
Minutes for Democratic Procedures Committee: Thursday 20th February 2020 

(Location A45 SCG – 17:30 - 19:45) 

In attendance: 

DPC Panel Members:  

Elected Members: Jacob Collier (JC), Zia Rehman (ZR), Holly Rigby (HR), Cerys Morgan (CM), 

Aaron Osher (AO), Charlie Gill (CG), Athena Potsos (AP). 

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

Apologies: Valeriya Bukharova (VB) 

Absent: None 

Proposers of motions: Matthew Webb (MW), Hardika Behl (HB), James Pheasey (JP), Athena 

Potsos (AP), Georgina Pittman (GP) 

Chair: Athena Potsos (AP). 

Staff present: Ellie Cullen (Representation Coordinator) (EJC) 

Other attendees: Scott Jennings (SJ), Lee Taylor (LT), Millie Doherty (MD), Abdi Ahmed (AA), 

Martha Roberts (MR), AJS Dewfall (AJD) 

*** 

The meeting was quorate with nine out of ten members of DPC present. 

*** 

Agenda: 

1. Apologies 

2. Ratification of DPC minutes from 15/10/19 

3. Confirmation of motion passed via email: Referenda General Provision 

4. SB Guild's Constitution - Addition of April Officer - Matthew Warren 

5. URN - Changes to constitution – Matthew Webb 

6. Societies Bye-Law changes – Georgina Pittman 

7. Motion Based on the Outcome of the Democratic Review – James Pheasey 



7.1 Liberation Officer Motion – Original Proposer: James Pheasey; Revised Proposer: 

Athena Potsos (Order and proposer amended: Point 11.6) 

8. Impact - Statement from Katie Moncur on behalf of Impact Magazine 

9. AOB (Order amended: Point 1.3) 

10. Lay and Student Trustee Recruitment (Order amended: Point 1.3) 

Minutes: 

1.0 The Chair, Athena Potsos (AP) opened the meeting by laying out some ground rules 

regarding background noise and behaviour of the audience, after feedback from the 

previous DPC session.   

1.1 AP asked any contributors, motion presenters, and audience members to state 

their name before speaking to aid with minuting and asking them to raise their 

hand before speaking. 

1.2 AP mentioned that the final point on the agenda regarding Trustee 

Recruitment will be a closed meeting due to privacy around the information in 

this agenda point, and that she is moving the ‘AOB’ agenda point forward to 

before Trustee Recruitment.  

1.3 Retroactive Point of Order: Amended agenda order at start of document. 

1.4 AP reminded everyone present about the need to declare conflict of interest 

before the presentation of a motion. 

 

2.0 The Chair (AP) read out apologies. 

2.1 AP noted she had received apologies from Valeriya Bukharova (VB). 

2.2 AP also noted that Denis Lelin (DL) had declared their resignation shortly 

before the beginning of the meeting.  This had been circulated through an e-

mail to all members of DPC.  AP clarified to the committee that DL had 

requested no further discussion on his resignation in the meeting, or to 

otherwise refer to his resignation e-mail for information. 

 

3.0 The Chair (AP) moved to ratify the minutes of the last meeting of DPC from 

15/10/19. 

3.1 AP mentioned prior to this ratification, that in the last meeting of DPC 

(15/10/19) there was a request to create a terms of reference list, but this 

decision had been postponed until the outcome of the Democratic Review 

referendum.  Now the referendum has ended, DPC can move forward with this 

action from 15/10/19. 

3.2 AP asked all committee members to confirm they had read the minutes and 

were happy with them. 

3.3 All committee members present confirmed by nod that they had. 



3.4 The Chair (AP) asked if all present were happy to ratify the minutes from the 

15/10/19 meeting of DPC. 

3.5 All nine present members of DPC voted in favour of ratification. 

3.6 Result: The minutes from the 15/10/19 meeting of DPC were ratified. 

 

4.0 The Chair (AP) moved to the third point on the agenda: Confirmation of the motion 

passed via e-mail: Referenda General Provision. 

4.1 AP mentioned this was voted on via e-mail over the Winter Break. 

4.2 AP asked for any last-minute input on this motion, which there was none. 

4.3 AP mentioned that this motion passed originally via e-mail vote with 5 votes 

for, 2 abstentions, and 1 vote against. 

4.4 AP asked for all present committee members to vote on the confirmation of 

this motion passed by e-mail. 

4.5 All nine present members of DPC voted in favour of confirming this motion. 

4.6 Result: The motion, “Referenda General Provision”, was passed. 

 

5.0 The Chair (AP) moved to the fourth point on the agenda: SB Guild's Constitution - 

Addition of April Officer. 

5.1 AP asked if anyone from the Sutton Bonington Guild (SB Guild) had attended 

to present this motion. 

5.2 Ellie Cullen (EJC) confirmed that Hardika Behl (HB), the International Officer 

from SB Guild, was in attendance. 

5.3 HB was invited to present the motion: Addition of April Officer to SB Guild. 

What is the motion asking? 

• Add an additional guild officer who will represent the new April cohort of 

students 

• Run events for these students outside of traditional university term time 

Why are you proposing this motion? 

There will be no Guild here over the 3 months of summer so we need an Officer here 

to run events and represent the students who will still be on campus 

Do you have any evidence or supporting information you would like to add? 

“The Sutton Bonington Guild needs an April Officer due to changes within the School 

of Veterinary Medicine leading to the campus being a year-around campus. We need 

an officer here for irregular term dates and the way to do that is to elect a specific 

officer who is from the April cohort” 

Quote from Caitlin Birchall – SB Guild Chair 



5.4 HB elaborated on the motion, that the Veterinary School has decided to intake 

another cohort of students coming in in April, and that current SB Guild Officers 

are in the existing cohort – meaning they won’t be on campus between April 

and the summer time – and that the SB Guild would like to create an April 

Officer to look after this new cohort of students. 

5.5 HB also noted that the SB Guild would like to introduce more than one post for 

this role in the future, but as the April cohort is new to this year that they would 

start by electing just one April Officer. 

5.6 AP asked if there were any conflicts of interest from the DPC Committee. 

5.7 There were no conflicts of interest declared. 

5.8 AP asked HB to confirm this had passed through a quorate vote from the SB 

Guild Committee. 

5.9 HB confirmed this verbally. 

5.10 AP asked if there were any questions for the SB Guild regarding their 

constitution. 

5.11 JP asked if the SB Guild had provided minutes from the meeting that confirmed 

this decision to adopt an April Officer role. 

5.12 Point of Order: DPC have requested that the SB Guild circulate the minutes 

from the SB Guild committee meeting that introduced an April Officer, to the 

DPC committee. 

5.13 AP asked if there were any comments or questions.  

5.14 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of the changes 

to the SB Guild constitution. 

5.15 Result: Motion passed 9-0. 

 

6.0 The Chair (AP) moved on to the fifth point on the agenda: URN - Changes to 

constitution. 

6.1 Matthew Webb (MW), the Station Editor for URN, moved to present the 

motion: URN - Changes to constitution. 

What is the motion asking? 

• A minor edit has been made to update the logo on the constitution to our 

current logo. 

• We have abolished three positions on the committee and have made edits to any 

mention of: 

- Drama Editor 

- Marketing Manager 

- Website Manager.   

• We have updated two positions on the committee and have made edits to any 

mention of: 

- The Technical Manager, which is now called the Head of Technology and Digital 



- The Finance and Sales Manager, which is now called the Head of Promotion and 

Finance 

• We have added four positions to the committee along with their role 

responsibilities: 

- Head of Audio Production 

- Head of Graphics and Imaging 

- Head of Online Content 

- Head of Welfare 

Why are you proposing this motion? 

Although these changes have been voted in and agreed upon over the course of four 

years, in our AGMs, the constitution document has not been updated and so we 

want to make sure it is all up to date. 

Do you have any evidence or supporting information you would like to add? 

I have been a member of URN for three years and have been present and in 

attendance at AGMs during this time and can confirm these changes have been 

passed through our membership.  I have also included supplementary information 

about the role responsibilities as a more detailed summary of our changes. 

I have tracked these edits in a PDF document due to not having a .doc version 

available but added supporting information to account for this. 

6.2 MW raised that over several (5) years these changes had been voted on, but 

that no member of the URN committee previously had made the appropriate 

alterations and so MW had brought them forward to DPC to implement them 

properly. 

6.3 MW covered the major changes to roles as described in the motion cover 

sheet, of the abolition of three roles, updates to two roles, and the addition of 

four positions to the committee. 

6.4 MW said one of the major reasons for so many new roles being added was to 

redistribute responsibilities that would have been held by the Marketing 

Manager, but in previous years the Marketing Manager from URN had often 

been subject to a vote of no confidence because there was just too much to do 

in the role. 

6.5 MW provided supporting evidence that he had been present at 90% of the 

meetings that these motions passed through the URN constitution and that he 

had verbal confirmations from members present before himself about the 

other changes. 

6.6 MW also noted that a small cosmetic change was made to update the URN 

logo to its current format. 

6.7 AP asked if there were any conflicts of interest from the DPC Committee. 



6.8 There were no conflicts of interest declared. 

6.9 AP asked if anyone had any questions for MW. 

6.10 AP asked MW if he felt that these changes had had a good influence on URN 

as a whole. 

6.11 MW said they definitely (had a good influence).  In particular, the Drama Editor 

and Website Editor roles were redundant as they had too little to do. The 

Drama Editor ran a show that was a total of an hour a week and was easily 

incorporated into other roles.  

6.12 MW noted that the Head of Graphics and Images and Head of Online Content 

roles were quite new but, that while URN were lucky that their recent Head of 

Marketing was performing in their role, repeated that previous Marketing 

Managers had been subject to votes of no confidence because they had had 

too much to do and had thus been unable to fulfil the role.  As such by splitting 

the old Marketing Manager remit between these positions it would benefit the 

station, and the welfare of the elected members. 

6.13 MW noted lastly that a Head of Welfare position spoke for itself in how it would 

benefit the station as a visible welfare role and cited a recent anecdotal 

example of this Head of Welfare being accessed by an URN member. 

6.14 AP thanked MW for his answer. 

6.15 AP continued by asking if the minutes for the meetings these roles were added 

to the URN constitution in were available. 

6.16 MW noted in his honest opinion that it would prove a paper trail to contact old 

Heads of Station, and that the short answer was no. MW pointed out that this 

was down to previous Heads of Station not amending the constitution 

following previous meetings. 

6.17 JP asked MW if there were minutes from a general meeting of the URN 

committee that discussed the constitution at all, in a recent time. 

6.18 MW confirmed the URN General Meeting in January is minuted and contains a 

discussion about changes to the name of the Technical Manager and splitting 

the roles for Marketing and Online Content.  

6.19 Point of Order: DPC have requested that URN circulate the minutes from their 

January EGM to DPC. 

6.20 AP asked if there were any other questions. 

6.21 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of the changes 

to the URN constitution. 

6.22 Result: Motion passed 9-0. 

 

7.0 The Chair (AP) moved on to the sixth point on the agenda: Societies Bye-Law 

changes. 

7.1 Georgina Pittman (GP), UoNSU Activities Officer, was asked to present the 

motion: Societies Bye-law changes: 



 

What: 
 

- This motion updates the: 
o Societies Byelaw 
o Societies Guidance Document 

- Items of particular note include: 
o Details of Societies’ ability to own assets (Byelaw) 
o Details of Societies Council attendance and voting membership (Byelaw) 
o Details of a Society’s Name, Aims and Objectives and changing them (Byelaw 

and Guidance Document) 
o Details of Societies being suspended, lapsed or disaffiliated (Byelaw and 

Guidance Document) 
o Details of Society affiliations (Guidance Document) 

 
Why: 

 
i) Following the introduction of several changes relating to Societies at the last 

meeting of DPC, a clause in the previous version of the Guidance Document 
allowed it to be edited by Societies Executive Committee and the Activities 
Officer. 

ii) Across two meetings of the Staff Affiliations Panel, Societies Executive 
Committee and Societies Council, the new Society affiliations process has 
been reviewed and these guiding documents edited accordingly. 

 
Who: 

  

- There has been consultation and feedback (which has been implemented) with: 
o Activities Officer 
o Societies Executive Committee 
o Societies and Sports Manager 
o Director of Student Engagement 

- This will impact Society committee members and those delegated authority for 
Society activities. 

 

7.2 GP mentioned this is an extension of a previous motion brought to DPC in the 

previous meeting on 15/10/20 (Societies Affiliation Process). The original 

motion had a clause that allowed changes to be made by the relevant 

individuals who work with these documents. These individuals that have been 

working on these documents include GP as Activities Officer, the Societies 

Executive Committee, the Societies and Sports Manager Holly Roberts (HolR), 

and Senior Management Team member Natalie Martin (NM).  

7.3 GP asked for a clarification as to what other information was needed. 

7.4 AP asked who GP had discussed the motion with. 



7.5 GP highlighted that all of these changes are in line with conversations that have 

been shared with relevant parties, with James Pheasey (JP) and a Development 

Co-ordinator in the Students’ Union, then to Societies Executive Committee to 

scrutinise the changes thoroughly, and finally being brought to HolR and NM 

to sign off on. 

7.6 AP asked if there were any conflicts of interest from the DPC Committee. 

7.7 AO noted they are a member of the Societies Executive Committee and, while 

they feel they do not directly benefit from the changes that they voted on the 

original changes to the motion (at Societies Executive Committee). 

7.8 AP noted she too is a member of the Societies Executive Committee and voted 

on the original changes to the motion as well. 

7.9 AP asked DPC to consider if they would class these declarations as a full 

conflict of interest and that AP and AO should abstain from voting, or not. 

7.10 AP pointed out that the changes modify the committee she is a part of and 

attributes powers in areas. 

7.11 CM asked AP and AO if the changes modify their specific roles or the Societies 

Executive Committee in general. 

7.12 AP highlighted that, to her, these changes affect the Societies Executive 

Committee on a whole but deferred to JP. 

7.13 JP noted, as the writer of the original version of the Societies Affiliation Process 

that, if anything, the Societies Executive Committee would be losing power as 

the responsibilities would be returned to the Democratic Procedures 

Committee, and otherwise does not modify their role. 

7.14 AP opted to combine both conflicts of interest for AP and AO into one vote 

as their conflict is identical. 

7.15 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of a conflict 

of interest in this motion for AP and AO. 

7.16 AP asked for all present committee members to vote against a conflict of 

interest in this motion for AP and AO. 

7.17 Result: 0-7 votes against AP and AO having a conflict of interest in this 

motion. AP and AO can vote on the motion. 

7.18 AP asked if anyone had any questions about this motion. 

7.19 DPC began reviewing the proposed changes to the Societies byelaw for this 

motion. 

7.20 DPC began with amendments to points 1-4 of the Societies byelaw, covering 

the addition of a society owning assets and details on a society having a name, 

aims and objectives. 

7.21 Charlie Gill (CG) asked where societies held assets before (“2.i: All Society 

owned assets are to be held by the Union.”). 

7.22 GP mentioned there was no explicit mention before and so this amendment 

would clarify where assets are held. 



7.23 Amendments 1-4 were confirmed. 

7.24 DPC moved to amendments 5-7 of the Societies byelaw, detailing society 

membership per the Articles of Association, clarifying that associate members 

can be members of societies. 

7.25 Amendments 5-7 were confirmed. 

7.26 DPC moved to amendment 8 of the Societies byelaw, regarding general 

meeting provisions and quoracy in society constitutions. 

7.27 Amendment 8 was confirmed. 

7.28 DPC moved to amendment 13 of the Societies byelaw, clarifying the definition 

what the suspension or lapse of a society means. 

7.29 AP made a point of clarification in the context of her role on Societies 

Executive Committee, that this amendment (“13.ii: The Society may not 

publicise group activity but may publicise membership and committee 

elections”) is important because the majority of suspensions happen because 

a committee doesn’t have the correct committee members or the right 

number of people, and by preventing societies from doing this activity would 

mean they’d never be a society again. 

7.30 GP added that the idea behind this amendment was to support people 

fostering societies instead of letting them lapse. 

7.31 CG asked if it would be useful to state who in a society can publicise 

membership and committee elections. 

7.32 AP noted that in the byelaws that typically when it refers to a society 

operating, it refers to the society’s committee members. 

7.33 GP pointed out that this byelaw would represent around three hundred 

groups, and these groups vary significantly, so while it wouldn’t help to be 

ambiguous or specific, you would have to say something. 

7.34 CM asked if there is anything in the document about how societies become 

unsuspended. 

7.35 AP noted this is covered by the Societies Guidance Document and that she 

will come to that later in the meeting. 

7.36 Amendment 13 to the Societies Byelaw was confirmed. 

7.37 DPC moved to amendments 14-15 of the Societies byelaw, explaining how a 

society becomes disaffiliated and that this can now be found in the Societies 

Guidance Document, as well as how assets are returned to the Union. 

7.38 Amendments 14-15 were confirmed. 

7.39 DPC moved to amendment 20, on how societies are instructed to send 

representatives to Societies Council and the penalties for not doing so 

without satisfactory apologies. 

7.40 Amendment 20 was confirmed. 



7.41 DPC moved to amendments 21-22, instructing the Activities Officer to attend 

Societies Council or appoint a deputy in another Officer of the Union, and 

how members of the Union can attend Societies Council. 

7.42 Amendments 21-22 were confirmed. 

7.43 DPC moved to amendment 23. AP noted this amendment contains a large 

change in no longer requiring the President of a society to attend Societies 

Council, but that this can be attended by a Chair of a society or another 

declared deputy committee member, and the ability to proxy vote. 

7.44 GP added this was added for flexibility, and was added following feedback 

from societies. GP also thought it was unfair to penalise a society just 

because a President couldn’t attend and that this amendment helps groups 

with this. 

7.45 Amendment 23 was confirmed. 

7.46 DPC moved to amendment 32, which contained two small grammatical 

changes. 

7.47 Amendment 32 was confirmed. 

7.48 AP confirmed that DPC were happy with all confirmed changes so far. 

7.49 DPC moved to discuss the changes to the Societies Guidance Document. 

7.50 DPC started by discussing amendments 1-2 on the Societies Guidance 

Document. 

7.51 Amendments 1-2 of the Societies Guidance Document were confirmed. 

7.52 DPC moved to amendments 6i-6ii. 

7.53 Amendments 6i-6ii were confirmed. 

7.54 DPC moved to amendments of sections titled ‘Lapsing of Societies’ and 

‘Suspensions of Societies’. 

7.55 Amendments to these sections were confirmed. 

7.56 DPC moved to amendments of sections titled ‘Disaffiliation of Societies’. 

7.57 Amendments to this section were confirmed. 

7.58 DPC moved to amendments of the sections titled ‘Changes to Aims, Names 

and Objectives’. 

7.59 Amendments to this section were confirmed. 

7.60 DPC moved to amendments of the sections titled ‘External Relations of 

Societies’. 

7.61 Amendments to this section were confirmed. 

7.62 DPC moved to final amendments, including the use of ‘Union Council 

(Democratic Procedures Committee)’ at the end of the document and 

replacing it with ‘Democratic Procedures Committee’ for clarity. 

7.63 JP noted he sees the use of ‘Union Council’ as helpful, as DPC is using the 

power of Union Council to act.  If DPC were dissolved for any reason, the 

Union Council will still have DPC’s power. 



7.64 AP pointed out that the power of DPC was already part of Union Council (as 

the collective term in the byelaws) and so this power would just be absorbed 

by Union Council if DPC were dissolved. 

7.65 Final amendments to the Societies Guidance Document were confirmed. 

7.66 AP asked if there were any further questions. 

7.67 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of the 

changes to the Societies Byelaws and Societies Guidance Document. 

7.68 Result: Motion passed 9-0. 

 

8.0 The Chair (AP) moved on to the seventh point on the agenda: Motion Based on the 

Outcome of the Democratic Review. 

8.1 AP noted that the motion around this point on the agenda was to discuss 

changes to the Presidency and that this motion was circulated through the 

committee prior to the meeting. 

8.2 AP asked JP to present the motion: Democratic Review - The Phantom 

Menace (Motion Based on the Outcome of the Democratic Review): 

What: 

- This motion initially removes the position of Students’ Union President, reforming it 
into a Union Development Officer. Further motions will follow to the next DPC to 
reform some of the ineffective byelaws which feature the President (Complaints & 
Disciplinary Procedure) 

- The following documents have been updated: 
o Officers of the Union byelaw 
o Minor continuity edits to the entire byelaws. 

 
Why: 

 
iii) I was elected on a primary manifesto pledge to remove the position of President. 
iv) This has been viewed positively in all the democratic review consultations. 
v) This motion implements the first stage of this reform to enable the election of 

the Union Development Officer this year.  
 

Who: 
 

- There has been wide scale general consultation and feedback given by: 
o Full-Time Officer Committee 
o Part-Time Officer Committee 
o Standing Committees of Union Council 

 

- My political mandate of 1500. 
 
8.3 JP explained that, as the motion outlines, that his primary manifesto pledge 

was to abolish the presidency role and replace it with the Union Development 



Officer role, and that this was separate to the Democratic Review – it was 

going to happen anyway. 

8.4 JP noted his electoral mandate of 1500 students in favour of the change, and 

so wanted to present this to DPC as we aren’t doing the entire (Democratic 

Review) in one go. 

8.5 AP reminded DPC that Full-Time Officers and Part-Time Officers cannot vote 

on changes to Officer Accountability byelaws or Officers of the Union 

byelaws, and that these individuals are automatically abstained from 

voting. 

8.6 AP asked for any other conflicts of interests from the committee. 

8.7 No other conflicts of interest declared. 

8.8 AP asked if any of the committee have any questions regarding the motion. 

8.9 Jacob Collier (JC) opted to provide some context to the committee. 

8.10 JC noted that we had just gone through a referendum process which had 

been rejected by students at a 3:1 ratio.  The Students’ Union had also had an 

external consultant as part of the process, who made a recommendation in 

one of the models that she had presented, that we didn’t need a President 

and that we didn’t need a Union Development Officer. 

8.11 JC noted that an informal discussion was had within the Full-Time Officer 

team that agreed, at the time, they didn’t need a President or Union 

Development Officer. 

8.12 JC followed that, after the Officer Residential, these positions then 

reappeared in proposed models for the Students’ Union and wasn’t sure how 

this was re-added but was unsure this process was fully transparent to 

students. 

8.13 JC pointed out that he, personally, agrees with abolishing the Presidency and 

that he had made that clear in the past, that he didn’t feel a piecemeal 

approach was wise, and that people should be consulted instead of being a 

decision made by five people in a room. 

8.14 JC recognised this is a manifesto point of JP, but worried that if students who 

had voted in the referendum saw this change was being made, that they 

would lose trust in our processes. 

8.15 AP argued that the referendum vote was a vote purely on the question 

“Should we adopt this new model of the Students’ Union?” (sic), which was 

mainly on the five zones and the different aspects of them. That this motion 

is just an element of that and happened to be on JP’s manifesto. 

8.16 AP also pointed out that the numbers of students that voted for JP is a higher 

number than the number of students that voted against the entirety of the 

referendum. 

8.17 AP stated that the referendum was denied, (unclear) was added or changed, 

that it was large-scale, while with JP becoming an Officer, people know that 



whatever is put in his manifesto has to be done and that was the difference 

between the vote. 

8.18 AP noted JC’s point on why five people should make a decision. AP argued 

that there is an order of command dictated by the byelaws, and that she felt 

this motion was substantially different from the referendum – that there is an 

argument for this for policy for posing materially identical policies in the 

same year, but there is nothing in the byelaws that stops materially similar 

items entering into DPC or through referenda. 

8.19 AP noted JC had spoken about yesterday’s result, and that DPC is in the 

previous model.  That students had voted for the model we have now, or the 

new model, and that they voted for the current model.  That students would 

expect DPC to do their job, as outlaid in the byelaws, and if they wanted to 

change that they would have brought that to DPC or Union Council. 

8.20 AP felt that if JC was 100% of the belief that students should have the right to 

vote on this specific motion, that they have the right to create a petition, or 

call for a referendum, and that this is in the byelaws, and that this is the 

system students voted for and the system DPC is operating in. 

8.21 JC pointed out that the notice of election has gone out; that the Students’ 

Union is about to nominate for next year’s (Officer) team; and for AP to say 

that a referendum could ratify this decision isn’t equal to being able to 

produce that result. 

8.22 JC also noted the reason the Officer Team model was taken to referendum 

was to get the blessing of the student body, and to make this changes 

through DPC – that most students wouldn’t know was taking place – would 

have a serious reputational impact if made in this meeting. 

8.23 AP argued two points: that DPC don’t make decisions based on operational 

matters – that is the decision of the Students’ Union. Secondly, regarding 

reputation, that’s a matter for the Trustees and not for DPC.  That DPC makes 

decisions based on the byelaws and based on things proposed to them in 

terms of evidence. 

8.24 AP noted that there is no notice of election (8.21) and that JC was incorrect.  

That a list of roles had been circulated, but this didn’t equal a notice of 

election. 

8.25 AP referred to the byelaws, noting that all they say is that an election has to 

happen. Theoretically if a referendum were presented to run alongside the 

elections, that’s not about if it can’t physically be done, but that it is dictated 

through the byelaws and that that is for operations to figure out and go from 

there. 

8.26 CM asked JC about the external consultant and the several other models 

mentioned but that JC only gave details of one.  CM asked what those other 

models were, about models that had no President or Union Development 



Officer, or if information could be shared about these and how they changed 

the President or Union Development role. 

8.27 JC described that the model they saw which had no President or Union 

Development Officer had Officers who were responsible for the governance 

in their own areas, and that that is the direction he personally felt they 

needed to move to.  This model did not get presented to students to vote on, 

and there was no opportunity to see this model as that was the decision 

made. 

8.28 CM followed up asking why the other models didn’t get presented to 

students. CM asked JC if the consultant had suggested that the President role 

was included, or if it was suggested that the President was or wasn’t 

important to the model or models. 

8.29 JW elaborated that the Full-Time Officer team had been presented three 

models: one of these was essentially the model we have now but with 

relatively little change, and that there was an agreement between the 

Officers that that they at least wanted to change the system. 

8.30 JC began explaining the next model, ‘Model A’, and that it made a lot of 

changes but that he couldn’t remember the Officers proposed in that model. 

8.31 JC asked for a Point of Interest from Ellie Cullen (EJC) as they might have the 

document with the models on to show the committee. 

8.32 JP interjected there was no President in any of the models proposed. 

8.33 EJC asked if JC was deferring to them. 

8.34 AP elaborated that the committee can only ask EJC, as a non-full member, for 

clarifications on pure facts and situational context, and that if any member 

needs this from them they should make that clear. 

8.35 JC reiterated that, if the committee wanted to see the model that was 

presented to Full-Time Officers, then EJC would have it and would be able to 

show it to them. 

8.36 AP asked EJC directly if they have that model or can verify what JC is saying. 

8.37 EJC explained that they were a member of the steering panel for this project 

and had seen all versions of the models that were presented to the Full-Time 

Officer team. 

8.38 EJC confirmed there was, technically, no Presidential role within the models 

presented. 

8.39 EJC noted the ‘Model A’ had six Officer roles that shared their remits with no 

President role in the model. 

8.40 EJC noted the second model was the one that went out to referendum and 

contained a Union Development role but no President role. 

8.41 EJC noted the final model had a variation of Officer roles, but that model was 

immediately put to pasture as it was decided to be the inferior model out of 

the three. 



8.42 EJC offered to produce this document for DPC if they required to back up 

their clarification. 

8.43 Sam Hawkins (SH) noted that in a consultation with the committee (sic) about 

four months ago, that in two, three to four years there would be no point in a 

Union Development Officer. 

8.44 JP clarified that that discussion was based on the model that had been 

proposed in the referendum, but it wouldn’t be the same role as the one 

proposed in that model because it was a role designed to fit that model. This 

is a proposal to edit designed to fit our current model to replace the 

President with the Union Development Officer and that it is separate. 

8.45 JP cited JC referring to the discussion around the Officers and not needing 

them, or reducing the number of Officers, and that because the model would 

be redone there was also an assumption that the Officer workload would 

decrease. 

8.46 JP mentioned that this motion wouldn’t propose anything else, that it is in 

line with our current model, and that last year the Officer team operated 

without a President because Postgraduate Officer sacrificed their remit 

following the President’s resignation, and so this role would be needed. 

8.47 SH asked what points had changed between the (role) in the new model and 

the one being proposed to DPC. 

8.48 JP asked SH to repeat his question. 

8.49 SH asked what the difference is between the role in the new model and the 

one being proposed to DPC. 

8.50 JP explained the model proposed in the referendum vote included an entirely 

different structure, and that it wouldn’t make sense to talk about a role 

operating in one structure operating in a different structure, because they’re 

designed differently. 

8.51 AP interjected with a point of clarification that this section was called “a 

follow up to the referendum” (sic) is because it was based on whichever 

system the Students’ Union would be operating in, and that this is a 

modification of the current system. 

8.52 CM asked if a more appropriate question would be how this role differs from 

President, under the current system. 

8.53 JP noted that currently we operate a system that has the President as a first 

among equals, that there are seven officers but that one is called the 

President, and to remove that inherent hierarchy. 

8.54 CM asked how the role changes or if it’s just a change to the title. 

8.55 JP said that while it focuses it slightly, the title change is significant. There are 

a lot of meetings that JP feels he is invited to he shouldn’t be just because he 

is the President, and that changing the title would remove that inherent 

hierarchy. 



8.56 CM asked JP if the main difference, as the Students’ Union is now operating 

under the same system, is that the title changes how the President is 

perceived versus major changes to the role. 

8.57 AP asked a follow-up question to CM’s question, asking JP if they felt the 

meetings that they are invited to could be better filled by other Officers. 

8.58 JP agreed with this and noted he had to forward a lot of meetings elsewhere. 

8.59 Aaron Osher (AO) mentioned – though contextual evidence as it was from un-

minuted discussion – that when discussing the referendum with students, 

that students AO spoke to that were voting against the model had nothing to 

say about the Union Development Officer role particularly. 

8.60 CG asked JP if this change is symptomatic of other Unions. 

8.61 JP confirmed, citing the University of Leeds Students’ Union, the University of 

Keele Students’ Union and the University of Cumbria Students’ Union as 

examples. JP pointed out that while these roles didn’t directly change their 

remit, that the role generally ended up more focused on the development of 

the Union. 

8.62 JP also noted that the Students’ Union Chief Executive had been at several 

Unions that had swapped from having a President to a Union Development 

Officer and then seen an increase in the quality of the role. 

8.63 CG followed up to ask if these roles get filled. 

8.64 JP confirmed that they do. 

8.65 AP added that there was a personal reason the President left the Students’ 

Union last year and wasn’t down to the role being unfilled. 

8.66 CG agreed with this and noted that Union Development and President could 

attract different audiences. 

8.67 JP seconded this. 

8.68 CM noted that they couldn’t see huge issues, in that their experience of the 

previous year’s Officer elections that there were at least three or four people 

running in non-President roles.  The applicant level might be lower but there 

would still be choice and students could still exercise their democratic right. 

8.69 AP added that she would argue the changes keep the democratic integrity of 

the role and would attract candidates who want to be in the role and doing 

that job. 

8.70 Holly Rigby (HR) asked if these changes would be rolled out to all societies to 

change the President title. 

8.71 JP said no, and that this would just affect the Officers, unless if at some later 

stage the Societies Executive Committee would want to roll out these 

changes at a later point. 

8.72 AP moved to take some questions from members in the room. 

8.73 Scott Jennings (SJ) raised that, as a student who had been around the 

University of Nottingham for a long time and had seen these issues around 



the abolishment of the Presidency before. He noted the University of 

Manchester had changed their President to a Chair and that this invited more 

female candidates to run for the role. 

8.74 SJ also noted that, even though the referendum was rejected the day before, 

that in his opinion this motion is separate to the referendum and that the 

need to reform the Union exists and that a dedicate person should exist to 

take forward that reform. 

8.75 Matthew Webb (MW) asked from a media relations point of view, that the 

perception he hypothetically could see is that the rejection of the 

referendum is announced, and then the day after five people overturn a 

decision and introduce a Union Development Officer.  

8.76 MW noted he could see the argument through the byelaws, but that he is 

involved with the Students’ Union, perhaps more than an average student, 

and that he had not heard of DPC until he came to introduce changes to the 

URN constitution.  

8.77 MW argued DPC would have a job to do to persuade students that the 

motion has a democratic mandate, because that average student might see it 

as a decision to go ahead with changes based on an election from months ago 

through a different student body. 

8.78 AP began to reiterate a previous point. (8.23) 

8.79 MW interjected before AP could begin her reiteration, noting he didn’t think 

students would accept this. 

8.80 AP continued that DPC isn’t worried about perception, and that is purely 

Trustees. 

8.81 MW didn’t think that would explain why turnout is going down (unclear) if 

that was the attitude of the Union. 

8.82 AP pointed out that there were attempts to change this system and that 

students wanted to keep it.  

8.83 MW began to raise another point to AP about student engagement. 

8.84 AP deferred to JP. 

8.85 JP clarified that this isn’t to install a part of the referendum, and that this 

motion is to enact political mandate to edit the current system, that was 

given roughly a year ago. 

8.86 MW noted he feels neutral about the motion but is speaking from a media 

relations point of view, that students would see that the referendum has 

been rejected and then voted on in a back room.  

8.87 CM noted that students also accepted this “when they voted” (sic) but was 

cut off by other committee members. 

8.88 HR asked about the timing of the motion. 

8.89 AP pointed out that a higher number of people voted for JP than the entire 

turnout of the referendum. 



8.90 JP echoed this. 

8.91 AP noted that anyone who voted for JP knows that what they voted for in the 

Officer elections becomes mandate and must be completed.  

8.92 AP argued that people that voted in the referendum voted to keep the 

current system, to “change to the proposed model” (sic). The answer to this 

question was no, and the Students’ union stays in the current system.  

8.93 AP raised that the current system dictates that DPC is here, and that even 

though MW hadn’t heard of DPC that they exist and operate under this 

system. 

8.94 MW pointed out that he appreciated the procedures in place but that DPC 

should be prepared for backlash. 

8.95 AP said that she appreciated the comment. 

8.96 AP took a question from JC. 

8.97 JC noted that it’s fair enough to argue that DPC can make certain decisions I 

the current system, but that in the Yes campaign for the referendum argue 

about a “Union that empowers everybody” (sic) and not through making 

decisions via Officers or via different committees, yet that is what DPC is 

doing now. 

8.98 AP talked over JC stating that students voted that down and voted no. 

8.99 JC continued by arguing that it would be better for people to live the values 

of what they want to do than to play a political game. 

8.100 JP repeated that he has a mandate of 1500 students to edit the Students’ 

Union in this way and that if DPC choose to reject that mandate that it is a 

choice they are making. 

8.101 AP took a comment from GP. 

8.102 GP raised two points: firstly, that one of the biggest frustrations she felt 

about the referendum was a lack of feedback options. GP mentioned that 

when she was on social media, through general observation, that they didn’t 

see enough about welfare in the proposed model, that there wasn’t enough 

power in a sports-based role, and a mockery around the idea of a liberation 

role. 

8.103 GP pointed out that she didn’t see conversations about a Union Development 

Officer. 

8.104 GP followed up by using some of her experience as an Officer alongside JP.  

GP gave a contextual anecdote where someone directly asked for the 

President when it was inappropriate for him to be the Officer in attendance, 

and thus she had encountered the assumed hierarchy from a President role. 

8.105 AP took a comment from Lee Taylor (LT). 

8.106 LT pointed out that DPC had been well advertised. There were different 

messages on advertising channels through the Students’ Union and that 



engaged students would have noticed it or should know about it and about 

DPC’s powers and remits. 

8.107 CM pointed out that all the 2nd Year Life Sciences students had been e-mailed 

about DPC, which covered about 400 students, so it has been communicated 

in other ways. 

8.108 AP took a comment from Martha Roberts (MR). 

8.109 MR pointed out that, when an unengaged student in their first year, that they 

had heard about DPC. 

8.110 HR noted the timing of this motion is unfortunate, and that this motion 

would need to be explained succinctly to students.  HR agreed there would 

be backlash to this motion and that students would lose faith in the Students’ 

Union – that we cannot be a Students’ Union without the students. 

8.111 AP noted minutes are published publicly and a statement can be made by 

DPC, to explain clearly that it was JP’s mandate. 

8.112 AO argued that it wouldn’t be the first time in the last year that students had 

lost faith in the Students’ Union because of the Trustee Board’s decision to 

affiliate Nottingham Students For Life, but with time students understood 

why that happened, and that even with the clear marketing response to a 

backlash students would remember what they voted on. 

8.113 CG seconded that he would want DPC to work with marketing to make a 

statement about JP’s mandate and how many students voted for him, 

otherwise it might look like a slap in the face as HR noted. 

8.114 AP noted she couldn’t make any promises about operational actions for 

marketing; she can make that request of them to work with DPC. 

8.115 JP noted that Athena could make a request of the Full-Time Officer 

committee to do this for DPC. 

8.116 AP agreed. 

8.117 AP asked if there were any further questions. 

8.118 AP asked if everyone was ready to vote. 

8.119 AP noted three abstentions and checked for any other abstentions. 

8.120 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of the 

motion: Democratic Review - The Phantom Menace (Motion Based on the 

Outcome of the Democratic Review). 

8.121 Result: Motion passed 6-0 with 3 abstentions. 

 

9.0 The Chair (AP) asked if all present would like to take a break in proceedings. 

9.1 AP announced a short break to the room. 

9.2 The meeting took a 7 and half minute break. 

 

10.0 The Chair (AP) reconvened the meeting. 

 



*** 

The meeting was quorate with nine out of ten members of DPC present. 

*** 

 

11.0 The Chair (AP) returned to Motion 7: Motion Based on the Outcome of the 

Democratic Review.  

11.1 AP moved to discuss the motion: Liberation Officer. 

11.2 AP stated the original proposer of this motion had withdrawn it, but that AP 

felt, as Chair, that it should still be discussed by DPC with the possibility of 

voting on it, as they felt there was no harm in doing so. 

11.3 JC asked JP their view, as JP confirmed to JC via e-mail that it was withdrawn, 

on whether the motion should (be discussed). 

11.4 JP noted he had e-mailed AP to tell them it was withdrawn. 

11.5 JC then noted that DPC should surely not be discussing the motion. 

11.6 AP explicitly stated that she was putting the motion back on the table and 

adding it to the agenda, as the Chair. 

11.7 Retroactive Point of Order: Amended agenda order at start of document 

and updated motion proposer. 

11.8 EJC briefly pointed out to the committee that Millie Doherty (MD) had her 

hand up but this was clarified by MD as no question. 

11.9 JC moved on. 

11.10 JC asked what the ruling is on this action. 

11.11 AP noted there is nothing in the byelaws about this, and that it is AP’s 

discretion as the Chair was allowed to add the motion the agenda as she 

wanted to hear the thought and discussion around it. 

11.12 An external student briefly interrupted the meeting. 

11.13 AP noted that JP had completely removed the motion and had no idea what 

was going on and was no part of this decision.  

11.14 JC noted JP obviously had no idea. 

11.15 AC continued that JP’s name was still on the motion because this decision 

was made a few hours prior. 

11.16 JC argued this decision looks very dodgy. 

11.17 AP interrupted to ask why. 

11.18 JC continued that the motion came to DPC’s attention after the referendum 

voting had closed, and that the DPC motion deadline was two weeks prior to 

this meeting. 

11.19 AP pointed out that she, as Chair, had the discretion to move that (deadline).  

11.20 JC challenged this decision. 

11.21 AP argued to go through the byelaws (inaudible), and that from the powers 

they had from the byelaws that she had the power to change the agenda as 

they see fit. 



11.22 JC digressed and noted he was unsure on how the other committee members 

felt but wanted to move to vote to not listen to the presented motion.  

11.23 AP interrupted to make a point. 

11.24 AP noted that, regardless of the reason the motion that was pulled, that the 

motion was completely fine and that it followed byelaws and procedures. 

11.25 AP argued there is nothing wrong with the motion and that she felt, at her 

discretion as Chair, that she would like to see it discussed. 

11.26 AP felt that stopping the motion being discussed was counterproductive and 

wanted to know why JC didn’t want it to be discussed. 

11.27 JC reiterated about the referendum, and that 71% of students voted against 

it. 

11.28 AP interrupted and pointed out that 71% of students that voted (in the 

referendum) voted against and that there is a difference. 

11.29 JC continued with the clarification from AP, and that he believed a key part of 

students voting against it was around the welfare and liberation-based role. 

11.30 JC noted he sees merits in a Liberation Officer role but that DPC are 

subverting what students had just told them. 

11.31 EJC attempted to bring order to the committee’s conversation. 

11.32 AP deferred the call to order to return to her earlier point. 

11.33 AP continued that her point was that the referendum questions was: “Shall 

we adopt the proposed model of change to the Students’ Union” (sic) and 

asked if JC agreed this was correct. 

11.34 JC began to ask what the point was in the referendum. 

11.35 AP made an interjection. 

11.36 JC continued: what was the point in the referendum if DPC was going to pass 

everything through the committee, because that was what people were 

doing. 

11.37 AP continued that the question was whether to change the style of the 

Students’ Union’s democracy and its structure. 

11.38 JC interrupted that this included the Officer team structure as well. 

11.39 AP told JC to read the specific, exact referendum question. 

11.40 JC noted the wording “the proposed model” (sic) which included the Officer 

team and the zonal model underneath that. 

11.41 AP echoed “the proposed model” (sic) before raising a hypothetical question 

about someone running for political office who lost their election, and that if 

someone running against that politician couldn’t do something on their 

opponent’s manifesto. 

11.42 AP argued that people voted (against the model) in its entirety, and by 

proposing the motion and bringing it forward, they are having a larger 

discussion on it. 

11.43 JC interjected that that discussion is between eleven (correction) ten people. 



11.44 CG mentioned three of those people can’t vote. 

11.45 AP continued over this that the Union Development Officer role went 

through as well, which was part of the structure. 

11.46 AP took a pause to drink. 

11.47 AP argued that if JC wanted to take this process then DPC would stop that 

night because the motion - (incoherent) - the referendum would have trustee 

issues. 

11.48 JC agreed over this. 

11.49 JC agreed that, if this was how AP wanted to proceed, that the trustee board 

should get involved. 

11.50 EJC raised a call to order for the conversation as it was becoming an 

argument. 

11.51 AP accepted this. 

11.52 AP continued that her reasoning behind the motion being presented is that 

DPC should discuss it, and should it pass that JC could request a petition for 

referendum or pass it through (inaudible). 

11.53 AP deferred to JP, in JP’s context of working in the Democratic Review, that 

the proposal was to change a lot of the byelaws. 

11.54 JP confirmed it was to change the entire (byelaws). 

11.55 AP continued that, if that was JC’s argument, that they should not change any 

more byelaws until a year after the next referendum. 

11.56 JC disagreed that that was what he was saying. 

11.57 AP said that it was because “no part of it is what we’re voting on” (sic).  

11.58 AP took a question from CG. 

11.59 CG stated that he completely disagreed with AP and echoed HP’s earlier 

comment about a “slap in the face” (sic).  

11.60 CG clarified with HP about her meaning of this statement. 

11.61 HP agreed with CG about the use of her phrasing “slap in the face” (sic).  

11.62 CG noted that JP had a mandate to get the new (Union Development Officer) 

role through and that was why CG voted for it. 

11.63 CG disagreed that anything else should be put through because only six 

people could vote on it. 

11.64 AP interrupted that her point from before stood and if CG wanted more 

people to vote on it, it should go to referendum. 

11.65 CG reasoned people were fed up with referenda. 

11.66 AP interrupted again, to point out that (DPC) don’t think about that. 

11.67 CG clarified this was his personal opinion.  

11.68 AP noted that DPC were there to follow the byelaws and are not worried 

about perception, that that is a trustee matter and that AP recognised CG 

was a trustee as well. 

11.69 CG noted, personally, that he was wearing two separate hats.  



11.70 CM raised that their recollection of the vote for Officer (roles) was that JP 

was going to remove the President role, but could not remember anything 

about reform, and that it is too close to what the referendum was dictating to 

vote on it. 

11.71 CG agreed with CM. 

11.72 AP noted that referring to the referendum and the motion being too close to 

it is valid, and that it should be treated as a data set.  

11.73 AP felt that the referendum is only part of the picture, and the data 

presented over the years around oppression of students at the University of 

Nottingham is that they need a Liberation Officer. 

11.74 AP noted she had spoken to other officers about this. 

11.75 AP said the question they were voting on right now was why shouldn’t DPC 

be discussing this motion. 

11.76 JC pointed out that, firstly, this motion had not been discussed by the Full-

Time Officer committee.  This is one of the major points that JC brought to JP 

and is one of the reasons JP withdrew it. JC theorised that a small group of 

officers might have discussed it but could not confirm. 

11.77 AP interrupted that she had not said anything about who had discussed it and 

would get to that. 

11.78 JC continued that (the Full-Time Officer team) had not discussed it and that 

was an issue, and that the Welfare Network had not been consulted. The 

Welfare Network had specific concerns around the referendum in their not 

being consulted. 

11.79 JC felt that another change was being made after the result after the 

referendum and that they hadn’t consulted students properly around this. 

11.80 AP said that there was brand insight that the results of could be provided if it 

was wanted. AP continued this point but was interrupted by HR.  

11.81 HR asked if DPC could move to vote whether or not to discuss the motion 

now. 

11.82 AP started that the question was “should we be…” (sic) 

11.83 HR continued “…discussing the motion that has been withdrawn” (sic) 

11.84 AP spoke simultaneously that they should not be discussing the content of 

the motion, but that it has been reproposed and that JC is challenging a 

motion on the agenda. 

11.85 AP said she was willing to offer a vote and began a follow up comment. 

11.86 JC stated that he thought that they should stop wasting people’s time. 

11.87 HR interrupted that they felt if the motion had been withdrawn then it had 

been withdrawn. 

11.88 JC continued that the motion had been reproposed, but that JC challenged 

the spirit with which it had been reproposed and felt that they should stop 



with the arguments, move on to the next item, close the meeting and go 

home.  

11.89 AP said no, twice. 

11.90 EJC attempted to call for order. 

11.91 AP said "No, you can't" (sic). 

11.92 AP continued that she appreciated the sentiment, but the purpose was that 

AP wanted to discuss the motion.  

11.93 JC called for a motion of No Confidence in the Chair (AP) and that they didn’t 

want to have to do so. 

11.94 AP interrupted, telling JC he’d have to go through a committee with 

grievances and if he wanted to do that to go ahead. 

11.95 JC asked if AP was keeping DPC in the room but could not finish.  

11.96 AP interrupted to state that it was for discussion purposes, and then the 

committee would vote on the motion. 

11.97 AP argued that JC was wasting their time by debating if DPC should discuss 

the motion. 

11.98 AP began to repeat her previous point. 

11.99 CG asked what quoracy of the meeting is.  

11.100 AP noted that seven members of the committee is quorate. 

11.101 AP initially discussed if abstaining members count towards quoracy. 

11.102 AP confirmed that quoracy is seven. 

11.103 CG asked what the minimum number of people in the room would be needed 

to be quorate. 

11.104 AP repeated seven. 

11.105 JC pointed out the name of the committee was “Democratic Procedures 

Committee” and that AP was bringing the process into disrepute.  

11.106 AP argued JC was not letting DPC discuss it, that the motion was valid, and 

that AP felt the motion was decent and should be discussed. 

11.107 JC argued that other committee members didn’t feel the same and that AP 

was stopping them from voting because of their own views. 

11.108 AP disagreed. 

11.109 JC disagreed with AP.  

11.110 AP stated that, if that was the way DPC worked, that any agenda item could 

be disputed by DPC, that they could argue they won’t listen to anything as a 

committee. 

11.111 AP stated that she had not set out their personal views about the motion and 

did not appreciate that someone had e-mailed them saying that they felt, 

before this was even withdrawn, that AP had a bias having it on the agenda.  

11.112 AP began to make a comment regarding “white, cis, heterosexual, 

neurotypical, able-bodied men…” (sic) 

11.113 CG stood up to leave the meeting. 



11.114 AP stated that (was) the argument was right there. 

11.115 CG stated clearly for the record that “they were completely there for 

liberation, but not for behind the door… behind the door stuff.” (sic)  

11.116 CG left the meeting. 

 

*** 

The meeting was quorate with eight out of ten members of DPC present. 

*** 

 

11.117 AP made a partially audible comment about voting by referendum. 

11.118 JC noted DPC had had a committee member resign purely around the reasons 

of this motion. 

11.119 AP said that she had spoken to Denis Lelin (DL) about how he felt about how 

officers could propose a motion to make these changes and that it was not 

allowed. 

11.120 JC tried to speak. 

11.121 AP asked if they could just discuss it. 

11.122 JC said no. 

11.123 AP asked why not. 

11.124 AP stated if JC was of the opinion that if any motion was brought forth, that 

any of them could refuse to discuss it. 

11.125 JC began by noting the context of the referendum. 

11.126 JC stated that they agree with a Liberation Officer role. 

11.127 JC noted that AP had made a comment (11.112), in terms of JC’s view, that he 

found out of order. 

11.128 AP said that JC stated AP has a bias for putting the motion on the agenda. AP 

pointed out that is the same message they got when they circulated the 

motion on the agenda. AP said that her comment still stands. 

11.129 AP argued that people accuse her of a bias by putting the motion on the 

agenda, when they think that people should discuss the motion, because she 

is a part of the liberation umbrella and that she benefits from the motion 

when they don’t. 

11.130 JC argued AP had a bias through AP being a vocal part of the Yes campaign for 

the referendum, and hypothesised that there had been communication 

between JP and AP. 

11.131 AP offered to let JC look at any messages she had between AP and JP.  

11.132 Abdi Ahmed (AA) interjected from the audience and asked for the committee 

to either consider moving discussion to the next or to take a five-minute 

break. 



11.133 AA noted that he recognised that he had no power over the discussion, but 

he felt that things would just get worse and worse otherwise at that moment 

in time it would drag on.  

11.134 AP accepted AA’s comment and said that she “didn’t want to waste any more 

time as you have stated that I have.” (sic) 

11.135 JC stated that he believed the committee should vote as they had given their 

views. 

11.136 AP asked what they would be voting on. 

11.137 JC said on whether they should discuss the motion or not else they’d keep 

going around in circles. 

11.138 AP asked why JC didn’t want to discuss the motion. 

11.139 JC stated that the motion came after the referendum had closed to DPC 

committee members and implied to JC that people were not confident of the 

particular result.  

11.140 AP made an inaudible comment about the referendum’s proposed model.  

11.141 AP continued that she didn’t understand why the motion couldn’t be 

discussed. 

11.142 AP argued that anything that was in the referendum model couldn’t be 

discussed, and changes to the byelaws would be included in that. 

11.143 AP argued that she just wanted to discuss the motion, that the motion was 

valid and that she had been through the byelaws to check.  

11.144 JC digressed, and stated that they could discuss the motion without him as he 

felt the whole committee process was a sham. 

11.145 JC thanked the committee.  

11.146 JC left. 

 

*** 

The meeting was quorate with seven out of ten members of DPC present. 

*** 

 

11.147 AP asked the remaining committee if they were happy to continue. 

11.148 The committee said yes but asked if they could take a break. 

11.149 AP opted to move the order of business forward to discuss Point 8 on the 

agenda and return to this discussion later. 

 

12.0 The Chair (AP) moved on to the eighth point on the agenda: Impact - Statement 

from Katie Moncur on behalf of Impact Magazine 

12.1 AP noted that Impact sent a message after DPC requested their constitution 

saying they had not updated it yet but sent a list of changes. 

12.2 AP moved to discuss punishments for going against the request of DPC. 

12.3 AP took a question from AA. 



12.4 AA noted he spoke to Katie Moncur (KM) about the process of what’s 

happened, and that KM was confused about what had happened. That there 

was a missed deadline followed by an attempt to make changes to their 

constitution as well as a conversation with EJC. 

12.5 AP clarified that the conversation was between Impact and their staff lead, 

and that conversation occurred after EJC and AP had asked Impact to make 

changes. 

12.6 EJC asked for a Point of Clarification as to which meeting KM was referring to. 

12.7 AA was unsure. 

12.8 EJC clarified that they met with KM initially, after the previous DPC meeting, 

to help with making changes to their constitution. 

12.9 AP clarified that KM had spoken about a meeting they had with staff in the 

last week. 

12.10 EJC then noted this would be the clarification as to which meeting AA meant 

and deferred to AP. 

12.11 AP continued that EJC had sent Impact e-mails and these had been ignored. 

12.12 AP asked what action DPC wanted to take. 

12.13 JP suggested that Impact have a General Meeting before the end of the year, 

where they ratify their current constitution, otherwise DPC lapse them. 

12.14 AP asked JP to repeat their last point. 

12.15 JP repeated as before (12.13), noting DPC would lapse their SRS status. 

12.16 AP was happy with this, and understood that people were busy with exams, 

but that they had to set a standard, and that if the document changes aren’t 

provided DPC will just lapse them. 

12.17 KR asked for clarification how many extensions Impact had had. 

12.18 AP said two. 

12.19 JP added that it was the last session of DPC. 

12.20 AP added also the one before. 

12.21 AP commented, “three strikes and you’re out at this point.” (sic) 

12.22 AP said that DPC need to make it clear that they are lapsed if nothing comes 

to them for the next DPC. 

12.23 AO asked if, if Impact lapse end of July or June, what would happen to 

reinstate them. 

12.24 AP said that discussion could be had at the next DPC. 

12.25 AP asked to vote if the committee want a Point of Order to make DPC’s 

intentions clear and for AP and EJC to put together an e-mail to Impact with 

that intent. 

12.26 Result: DPC voted 7-0 to contact Impact and inform them that if no changes 

were passed and ratified by a General Meeting before the end of the 

academic year, and these changes are not then submitted to DPC, that they 



would be considered lapsed. 

 

13.0 The Chair (AP) moved on to the ninth point on the agenda: Any Other Business (AOB) 

13.1 AP noted that this point on the agenda was switched at the start of this 

meeting. (1.3) 

13.2 AP noted this business was brought by Elections Committee and deferred to 

EJC who is presenting on their behalf. 

13.3 EJC apologised for no cover sheet for this motion as it was requested by 

Elections Committee in the meeting on 19/02/20 following the referendum. 

13.4 EJC noted that there had been unprecedented amount of grievances on the 

back of the referendum. 

13.5 EJC also noted there were a large number of grievances in the previous 

Student Leader Elections. 

13.6 EJC noted that there seemed to be a pattern through the process of 

underhanded tactics, behaviour that constitutes bullying, and generally 

unacceptable behaviour. 

13.7 EJC noted on behalf of Elections Committee that they would like to create a 

Code of Conduct that all candidates in referenda and cross-campus elections 

would be asked to sign, in a similar way to how elected committee members 

in groups sign the Student Groups Code of Conduct. 

13.8 EJC pointed out this Code of Conduct would be designed to co-exist with the 

Elections Guiding Principles, and would set out clearer guidelines on bullying, 

harassment and unacceptable behaviour while still protecting freedom of 

speech and freedom to campaign. 

13.9 EJC stated that, because of the turnaround time, there is no draft of this 

Guidance Document yet, and that EJC is present to ask DPC’s permission to 

begin drafting this document with Elections Committee and then ratify it via 

DPC and Elections Committee. 

13.10 EJC provided two examples that they had researched from the University of 

Sheffield and the University of Westminster, noting they used both a Code of 

Conduct and elections principles. 

13.11 AP invited the committee to ask any questions. 

13.12 CM asked to clarify that Elections Committee would write the Code of 

Conduct and that it would be emailed to DPC to sign off on. 

13.13 EJC agreed. 

13.14 SH asked how EJC would define bullying, harassment or intimidation in the 

context determining of a valid grievance. 

13.15 EJC noted they have worked in victim support previously, and in the context 

of considering reporting action is that they encourage members of the 

Elections Committee to believe the victim in the first instance unless evidence 

is supplied in the contrary. 



13.16 EJC noted that the University and the Students’ Union have means of 

harassment reporting and so it wouldn’t so much be a case of defining what 

constitutes bullying but handling it case by case and offering support whether 

or not the grievance itself is upheld. 

13.17 AP added that the University of Nottingham has its own code of conduct 

around the behaviour of students and that this proposed Code of Conduct 

would be an internal process for the Students’ Union, but the University can 

also investigate these matters when asked by the Students’ Union or by 

individual students. 

13.18 JP noted a Code of Conduct is something that the Students’ Union is missing, 

and that the Governance Review is looking at a member’s Code of Conduct so 

that the creation of this electoral Code of Conduct would be a good thing. 

13.19 JP asked if Elections Committee could create a clearer, more accountable 

process about how grievances are appealed and that DPC could have 

reassurance this would be there, and that Elections Committee would be 

empowered to make decisions and to be able to be scrutinised by the 

membership. 

13.20 EJC agreed with this notion and noted there is always an example of a good 

grievance on the Students’ Union website and that a similar example could be 

created. 

13.21 EJC reiterated that they would also make it clear how support can be 

accessed even if a grievance couldn’t be upheld. 

13.22 JP added about the deficient areas of the byelaws and if Elections Committee 

could keep track of those changes and report those back to DPC that would 

be helpful in order to make this Code of Conduct work. 

13.23 EJC agreed, quoting the section of the byelaws that allows Elections 

Committee to make recommendations about the Elections byelaw. 

13.24 JP echoed this and noted as long as DPC is informed and Elections Committee 

is fully functioning that this proposition is great. 

13.25 AP asked if there were any more questions. 

13.26 AP asked if the committee were happy to vote on allowing Elections 

Committee to prepare a Code of Conduct that would then be ratified by DPC 

by e-mail. 

13.27 JP asked to modify the statement, to add if there are any recommendations 

from Elections Committee to tidy up any byelaws that DPC are ready to deal 

with this by e-mail as well. 

13.28 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of this 

statement. 

13.29 Result: Motion passed 7-0. 

 

14.0 The Chair (AP) returned to point 7.1: Liberation Officer Motion. 



 

What: 

- This motion proposes the addition of a full-time employed sabbatical Liberation 

Officer to the Officer byelaw. 

- It also proposes to remove ‘Equal Oportunities’ from the remit of the Full-Time Equal 

Opportunities and Welfare Officer and realign this officer to become the Welfare 

and Wellbeing Officer. 

- The following documents have been updated: 

o Officers of the Union byelaw 

o Minor continuity edits to the National Union of Students (NUS) byelaw 

Why: 

i) The Officer role review was proposed by Union Council in late 2018. 

ii) Liberation practices have become an increasingly priority of the University and 

the SU within the last year. With the increasing demand of input, meetings, and 

action related to this remit, a Full-Time Officer is necessary to ensure consistent 

and high-quality representation to prevent further demands on the time of the 

volunteer part-time liberation officers.   

iii) There was support of the creation of the Liberation Officer throughout the 
consultation period of the Democratic Review  

iv) Throughout the notice of referendum period and voting period, some students 
have denied the existence of societal oppression and mocked the need for 
liberation (images included below). The SU should take formal action to 
acknowledge the oppression and struggles experienced by those from liberation 
groups through the creation of a full-time officer.  
 

  
 

 

Who: 



- This role was consulted on as a part of the Democratic Review which included: 

o Full-Time Officer Committee; Part-Time Officer Committee; Equal 

Opportunities and Welfare Officer; Standing Committees of Union Council; 

Associated Representational Bodies; External Democracy & Governance 

Expert 

 

14.1 AP brought business back to the Liberation Officer motion – which had been 

presented, withdrawn, and presented again by herself, as they would have to 

close the room for the final point on the agenda. 

14.2 AP noted that a Liberation Officer role had been brought to Union Council at 

the end of late 2018, as part of a consideration in a policy around Full-Time 

Officer Role review. 

14.3 AP asked JP if there was any way to get information about this policy brought 

to Union Council. 

14.4 JP said he was unsure. 

14.5 AP continued that this policy had involved a Liberation Officer and had been 

around reviewing the Officer roles in their entirety. 

14.6 AP continued that liberation practices are becoming more important to the 

University of Nottingham and to students, but that there is still stigma to 

tackle on behalf of students. 

14.7 AP noted there was an idea of creating a Liberation Officer role in the 

Democratic Review. 

14.8 AP said that there was some notion around students finding the idea of a 

Liberation Officer role funny or comical, and that this suggests that the 

creation of this type of role is even more important. 

14.9 AP pointed out that Part-Time Officer roles are unpaid roles and while these 

roles are important that the Students’ Union should have a position that 

allows this to become a full-time job. 

14.10 AP noted she had spoken to Myles Smith-Thompson (MST), the Equal 

Opportunities and Welfare Officer, and that liberation falls partially under his 

remit. However, AP said that MST he felt in the past that he had to balance 

between welfare and equal opportunities remits and that there could be 

more time put into liberation issues. 

14.11 AP clarified the motion would remove “Equal Opportunities” from Equal 

Opportunities and Welfare, that it would create a full-time employed 

sabbatical Liberation Officer and would update anywhere that makes 

mention of the list of officers. 

14.12 AP made several partially audible comments about consultations with 

standing committees that had been going on for several years.  

14.13 AP reminded DPC that Full-Time Officers and Part-Time Officers cannot vote 

on changes to Officer Accountability byelaws or Officers of the Union 



byelaws, and that these individuals are automatically abstained from 

voting. 

14.14 AP asked for any other conflicts of interests from the committee. 

14.15 AP stated that, contrary to previous statements, that falling under the 

liberation umbrella did not mean a conflict of interest or that you would 

directly benefit from the motion. 

14.16 AP gave an example of the difference between MST being able to vote on 

changes to his own role versus someone who would be represented by the 

officer role. 

14.17 No other conflicts of interest were declared.  

14.18 AP moved for comments and questions. 

14.19 CM stated that they have issue with implementing something that, in the 

cover sheet, mentions implementing stages of the review, and that it was the 

wording of the cover sheet and not the motion itself. 

14.20 AP offered to remove any discussion of the referendum and the democratic 

review from the motion and cover sheet. 

14.21 CM agreed this would make her more comfortable to discuss the motion. 

14.22 Motion Amendment: Removal of Sections 3-4 from the Liberation Officer 

motion cover sheet, including images. 

14.23 AP asked if any other members of the committee had questions. 

14.24 SH highlighted the importance around the idea of the role. SH noted it would 

fit in with the responsibilities of the Pro Vice Chancellor for Equality, Diversity 

and Inclusion, with the appointment of the Director for Student Influence, 

with the values of the Students’ Union. 

14.25 SH highlighted he still has the concerns expressed by JC and CG and while he 

agrees with the role, that he worries that students haven’t been properly 

consulted and how the change would be received. 

14.26 AP repeated that DPC doesn’t worry about perception about how they will be 

received and just about the stuff that is put forward. 

14.27 EJC called a Point of Clarification as the “Who” section of the motion cover 

sheet still referenced the referendum. 

14.28 AP asked CM how they felt about this section, with the argument that the 

“Who” section is purely informative. 

14.29 CM argued that the wording of the motion looked like it was going above the 

opinion of the student body. 

14.30 Motion Amendment: Change to the first line of the “Who” section of the 

motion cover sheet to read: "This role was discussed on the back of the 

2018 Union Council policy regarding a Full-Time Officer Review". 

14.31 AP added that she felt that, in regards to the referendum, that the (Liberation 

Officer) is one part of a large thing that was voted on, and that if DPC 

completely ignore the issues addressed in the Democratic Review just 



because they were a part of it means that the issues will be ignored for too 

long. 

14.32 AP followed up that if it is really felt that a vote needs to be held on this 

motion then it would need to be through a petition or referendum and that 

that can still happen. 

14.33 AP argued she is afraid for students in the liberation umbrella who voted No 

in the referendum that didn’t like the model but liked the idea of a Liberation 

Officer. 

14.34 CM mentioned an earlier comment about students not understanding the 

need for a Liberation Officer. CM worried that implementing a Liberation 

Officer without consulting students would then put those students (in the 

liberation umbrella) at risk or cause them to be victimised. 

14.35 AP argued the people who made comments were the most vocal people. 

14.36 CM interjected that the most vocal people can still hurt feelings, damage 

mental health, or that those vocal people would have such a presence around 

the idea that liberation students are getting a special treatment, that they 

have reason to pursue those students. 

14.37 CM also clarified they do not agree with this type of negative action by 

students. 

14.38 AP believed that there was a Brand and Insight survey around the end of the 

previous academic year that stated, “Would you support a Full-Time 

Liberation Officer” (sic) and the response was overwhelming. 

14.39 AP noted she did not have this survey to hand but that they worked on it. 

14.40 AP said that she understood the concerns around it. 

14.41 CM asked if we could publish the results of that survey along with the vote, to 

let people know that students had previously voted on a liberation officer 

role. 

14.42 AP offered to find that information and create a statement from the Chair of 

DPC with the evidence they were working with and regarding the argument 

from the referendum as a “small piece” (sic), or that an ambiguous result 

from the referendum shouldn’t overshadow what they have. 

14.43 AO pointed out that if the Liberation Officer role didn’t go through at today’s 

meeting it wouldn’t go out for election until the 2020 – 2021 academic year 

and the next meeting of DPC would be too late to put it through. 

14.44 AO noted that students who don’t understand why the role should exist, to 

him, highlights the issue. 

14.45 AO felt Part-Time Officers are only part-time and that having a Full-Time 

Officer with a higher mandate would be important. 

14.46 AP added that while SH as the LGBT+ Officer had done a great job that 

comments on recent work like the Rainbow Roads were horrible. 



14.47 SH added an anecdotal comment that someone had said on a post about the 

Rainbow Roads. 

14.48 AP continued that people don’t often understand the disadvantage faced by 

certain groups and how these groups face a harder time at University, and 

that we should do more to help those students but that there will be backlash 

to that. 

14.49 AP felt that, in the long run, the Students’ Union shouldn’t go another year 

without a Liberation Officer. 

14.50 AP took a question from LT. 

14.51 LT noted that in Union Council last November the Students’ Union declared 

its alignment to the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. Goal 10 

is to reduce inequalities, and as this is a part of the new Students’ Union 

strategy as well it has been ratified this way, and as such we should be 

indirectly mandated by this goal. 

14.52 LT also wanted to add that “…the Environment and Social Justice Network 

committee have voted to endorse this motion wholly.” (sic)  

14.53 AP took a comment from GP. 

14.54 GP stated that she felt it was great that the University is putting in steps to 

extend the Pro Vice Chancellor of EDI’s role, but concerned that this is an 

employed member of University of Nottingham staff and that we as a 

Students’ Union do not have an employed member of EDI related-staff or an 

EDI department. 

14.55 GP noted we have Part-Time Officers who do their best but that we don’t 

have a strong political voice and that this role would be an important role to 

improve that. 

14.56 AP agreed with GP in how this would strengthen our voice as a Students’ 

Union. 

14.57 EJC offered a Point of Clarification that the Students’ Union does have a 

member of staff who has EDI in their job responsibility. 

14.58 AP agreed but pointed out that this is a staff member and not a student. 

14.59 EJC agreed and noted they were only referring to staff roles but not Officer 

roles. 

14.60 JP questioned the job title of this staff member. 

14.61 EJC made a further clarification about the members of the Welfare 

department. 

14.62 The committee were happy with this.  

14.63 AP continued by pointing out that the responsibilities of a Part-Time Officer 

are hard to manage alongside their degree and not necessarily having a full 

time job’s level of experience, and that by having a Full-Time Officer 

alongside the Part-Time Officers is a sure way to have voices heard. 



14.64 AP continued to point out that while the University of Nottingham is 

supportive that student voice should be important to us as a Students’ Union 

and we should impower that. 

14.65 AP asked the committee to consider the motion purely on the idea of 

implementing a Liberation Officer and not to think about the referendum. 

14.66 SH noted that a Full-Time Liberation Officer would help with intersectional 

activity between Part-Time Officer remits and would break down barriers. 

14.67 AP agreed and noted the overlap of liberation groups when facing 

harassment and their welfare needs. 

14.68 SH agreed with this notion. 

14.69 AP added by giving the Welfare Officer more freedom in their remit that it 

will allow them to address welfare issues more-so. 

14.70 AP took a comment from GP. 

14.71 GP pointed out the Gender Inclusive Language Policy introduced at 

November’s Union Council and that it would be disappointing to be behind 

the University of Nottingham on equality and diversity. 

14.72 AP noted that introducing this role wouldn’t solve all the problems but that 

they felt it was important to bring it in as soon as possible. 

14.73 AP asked if there were any more questions. 

14.74 AP noted two abstentions and checked for any other abstentions. 

14.75 AP asked for all present committee members to vote in favour of the 

motion: Liberation Officer. 

14.76 Result: Motion passed 5-0 with 2 abstentions. 

 

15.0 The Chair (AP) moved to the tenth point on the agenda: Lay and Student Trustee 

Recruitment 

15.1 This section of the minutes is redacted for Data Protection reasons. 

 

16.0 The Chair (AP) asked if there is any other business. 

 

17.0 No other business. 

 

18.0 The Chair ended the meeting.  


