	· Not proportional so a charity can get half the support and the same quantity of donation.

· No provision for adhoc donations through the year.

· No provision for student initiatives if they are not registered charities



	Proportional donation to flexible number of charities following yearly or termly vote. 

· Similar to the method outlined above but donations are made proportionally to the amount of votes they receive. 

· The number of charities supported could either be every charity nominated or there can be a threshold number of votes to be reached before the CR supports the registered charity.


	· Provision for anyone in the CR to propose a charity.

· Registered charities are monitored by the charities commission.

· Proportionality is arguably more representative of where the CR wants the money to go. 
	· Much more complicated system for the treasurer and charity rep to organise and calculate donations.

· If no threshold then some donations can be (embarrassingly) low.

· No provision for adhoc donations through the year.

· No provision for student initiatives if they are not registered charities.

	Applications through any CR meeting for specific donations. 

· Motions are submitted for discussion by the CR requesting a charitable donation from the charity account of the CR.

· Sometimes there is a fixed top limit to these donations. 

· These motions are discussed then voted upon.


	· Anyone in the CR can submit a motion.

· Specific requests such as funding for a specific project can be examined.

· The quantity of the donation can be discussed.

· Donations tend to be for a specific use so the precise destination of the donation can be scrutinised.


	· Only CR members in attendance at the CR meeting get a vote.

· The total amount in the charities fund may not be used up leading to large reserves.

· All of the money may be used up, leaving none for worthy causes later in the year/ term
· Cannot compare proposals as motions to come later in term are unknown.

	Applications through a well-advertised termly CR meeting for specific donations. 

· Motions are submitted by a deadline for one meeting a term where charity motions are considered. 

· The proposals are then discussed individually before being voted upon.
	Same as above as well as:

· Can compare all proposals together so informed decisions can be made as to ratios of fund allocation.


	· Only CR members in attendance at the CR meeting get a vote.

· Lacks the flexibility of being able to apply for grants to cover unexpected costs


General Recommendations:

Before discussing the working group’s best practice model there are some general recommendations which we feel all CRs should adhere to. These are:

Charity Levy 

Most JCRs have a fixed termly donation which, in cooperation with the college accounts department, is added to each individual students’ battels bill each term. In a common room with 500 members a £5 levy each term means that there will be a minimum of £2500 in the charities account each term (£7500 a year). For this reason, common rooms that have donations on battels have donated more money annually to good causes than those without.

Recommendation 1:

All common rooms should pass a motion to ensure money is donated via battels each term.

Recommendation 2:

The minimum levy should be £5. Common rooms who currently have donations of less than £5 should propose a motion to increase this levy.

Recommendation 3:

Each policy should incorporate an opt-out system which should be advertised by the charities rep before the first battels bill of the term.

Common Room Meetings

Common rooms which distribute donations on an ad hoc basis in JCR/MCR meetings sometimes have large surpluses each year resulting in a large amount of money sitting in a charity account. This can be due to limits on the amount of money which can be given at each meeting (eg - £100 limit) or due to uncertainty about how many motions may be brought forward in future weeks.

Recommendation 4:

Common rooms that consider charity motions in JCR/MCR meetings should set aside one meeting a term where charity motions can be brought. Emergency charity motions can only be brought in other meetings when the charity rep agrees to exceptional circumstances (for example an unforeseen circumstance renders a project desperate for funding) for a motion to be seen outside of the normal meeting.

Recommendation 5:

Regardless of the size of the charity fund there should be no limits on the quantity a proposal requests (up to a maximum of the amount in the fund!). All proposals should be considered critically and the common room members should decide where they want the money to go.

Recommendation 6:

All common rooms must have separate bank accounts for the common room and for charities. Ideally the charity rep should be a signatory on the charities account one other signatory on the committee on the account (recommend Treasurer). No money should be transferred between accounts. 

It is an important role of the charity rep to ensure that the signatories are changed over when a new rep is elected.

Proposed best practice model for common room giving – ‘Duel-Pot Model’ 

It is the view of the working group that a best practice model for common room giving is desirable by charity reps, charities and students in general. 

This proposed model aims to allow common rooms the flexibility to:

· Engage students in choosing annually-supported charities via a common room wide vote, and 

· Consider proposals brought forward by students to seek funding for social, environmental and ethical causes. 

This proposed model accommodates the above points in a format that is easy for common rooms to adopt and serves the broadest base of charitable interests and needs.

Model Outline: 2 Pots of money

· Pot 1: Annual Registered Charity Vote

· Pot 2: Termly Student Proposals

Pot 1: Annual Charity Vote

50% of the charities levy donated through the year is allocated to this pot.. The money is given to registered charities selected by the common room. Anyone in the common room can nominate a registered charity. 

This process should be advertised to the whole common room. A deadline for the nominations to close (around 2nd week – appendix 2) should be chosen and then the charity rep should organise a common room wide vote to choose three charities to support. 

Potential methods for the vote:

1) Pidge everyone a slip with the charities nominated on it. Everyone votes for three and places the slip into a ‘charity box’ near the pigeon holes.

2) Email the common room with the nominated charities and ask the common room members to email in their three choices.

3) Use an online system such as ‘Survey Monkey’ or ‘Mi-Vote’.

4) Alongside another election or by-election in the common room

The total amount is split equally between the nominated charities. Cheques are sent out at the end of Trinity term. Leftover monies from Pot 2 (explained below) are added to Pot 1 before the quantity is split between the charities. This way money does not sit in the account from year to year and the nominated charities are guaranteed a base figure with the chance that it may increase.

Additional points to note:

· Some common rooms already have a long-standing arrangement with a charity which they will continue to support each year. Where this is the case the charity could be automatically chosen each year and the number chosen via the common room vote will be decreased.

· Common rooms may decide to support fewer than or more than 3 annual charities (especially if the common room, and therefore the charity fund, is large or small). Three charities is a guideline figure.

Pot 2: Termly proposals

The other 50% of the money donated to the common room charity fund via the charity levy goes into Pot 2, which is allocated termly. Student proposals for funding of worthwhile projects or causes are considered in one common room meeting a term. For example the charity proposals may always be considered in the first, second, third or fourth JCR meeting (appendix 2) of the term – this can be decided by the common room when adopting this method.

There should be no limit on the amount requested up to the maximum in the fund. This is to allow ambitious, yet well planned, projects to potentially receive funding. 

e.g. A common room with £1000 to allocate receives 5 proposals:

1) Asking for £200

2) Asking for £100

3) Asking for £350

4) Asking for £50

5) Asking for £800

They could reject all five and the money would be passed onto the annual charities

They could accept 1,2,3 and 4 and pass on the extra £300 to the annual charities

They could accept 1 and 5 and use all the £1000

Etc

Essentially this method allows the common room to make an informed decision on what causes they want the money to go towards based on the quality of the proposal, the amount requested and what the budget allows.

Recommendation 7:

The recommended split between the two pots (annual and proposals based) is 50:50 although this could be altered depending on the demand for the money and the views of the common room.

Recommendation 8:

As part of the proposal it should be a requirement that the charity/society reports back to the common room on how the money was used (eg appendix 3). This form will be updated and made available from the OUSU VP (Charities and Community).

Recommendation 9:

A common room may decide to support a cause but not give all the money they are requesting. However, a common room should not over allocate the funds and then scale them all down at the end. This can result in charities/projects missing fundraising targets.

Example: 

	Hypothetical Example:

‘St Charity College’

Assume a common room of 550 members. A charity levy is applied of £5 per person per term. 50 people opt out at the start of the year. 

Termly Income: £2500

Yearly Income: £7500
	Yearly Charity vote (50% of budget (£3750) + leftovers from proposal system):
Three charities chosen at the start of the year via a common room vote. All three charities will receive:

£1250 + one third of the leftovers from the second block.

	
	Proposals brought before charity meeting

(50% of budget (£3750))

Proposals requesting donations to good causes (including but not limited to registered charities) are considered in one common room meeting each term. Money is apportioned depending on the strength of the proposal and how much is requested


Appendix 1 – Schematic representation of how money would be split in the duel-pot model

Appendix 3:  Charity Report to (insert college here) Common Room 

Name of Charity/society/individual/project: 

Contact name and title: 

Amount of money donated from (insert CR here): 

What did you propose to do with the money? 

Did you use the money in accordance with the proposal?  If not, how was the money used? 

How has this donation affected your Charity/society/project?  (e.g. publicity, increased members/ interest, helped promote your cause?) 

If you can please attach copies of receipts and invoices or a copy of any accounts you kept, and include any photos from your event that you are happy for the common room to use.  

If you have any further comments please add below:

Total amount from termly charity levy (battels) going into charity account





Eg: 400 students £5 each


£2000 each term = £6000





£3000





£1000





Annual charities voted upon by common room: 


Eg: £1000 each term = £3000 divided between charities





Proposals brought to common rooms each term 


Eg: Maximum of £1000 each term





£2000





Accepted proposals over the year leads to donations of £2000 leaving £1000 excess in the pot. This is then passed over to the annual charities pot.

















