
Minutes for 438th Union Council: Thursday 10th October 2019 

- Extraordinary Union Council called by the Full Time Officer Team -  

(A39 Sir Clive Granger – 18:30- 20:30) 

Panellists Present: Jack Seifert, Georgia Adlam, Alice McDavitt, Joshua De Lima Taduran, Will 

Smith, Qiongyi Zhong, Carolina Maia, Dev Shah, Freya Martin, Emily Lord, Hitesh Anand, Angel 

Brooks, Ghadah Felmban, Naiya Treadwell, Taran Anderson, Song Ning Tan, Kieran Jennings, 

Sue-Ange Azinwi, Chenyang Zhang. 

Full-Time Officers Present: James Pheasey (President), Cassie Ulrich (Education Officer), 

Myles Smith-Thompson (Equal Opportunities & Welfare Officer), Millie Doherty (Sports 

Officer), Georgina Pittman (Activities Officer), Jacob Collier (Community Officer), Abdi Ahmed 

(Postgraduate Officer). 

Part-Time Officers Present: Lee Taylor (Environmental & Social Justice Officer), Sam Hawkins 

(LGBT+ Officer), Rebecca Craven (Mature Students’ Officer), Delphine Avraam (Women*’s 

Officer). 

Students Present: Gareth Holmes, Priyadharshini Devarajan, Martin Simeonov, Jake Smith, 

Charlotte Simmons, James Dupere, Toby Harman, Samuel Blacker, Callum De Hoest-

Thompson, Hugo Cunningham, Megan Battenfield, Julia Rynkiewicz, Nicholas Barnett, Mia 

Haffety, Joanna Callaby, Alexandra Browning, Alexandra Kourakis, Irene Szmelter, Aaron 

Osher, Hamish MacDonald, Ergi Qosja, Charlie Goodall, Olivia Tweed, Giles Stratton, Samaira 

Saleem, Adam Huckerby, Reese Golding, Charlie Gill, Marios Charalambous, Chloe Durack-

Robinson, Jonathan Davies, Jovy Macholowe, Tomas Telnovas, Lukas Mickevicius, William 

Hopwood, Luke Smith, Tyler Pringle, William Edmonds, Alexandra Thomason, Opusdei 

Aghanenu, Grace Pelloquin, Eleanor Broome, Ryan Williams, India Oakey, Bozhjdar Dinkov, 

Lewis Rose, Maurice Lai, Surya Manivarmane, Sephlin Sam, Ross Keys, Sa'Ed Alarmouti, Abdel 

Osman. 

Apologies Sent: Samuel Duroshola (randomly selected panellist). 

Proposers of motions: James Pheasey (President), Cassie Ulrich (Education Officer). 

Facilitators: Sam Martin and Emily Coleman (will be referred to as The Facilitator throughout 

the minutes).  

Staff present: Ruth Southall, Ellie Cullen, Megan Robertson, Milly Heaton, Lee Mundell, Holly 

Roberts, Marc Holt, Mary Somerville. 

*** 

UNION COUNCIL WAS QUORATE WITH 19 PANELLISTS PRESENT. 



*** 

Motions for the 438th Union Council: 

 Motion: Reproductive Autonomy Policy 

Minutes: 

1.0 The Facilitator introduced the meeting and set out how council will proceed. 

2.0 JP and CU presented the motion: Reproductive Autonomy Policy. 

Union Council notes: 
 

- Abortion is legal in England and Wales and subsequently Scotland in the 
circumstances outlined in the Abortion Act 1967. 

- Abortion remains illegal in Northern Ireland, except where deemed necessary to 
save the life of the mother. 

- As per the Northern Ireland (Executive Formation etc) Act 2019 if the Northern 
Ireland Executive is not formed by 21 October abortion will be decriminalised in 
Northern Ireland. 

- Universal access to sexual and reproductive health and reproductive rights is 
recognised within the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. 

- The NUS have pro-choice policy: NUS Motion 506: NUS supporting the Abortion 
Rights Campaign for free, safe and legal abortion in Ireland and Northern Ireland 
[April 2017]. 

- The Union’s Charitable Objects include promoting the welfare of students at the 
University of Nottingham. 

- The Union has two live policies pertaining specifically to the struggle for reproductive 
autonomy in Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland: Support Repeal the 8th 
and Support Abortion Law Reform in Northern Ireland. 
 

Union Council believes: 
 

- Abortion is an issue of reproductive-autonomy and bodily-autonomy for pregnant 
people and people who may become pregnant. 

- The propagation of misinformation regarding abortion can impede a person’s access 
to safe abortion and be distressing for pregnant people and people who may 
become pregnant. 

- Lack of access to safe abortion can be damaging for our members’ engagement in 
their education. 

- Distress and harm to a students’ wellbeing negatively affects their educational 
experience. 
 

Union Council resolves: 
 

- University of Nottingham Students’ Union shall be a pro-choice institution. 



- The Union shall stand in solidarity with pregnant people and people who may 
become pregnant in the global struggle for safe and accessible abortion. 

- The Union shall support our members’ right to safe and accessible abortion. 

- The Union shall support our members to access safe abortion when requested. 

- The Equal Opportunities & Welfare Officer shall work with the Women*’s Officer and 
ESJ Officer and their respective Networks to run a pro-choice campaign promoting 
access to and providing information about safe and accessible abortion. 

- Any materials or messaging distributed at any event or in any forum related to the 
Union or by any group affiliated to the Union which make ‘scientific’ or ‘statistical’ 
claims about abortion must be academically referenced. These materials may be 
checked by the Union and removed if inaccurate. 

2.1 CU said the panel have read the motion in advance [it is uploaded online for all 

members to read a week before council]. The Officer team ultimately and 

unequivocally support its members to have the choice to choose whatever they want; 

whether that is to carry a pregnancy to term or to access abortion and reproductive 

healthcare, and have access to any help they may need after they have made that 

choice.  Also, the Students’ Union is a charity with charitable objectives, one of which 

is promoting the welfare of its students [members]. CU added that we currently have 

two live policies pertaining to reproductive autonomy and rights.  We believe that the 

discourse around reproductive autonomy is dangerous, when it comes to the 

propagation of misinformation and that can impact upon someone’s ability to access 

the healthcare they need. It can also be distressing for someone who is pregnant or 

may become pregnant. This is why we have brought forward the policy today. 

2.2 JP said it has been brought up before that people are confused what the SU’s stance 

is on this issue. This policy clarifies that stance. We support the right to reproductive 

autonomy, including access. We also we support and protect a person’s right to 

exercise that autonomy if they chose to do so. The motion also recognises that 

misinformation around this subject can be damaging and it puts mechanisms in place 

to hold us to account to make sure our members’ welfare is prioritised. 

2.3 CU said it is also important to note that there is a point in the motion that says any 

claims about abortion made via any messaging means need to be academically 

referenced. We want to clarify that not only does that apply to all student groups, it 

also applies to the Women*’s Network and the ESJ Network when they run the 

campaign outlined in the motion. The resolves of this policy do not restrict anyone’s 

ability as a student or a student group. 

2.4 The Facilitator asked the panel if they need any clarifications. 

2.5 The panel made no requests for clarifications. 

2.6 The Facilitator asked the panel if they have any questions. 

2.7 Member of the panel asked that if a student was unsure what to do, what kind of 

guidance would they be offered. 



2.8 CU said that as a union one of our core areas of work is helping students find support. 

We have the Advice Centre. We want to help students and signpost them to the 

correct services to help them. This policy is about protecting and serving our members, 

so we want to ensure we can do all we can. 

2.9 JP added that healthcare support is an area where we find, as a union, we don’t have 

the expertise, but we can signpost a student to where they can receive the correct 

support and advice. 

2.10 The Facilitator asked the panel if they have any more questions. 

2.11 No further questions from the panel at present. 

2.12 The Facilitator opened up questions to the whole room. If the panellists have any more 

questions, the Facilitator will go to them straight away, as they are the ones voting 

and it is imperative they have all the information they need. Due to the numbers 

present this evening, the Facilitator asked questions to be limited to two minutes. 

2.13 Grace Pelloquin (member of Nottingham Students for Life speaking on her own behalf) 

asked if there is nothing in the policy that specifically mentions supporting pregnant 

students, while it does say that they will support someone going through or 

considering abortion. At the moment the university is not great at supporting 

students. One of her friends couldn’t even get a temporary car parking space during 

exam week so she could drop her kids off at school before coming into uni. 

2.14 JP said that when they use the phrase ‘reproductive autonomy’ in the motion, they 

are including both carrying a pregnancy to term or not. The phrase covers the right to 

choose either way. Regarding the observation about the lack of support the university 

offers parents, he agrees. There are lot of problems. As a committee they have 

identified a lot of problems with the university’s provisions for supporting parents. If 

anyone wants to, he is happy to work with them to bring a motion to council to clarify 

that position. It should be a separate policy. 

2.15 CU said it is important to note that there is a separation in these two areas. You have 

the time during which a person is pregnant and they have that reproductive 

autonomy, and then there is the time after that, where they might have had a child 

and become a parent. So the child care or parent support is a different provision at 

the university and more work needs to be done in that regard as it is presently 

insufficient.  As JP said, we are currently working on that and raising it in multiple 

committees, and we are happy to progress that. 

2.16 Grace Pelloquin said surely it not a fair choice then if the person who is pregnant 

knows that there are insufficient provisions at the university to support her should she 

wish to carry the child to full term. 

2.17 JP said that wouldn’t affect a person’s right to choose. 

2.18 Julia Rynkiewicz (President of the Pro-Life Society) said the Students’ Union, according 

to the Equal Opportunities policy, should act without discrimination in respect of 

religion or political belief. Do you not think that this is a discriminatory policy? We 

have had a lot of people hating our society and this feels like a policy that it trying to 



attack our society. It feels like we will be discriminated against because of our beliefs, 

if this policy goes through. 

2.19 CU said we have put together this policy to clarify our position, as students raised 

concerns that it wasn’t clear. This is not directed at your society. This is to clarify what 

we believe as an SU. It is not discriminatory and we have received legal advice to clarify 

this. 

2.20 JP said he would like to add that some people have expressed concern that the 

wording in some of our guidance documents would result in this being discriminatory. 

We are fixing these issues. They shouldn’t cause you any problems at all. The policy 

was written specifically to clarify the SU’s stance. 

2.21 Julia Rynkiewicz said the SU is supposed to be representing all students. JR understand 

that officers have their own opinions, but surely the SU should not be politically bias 

or imposing its beliefs on all its members? 

2.22 JP said he wants to clarify that this doesn’t impose on any individual’s or members’ 

beliefs. This isn’t how policy stances work. It is about how we behave as an 

organisation. Whatever decision an individual member makes, we will support their 

decision. 

2.23 CU added that this policy validates both sides. We recognise the right of women to 

carry a child full term and their right to choose to access information on reproductive 

and abortion healthcare. 

2.24 Question from the panel. In regards to checking materials, what kind of process are 

you looking at putting in place? 

2.25 JP said they’ll put guidance in place. We will draft up guidance that everyone can see. 

He imagines it being peer review and standard academic referencing. That shouldn’t 

prejudice either side. We will have clear guidance which will go through the 

Democratic Procedures Committee, so it has a clear democratic mandate. 

2.26 Question from the floor. How can you claim the check the materials in a non-biased 

way when you are wanting to call yourself a Pro-Choice union? 

2.27 JP said they will have a process on paper that will be very clear for everyone to see. It 

will be high level papers, such as academically referenced peer review journals. It 

won’t be us as a union delving into it. It is just to ensure that everyone is referencing 

what they are saying. 

2.28 CU added that we are not assessing the source; we are saying that if it’s referenced – 

great, if it’s not reference – not great. We are assessing that it is sourced. 

2.29 Sam Blacker, speaking on behalf of the Catholic Society, asked how this referencing 

issue will affect any groups or societies looking to share information about abortion 

which may not come from a background that is not easily referenced, such as anything 

that is purely religious. 

2.30 JP said the wording specifically in the policy refers to scientific and statistical claims. 

Religious claims do not have to be referenced; it is only those claiming to have a 

scientific or statistical basis. 



2.31 Luke Smith, speaking on his own behalf, said he has general concerns about SU 

practice. Regarding the Equal Opportunity policy and the definition of harassment: 

“unwanted contact which creates an intimidating, hostile, degrading or humiliating or 

offensive environment, or violates a person’s dignity.” Do you think it might be 

humiliating for a society having the SU that represents them running a campaign 

against them? 

2.32 JP said there would be no campaign against any group. It is a Reproductive Autonomy 

awareness campaign. That’s all. 

2.33 Luke Smith said sure, but your responsibility is to represent the diversity of students. 

Do you see how it could be potentially humiliating that the people you elected to 

represent explicitly run a campaign disagreeing with … [point trailed off].  I don’t know. 

2.34 JP disagreed and said it wouldn’t come under that. 

2.35 The Facilitator asked that the room only questions relevant to the motion and refrain 

from repeating questions that have already been asked. 

2.36 Luke Smith apologised. He asked if they think this motion recognises the diversity of 

the SU’s membership. 

2.37 JP said yes. The policy says that no matter what your opinion is, we will support you. 

2.38 Luke Smith said, but you are going to run a campaign. 

2.39 JP said it’s an awareness campaign saying that whatever your opinion is we will 

support you. 

2.40 Luke Smith said not entirely. It is specifically to raise awareness of the option of 

terminating pregnancy. 

2.41 JP said it is to raise awareness of reproductive autonomy. 

2.42 Luke Smith said that’s fair enough. 

2.43 The Facilitator thanked him for his question and moved the debate on to give others 

a chance to speak. 

2.44 Questions from the floor: Can you clarify the definition of pro-choice, as some people 

seem to think you are purely pro-abortion? 

2.45 JP clarified what the motion says. We respect the right to reproductive autonomy. 

People can do what they want with their body with regards to reproduction. We will 

support anyone on whatever journey they choose to take, as long as it is legal. It is not 

a pro-abortion campaign. It is a highlighting of that support and autonomy, and it 

doesn’t impede on the activities of groups and societies. 

2.46 Ergi Qosja, speaking on behalf of himself, asked: if this motion passes, would the SU 

be under the title ‘pro-choice’? 

2.47 JP said yes, the SU would be a pro-choice institution. 

2.48 Ergi Qosja said that if you do a Google search for the word ‘pro-choice’ it is widely 

regarded as being synonymous with the pro-abortion campaign. I’m not opposing 

anyone’s right to choose, but I feel that the phrase is heavily associated with pro-

abortion campaigning. 



2.49 CU said that is why they have thought very carefully about this policy and introduced 

and named it reproductive autonomy. The pro-choice phrase has come out of 

discussion in this council and not from themselves. 

2.50 Ergi Qosja said you would not support the label ‘pro-choice’? 

2.51 JP said we are pro-choice but in the context of reproductive autonomy. 

2.52 Ergi Qosja asked if that contradicted what CU just said. 

2.53 CU said she didn’t say she didn’t support pro-choice. She understands what EQ is 

saying. The policy is about reproductive policy. CU is unsure what further clarification 

is needed in this respect. 

2.54 Ergi Qosja said then why not call it reproductive policy. 

2.55 JP said we talk about reproductive autonomy when we talk about the idea. 

2.56 Ergi Qosja said he thinks he’s got his opinion across. 

2.57 Question from the floor. What is the SU actually for? 

2.58 JP said the SU is a charity with the charitable object of advancing the education of the 

members of the University of Nottingham through five different objectives, one of 

which is protecting the welfare of its students. That’s explicitly what we are leading 

for, and any of our activity expenditure etc. has to go into those charitable objectives. 

2.59 CU wants to add that we are a membership organisation. We [as officers] are not 

choosing, we are proposing a policy which the members can pass or reject, which is 

why we are discussing it in council today. 

2.60 Question from the floor: If the SU adopts this policy and the SU effectively becomes a 

pro-choice institution, then how does that align with the Pro-Life Society? 

2.61 JP said belief wise it doesn’t have to. Societies don’t have to be aligned with our policy 

and this issue has been explicitly raised recently. The SU having a stance doesn’t affect 

a society’s activities. Individual members of the SU are not bound by policy. It binds 

the organisation. 

2.62 CU added that the only thing that affects student groups is the academic referencing 

and that affects everyone, including SU officers and any campaign the SU runs. 

2.63 Clarification sought from the floor on the definition of reproductive autonomy. 

2.64 Clarification given. 

2.65 Follow up question from the floor asking what kind of support will be given to those 

students who might face harassment when attending an abortion clinic or seeking 

information on abortion. 

2.66 JP said that if a student group was acting in this way, they wouldn’t be able to as this 

would breach our Code of Conduct. At the moment we haven’t had any event forms 

submitted asking to do this. If it did happen, that would be the route they would go 

down. If it was an individual student, then it would be up to the university to take 

action and not us.  

2.67 Follow up question: What about the student being harassed? What kind of support is 

in place or will be in place to help them? 



2.68 CU said that the best thing to do would be for our Advice Centre to signpost the 

student to the correct support. We are not healthcare professionals. We would 

signpost students to where they can receive the correct support, which might well be 

away from other students. We can also signpost a student to where they can submit 

a harassment claim to the university. 

2.69 The Facilitator said they will be going to people who haven’t asked questions first, to 

ensure that everyone who wants to speak gets the opportunity. 

2.70 Charlie Goodall, speaking on his own behalf, returned to the aspect of academic 

referencing, which he thinks is a fantastic way of ensuring referenced, civil and 

balanced debate. But how do you reconcile that with your charitable goals of 

furthering the education of your members, when we all know that misinformation is 

at an all-time high? If you are not checking every single study personally, then how do 

you know if it’s correct? Is there going to be a way of making sure those studies are 

reliable and current? 

2.71 JP said, regarding the final part of his question, no. We are not experts in this debate 

and we don’t plan to be, but we see this as the first step as guarding against the spread 

of misinformation. Academic referencing from peer reviewed journals is about as far 

as our expertise can go. We recognise that. We don’t want to overstep and end up in 

a place of censure. 

2.72 Charlie Goodall said, you don’t want to act as the arbiter? 

2.73 JP agreed and said no they don’t. We want to say that if there are peer reviewed 

journals then the academic community is managing that. There is academic discussion 

on both sides of the debate and it is not our job to censure that. Whatever the 

guidance document on this will be, it will go through an appropriate democratic body, 

such as Democratic Procedures Committee. 

2.74 Charlie Goodall asked if JP can ensure that committee is assembled of people from 

both sides of the debate. 

2.75 JP said the members of DPC have already been elected via a cross-campus election. 

But DPC is an open meeting and anyone is welcome to attend to observe or ask 

question [at the Chair’s discretion]. 

2.76 Lee Taylor (ESJ Officer), speaking on behalf of the ESJ Network, said the ESJ Network 

has voted to endorse this policy. 

2.77 Question from the floor about ensuring the confidentiality of students seeking advice 

or support. (Question clarified by the Facilitator.) 

2.78 JP said our Student Advice Centre are trained to function confidentially with students. 

They routinely deal with highly confidential information and that confidentiality would 

be maintained, as per operational policy. 

2.79 Question from the floor about what happens when students come to the SU seeking 

advice. Would they only be pointed toward pro-choice sources, or pro-life sources of 

information as well? 

2.80 CU said they will signpost them to a healthcare provider. 



2.81 JP added that they wouldn’t be signposting them to either side of the debate, as CU 

said, they would be signposting them to a healthcare provider. 

2.82 Follow-up question from same individual. Would signposting them to a healthcare 

advisor, who presumably is going to have a lot of information on abortion, be 

balanced? 

2.83 JP said that he is a sure that a healthcare provider would make them aware of all the 

options. He is not convinced that someone going into a healthcare centre would 

automatically be given an abortion leaflet just because they are pregnant. 

2.84 Ross Keys, speaking on behalf of himself, asked for clarification on some of the terms 

used. So, pro-choice isn’t anti-life, and pro-life is anti-abortion. In the policy, the term 

of pro-choice is used to describe someone as having the choice to access abortion or 

to carry their pregnancy to term. It is not a discriminatory policy. 

2.85 JP agreed. This policy is not about encouraging people to choose way or the other, it 

is about providing information so they can make their own decision. Pro-choice does 

not mean pro-abortion. 

2.86 Question from the floor about how this campaign would be made visible. 

2.87 JP said the awareness campaign would be run by the Women*’s Network and via the 

Social Justice Network, so it would be up to them about how they run that. He doesn’t 

expect that it will be an email sent to every student. He thinks it will be more along 

the lines of ensuring advice services are visible. 

2.88 CU said it is also worth noting that once a policy has been passed it is available to read 

on the policy page of the SU website. 

2.89 Nicholas Barnett, speaking on behalf of himself, asked: What is the SU’s current 

position on this subject? Is there one? What happens if this policy doesn’t go through 

this evening? 

2.90 JP said we don’t have a formal stance at present, which is one of the reasons we have 

brought this motion forward, because we are being asked what our stance is as an SU. 

2.91 Giles Stratton, speaking on behalf of himself, wanted to come back to the idea that by 

taking this vote they are not imposing this on anyone else. He believes that is 

fundamentally wrong, because as a Students’ Union you represent the members, but 

the members are automatically part of the union by being at university. We cannot 

not be part of it unless there is an exit clause I am not aware of. 

2.92 JP said there is an exit clause. 

2.93 Giles Stratton said that’s fair enough. 

2.94 JP said he still returns to the point that a union policy is the union stance and approach 

and it doesn’t indicate members’ beliefs as individuals; it indicates the beliefs of this 

council and thus the union. 

2.95 Giles Stratton asked: Does it not represent the members collectively? 

2.96 JP said it represents the collective democratic decision of our members, which is 

distinct from the decision of the members individually, in the same way that not 

https://www.su.nottingham.ac.uk/make-change/union-policy/ethical-issues/


everyone in the UK is in support or opposition to Brexit. We don’t expect every 

individual member of the SU to hold each of our policies close to their heart. 

2.97 Jacob Collier (Community Officer) said, he just wants to pick up on the idea that the 

SU is imposing its will on people. We have a policy on kosher food, but we’re not 

forcing people to have kosher food. It’s a student’s choice whether they access kosher 

food or not. It is up to us to facilitate that choice for our students and this is exactly 

what this policy is doing. If people wish to exercise their right to reproductive 

autonomy then that is their choice and that is exactly what this policy is about. 

2.98 Gareth Holmes, picking up on the point about collective views and individual views, 

the policy says: “The Union shall support our members to access safe abortion when 

requested.” “When requested” are the key words in this sentence. Therefore, is it not 

clear from that policy that you can hold whatever views you wish, the SU is here to 

support and represent its members, and therefore it should be able to support 

members access abortions if they wish and support others bring a pregnancy to term? 

Surely the beauty of the SU is that it represents everybody and therefore this policy 

cements this position that everyone has the right to choose and will be supported by 

the SU. 

2.99 JP agreed. 

2.100 Sam Hawkins (LGBT+ Officer) said his network committee and himself support this 

policy, especially in its use of inclusive language. 

2.101 Reese Golding (Chair of the Welfare Network Committee), speaking on behalf of the 

Welfare Network, said we also endorse this, and it says in the policy that we will work 

with the Women*’s Officer, the ESJ Officer, and the Equal Opportunities and Welfare 

Officer and their respective networks. 

2.102 Delphine Avraam (Women*’s Officer), speaking on behalf of herself and her 

committee, said we also endorse this motion, especially as it is inclusive and that is 

what we as a women*’s network are. 

2.103 Question from the floor about academic referencing. 

2.104 CU clarified again. 

2.105 Julia Rynkiewicz (President of the Pro-Life Society) said it is the SU’s place to protect 

all students and there are at least a thousand students at this university who are 

Christian, Jewish, Islamic, Catholic and Conservative, and they hold pro-life views quite 

peacefully at this university and in good conscience. Passing this would dangerously 

change the nature of the union and alienate those with minority viewpoints and won't 

go away if you bully these societies out of existence. 

2.106 The Facilitator asked JR to provide evidence that they are speaking on behalf of their 

society and that it they are speaking on behalf of all the minorities they referenced in 

their statement. 

2.107 Julia Rynkiewicz clarified she is speaking on behalf of students who are pro-life. 

2.108 JP disagreed that this would change the nature of the SU. The policy is explicitly about 

protecting certain members who may be potentially vulnerable and providing support 



to them. This does not infringe on the activities of any group and we will maintain our 

current stance of supporting student groups in fulfilling their aims and objectives. 

2.109 Lukas Mickevicius, speaking on his own behalf, asked: When a person is saying they 

are pro-life, how are you interrupting that view? 

2.110 CU said we are again going back to those labels. We are talking about reproductive 

autonomy. CU isn’t sure why we need to keep defining these terms. 

2.111 Gareth Holmes, speaking behalf of himself, said it is important to use the Oxford 

Dictionary definitions. The definition of pro-life in this context is that you oppose 

abortion and euthanasia. He asks everyone to follow that definition in this particular 

argument. 

2.112 Rebecca Craven (Mature Students’ Officer) speaking on behalf of herself, as she hasn’t 

been able to meet with her committee prior to this meeting, which she apologises for, 

said she feels there are a lot of people asking for the same clarifications at the 

moment. From what she understands, this policy is trying to set out for every single 

person here to have a choice - whether they agree or disagree - with what to do with 

their own body and their reproductive autonomy. She wants to make that is absolutely 

clear and check that she had understood it correctly before going back to her members 

with it. 

2.113 The Facilitator said they will take two more questions before breaking for a five minute 

recess. 

2.114 Lee Taylor (ESJ Officer) said he would just like to make a small clarification on the 

United Nations sustainability goals relating to this. The concept of reproductive 

autonomy is under Goal 5, Gender Equality, and specifically under Target 5.6, 

Universal Access to Reproductive Health and Rights. This is obviously the United 

Nations themselves who have covered this, which represents everyone in the world. 

2.115 Gareth Holmes, regarding the comment about the dictionary definition of pro-life: we 

also have to look at the dictionary definition of pro-choice, which is “advocating the 

legal right of a woman to choose whether or not she will have an abortion”. Therefore, 

isn’t the beauty of this policy that it supports you no matter which side of the debate 

you are on? 

2.116 JP agreed as an individual but also reminded them and clarified again that they are not 

using these terms in the policy. 

2.117 The Facilitator called for a five minutes recess. 

2.118 Council reconvened. 

2.119 The Facilitator reminded attendees to state their full names and who they are speaking 

for. Also, people in the room cannot question other people in the room for 

clarification. The Facilitator said that as this point the discussion is going to be opened 

up to anyone who would like to suggest an amendment to the motion. The Facilitator 

ran through how this works: people can propose an amendment, and the motion 

proposer can decide whether or not they wish to accept it. The motion proposer does 

not have to accept a suggested amendment. The Facilitator clarified that if any 



amendments are made then the panel will be voting on the motion with any 

amendments. The amendments will be made to the document on screen so that 

everyone can see. 

2.120 William Hopwood, speaking on behalf of himself, said he thinks it might be unwise for 

us as an SU to associate with the international political movement of pro-choice. 

Perhaps it would be better to call it a Reproductive Rights policy? 

2.121 The Facilitator clarified that WH would like to change the name of the policy. 

2.122 William Hopwood said our official stance would become pro-reproductive rights 

rather than pro-choice. 

2.123 JP said the policy is named Reproductive Autonomy policy. 

2.124 William Hopwood said he is referring more to the point that aligns the SU as a pro-

choice institution, which would basically affiliate us with that movement. 

2.125 JP said we do at present have other policies that take a political stance, such as “Stand 

in Solidarity with the Uyghur People and Call for the Abolishment of ‘Re-Education’ 

Camps in China” and “Support Repeal the 8th”. Therefore we can do that. However, 

this policy doesn’t formally affiliate us with any political movement. 

2.126 CU said that although there is a movement that is using this terminology, we have had 

the definitions read out to us according to the dictionary and I am comfortable with 

that description being synonymous with reproductive autonomy. 

2.127 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.128 [Name not clear].  Proposed amendment that the policy does not fully put in place 

students’ views – that it is not going to put forth the view of every single student 

explicitly into policy. 

2.129 JP said he doesn’t believe that should go in the policy but it may well be suitable to go 

forward as a motion to Democratic Procedures Committee. If it’s a statement on policy 

then that is a legislative governance issue that should go in the bye-laws, which, while 

he isn’t opposed to that, he doesn’t believe policy would be the place to put it. He 

added that if the student proposing the amendment wants to put forth a motion to 

DPC, he would be happy to help them. 

2.130 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.131 Julia Rynkiewicz (President of the Pro-Life Society) recognises that JP and CU are 

supporting all choices (abortion, taking a pregnancy to full term etc.) and asked if a 

point could be added to this policy to state more explicitly that they are supporting 

women having their babies and that the SU will do something to support women 

through their pregnancies and after they have had their babies and campaign for that 

support. 

2.132 The Facilitator clarified the proposed point. 

2.133 JP said the point about parental support does not belong in this policy, but he 

reiterated that he would be very happy to help anyone work on a motion to present 

to council to address this. He added that he would be happy to add an extra point to 
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this policy to explicitly stating that they will support members who chose to carry their 

pregnancy to full term. 

2.134 Discussion continued. 

2.135 The following amendment was agreed. Under “Union Council resolves:” a new third 

point is to be added: “The Union shall support our members who choose to carry 

their pregnancy to term.” 

2.136 Lee Taylor (ESJ Officer) said that amendment is in line with UN sustainability goals and 

he sees no reason why the ESJ Network would change their decision in backing this 

motion. 

2.137 Clarification sought on what “Union Council Resolves” means. 

2.138 JP clarified each segment heading of the motion. 

2.139 Question from the floor, speaking on behalf of Islam Society, questioned the SU taking 

a political stance and said it should be a neutral body. 

2.140 The Facilitator said this point has already been covered and asked the room if there 

are any other proposed amendments. 

2.141 Charlie Goodall, speaking on behalf of himself, said JP and UC have done a great job 

on this policy but suggested it might be wise to clarify the neutrality of the SU in the 

sense of ensuring people from both sides still feel able and comfortable to debate 

these issues. 

2.142 JP acknowledges the point but doesn’t believe it belongs in this policy. It does exist in 

our Articles of Association and in charity law. What he will also acknowledge is that 

our Freedom of Expression policy is coming up for review before the next council, and 

he feels that would be the ideal opportunity to address this. Once again he offered to 

work on this with anyone who expresses an interest. 

2.143 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.144 Proposed amendment from the floor for the dictionary definition of pro-choice to be 

added to the policy. 

2.145 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.146 Hugo Cunningham, speaking on behalf of himself referred to the last point about 

scientific and statistical claims. He suggested removing it until they know what it 

means and then adding it after is has been through DPC, because the panel won’t 

know exactly what they are voting for. 

2.147 CU said the panel will be voting on the spirit of the policy and then, if passed, it will go 

through the usual processes and rigour. 

2.148 JP said it is important that Union Council is voting on stances and then trusting it to go 

through the other democratic processes to flesh it out etc. That is how we generally 

handle policy. 

2.149 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.150 The Facilitator asked the panel if they have any final questions, clarifications or 

proposed amendments. 



2.151 There was one further suggestion (panellist did not state name) to add a bullet point 

to the bottom of the motion to ensure that the referred to campaign to be run by the 

Equal Opportunities & Welfare Officer, the Women*’s Officer and the ESJ Officer, 

proportionally represents both sides of the debate. Or maybe the policy could be more 

specific about the type of campaign? 

2.152 Discussion followed. 

2.153 CU said it links into the previous amendment they added. 

2.154 JP agreed and said it is already covered. 

2.155 Proposed amendment rejected. 

2.156 The Facilitator accepted one final question. 

2.157 Reese Golding, speaking on behalf of the Welfare Network, said it is worth mentioning 

that they wouldn’t be promoting any individual measures, they would be offering 

support to students regardless of what decisions they have made. 

2.158 The Facilitator asked the panel if they have any final questions, clarifications or 

proposed amendments. 

2.159 There were no further questions. 

2.160 The Facilitator asked the panel if they feel they have all the necessary information in 

order to vote on this motion. 

2.161 The panel are ready to vote. 

2.162 The result was: 

For – 19 

Against – 0 

The motion passed. 

 

3.0 The Facilitator thanked everyone for coming and called council to an end. 

 

4.0 The next Union Council is scheduled to be held on Thursday 7th November 2019 in 

A42 Sir Clive Granger, University Park (tbc). 


