
 

Minutes for Democratic Procedures Committee: Tuesday 15th October 2019 

(D08 Teaching & Learning Building – 17:30- 19:30) 

In attendance: 

DPC Panel Members:  

Elected Members: Denis Lelin (DL), Jacob Collier (JC), Athena Potsos (AP), Holly Rigby (HR), 

Cerys Morgan (CM), Valeriya Bukharova (VB), Aaron Osher (AO). 

Officer Members: James Pheasey: President (JP), Sam Hawkins: LGBT+ Officer (SH). 

Apologies: Zia Rehman (ZR). 

Proposers of motions: James Pheasey (JP). 

Chair: Athena Potsos (AP). 

Staff present: Ellie Cullen (Democracy Coordinator), Lee Mundell (Administrative Assistant). 

Other attendees: Cassie Ulrich: Education Officer, Daryl Ormerod: Chief Executive, Millie 

Doherty: Sports Officer, Georgina Pittman: Activities Officer, Lee Taylor: ESJ Officer, Joanne 

Rees, Edith Ginestier. 

*** 

The meeting was quorate with 9 members. 

*** 

Agenda: 

1. Election of DPC Chair 

2. Impact Constitution (request to extend expiry date of constitution until the end of next 

schedule DPC meeting on 4th February 2020). 

3. Code of Conduct Guidance Document (and edits to Bye-Laws) – James Pheasey. 

4. Society Affiliation Process – James Pheasey. 

5. Democratic Procedures Amendment in Bye-Laws – James Pheasey 

6. AoB 

  

 



 

Minutes: 

1.0 Ellie Cullen introduced the meeting and gave a quick briefing about the function of 

Democratic Procedures Committee and the responsibilities of its members. They 

then asked the committee who would like to volunteer to be Chair. 

2.0 Athena Potsos was the only volunteer for Chair. 

3.0 DPC voted unanimously to elect Athena Potsos as Chair. 

4.0 AP asked JP if he is happy to proceed with the current running order on the agenda. 

5.0 JP said he is happy to present his motions in the same order. 

6.0 AP moved onto the first point of business: Impact Constitution (request to extend 

expiry date of constitution until the end of next schedule DPC meeting on 4th February 

2020). 

6.1 AP asked LM for context about why Impact are requesting an extension on 

the expiry date of their constitution until the end of the next scheduled DPC 

meeting on 4th February 2020. 

6.2 LM explained. Minutes from the prior DPC meeting where the original decision 

made by DPC can be found here (see point 11). 

6.3 JP said he would be happy to agree an extension but he would also like to see 

it pass a vote via the SRS – not the committee – between now and then. 

6.4 AP said she thinks it’s a good idea and it will give DPC time to review it and 

ensure that everything has been followed within Impact’s rules. 

6.5 AP asked DPC if they have any more comments or questions. 

6.6 DPC had no further comments or questions. 

6.7 AP asked DPC to vote on whether to agree the requested extension. 

6.8 Result: DPC voted unanimously to grant the extension until the end of the 

next DPC meeting scheduled for 4th February 2020. 

 

7.0 AP moved onto the next item of business and asked JP to present: Code of Conduct 

Guidance Document (and edits to Bye-Laws). 

7.1 JP presented: Student Groups Code of Conduct Update. 

What: This motion updates the Student Groups Code of Conduct. The following 

documents have been updated: 

o Student Groups Code of Conduct Guidance Document 

o Minor continuity edits to: 

 Background byelaw  

 Sports byelaw 

 Code of Conduct byelaw 

 Discipline Procedure byelaw 

 

Why: 

../../2018-19/3rd%20Meeting/DPC%20Minutes%20%2012.06.19%20v1.pdf


 

i) The Code of Conduct byelaw was edited at the last meeting of DPC, this 

brings the Guidance Document up to date. 

ii) The Guidance Document needed a refresh more generally as it referred to 

false information. 

iii) In light of the events during the summer the way we deal with Union Policy 

needed to be reviewed. This is a pro-active step to ensure that case does not 

arise in which the Code of Conduct may interact with Policy to create 

unintended censure or discrimination. 

 

Who: There has been consultation and feedback (which has been implemented) with: 

o Volunteering Manager 

o Societies & Sports Manager 

o Activities Officer 

- This will impact student group committee members and those delegated 

authority for student group activities. 

 

7.2 JP said, for the benefit of anyone who wasn’t at the last Democratic 

Procedure’s Committee [the last DPC of last year], there was a motion that 

updated parts of the Student Groups Code of Conduct in the bye-laws - to do 

with investigations and the like – but the motion did not include updates to 

ensure everything else was consistent with those changes. Half of this motion 

addresses those issues. The other half of this motion is essentially polishing the 

document. JP is not sure if there are any substantial edits. There are a couple 

of clarifications. There is only entirely new point. JP said he is happy to answer 

any questions. 

7.3 AP asked if anyone has any questions or comments. 

7.4 AO said one of the points removed was about being engaged in activity that 

might bring the SU into disrepute. AO is curious about why that has been 

removed and replaced. 

7.5 JP said he thought that point was too vague. He said the other points cover 

this. 

7.6 AP said she is pretty happy with it. Obviously she and JP have done some work 

on this together but ran out of time as the bye-laws are a huge document. But 

she is happy with this, especially the parts referring to union policy. 

7.7 JP clarified that he moved the bit where it talks about union policy. The only 

time it talks about policy now is “do not discriminate”, which is really the only 

place where it should be extending definitions. Originally the use of policy in 

the first point would be incredibly problematic on censoring student views. 

That is why it has moved. 

7.8 AP said, so a network can formally disagree with a policy. 



 

7.9 JP said that is correct. Policy is the stance of the SU and not the stance of the 

individual, and we shouldn’t be censoring or punishing individual members for 

disagreeing with the organisation’s stance, which it currently does. 

7.10 AP asked if there are any other questions or comments. 

7.11 AO said he has a couple of queries. The first refers to the Student Groups Code 

of Conduct, where it reads “imposition of a fine to be paid from the group’s 

account” rather than what was previously referred to as a “private account”. 

The other is “freezing of any group accounts”. 

7.12 JP addressed the first point about the “imposition of a fine to be paid from the 

group’s account”. Private account was in effect the group’s account. That is the 

clarification he has made. Regarding the second point, groups aren’t allowed 

an account outside the SU. This is another clarification. 

7.13 AO referred to the bit about “not to engage in behaviour which is threatening 

…” Is there any particular reason why “intimidating or offensive” was removed 

from the end of the point? 

7.14 JP said again it was inappropriately vague when the rest of the points cover 

the same issue. 

7.15 JC asked if there is going to be any kind of guidance on what would be an 

appropriate punishment. To just freeze a group’s account because they have 

done something might be insufficient as a punishment. 

7.16 JP said that the sanctions section in this document outlines that there is a more 

formal, detailed progress in the bye-laws, which discusses that the Code of 

Conduct Breaches Committee will be formed to address referred cases and it 

will be up to them to justify their decision in minuted documents. 

7.17 AP asked JP if he thinks there is any unnecessary overlap between the guidance 

document and the bye-laws. 

7.18 JP said he tidied up bits of the bye-laws to match so the two documents 

mashed in a helpful way. The only things the bye-laws don’t say is what the 

sanctions could be. The guidance doc contains a list of examples anyway. He 

feels that someone should be comfortable following this document until they 

feel it necessary to escalate to the bye-laws. 

7.19 AO asked who forms the Code of Conduct Breaches Committee. 

7.20 JP said referred to the bye-laws: 

11. The Code of Conduct Breaches Committee shall comprise: 

i. An appropriate member of Union Staff as decided by the appropriate Senior 

Manager of the Union (The Convenor) 

ii. Two Full Members of the Union 

7.21 JP added there is also an appeals processes in place. 

7.22 DL said he has been asked to be a member of this committee in the past. 

7.23 JP reiterated he is pretty sure there an appeals procedure in the bye-laws. 

7.24 AP asked if there any more questions or comments. 



 

7.25 AP asked DPC to vote. 

7.26 Result: Motion passed 9-0. 

 

8.0 AP moved onto the next item of business and asked JP to present: Society Affiliation 

Process. 

8.1 JP presented: Society Affiliation Process. 

 

What: This motion replaces the Society Affiliation Process. The following 

documents will be updated: 

 

o Societies Guidance Document  

o Societies byelaw 

o Minor continuity edits to other byelaws. 

 

Due to the clear need for direct student engagement with the review the full 

papers will be distributed following the upcoming student steering group. 

Attached is an overview of the current draft process that will be presented to 

the steering group and a summary of the review process for context. 

 

Why: The events following the May Societies Council regarding affiliations 

highlighted that the current society affiliation process is woefully inadequate. 

The system is convoluted and even contradictory at times. This left a clear hole 

in our governance which unfortunately resulted in a high profile issue arising 

in July. The Trustees declared the process flawed and as such it must be 

replaced. 

 

This new system must be internally watertight, maintain the accountability of 

our democratic system, and yet be far simpler. This system must not 

encourage our democratic structures to buckle or overreach when testing 

cases are put through; it should be very clear whether a group should pass 

through or not. 

 

Who: There was consultation with: 

 

- Activities Officer 

- Societies and Sports Department 

o Societies & Sports Manager 

o Society Development Coordinators 

- Director of Student Engagement 

- Student Steering Group  [October 9/10th] 



 

o Including Societies Council Committee 

- Full-Time Officer Committee  [October 11th]  

 

This will affect prospective student groups, Societies Council Committee 

members, Societies Council members. 

 

8.2 JP said, for the benefit of anyone who isn’t already aware, issues arose over 

the summer that brought the current affiliation process into question by the 

Trustees. Therefore, a new affiliation process is needed. JP said he wanted to 

get this done by the time the first Societies Council convenes, so that any 

groups that are intending to be at that council are not essentially penalised 

due to events in summer. Hence why he has brought this motion to DPC. He 

added that is also the reason why this document was circulated late to DPC. 

 

JP said his motion basically switches the process to a seven point checklist that 

is ratified by Societies Executive Committee, as opposed to an 8 point checklist 

and a 4 point anti-checklist, which is voted on by a Societies Council Committee 

that then goes to Societies Council under recommendation with no guidance 

on what they should base their recommendation. The newly proposed 

affiliation process is simpler. 

 

JP said he is going to assume everyone has read through the process. He is 

happy to clarify any specifics or go through it, but he doesn’t want to waste 

anyone’s time unless they think it is necessary. 

8.3 AP asked if there any questions for JP. 

8.4 DL asked if appeals can still be made regarding affiliation. 

8.5 JP said yes but through different means. The appeals can be made based on 

process, specifically. At present you can appeal without giving a reason and 

then the appeal may or may not be on process or whatever the people in the 

room feel at the time. As such, because this is no explicit body -  there is 

Democratic Procedures Committee, but in reality I doesn’t function as a 

Democratic Procedures Committee – but it would for that purpose function as 

a Democratic Procedures Committee and look at the procedures themselves. 

That is the third stage of appeal. The first stage is that it just gets put through 

the process again. The second stage is that it goes to DPC as the supposed 

experts of the document. 

8.6 DL asked for clarification: so now you would only be able to appeal based on 

the process and nothing else? 

8.7 JP said that is correct, because there is nothing else it should be judged on, due 

to the nature of this yes/no checklist. 



 

8.8 AO asked a question regarding a potential oversight: the Societies Council 

Guidance Document still refers to Council Committee. 

8.9 JP said the old document is obsoleted by the new document. 

8.10 AO is satisfied with the explanation. 

8.11 AP said, for clarification in this discussion, she declares a conflict of interest in 

that she is Chair of Societies Council. That said, as a member of DPC she still 

has questions. AP asked, what now is the purpose of Societies Council? This is 

the fourth year she has been on Societies Council and students tell her that the 

best part of being on Societies Council is society affiliations. 

8.12 JP said he has been a Societies President therefore he is familiar with the 

council process. He agreed that it would take away from what is seen as the 

main purpose of Societies Council, but he doesn’t believe it should be Societies 

Council main purpose. Having spoken to the student steering group and quite 

a few members of the council committee, he is keen that it would be seen 

more as a representational body channelling the political desires of societies 

upwards, in a similar way present standing committees function. So they 

would capture problems or positives of the individuals on the standing 

committee of the council and represent them elsewhere. That would move it 

from a body that is questionable in terms of whether it really has a choice, 

because there is a legal right answer it has to make, to a body which can 

actually act politically and could represent itself at Union Council etc. He added 

that he sees it as a reframing of the purpose of council. 

8.13 AP asked if JP feels that the decision of 5 people is good in deciding which 

groups do or do not join. 

8.14 JP said the decision on whether to affiliate a society or not is directly connected 

to our purpose. There are some realms in which we can’t chose. He said it 

seems to him to be problematic to say to 270 people that they have a 

democratic choice when in effect they don’t. This process is very much a 

checkbox style process on the group being ratified. It is not leaving the decision 

to those 5 people. It is the process that determines the decision. He believes 

that is more appropriate. 

8.15 AP said she has 2 more points on this. This first is that this doesn’t necessarily 

solve the problem of it just being overwritten. The democratic aspect could 

just be thrown out of the window, such as when Societies Council Committee 

voted against a group’s affiliation because it felt their values aren’t aligned 

with various things in the bye-laws, the code of conduct or whatever, and the 

trustees overruled that decision. This doesn’t really solve that issue of it being 

a democratic body. Do you feel this issue is still prevalent? 

8.16 JP said that no matter what these processes are, trustees will always have the 

legal power and duty to step in and overrule any decisions they feel present a 

legal, financial or reputational risk. It would gross negligence if they failed to 



 

step in. The point is: getting the process to do what we want it to do and 

making it clear where that line is. With the current process, you can’t because 

all the documents are different. It isn’t a process. What this does is to make it 

a clear yes/no checklist. They are all clear questions. There shouldn’t be an 

instance where it comes to that level of disagreement. If it does, then it will be 

clear know where the problem is, which has been hard to do under the current 

process. 

8.17 AP said her final point is that one of the biggest things that is always proposed 

to Societies Committee during a meeting for a vote is that the groups have to 

remember that every new group increases the implication of financial strain 

on the institute. That doesn’t necessarily factor into this. How does JP feel 

about that? 

8.18 JP said there is only a pot of so much money to go around. This raises a couple 

of issues for him, the first being that that pot of money isn’t for societies. 

Networks aren’t voted on. SRSs. Campaign groups. Volunteer groups. They all 

access the same pot of money. They don’t go through any process like 

societies. Eventually all groups going through this process will all have the 

same pot and the accountability will work out, but at the moment it doesn’t. 

JP said he believes it is a problem with the current funding process, which he 

hopes would be one of the things they can work on with Societies Exec and the 

council can input into. 

8.19 AP said that brings her to her next question regarding autonomous policy 

within societies. Networks have autonomous policy. Campaign groups and 

volunteering groups don’t. What is JP’s thoughts on that? 

8.20 JP said campaign groups and volunteering groups aren’t in the SU’s governance 

anywhere. That is a problem. They should be brought into this. This is very 

much a phase one, and phases two and three are going to ensure all of our 

student groups accessing that core funding are accounted for by the same 

process. JP expects they will be brought in under phases two and three. He 

hopes to work with Societies Exec on that. 

8.21 AO said JP pointed out that campaign and volunteering groups aren’t under 

any governance. What is the governance for accessing the same pot of money 

that societies get? 

8.22 JP said that when you look in the Standing Committees Bye-Laws, each 

standing committee gets a pot of money which they can divvy out as they 

please. That is kind of what core funding is supposed to be. But Societies 

Council do not that because of the disconnect between the governing 

documents and our organisational practice. Ideally they would have 

governance level appropriate accountable access. But at the moment the 

process doesn’t work in line with the SU’s documents, which is one of the 



 

things that phases two and three will investigate to figure out how it can be 

best addressed. 

 

JP added also, as a side point to the point being made, the idea that certain 

groups get to decide what other members of the union use their money for, 

because they have existed longer, is inherently problematic. If all these new 

groups want to form and they all want access to that pot of money then the 

SU needs a better funding allocation system to accommodate that. It shouldn’t 

be a case where the SU has 300 groups and that is that. The system should be 

built to accommodate any new interest. 

8.23 AP asked if there are any comments or questions on that. 

8.24 DL said that it seems that the process JP is proposing is less based on people’s 

opinions and more on whether a potential new group fits the criteria or not. It 

makes it a lot more equal for everyone. 

8.25 JP said it also means that an individual’s performance at Societies Council 

doesn’t contribute towards whether or not their group is affiliated. If someone 

isn’t confident, they might be less convincing and rejected on that basis. 

8.26 DL said that it also feels like it provides an impartial opportunity for all groups 

to be affiliated based on meeting specific criteria, which makes the process a 

lot more transparent. 

8.27 JP said he believes these changes allow Societies Exec to act as Societies Exec. 

The members are elected. They are political representatives. This enables 

them to get on with that rather being distracted by the affiliation stuff where 

ultimately they don’t have much choice about anyway. 

8.28 Georgina Pittman (Activities Officer) asked if she is allowed to give input. 

8.29 AP said yes. 

8.30 GP said she would like to feed in as Activities Officer and as a former member 

of Societies Council Committee – to be renamed Societies Exec – that having 

been involved in the process last year, this seems to simplify it and make it 

easier for everyone to understand. The feeling from the student steering group 

was that by renaming the council it would make the whole process more 

approachable to students. At the moment it is something that is very alienating 

to them. Following the struggle we had over the summer, we learnt that 

students were having difficulty understanding and accessing our processes. By 

making it more accessible, we will hopefully increase student engagement. 

8.31 JC raised a grammatical point. He referred to Point 4 of the Societies Guidance 

Document, noting that “Unions” should have a possessive apostrophe: 

“Union’s”. 

8.32 DPC agreed and requested that any other occurrences be rectified. 

8.33 AP confirmed that they will check the guidance first and then move onto the 

bye-laws. AP confirmed each change will be voted on. 



 

8.34 AP moved onto the bye-laws. 

8.35 JP referred to Point 16 [Societies: Societies Council] and said that “Articles of 

Association” should be italicised. 

8.36 DPC agreed to the edit. 

8.37 GP drew JP’s attention to Page 23, Point 31.i.ii and said that “attention” should 

be “attend”. 

8.38 JP agreed. 

8.39 DPC agreed to the edit. 

8.40 AP asked if there any other questions/comments/concerns. 

8.41 AO asked a question about group types. 

8.42 JP said yes, they have built a system that assigns group types, because some 

groups might not have fees, some might not have to have 25 members etc. 

The current document is built to accommodate that with the eye to bring in 

Student Led Projects, Campaign Groups etc. at some point in the future. At the 

moment it leaves that up to Societies Exec. 

8.43 AO said so it falls under the guidance document and the bit that will be edited 

by Executive Committee. 

8.44 JP said yes, that allows, once it has been decided, to put it in. At the moment 

it leaves it open to the recommendation of the committee, which he expects 

the committee and the staff doing the initial meeting to come to some 

arrangement on. That will be in phase two. 

8.45 AO referred to Page 18, Point 8.ii in the bye-laws: “All Committee Members 

must be elected using the voting system approved for Union Elections as 

detailed by Elections Committee.” He asked if that should be referring to the 

Elections bye-laws or what is referenced in the guidance document. 

8.46 JP asked for clarification of the question. 

8.47 AO said that in the guidance document it says that the constitution is to use 

the elections process outlined in the Elections bye-law. 

8.48 JP said the bye-law bit refers to single transferable vote, which is in the 

Elections bye-law. That is approved by Elections Committee. They mean the 

same thing. He said he would be happy to clarify that. JP said how about, in 

the bye-laws – the point that AO referred to – they replaced “as detailed by 

Elections Committee” with “as detailed in the Elections byelaw”. 

8.49 DPC agreed to the change. 

8.50 AO referred to Page 18, Point 6.i. where it says “except at the discretion of the 

Activities Officer.” Why is it the Activities Officer and not the Executive 

Committee? 

8.51 JP said that is how it is currently is in the bye-laws. He was willing to keep it 

because there is a reason for it. He would be happy to change it to Societies 

Exec. On an operational side he feels it is easier as it is, but he can see why 

Societies Exec would be preferred. 



 

8.52 AO said that things like, fees that are below the required minimum for groups, 

are currently a Societies Exec decision. 

8.53 JP said the only difficulty with the proposed change is that Societies Exec only 

meet once every so often. So there are some practical issues. 

8.54 DL said if it happened during a break, the Activities Officers would still be 

present, whilst Societies Exec would be absent. 

8.55 AP suggested they consider the pros and cons of the argument. They can 

return to the point later if they still wish to make a change. 

8.56 AO said in Societies Council the Activities Officer has the casting vote. He asked 

if it would make more sense for the Chair to have the casting vote. 

8.57 AP said she has some thoughts on that also. 

8.58 JP said if the reason for the Chair not to have a vote is because of impartiality, 

adding a potential vote in might supposedly encourage the Chair to want a tie 

– or maybe not – he isn’t sure. In Parliament the convention is that when the 

Chair gets the vote the Chair always votes no. 

8.59 AO referred back to the guidance document and referred to the segment about 

the suspension of societies and the segment about the suspension of societies 

being deleted from the bye-laws, and asked for clarification. 

8.60 JP said there is no reference to lapsing in the guidance document – in the bye-

laws there is. The bye-laws say suspend all apps. The guidance document only 

talks about suspension. That was in an effort to leave it open in case we need 

to add another type of status to societies, such as lapsed. At the moment there 

is nothing that is lapsed. This doesn’t require there to be something that’s 

lapsed. It’s just leaves some wriggle room in case it is needed. 

8.61 DL asked what the difference is between suspended and lapsed. 

8.62 JP said there is no lapsed at present, it is just a term in case we need to add 

another status to societies. 

8.63 AP said there were two groups last year that were lapsed. 

8.64 JP said they were suspended. 

8.65 More discussion about the term “lapsed”. 

8.66 AO referred to Point 2.i. in the guidance document: “It details Aims and 

Objectives which are legally compliant for the Union to advance.” He asked if 

a provision is needed in case that happens. 

8.67 JP said on the governance side no provision is needed. On the operational side, 

if the Coordinators who normally answer feel uncomfortable doing so, it is 

escalated to management level, and if they are uncomfortable it can be 

escalated to senior management, and then the CEO and the President and the 

Trustees. That was an operational concern that has been noted and raised. But 

JP doesn’t believe anything needs adding in terms of democratic governance. 

8.68 AO referred to the Suspension of Societies segment, Point i, in the guidance 

document and asked, what is an “appropriately timely manner”. 



 

8.69 JP said it is an operational thing. If the SU needs compliance documents 

tomorrow, and they aren’t supplied tomorrow, then they need to step in. But 

that would be out of the ordinary. The current timeframe is the end of October. 

8.70 AO said similarly there is the point about notifying the SU of changes to a 

society’s constitution, which neglects to tell them a timeframe in which to do 

so. [Page 18, Point 7.i of the bye-laws.] 

8.71 JP asked what amendment might be best. 

8.72 Suggestion to add “in an appropriately timely manner” at the end of Point 7.i. 

8.73 DPC agreed. 

8.74 AO has no other questions at this point. 

8.75 AP said she doesn’t believe Societies Council should have a Chair [as in formal 

position, not someone adopting the function of], because, as she has already 

commented, the only time she has actively chaired is during the affiliation of 

societies. She believes it could be done by the Activities Officer, as they usually 

do the rest of the council anyway. She suggests that the Chair in Societies 

Council is no longer a separate person but instead the Activities Officer. 

8.76 AO said he has an immediate concern, because that makes the Executive 

Committee 1 less. 

8.77 AP said they would add 1 more member to Executive Committee. 

8.78 JC said he would suggest that in that instance it is probably better to go for the 

SU Facilitator, which is a paid position, because if JP is talking about promoting 

more policy etc. then perhaps it is better to [talked over – end of point 

unclear]. 

8.79 AP said she disagrees. The model of Societies Council is becoming more like a 

network basically at this point, which, if you suggest that and you are 

suggesting every network should be facilitated by this, which is why I think the 

relevant officer should be facilitating their network, such as when, for 

example, the LGBT+ Network is facilitated by the LGBT+ Officer. 

8.80 GP asked who chairs Sports Council. 

8.81 JP said the Sports Officer. 

8.82 GP said so they don’t have an equivalent. 

8.83 JP said Academic Council is chaired by the Education Officer and the 

Postgraduate Officer. 

8.84 Cassie Ulrich (Education Officer) said no it is not. Academic Council is chaired 

by an elected official. 

8.85 [People talking over each other.] 

8.86 AP asked CU if it makes a significant difference. 

8.87 CU said for Academic Council it is about empowering our student reps to be in 

more of those leadership positions. She thinks there is positivity in that. 

8.88 DL asked if DPC is discussing this as an amendment to JP’s proposal. 



 

8.89 AP said the whole point of DPC is to make amendments where they deem 

appropriate. AP asked DL if he has anything further to add. 

8.90 DL said no. 

8.91 GP asked AP to clarify her proposal. 

8.92 AP confirmed the Activities Officer would be the Chair of both and you would 

add a member to Societies Exec to retain the same total number of members. 

8.93 [People talking over each other.] 

8.94 Discussion continued. 

8.95 GP asked if the Activities Officer would be responsible for minute taking. 

8.96 JP said minute taking should be operational and it should be facilitated by the 

SU as a standing committee of the SU. 

8.97 AO said currently the committee is meant to meet tomorrow, which means 

there isn’t time to elect a new member to Executive Committee. 

8.98 JP said he proposes that the person who currently holds the position of Chair 

be that member. He said he feels that falls within their gift. 

8.99 AP said she can’t comment on that proposal. 

8.100 JP said he would be content with that. 

8.101 Would that be voted on? 

8.102 JP said they wouldn’t do it on their behalf, he feels it would be a remapping of 

current roles. This is what happens when you are altering processes that are 

currently in operation. 

8.103 AP said they could push it to next year but it doesn’t seem worth doing that. 

8.104 JP said he suggests mapping the current Chair into the extra non-portfolio role 

and get a ratification vote at the next Societies Council. 

8.105 AP asked if there are any more comments before they move onto any further 

amendments. 

8.106 DL said he was thinking of a scenario where an Activities Officer might not be 

very representative of societies and not very helpful and what impact that 

would have if they were Chair as well. 

8.107 AP agreed with that statement but in terms of what has happened, the 

Activities Officer has done everything the Chair should have been doing in 

terms of ordering stuff and other things that fall within the Activities Officer’s 

remit. Becky Player (Activities Officer 2016-17) took over those responsibilities, 

so the role in that sense already exists. The Activities Officer is still 

democratically elected in their role. 

8.108 JP said they are also accountable to Scrutiny Panel and this is in their job role. 

8.109 AP asked if there are any more questions or comments on the proposed 

amendment. 

8.110 JP said there is 1 section, as far as he is aware, that would cause problems if 

they don’t directly substitute Societies Council Chair for Activities Officer, in 

that they can’t vote. 



 

8.111 AP asked do you mean in Societies Council. 

8.112 JP said yes. He suggest they remove that point and say all instances of Societies 

Council Chair to be replaced with Activities Officer, and then all the little bits 

that need to be tidied up can be tidied up. 

8.113 AO asked if there is a bit about electing the Chair. 

8.114 Discussion continued. 

8.115 JP said Point 26.iv says “Elect the Societies Executive Committee”. We don’t 

need to remove that. He believes that the only point that needs to be removed 

is Point 22 of the bye-law. 

8.116 AP said or we could amend it to say that Societies Council will be chaired by 

the Activities Officer who cannot vote. 

8.117 JP said they can vote. 

8.118 DPC checked the bye-laws. 

8.119 JP said he would strike Point 22 in its entirety. 

8.120 AP suggested changing the point to read along the lines of “Societies Council 

will be chaired by the Activities Officer.” 

8.121 AO said or their deputy. 

8.122 JP wondered if this would be the best place in the bye-laws to put this. He 

believes so. 

8.123 JP suggested replacing Point 22 with “The Activities Officer, or their deputy, 

shall chair meetings of Societies Council.” 

8.124 DPC agreed. 

8.125 AP moved onto Point 28.ii and said replaced “three” with “four”. 

8.126 DPC agreed. 

8.127 JP said strike Point 28.iii. 

8.128 DPC agreed. 

8.129 JP proposed a general amendment for all instances of Societies Council Chair 

be replaced with Activities Officer. 

8.130 AP suggested replacing it with a lowercase chair. 

8.131 DPC pointed out all instances. 

8.132 AO referred to point 29.ii.i, where it says “or the Chair of Societies Council”. 

8.133 DPC agreed to delete that part of the point. 

8.134 DL said he is pretty sure that in networks you can remove an officer from being 

chair. 

8.135 JP said Part-Time Officers are accountable to their networks. The network can 

remove the officer. 

8.136 AP said they need to go back to Point 28 again. How do we say that the 

Activities Officer will chair that meeting? 

8.137 JP said if they go back to Point 22 and proposed changing it to: “The Activities 

Officer, or their deputy, shall chair meetings of Societies Council and Societies 

Executive Committee.” 



 

8.138 DPC agreed. 

8.139 AP clarified the proposed changes and asked DPC to vote on the changes. 

8.140 DPC agreed (AP abstained). 

8.141 JP asked if they can have a vote to confirm DPC are happy with remapping the 

current Chair to the extra non-portfolio position, pending ratification in the 

next Societies Council. 

8.142 DPC agreed (AP abstained). 

8.143 AP asked if there are any other questions or comments on this motion before 

they go to a final vote. 

8.144 DPC had no more questions or comments. 

8.145 AP asked DPC to vote. 

8.146 Result: Motion passed 8-0 with 1 abstention. 

Edit to Societies Guidance Document: 

Point 4, change “Unions” to “Union’s” (and check rest of document). 

Edits to bye-laws: 

 Page 18, Point 7.i, add “in an appropriately timely manner” to the end of the 

point. 

 Page 18, Point 8.ii, replace “by Elections Committee” with “as detailed in the 

Elections byelaw”. 

 Page 20, Point 16, “Articles of Association” to be italicised. 

 Page 20, Point 22, to be deleted in its entirety and replaced with: “The Activities 

Officer, or their deputy, shall chair meetings of Societies Council and Societies 

Executive Committee.” 

 Throughout Bye-Laws, replace “Societies Council Chair” with “chair” (in the 

correct context).  

 Page 22, Point 28.ii, replace “Three” with “Four”. 

 Page 22, Point 28.iii, delete. 

 Page 22, Point 29.ii.i, delete “or the Chair of Societies Council”. 

 Page 23, Point 31.i.ii, changed “attention” to “attend”. 

 

9.0 AP moved onto the next item of business and asked JP to present: Democratic 

Procedures Amendment in Bye-Laws. 

9.1 JP presented: DPC Amendment 

What: This motion amends the ability for officers to propose certain motions 

to DPC. The following documents have been updated: 

* Democratic Procedures Committees byelaw 



 

Why: This only prevents Officers from proposing motions which edit a very 

specific bit of the DPC byelaw, it in essence prevents any large sweeping 

changes. This point is unnecessary as DPC can vote down changes anyway. In 

effect if anything is needed to be proposed for the Democratic Review which 

needs to go through DPC this could be a real thorn for no good reason. 

In effect this removes something that adds nothing, but may turn out to be 

removing something that could be a very large frustration in the future. 

9.2 JP said they discussed this in the previous DPC and ruminated upon it and his 

thought is that Point 10 [Democratic Procedures Committee section of the bye-

laws] is unnecessary. What is specifically does is stop Officers submitting a 

motion to change Points 5 & 6, which in turn prevent Officers from voting on 

motions to the Officers of the Union and the scrutiny procedure bye-law, which 

Points 5 & 6 are there to explicate Point 4, which says you can’t vote in a 

conflict of interest, which can be decided by DPC. 

 

JP continued: Points 5 & 6 are a safeguard in case DPC decides that Officers 

can vote when they discuss conflicts of interest. He isn’t sure those points are 

necessary but he understands why they are there. He said the bit in Point 4 

where DPC can decide there is a conflict of interest is sufficient. Point 10 stops 

Officers proposing changes to Points 5 & 6. What it doesn’t stop is Officers 

voting on edits to Points 5 & 6 or Officers stopping someone else from 

submitting motions to edit Points 5 & 6. But what it does stop, for example, if 

it is highlighted to the officers that there is an issue which needs to be acted 

upon, and somehow touches upon Points 5 & 6, then it effectively stops it from 

even being proposed. JP feels Point 10 is unnecessary. DPC has the ability to 

stop anyone voting on motions where they believe there is a conflict of interest 

and can decide what to do with those motions. 

 

9.3 AP said are there any conflict of interests on this DPC members would like to 

declare. 

9.4 JP said he is clearly one. 

9.5 DL said all the officers present on DPC have a conflict of interest in this regard. 

9.6 AP said this was something she and JP discussed during the summer when they 

were identifying issues within the bye-laws. She said it is a bit weird as you 

don’t want to affect any officer accountability. However, Points 5 & 6 can still 

be changed – they can be changed by anyone who isn’t an officer – but if DPC 

feels any proposed changes shouldn’t go through, then they will just vote 

against it, because the people who vote on it won’t have a conflict of interest. 

She added that if DPC wanted to make changes to the officers of the Union and 



 

they were motions they wanted to put through, then first they would have to 

remove Point 10 and then they would have to remove Points 5 & 6. 

9.7 JP clarified you would have to change Point 10, then Points 5 & 6, and DPC 

could still decide if an individual has a conflict of interest. 

9.8 DL said if all of DPC comprised of Officers elected through the DPC elections, 

then that would prevent anything being voted on. 

9.9 JP said hypothetically all of DPC could be Officers. 

9.10 AP said that is covered in the democratic voting. 

9.11 JP said Points 5 & 6 would still prevent all of those Officers from voting on it 

and it would fall. Officers would still be unable to vote even if Point 10 was 

removed, because it would still be a conflict of interest. 

9.12 CM said, does Point 6, because of the wording prevent Officers from voting on 

it. If someone put a motion forward saying – say Point 10 was removed – and 

the Officers then decided they wanted to remove Point 6, could they not vote 

on that because it is a conflict of interest because they are Officers of the 

Union? 

9.13 AP said that is correct. 

9.14 CM said so DPC can remove Point 10 and Officers will still be unable to vote on 

Points 5 & 6. 

9.15 AP said that is correct. 

9.16 AO said it is unclear in Point 5.i. “DPC shall vote to decide if there is a conflict 

of interest, needing a majority.” Is that the remaining members of DPC or 

including those that deem the conflict of interest? 

9.17 JP said including. 

9.18 AP said they could add “excluding members in question”. 

9.19 JP said he doesn’t think they need to. JP added that were it not for Point 6, 

which directly excludes Officers from the voting, then yes they would have a 

problem, but he doesn’t believe they do because of this point. 

9.20 AO said you if there was an officer with an agenda then they could remove 

Point 10, they could vote Point 5 is not a conflict of interest, remove Point 6 

and then edit other stuff, such as the Officer Accountability section. 

9.21 AP said that is why she thinks they need to say within Point 5 needs to be along 

the lines of the excluding the members in question. 

9.22 JP said he doesn’t believe this does it in this scenario. 

9.23 Discussion continued. 

9.24 AP said that in her opinion her proposed addition to Point 5 needs to happen, 

but that could be presented to DPC as a separate motion. 

9.25 JP said he feels this is a substantiate issue, voting on DPC and such. It will be 

probably be addressed in the Democracy Review anyway, which is going to 

happen before Election Period 4, when positions for the democratic 



 

committees are up for election. The next meeting of DPC is before any instants 

in which the discussed scenario might arise. 

9.26 CM asked is there no way in the bye-laws to prevent there being a DPC 

comprised entirely of Officers occurring. Is that not a major conflict of issue 

problem? 

9.27 AP said that would be the democratic aspect. You would expect voters to be 

smart enough to not to do that. 

9.28 CM said she doesn’t know many people who voted in the DPC elections, but 

those she does know tended to vote for names they recognise. 

9.29 JP said he agrees there is a problem. There are 2 or 3 DPCs and a Democracy 

Review between now and before any opportunity that this could become a 

problem. He suggests removing Point 10 now and then go away and consider 

the problem. 

9.30 AP said this is something that needs to be discussed at greater length. 

9.31 DL clarified on an earlier point that if a member of DPC has a conflict of interest 

then they abstain from the vote but the quoracy is unaffected. If DPC 

comprised entirely of Officers then no one would ever be able to vote on any 

motion. 

9.32 AP said the issue is that if it was all Officers then they could say there wasn’t 

any conflicts of interest and still vote. 

9.33 DL asked if they can hold off removing Point 10 until they have something else 

in place. 

9.34 AP said Point 10 isn’t the issue. 

9.35 DL said he just doesn’t want it to be forgotten and then have no one do 

anything with it. 

9.36 AP said she has be added it to list of things to discuss in the future. 

9.37 CM said that removing Point 10 could help with making the edits we want to 

make to Point 5. Surely it will make the next few meetings easier? Should they 

edit Point 10 purely to limit Officer involvement in future? 

9.38 AP said that is what Point 5 is for. 

9.39 Discussion continued. 

9.40 AP asked if there are any other comments or questions about Point 10. 

9.41 No more comments or questions. 

9.42 AP asked DPC to vote. 

9.43 Result: Motion passed 5-0 with 4 abstentions. 

No Edits. 

10.0 AP asked if there is any other business. 

10.1 JP asked that the ratification of the previous meetings minutes to be added 

as a standing item for the start of each DPC. 

10.2 DPC agreed unanimously. 



 

10.3 Ratification of minutes to take place at the start of future DPC meetings. 

 

11.0 AP thanked everyone for attending and brought this meeting of DPC to a close. 

12.0 The next DPC meeting is scheduled for: 5:30-7:30pm in C15 Teaching & Learning 

Building, 4th February 2020. 

 

 


