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 Scrutiny of UoNSU President: James Pheasey 

 Questions from Members 



 AOB 

 

Minutes: 

The Facilitator introduced the meeting and detailed that this meeting has been called in 

accordance with article 16 of the Officer Accountability bye-law, which states: “If an 

Officer’s performance is deemed unsatisfactory the Officer shall be called before the Panel 

to justify why a Vote of No Confidence against the Officer should not be referred to 

Referendum.” 

The Facilitator said for everyone’s notice this evening’s proceedings will be recorded for 

minuting purposes only. 

This evening will be run in the following format: the panel – who are sitting at the front – 

will first ask their pre-prepared questions, which have been submitted to James prior to this 

meeting; Scrutineers will then have the chance to ask any follow-up questions; questions 

will then be opened up to the floor. Questions will only be accepted which concern the 

President’s manifesto, remit and policy. Please keep your questions as concise as possible. 

Questions will initially be limited to one per person, with any further questions being 

allowed, time permitting. Please note that we will only be taking questions and not 

statements or endorsements. Questions should be directed to the President and not to 

anyone else in the room. We will only accept questions that we believe are directly related 

to the President and which have not already been asked this evening. 

We would like to bring it to everyone’s attention that the room next door – A3 – has been 

designated a quiet room for this evening, where there will be a mental health first aider 

available for anyone who requires support this evening. There are also two mental health 

aiders in the room: Ruth Southall, sitting at the back of the room, and Ellie Cullen, sitting 

near the front. Please feel free to make use of them at any point this evening. 

Please can we respect everyone in the room and concentrate questions around actions as 

opposed to emotions. Inappropriate conduct will not be accepted and anyone behaving in 

an inappropriate manner will be asked to leave. 

We received apologies from one panellist this evening: Becky Bull. 

Finally, if anyone does leave the room during proceedings this evening, please have your 

student ID at hand, as you will need it to re-enter the room. The open meeting will finish at 

7pm at the latest. 

With that, we will pass over to the Scrutineers for the first question. 

 



 

 

Question for James Pheasey (President):  

Q1 - Vinnie Fraser (4:31): If the goal of turning the President role into the Union 

Development Officer role was in your manifesto, why did you put it to referendum? 

James Pheasey: I didn’t put that promise to referendum. The referendum proposed to 

abandon the current system and construct an entirely new one. The DPC motion around that 

point was to edit the current structure to reframe the role. That was the proposal on which I 

was elected: to make our current system more effective, which was the necessary conclusion 

in the spirit of the referendum result. Don’t think they’re equitable. When I took up my role 

in July I received a report on the Democratic Review – which is available online – and talks 

about the need for holistic change. From that the plans I already had around doing the 

President stuff were put to one side while we focused on this holistic restructure. As I said at 

the previous [Scrutiny] Panel, the result of the referendum would be either to abandon the 

current system and replace it with a new one, or keep the current system, and that promise 

was an edit to the current system. 

 

Q2 - Ifigenia Constantinou (5:41): Why did you choose this specific DPC meeting to propose 

the Union Development Officer motion, rather than any earlier one?  

James Pheasey: When I was elected … [indistinct], I came up with a plan as to how I would do 

my manifesto to make sure I could do it within a year. The initial plan was to have all of the 

democratic structural bye-law edit changes to go through the October Democratic Procedures 

Committee. In reference to what I’ve just said about when I took up the role and getting the 

scoping report and decided not to do that, it wouldn’t have made sense to edit the current 

structure just for it to be potentially all replaced. It would make sense if we edited the 

governing documents in one meeting and frame that following a referendum. The February 

DPC was the sensible option. That was the only one which was post that project but pre-

elections. 

 

Q3 – Amelia Hacon (6:46): Did you consider the implications of proposing both the Union 

Development Officer and Liberation Officer motions (despite the latter being withdrawn) 

on students’ perceptions of the SU?  

James Pheasey: The plan from the beginning was to ask students what they wanted in the 

referendum and then whatever choice they make we would implement that system 

effectively. I have spoken openly to you about it before, that if the referendum passed a large 



motion would have gone through DPC to implement that. If it didn’t pass, then an ultimate 

set of smaller motions would go into making our current system more effective. Due to the 

work that was required with the review itself, I only managed to produce the necessary bits 

of the motion – not the entire thing – to do the elections. [Indistinct.] That was the motion to 

edit the current system that needed to go through that meeting and that was why is was 

presented in isolation rather than with the other fixes to make our current system more 

effective. 

Follow up question from Amelia Hacon (8:02): I proposed that question and what I mean by 

students’ perception is that there was the referendum, then the DPC meeting, and I think 

we could agree that it does look to students that those two motions were put forward 

because those were specifically wanted to be changed, and it can perhaps look like you 

were unhappy with the referendum result and DPC was a backdoor route. I was wondering 

if you had considered the implications that it might be looked upon in that way. 

James Pheasey: I’m sure any staff in the SU will tell you that I’m overly optimistic about work 

I think I can get done within a certain timeframe, and it has become the bane of Rep Dev’s 

(Representation Development) life. That is an instance where I was overly optimistic 

[indistinct]. I think that if the full set of edits and efficiency edits to our current structure had 

gone through as intended, it wouldn’t have looked as bad. I failed to produce the amount of 

legislation and motions that I planned to do, and because of that, there was just the one bit 

that needed to be done at that moment, which is why it looked considerably worse. 

 

Q4 – Ryan Williams (9:39): Why did you not defend the outcome of the referendum during 

the DPC meeting? 

James Pheasey: As I said previously, the motions proposed were in the spirit of allowing the 

structure the referendum selected to function effectively. Motion 1, which no one will have 

seen, because I withdrew it and it wasn’t discussed, was the motion to legislate the 

referendum. It is a quite chunky one, I have got it here. When the referendum fell, I withdrew 

it and it was never seen again. That was the first action, I was like, “Okay, the referendum 

hasn’t passed, this is not going to go through DPC”. So the other motions were the alternate 

pack, which I would say is pursuant to the referendum in making our system more effective. 

As such, because they were not in contempt of the referendum, there would be no need to 

defend them against the referendum, because that would be misleading. 

 

Q5 – Vinnie Fraser (10:50): How do you justify the changes to your position considering the 

authority and scale of the referendum result which denied the change? 



James Pheasey: Again, relating to what I said last time for the last question, the referendum 

proposal was a wholescale change of the entire structure, [indistinct] of accountability and 

decision making, which essentially asked if we would like to overhaul the entire system to one 

that generally looks like this – or not. The answer was not. 

Follow-up question from Vinnie Fraser (11:22): So going back to the previous question, why 

was the Union Development Officer in the alternate package? 

James Pheasey: There was an officer in the proposed structure called the Union Development 

Officer. The motion that went through DPC reframed the President to Union Development 

Officer. The DPC motion was what my manifesto pledged. The Democratic Review model 

Union Development Officer was a different style of Union Development Officer. If you look at 

unions elsewhere across the country, you can have two styles of Union Development Officer: 

you have the President’esque style, which is what the DPC motion is, and I changed our 

structure to have a President’esque Union Development Officer. Leeds Uni have a Union 

Affairs Officer. There are loads of different names. The Democracy Review proposal was more 

in line with the Sheffield style. Sheffield have President and a Development Officer. So it 

doesn’t help – and this goes back to the kind of perception thing – that they are named the 

same thing, but the contents of the role are different, because when I made the pledge when 

I was elected, I was pledging to edit what we’ve got now. 

Follow-up question from Vinnie Fraser (12:41): So what you are saying is that the motion 

that went through DPC is different to what would have been in the referendum result. 

James Pheasey: Yes. The person doing that job would be doing a different job following the 

DPC result than if the referendum had passed. The referendum clearly stated that we wanted 

to keep the current structure, and those were to fix the bits of the structure, not to take bits 

from the other structure. 

Follow-up question from Ifigenia Constantinou (13:26): What kind of steps have you taken 

to ensure that the student body is aware there is two types of Union Development Officer 

and the changes you have made? 

James Pheasey: I think – and I take a lot of responsibility for this – that one of the major 

reasons the referendum fell was because we were really poor at communicating its content. 

I’m not good at that, and I haven’t managed to communicate that difference. I managed to 

communicate the difference to the people sat in the room in DPC, but since DPC there’s been 

focus on this, so I haven’t. But that is something that needs to be done, and we have the time 

before the roles are elected in EP4 to make sure that is framed right. 

 

Q6 - Ifigenia Constantinou (14:22): How do you respond to the claim that the motions of 

Union Development Officer and Liberation Officer, despite the latter being withdrawn, 



were proposed in self-interest rather than in the interest of students, as communicated by 

the referendum?  

James Pheasey: On a surface level I would say that the motions submitted to DPC, which were 

different to the motions in the referendum, were both proposed because they were thought 

to be in the best interests of students. Could you elaborate on what the question means? 

Amelia Hacon: I can elaborate on that question. To me, what it looks like is – as I’ve 

mentioned before – students have communicated one thing via the referendum, but it looks 

like motions have been put through DPC that contradicts their will. The suggestion is that 

the motion was put to DPC more out of your own self-interest, because it was a point in 

your manifesto, and not in the interests of students who have just communicated their will 

in the referendum result. 

 James Pheasey: I would say the roles are different from the referendum and the DPC 

motions. The one that went through DPC, I think was in the best interests of students, 

operating in the current system, and that’s what I pledged on at the time I was elected and 

the refinements since then. And I still think this system works better with the role framed as 

Union Development Officer, as opposed to President. Yeah. The Liberation Officer, again, I 

withdrew that motion before DPC and advised against it being discussed. The reason I 

withdrew it is that I wasn’t confident presenting the motion and arguing that it was the best 

way to achieve what it is aiming to achieve. Not because I thought it would be bad, I just 

wasn’t 100% that it was the best way of doing it. I have no doubt that splitting the liberation 

and welfare – giving an extra full time amount of hours to that - is in the interests of students. 

The reason I withdrew it was because I wasn’t confident enough to put my name to it. 

Follow-up question from Vinnie Fraser (17:13): Obviously, if you withdrew it for that reason, 

why didn’t you try and stand up for that stance during the DPC meeting? 

James Pheasey: Fair question. I did beforehand. Shortly before the meeting I was informed 

that it was going to be brought up. I advised heavily against it. I was not in the best place, 

having just lost the referendum I had spent so much time on. I could have done more. The 

only comments during that discussion were points of information, when the other DPC 

members requested it of me, but nothing that was said made me think that we were acting 

against the parameters that they are allowed to operate by. So there was nothing I felt I 

needed to jump in at. But I can take that as a…  

Follow-up question from Vinnie Fraser (18:19): So you accept why student perception of 

that might come across as… 

James Pheasey: Yes, totally. And nobody knows what happens outside the meeting. But, 

yeah, I had that conversation beforehand. 

 



Q7 – Amelia Hacon (18:45): Is there anything else you would like to say? 

James Pheasey: Yes. It is just kind of a comment more than anything, in that I am very happy 

to be scrutinised and happy to say, yeah, I put that Union Development Officer motion 

forward and I think it was the right thing to do. I don’t think – as I said before – it was a bit of 

the referendum planted, and when you look at it closer you will see it is distinct. I would just 

like to highlight that. I just want to clarify that DPC isn’t me. 

 

The Facilitator: Does the panel have any further questions? 

 

Ryan Williams (19:50): To what extent would you defend the transparency between the 

referendum result and the events of DPC, and do you think they could have been handled 

better? 

James Pheasey: Transparency meaning? 

Ryan Williams: If you knew that you were going to propose these motions but they were 

different to the ones that were going to come out of the referendum had is passed, why 

was nothing put out to the student body acknowledging this and stating it was different? 

James Pheasey: The motions were available – the UD motion specifically was available and 

was submitted 2 weeks prior. It was visible. I think, again, the referendum started to go wrong 

and that took all of my attention. I am quite willing to hold my hands up and say I dropped 

everything else to devote all my time to the referendum. 

 

The Facilitator: Does the panel have any further questions? 

 

Ifigenia Constantinou (20:55): To clarify, do you agree that in your manifesto the UD 

proposed role is basically the same as the current President role but with a different title? 

James Pheasey: It’s fairly similar. Yes, I guess. But I think the reframing… So a lot of the 

problems you get with the President role are with the perception of the role. I get invited to 

everything. That kind of stuff. There is an implicit hierarchy. The actual reframing of that does 

have material changes. There are material outcomes from that, which you don’t need to 

change the description of the role. And if you look at the motion, which I have here and you 

can look at afterwards, I changed the word President to Union Development throughout the 

bye-laws. There are no changes to the job description. And that reframing is helpful, as 



approved elsewhere. Versus the referendum motion, which was a substantive job description 

different to what it currently is. 

 

The Facilitator (22:20): We are now going to take questions from the audience. As we 

mentioned at the start, please state your name for minuting purposes. So does anyone in 

the room have any questions? 

 

Denis Lelin (International Students’ Officer): Considering you’ve said that you withdrew the 

motion after the outcome of the referendum, because you’ve acknowledged it wasn’t 

necessarily the best practice, and you’ve argued against putting it through with the Chair 

before DPC, as an elected student representative, how come you didn’t think it necessary 

to argue against it during the actual DPC meeting? 

James Pheasey: Argue that I…? 

Denis Lelin: Against proposing the motion. 

James Pheasey (23:20): Firstly, as I said earlier, I did have the discussion and then it was an 

oversight that I didn’t highlight that I had had that discussion at the beginning of the 

discussion at DPC. I should have re-said what I said in private to the Chair of DPC at the start 

of DPC for minuting purposes. I should have done that. I’ll elude to what I said earlier, 

although I’m not sure I said it well, once I’ve had that discussion about my desire for the 

motion not to be discussed – that was because I wasn’t 100% confident in the contents of the 

motion – once in DPC, as a member of DPC, my comments should be directed by the DPC 

Guidance Document, which says three things that you are meant to talk motions about, or 

whether it was procedurally improper. I don’t think it was procedurally improper. I’ve got a 

paper on that as well if you want to see it. DPC were talking along the three guidelines they 

are supposed to discuss the motion in. So it had be treated as a motion brought by someone 

else. If that makes sense. So on the first part, that was me and I should have highlighted in 

the meeting that I didn’t want the motion discussed. I’ll take that. The second part, I don’t 

think it was improper that it was discussed, as per the governing documents. 

Denis Lelin: Can you read out those three guidelines. 

James Pheasey (25:00): Yes. So the committee should take into account that the motion 

should be democratic and fair, clear and consistent, and enabling and not over prescriptive. 

And the committee did discuss that. 

 



Jacob Collier (Community Officer): Why was the decision made not to include edits to the 

bye-laws within the referendum motion, which would have meant that you didn’t have to 

move the date for DPC to ratify the referendum result? 

James Pheasey (25:43): The entire Full Time Officer Committee had a discussion about what 

wanted to go to referendum, we decided that we wanted a simple policy motion, and that’s 

what we did. I was originally going to put the officer bye-law to referendum – that was my 

original plan – I was told that, everyone is doing governancy stuff, so we didn’t. That’s why 

we put it as a policy motion. 

Alasdair Richardson (26:14): If you believe that your motion to DPC was separate to that 

based on a yes referendum, why didn’t you spend more time communicating with the 

student body to gain students’ best interests at heart, for example, using polls or another 

referendum? 

James Pheasey: Because of the type of proposal and because it was just a renaming of a role, 

I’d say that DPC was an appropriate forum for that to go through, because something should 

go to referendum if it is a radical scale, like, complete overturn of a structure. Whereas the 

UD motion wasn’t, it was a small reframe. 

Alasdair Richardson (27:05): You didn’t think you need to quash student perception of this 

and ensure that students are properly informed of what’s happening? If you properly stated 

what was going through DPC and explained why, by advertising it, you would have quashed 

any student perception that anything untoward was happening. 

James Pheasey: If the first communication that had gone out about the DPC discussion had 

been a - this is what went through DPC, these were the changes and this is what they – then 

that would have been better than the first communication out there, which I think set the 

tone. But I think the communication bit is a valid criticism throughout the entire Democratic 

Review process, not just this. 

 

Alexander Moir (28:27): Why have you never said sorry for the whole of what you have 

caused? Why have you just not been bothered by it or everyone’s feelings and mental 

health? 

James Pheasey: Regarding what? 

Alexander Moir: Well we are sitting in an Extraordinary Scrutiny Panel meeting, which we 

shouldn’t be, so arguably you have caused all this. Why are you not sorry? Or if you are 

sorry, why have you not said sorry? 

James Pheasey: The statement I made on Facebook the week before last explicitly said that I 

am sorry for how the Democratic Review process went. 



Alexander Moir: Do you think the SU website would have been a more appropriate vehicle 

for that apology, rather than Facebook? Seeing as you are the President of the SU. 

James Pheasey: Yeah. I think – again it’s a communication piece. Generally we don’t put 

statements on the website unless they come from the entire team. That’s why it went on 

Facebook. Although I’m not sure why there’s any good reason why we’ve only put statements 

from the entire team on the website. It’s definitely something to think about. 

 

Gareth Holmes (29:48): From where we are now and the general level of mistrust and the 

feeling that the SU system has broken down for the students, how do you intend to move 

forward and create a fix? How will your last few weeks in your position look at fixing this 

problem and re-establishing trust between students and the SU? 

James Pheasey: The way we discussed how to go after the referendum in the last Scrutiny 

Panel that we had was that: the referendum would happen and then – I admit, I was quite 

hopeful it would pass, so I talked a bit more about what we would do if it passed – what I 

alluded to if it failed was that we would attempt to get our current system working as well as 

we could for now, while we take the inputs from the referendum, look at them again, the 

Democracy Review Board continues to get input from those who voted so we can relook at 

what we did – when I say we, I mean the SU, because I’ll be gone by this point – so that a new 

fix can be put back to the students when the sabbatical team of the day feel that it’s 

appropriate to do so. So I think I will now … that goes in line with that review group is set to 

take the input of the future and to allow us to operate until we get that fix. 

Gareth Holmes (31:39): I think where I was coming from is that there is a body of students 

who have lost faith in the SU due to all of this, who have only become aware of the 

referendum and the Democratic Review because of this. How are you going to reach out to 

the thousands of students who have lost faith? 

James Pheasey: The hope is to do exactly that – to reach out to them. What this has done is 

shine a spotlight on the SU’s democracy. There are a lot of more people now who are 

distrusting of our structures than when we asked and got a thousand responses last month. 

So now all those people are finding out about the problems they have, so when this comes 

around again, we can have taken a lot more input. 

 

Varun Lobo (32:57): Just out of curiosity, how much money has been spent on this whole 

review with consultants and external agencies and everything? 

James Pheasey: I couldn’t give you a figure. I don’t know, off the top of my head. But the 

insight that has been done, the modelling that has been done and the progress that has been 

made so far, whilst the thing we presented at the end of that wasn’t what students wanted, 



it doesn’t mean that the work has gone to waste. It means we can do more input to build on 

that. It isn’t like we have done this thing and we are just going to ignore it. We got the proposal 

wrong not because the students who told us what they wanted were wrong. I don’t have a 

figure. But it’s not been wasted, so to speak. 

 

Denis Lelin (33:51): Considering in your manifesto you acknowledged that in the current 

system a Full Time International Officer would be a good fix, how come you didn’t submit 

that motion to DPC in addition to the other ones? 

James Pheasey: Because I am not sure that just legislating something that we do not have a 

template to work from is the most effective way to do that. 

James Pheasey (34:53): Is that not the same for the other positions? 

President: The UD is just a reframe. 

 

Jacob Collier (35:09): Can I ask why the whole Full Time Officer Committee was not informed 

of your decision to take this to DPC? 

James Pheasey: The Union Development motion - I have spoken about the entire process. 

Jacob Collier: So there was also the Liberation Officer position you proposed originally - 

albeit withdrew - but you were going to propose that. 

James Pheasey: I believe in the discussions the committee had we viewed liberation as 

needing a full time officer role, but I did ask to withdraw that motion. 

 

Alexander Moir (35:53): So James, you’re the Chair of Trustees Board, is that correct? 

James Pheasey: Yes. 

Alexander Moir: In that statement, you basically said that you trusted the democratic 

process and you’ve just voiced these concerns. So in effect nothing can change because you 

Chair the only body that can override DPC. Do you agree that you are abusing your position? 

James Pheasey: So, I handed over the Chair for discussion there.  The Vice Chair, who is an 

external, chaired that discussion for that reason, because I didn’t want to have that conflict. 

Alexander Moir: Do you think that maybe, again going back to your foible of 

communication, you could have made this explicitly clear to everyone about how you are 

handling this, and therefore would you say that again that could be construed as an abuse 

of position? 



James Pheasey: Sorry? 

Alexander Moir: The fact that you have been quite quiet about everything and not 

communicating things effectively. While I may agree that you are not a good communicator, 

people may look at that and think he is doing that purposefully not to communicate. 

James Pheasey: Yes, I can see how someone could look at that and think it was on purpose. 

One of the things we are doing is - because I realised when I came in that no minutes other 

than for the democratic bodies were published - is currently working on getting our Trustee 

Board minutes written in a way where we can publish them to the membership, to make that 

kind of thing crystal clear in the future. So we are working towards that. 

 

Amelia Hacon (37:40): If you didn’t chair that meeting, who did? 

James Pheasey: I didn’t chair that item. David Ellis, who is our Vice Chair of the Trustee Board, 

who is an external trustee member, chaired that item. That statement was approved by all 

trustees before it went out. 

 

Cassie Ulrich (Education Officer): Can I just make a clarification? 

The Facilitator: We are only accepting questions. 

 

Vinnie Fraser (38:25): You have mentioned your statement on Facebook – there was 

nothing in your statement that kind of addressed the distrust among students. 

James Pheasey: Yeah. It goes back to me being a bad communicator. I tried to clarify that but 

it clearly didn’t come across. I was on leave at the time and I decided that I wanted to get a 

statement out as quickly as possible. I did. It clearly missed things. I didn’t communicate things 

as clearly as I could have done. What I was really keen to do was to make sure that my 

statement was accurate and at least I tried to get across by what I meant by … [trailed off] 

 

Ifigenia Constantinou (39:34): What steps are you going to make to improve your 

communication from now on? 

James Pheasey: I don’t know. But I should. 

 

Amelia Hacon (39:50): This is an issue we have touched on in Scrutiny Panel before. 



James Pheasey: Yes. Making long blocks of text is not my forte and I wouldn’t claim that it is 

nor that it is going to be, but what I try to when I do put things out is to make sure that I can 

say what I needed to say, even if I’ve not done that effectively [trailed off – unclear]. 

 

Cassie Ulrich (40:36): James, would you agree that the post you made, which talked about 

the motion after DPC, would have been better received had it not been insinuated before 

that the referendum had been pushed through DPC? 

James Pheasey: Yeah. It goes back to something I said earlier about the first communication 

that came out about DPC being misleading. I was fighting fires after that first communication. 

Ryan Williams (41:05): But did you not see that could be the potential outcome? 

James Pheasey: I maybe had … Yes, I had concerns that things could be framed in certain 

ways. I was hopeful that people wouldn’t find things in ways that meant things had to be 

clarified later. That was really poor phrasing. I was hopeful that the first communication about 

the meeting would be accurate and not misleading. 

Ryan Williams: I am also thinking from the point of view of someone maybe not sat on DPC 

that comes to the meeting and to hear say … I am just wondering if there could have been 

more forethought. 

James Pheasey: Forethought into? 

Ryan Williams (42:24): Forethought into the sensitivity of the issue. Not just from the 

members of DPC and what might come up from them, but also from people who came to 

the meeting and how it could have helped [indistinct]. 

James Pheasey: Yeah. From the position I was in on DPC, it wasn’t my responsibility to prepare 

for other people in the room, putting information forward before the SU could formally 

communicate anything in a misleading way. Again, being not the Chair of DPC etc. etc. I 

realised the moment that that communication did go out that I would be needed to make a 

statement quicker than necessarily the SU could respond to it, and that’s why I made the post 

when I did. But I hadn’t created a pre-emptive statement to fight fires that I didn’t know were 

going to be made by people. 

 

Vinnie Fraser (43:44): You said how the first statement was misleading and that was your 

concern, but how do you respond to the concern from a lot of people that if no post had 

been made then no one would have been aware of these changes made in this committee? 

How do you respond to these concerns? 



James Pheasey: As the first post went live, the SU was having conversations that we needed 

to put a statement out that was factual etc. So we were having those conversations to get 

that out there, but by the time we would be ready to do so it was too late. So those 

conversations were happening and we were planning something but the damage was already 

done. 

 

Denis Lelin (44:47): From the point of view of, one aspect of an officers’ role is to represent 

student voice, are you satisfied with the job you have done throughout the Democratic 

Review and the DPC meeting? Do you think you have done your best? 

James Pheasey: I think I could have done better, specifically communication. I am happy that 

the decisions I made are the right decisions. But potentially the way I communicated those 

could have been better. 

 

Myles Smith-Thompson (Equal Opportunities and Welfare Officer): I’m just a tiny bit 

confused. You stated the reason why you changed President to Union Development Officer 

was to make sure that it improves functions and it is better for the current system that we 

have, yet in the same breath you say that the roles haven’t changed that much and it is only 

replacing a certain word in the bye-laws. So which one is it and what was the point? I am 

trying to find the motivation as to why you changed it from President to Union 

Development Officer. In one breath you are saying there are hardly any changes and in the 

other you are saying there are changes. 

James Pheasey (46:02): The only changes to the bye-laws is the word “President” and the 

word “Union Development”. As I said earlier, most of the beneficial effects to that come from 

perception effects of the title President. So the job description doesn’t change, the title does 

and because a lot of the problems are caused by perception, that fixes that. 

Myles Smith-Thompson (46:29): So besides being invited to meetings, what are the benefits 

of this change? 

James Pheasey: There is hierarchical perception. Perception of what the role entails from 

students viewing it. So your uninitiated student into the SU, your random student, if you ask 

them what the President does, that’s far clearer if you ask them what a Union Development 

does. They develop the union. The President is in charge, they are a figurehead, which is not 

the role that exists. So that perception is important.  

Myles Smith-Thompson (47:07): What exactly informed your understanding of student 

perception around that? 

James Pheasey: That was based on discussions with other Students’ Unions. 



Myles Smith-Thompson: But no one in particular at this university or union? 

James Pheasey: There was an appetite for it in the previous officer team. So my discussions 

happened along those lines. 

 

Charlotte Collins (47:34): You’re saying it is about perceptions and stuff, but have you 

considered the perception of future employers when they see a candidate with President 

on their CV? 

James Pheasey: Potentially. 

Charlotte Collins: You get the benefit of that but future students won’t. 

The Facilitator: I’m afraid I’m going to stop that question as it is beyond the scope of this 

meeting. 

  

Caroline McKee Wood (48:11): Why didn’t you engage students in the sports and societies 

councils in October and November, when you knew you was going to do a model 

beforehand? 

James Pheasey: I did. 

Caroline McKee Wood: You only allowed a week for consultation in between. 

James Pheasey: I went to all of the standing committees and councils back in October and 

November. 

Caroline McKee Wood: Did you ask them to give feedback then? 

James Pheasey: I asked them to fill in the survey we were circulating at the time, which was 

the insight project that led to the building of the model. 

 

James Foote (48:51): So now all this has taken place and all this confusion has been created 

and the trust been taken away, do you now intend to clarify exactly what changes have 

been made and demonstrate what that you are respecting the referendum, because 

obviously you will be aware of the perception and that there is a lot of anger about this the 

moment? 

James Pheasey: Yes. For the roles that have been changed we’ve got enough time that we 

can do a piece of work to do that. What is very clear to me is that I am not the person to do 

that, but I will work with the people who do. I will be responsible that it happens, but I won’t 

be doing it, because clearly that is not my forte. 



 

[Unidentified] (50:06): Who are the people you will work with on this? 

James Pheasey: SU staff. So probably Rep Dev (Representation and Development) and 

Marketing. 

 

Cassie Ulrich (50:23): Would you agree that all officers had actions and responsibilities to 

consult and engage their student constituencies with the [indistinct]? 

James Pheasey: Yes. The entire Full Time Officer Committee had actions to consult with their 

constituencies since the beginning of this academic year. 

 

Jacob Collier (50:54): Would the President agree with me that the Democratic Review model 

was confusing and so officers that had particular constituencies may not have been able to 

fully engage with the process? 

James Pheasey: I think anyone who was uninitiated could be confused by it. I’m not sure there 

weren’t the opportunities for officers to become initiated with it and engage at the level they 

would like to engage. I know there was opportunities. 

 

The Facilitator: We are going to take a short break now and come back to questions. We 

will resume at 6:45pm. Feel free to leave but take your student ID with you. 

 

The meeting resumed at 6:45pm. 

The Facilitator: Just to clarify before we start again, this is only being recorded for minuting 

purposes. If you want to reproduce anything that is being said here, you need explicit 

permission for that individual before you use it anywhere. Can we also try and give full 

names for minuting purposes, and also please be respectful with all questions. Are there 

any questions from the panel? 

There were no further questions from the panel at this time. 

The Facilitator: Are there any more questions from the room? 

 

Owen Thomas (00:31): In the previous Scrutiny Panel it was noted that you are not an 

effective communicator. Why have you taken no steps to improve this? I think you will 



agree that the process and what is going on here is a bit pointless if you are not prepared 

to take feedback on board. 

James Pheasey: I … 

The Facilitator: I think I’ll stop that question as it is a repetition of questions already asked. 

 

Myles Smith-Thompson (01:00): In the previous Scrutiny Panel they were critical of you 

acting as a Union Development Officer although you are a President. So between now and 

the end of your term, in what capacity do you plan to act? 

James Pheasey: The comment from the previous Scrutiny Panel talked about me acting as a 

Union Development Officer. I don’t think that’s a problem in the understanding that the Union 

Development Officer is the President. That would be a problem if it was acting as a Union 

Development Officer per this different … My focus has been on the democratic governance. 

That has been deemed the important thing for me to develop for the SU, as the President of 

the SU, and I’m quite happy to defend that what I have done this year has been acting as per 

my job description, although my job description is awfully vague. I intend to continue acting 

as per my job description now, which the President/Union Development Officer style thing 

that we already have. I won’t be switching to a job I don’t have. 

 

Jacob Collier (02:45): Within the Liberation Officer motion there is the change from Equal 

Opportunities & Welfare to Wellbeing and Welfare Officer. What consultation did you do 

with the Welfare Network and the Equal Opportunities & Welfare Officer before you 

submitted that motion? 

James Pheasey: I’ve got to reiterate that I didn’t put that motion forward for discussion. I’m 

not sure it’s fair to hold me accountable for that. 

Jacob Collier: You authored it, though. 

James Pheasey: I didn’t. 

Jacob Collier: Who did then?  

James Pheasey: Cassie Ulrich put together the motion. 

Jacob Collier: So you had no involvement in that particular motion? 

James Pheasey: I submitted it under my name, and I withdrew it because wasn’t 100% 

confident in its content. 



Jacob Collier: If it was submitted in your name then surely you would have seen it before it 

was submitted? You can’t blindly submit an email. That’s not possible. So you must have 

known what was happening. 

James Pheasey: I withdrew the motion because I wasn’t comfortable with its contents. I didn’t 

read the motion before it was submitted in my name, because Cassie submitted the motion 

via her email on my behalf, which contributed to why I withdrew it. 

 

Alexander Moir (04:14): Do you care about the perceptions of students? 

James Pheasey: Yeah. 

Alexander Moir: Why are you unsure of answering that? 

James Pheasey: Because it’s a vague question. 

Alexander Moir: Do you understand why I’ve asked it? 

James Pheasey: I assume for the same reason we’re all sat here. There’s some disconnect 

[indistinct]. I do care about perception in the sense that I believe I am doing what is in the 

best interests of students. If students aren’t seeing that, then there is a problem there. 

 

The Facilitator: Just to remind you, can we keep the questions civil in tone, please. 

 

Myles Smith-Thompson (05:28): I just wanted to raise a point in that, despite the fact that I 

disagree with a lot that has been said and done by James, I do think that he has worked 

hard, such as on things like the living wage, which is of direct benefit to students. Do you 

think it’s worth investing your time in something other than the democratic structures in 

the final part of your term? Because you are more effective in other areas. 

James Pheasey: I like to think that while it is the Democracy Review which is being flashed 

around, I have been doing a lot of other work alongside it and I intend to keep focusing on 

that work. Fixing our democratic structures is something that I was elected on and I will 

continue to do, but in the spirit of the referendum result. But yeah, I’m focusing on other 

things as well and intend to continue doing that. 

 

Ryan Williams (06:37): Do you acknowledge though that that hasn’t been the clearest 

through what has been portrayed? 



James Pheasey: Yes. Living wage is a really good example, something that the SU has been 

trying to do for years. Yeah. I’m aware of that.  

 

Ifigenia Constantinou (07:08): Could you give us anymore examples? 

James Pheasey: The living wage was [indistinct]. A lot of my manifesto stuff was wrapped up 

in the Democratic Review, but on the policy side, which is another area where I’m scrutinised 

on, I think I’ve got the most policies assigned to me, and a lot of them have sat stagnant with 

nothing done to them since they’ve been put on the policy books: Student Action for 

Refugees, I’ve worked on; there is a policy about trade unionism I’ve working on. Basically 

what I did at the start of the year was put down all my policies on a piece of paper and plan 

actions for all of them, and I’m working on actions for all of them, which I’m sure I’ll be held 

account in Scrutiny Panel in a couple of weeks. So I am fairly happy with the progress I have 

made on policies, compared with other Presidents’ progress on their policies. Remit wise, I’ve 

done a lot of work with … a lot of my remit is chairing Trustee Board and stuff. The Students 

for Life incident that happened took up a huge amount of my time and still takes up bits of 

my time. That is something I am fairly happy with, with that new process I worked on. 

Democratic Review is a lot of my manifesto, I’m just really poor about shouting about the 

other bits I’ve done, but they are happening. As much as you hate my really, really long 

reports, I try to touch them all. 

 

Rebecca Hyde (09:09): Obviously, with the referendum receiving engagement from a 

various amount of the student body in terms of actual votes – 1344, out of what was 

estimated last year to be 34,670 students – it’s obviously more now – and the confusion 

around students’ perception about what the referendum was even for, how can you ensure 

that students are going to partake in student democracy when it comes to the upcoming SU 

elections when they don’t even know what roles they are going to be voting for? 

James Pheasey: So, the referendum turnout is low when you compare it to the student body, 

but is high when you compare it to the other referendums.  

Rebecca Hyde: But it’s still not great. 

James Pheasey: No, I agree.  And our elections turnout isn’t great either. It’s good but it’s not 

great. That was one of the things we were attempting to address as a symptom of our 

democratic structures. Trying to draw a silver lining, this has shone a light on the elections 

and our roles and stuff, so hopefully people will be paying attention to that. Traditionally 

elections in Election Period 4, which is where the three roles edited will be taking place, have 

lower turnout, but because hopefully there are 3 Full Time Officer roles being dealt with 

rather than random by-elections, it will allow us to shine a bit more light on that. 



Rebecca Hyde (10:44): So you don’t think it will lead to student disillusionment with their 

own SU when it comes to voting? 

James Pheasey: I don’t know. It could annoy a lot of students so that they run for it. I don’t 

have the information to say either way. All we can do is keep pushing and promoting it. 

Rebecca Hyde (11:00): So you don’t know how it will affect student democracy really in 

terms of the actual vote and whether it will increase? 

James Pheasey: I don’t know whether the vote number will change. I’m not sure I would have 

been able to predict that whether it had passed or not. 

 

Vinnie Fraser (11:22) Leading on from talking about the officer elections, how would you go 

about trying to boost turnout for future referendums because obviously the backlash from 

what has happened already, people don’t trust that their voice will be listened to? 

James Pheasey: There is definitely a piece of work to do. That goes back to the 

communication thing and making it clear that the referendum result was taken seriously and 

helping with the next stage of the review, which is going out and finding out what students 

didn’t like and then taking that forward. I was recently at Birmingham Guild for an NUS 

meeting. They just had a Democracy Review referendum, which proposed a fairly similar 

system to what we proposed, and they got 95% in favour. But walking around their Students’ 

Union, it was clear there were huge banners up everywhere that the SU had produced, and 

that kind of stuff. I think if we look at other unions that are getting high turnout and that are 

getting people involved in union run initiatives, then we can take something from that. I am 

pleased that we got quite a high turnout with this referendum compared to previous 

referendums, but there is much more we can learn. 

 

Emilie Nilsson (13:07): You said that all the money that has been invested in this thing will 

be a long term investment and we’ve agreed that you’ve just changed the President job title 

to Union Development Officer, but you have also spoken about still changing the current 

structure into something more in line with the Democratic Review that didn’t go through. 

Now that you’ve changed the job title, don’t you think it’s going to create more confusion 

later on if you then change the job role as well, whilst keeping that new name? 

James Pheasey: I can see where the concern would come from. One of the problems we have 

around the role generally is the name. Different unions do it different. Some call it Union 

Affairs, some call it Union Development - there is a variety of names. And I think there is a 

piece that is required. It does feature in – not in the democratic proposed models – but in the 

scoping report about us communicating job descriptions, which I know is something Red Dev 

have worked on this year to make them better than they have been before, and there is still 



work to continue that. Yeah, I can understand that changing things can cause more confusion, 

but I am also comfortable that we need the system we’ve got to at least work for future 

officers until they propose something else. 

 

Myles Smith-Thompson (14:39): You have faced a lot of criticism around your 

communication, transparency and authenticity - the list goes on with this room.  But what 

are you going to do between now and the end of your term to actively change the things 

that have been mentioned tonight and that which we can hold you to account by? 

James Pheasey: I want to challenge the comment on authenticity. I don’t think that’s true. 

My communication is poor. I am happy to stand by what I said, because I say what I mean, 

which people don’t like sometimes. But I’m happy with that. What I wrote down, when the 

comment was made earlier about communications being raised before and it doesn’t look 

like I’ve done much, I’ve literally wrote down to you some development funds I have for 

myself as an officer, like a pot of £500 that goes on top of the rest of our training that we can 

spend on whatever we want. I intend to spend some of that on something about 

communication - something tangible. That doesn’t make me good at communication. At least 

I’ve tried. But yeah, that’s the intent. 

Myles Smith-Thompson (16:00): Just for the purpose of accountability, by which point do 

you expect to attend a communications session? 

James Pheasey: Attend, I don’t know. Sign-up for … Scrutiny Panel will be next, because the 

next one is in two weeks. 

Myles Smith-Thompson (asked Facilitator): When is the next Scrutiny Panel after that one? 

The Facilitator: In the summer. [Click for Scrutiny Panel dates.] 

 

Gareth Holmes (16:32): As we have clearly seen there is a disconnect between the ideology 

and thinking of the meetings of the Students’ Union and the student body. Do you agree to 

and do you feel that better use can be made of student resources, such as the radio 

network, Impact Magazine and other societies who can readily hand this information and 

increase your communication? We are here. You have not made the correct use of us. You 

do so in the remainder of your term. Do you agree to that? 

James Pheasey: Yeah. What I want to see is that I did. One of the things I am quite keen on is 

that our Student Run Services are services that have [indistinct]. One of things I did was meet 

with the media group Presidents multiple times for the Democratic Review, and made it very 

clear that I am here as a resource if they need me. I am comfortable that I’ve started doing 

that. 

https://www.su.nottingham.ac.uk/make-change/democracy-and-elections/student-democratic-meetings/scrutiny-panel/agendas-minutes-reports/


Gareth Holmes: I’m not saying you haven’t started that at all. I think there are other avenues 

that weren’t looked at that we can provide. If you’re making yourself available, that’s great. 

If you could come to us, we will then provide you with a better platform, and I think that is 

where a lot of disconnect comes from students, they feel that they are reaching out to you 

and the SU as a whole. 

James Pheasey: I don’t know if I said that properly. That’s what I did. I went to the Presidents 

of the media groups and asked them what they could do for the review. Has that fed down? 

I don’t know. But I intend to continue doing that. 

 

Jacob Collier (18:38): What precedence do you think your actions in taking this to DPC so 

soon after a referendum in which a model was rejected by students 3:1 sets to officers in 

the future? 

James Pheasey: I think if officers in the future look through what went through DPC, they will 

understand that it wasn’t in the referendum so no precedence was set in that respect, and I 

would hope someone wouldn’t communicate that otherwise while having access to 

information that that clearly wasn’t the case. 

 

The Facilitator brought the Extraordinary Scrutiny Panel to an end. 

 

Scrutiny Panel Statement: 

An Extraordinary Scrutiny Panel was held on Thursday 5 March to consider whether to trigger 

a vote of no confidence for Students’ Union (SU) President, James Pheasey. After considerable 

questioning and deliberation, the Panel have decided not to instigate this vote. 

We feel it is clear that James’s actions are not in contempt of the result of the referendum 

held on Wednesday 19 February. It is evident to us that poor communication has been a 

critical issue in this case and can be attributed to widespread misinterpretation of events. We 

are satisfied that the Union Development Officer motion brought by James to the Democratic 

Procedures Committee (DPC) meeting on Thursday 20 February was different to the content 

of the referendum held on the previous day and not a blatant disregard for its outcome. The 

motion had been interpreted in this way due to misperceptions, which in turn were logically 

drawn from a situation where communication between President and students was 

insufficient – James has acknowledged this. 

Communication is a topic that we have suggested that James could work on in previous 

Scrutiny Panels and we feel the value of good communication has been demonstrated quite 

clearly. We will be monitoring this issue moving forward and intend to check in with James 



again in the upcoming Scrutiny Panel on Thursday 19 March to see how he has taken steps to 

improve. 

Though we understand that some students may be disappointed with our decision, we would 

like it to be noted that the Panel has taken this matter very seriously. This was the first 

Extraordinary Scrutiny Panel in the Students’ Union’s history and sends a strong message that 

students will not hesitate to take action when it is felt that Full-Time Officers are not 

honouring obligations to those who elected them. In this instance, it was felt by the majority 

of Panel members that a vote of no confidence was not an appropriate course of action and 

that there were more constructive routes to take. 

At present there have been no formal repercussions for the conduct displayed at the February 

DPC meeting, but this is outside of our current remit as the Scrutiny Panel. We aim to address 

this by working with James to put forward a motion to DPC, in hopes of instilling much-needed 

changes to the bye-laws and preventing a similar situation from happening again. 

We encourage anyone interested to follow our progress with this motion by attending the 

upcoming meetings of DPC, through which we intend to propose this motion. You can find 

out when these will be scheduled through this link, which is kept up to date with the most 

recent information. 

To conclude, we would like to thank those who attended for their interest and respect during 

questioning. 
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