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Senate 2: Agenda 

Thursday 3rd December 2015 in the Council Chambers 

No Item Paper 
No: 

1 Welcome, quorum and apologies 

 Welcome from the Senate Chair 

 Quorum check (half total membership except vacant positions) 

 Apologies for Absence 

 

2 Explanation of Senate process  

3 Approval of Senate 1 Minutes 1 
Pages 2-6 

4 Senate Committee Elections  

 Break for food and Election Count  

5 Steering Report  (to approve) and minutes (to note) 
 

2 
Pages 7-

12 

6 Scrutiny Report (to approve) 3 
13-17 

7 Constitutional Proposals 
1. Officers of the Union Bye Law amendment regarding role and duties of the 

Education Officer 
2. Senate Committees Bye Law amendment regarding Education Committee 
3. Senate Bye Law amendment regarding voting abstentions 
 

 
4 

Pages 18-
20 

8 Policy Proposals (the order of discussion below was determined by priority 
ballot) 

1. The Students’ Union to lobby the university to provide scholarships for 
refugees and those fleeing conflict zones 

2. The Union should work towards the reduction and improved management of 
food waste on campus. 

3. The Union should campaign against the proposed cap on loans for 
postgraduates. 

4. Support Junior Doctors in their strikes and broader industrial dispute. 
5. Abolish the Safe Space Policy 
6. The SU decisions on external speakers should be more accountable and 

democratic. 
7. Students should have access to the first lecture’s Power Point Slides from 

previous year(s) of their elective modules. Course guides should also be more 
in depth and available to those students so they can better judge course 
content.  

8. This Union opposes the Green Paper 
9. The Students’ Union should campaign for selective licensing. 
10. The union should put pressure on the university to release itself from its 

contract with Circuit Laundry and find a new provider. 
11. The Students’ Union should use a system of “Participatory Budgeting” to 

allocate activities funding 
12. Should there be Amazon Lockers in the Students’ Union building? 
13. Solidarity with Jess Small 
14. The SU should sell the Morning Star 
15. This Union should stop selling beef. 

5 
Pages 21-

36 
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9 Close    

10 Drinks reception in Room 2  

 

Paper 1: Senate 1 Minutes 

 

Meeting attended by: a full list of attendees is available from frances.muscatelli@manchester.ac.uk 

Apologies: Polly Bartlett, Ros Wolfe, Dorian Gordon, Amber Guan, Chloe Brookes, Aimee Li 

Absent: Yashaswini Agarwal, Mark Montegriffo, Zak Voskou,  

Date: Thursday 29th October 2015 

Time: 18:20 – 21:08 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli 

Agenda Topic #1: Welcome, quorum and apologies 

 
Senate Chair Rob Gilbert (RG) opens the meeting by welcoming Senate and audience members. The 
meeting is declared quorate and begins at 18:20. A list of apologies is read out: 
 
Polly Bartlett 
Ros Wolfe 
Dorian Gordon 
Amber Guan 
Aimee Li 
 
RG invites Senate members to start with an ice breaker – students introduce themselves and tell each 
other something positive that has happened to them this week. 
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #2: Explanation of process 

 
RG uses a PowerPoint presentation to cover the rules and regulations of the meeting. This covers the 
agenda, rules relating to debate, the use of hand signals, and elections taking place at Senate.  
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #3: Election for Senate Representatives 

 
Candidates running for Student Parent, Mature Student and Off-Campus Student Senate Rep positions 
come to the front and read out their statement/manifesto.  
 
Part-time Community Officer Joe Clough (JC) asks for clarification on the decision to not allow 
candidates who are not present to run in the election. It is pointed out that one candidate cannot attend 
due to exceptional personal circumstances. It is decided to vote on whether to keep non-attendees on 
the ballot. Senate votes overwhelmingly to keep these students on the ballot. 
 
Students’ Union staff member/Deputy Returning Officer Trish McGrath (TM) explains how to vote using 
the mi-voice online platform and staff members hand out unique voting codes. Voting members are 
given ten minutes to vote.  
 

Action Items: None 
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Agenda Topic #4: Break for food and election count 

 
Senate breaks for food and staff members count the election. 
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #5: Election for Senate Representatives Results 

 
RG welcomes the room back to the meeting and the results of the election are announced as follows: 
 
Student Parent: Jennifer Smyth 
Mature Student: Kieron Power 
Off Campus Student: Chloe Dootson 
 
These students take their seats at table 10 as they are now voting members of Senate. 
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #6: Senate Committee Elections 

 
TM explains the process for electing students to Senate Committees. She explains that as the Senate 
Committees Bye Law sets out requirements related to ensuring diversity and liberation representation 
on Senate Committees, there are a number of demographic conditions attached to the places.  
 
TM explains that Senate needs to elect students to the following Senate Committees: 
 
a) Diversity & Liberation Committee (4 places) 
b) Scrutiny Committee (5 places) 
c) Services Committee (5 places) 
d) Society & Citizenship Committee (8 places) 
e) Steering Committee (6 places) 
f) Wellbeing Committee (4 places) 
g) Women’s Committee (7 places) 
 
She explains that there was overwhelming interest in standing for these committee places during the 
break so standing has been extended until midnight that evening. Voting members of Senate will be 
emailed out a link to cast their vote over the weekend.  
 

Action Items: SU staff to extend standing, add new candidates to online election and email out links to 
vote in Senate Committee Election over the weekend. 
 

Agenda Topic #7: Steering Report  

 
General Secretary Naa Acquah (NA) who is the Chair of Steering Committee presents the Steering 
Report which outlines some of the decisions made prior to Senate. She explains that Senate is 
completely new and in putting the Bye Law into practice a number of issues have arisen, which is why 
Senate will be voting on a number of Constitutional Proposals later in the meeting. 
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #8: Constitutional Proposals 

 
NA introduces the following constitutional proposals and Senate and audience members to ask 
questions or make comments. 
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a) Senate Bye Law amendment regarding agenda publication 
 
b) Senate Bye Law amendment regarding Halls Committee representation at Senate 
 
Faculty Officer Fred Craig (FC) asks how halls committees will decide who takes the voting seat on 
Senate. NA explains that committees should be make this decision in line with how they make any other 
decisions. 
 
c) Senate Committees Bye Law amendment regarding student staff representation 
on Services Committee 
 
BME Officer Deej Johnson (DJ) asks for clarification on how a student staff member will be chosen for 
Services Committee. NA explains that she is setting up a working group for Student Staff and they will 
work with the SU’s Democracy Coordinator to set up an election in which only student staff can vote. 
 
d) Senate Committees Bye Law amendment regarding representation from media, 
access all areas, RAG and Student Action 
 
e) Senate Committee Bye Law amendment regarding open places on Women’s 
Committee 
 
A panel member asks for clarification on why men cannot sit on the Women’s Committee. NA explains 
the principle of self-definition and the idea that liberation groups must own and direct their own 
movements. 
 
An audience member states that they still don’t understand why men can’t sit on the Women’s 
Committee. NA explains that this is not something that is up for discussion, and the vote is simply 
regarding adding two extra open places. 
 
All of the Constitutional Proposals are voted on and pass. 
 

Action Items: SU staff to amend Bye Laws to reflect amendments passed 

Agenda Topic #8: Policy Proposals (in order determined by priority ballot) 

 
Senate move to discussing policy proposals. The order had been previously determined by a priority 
ballot open to all students.  
 

1) The Students’ Union should campaign to protect the NHS 
 
Chair of Save our NHS Society Emma Runswick (ER) is invited to the front to talk through the idea, 
which is a lapsing policy that has been edited and resubmitted and mandates the SU to campaign for 
the NHS. 
 
An RA/JCR Chair asks for a clarification on whether they have a mandate to vote political issues. RG 
explains that the member is free to vote how they wish. Women’s Officer Jess Lishak (JL) explains the 
principle of representation and suggests the Chair speaks to the students they represent before coming 
to Senate and voting on ideas. 
 
It is obvious that some members of Senate are still unsure. ER explains that students are free to not 
campaign, to personally oppose the NHS, or to join societies with opposing viewpoints.  
 
Disabled Students’ Office Nayab Begum (NB) asks for clarification on what ER means by ‘Devo Manc’. 
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ER explains that this is a deal which many find problematic because it may ultimately lead to a 
reduction in funding of health and social care in Manchester. 
 
RG invites ER to sum up. Senate votes and the policy is passed with 55 votes for’, 0 votes against and 
7 abstentions. 
 
 

2) This Union has No Confidence in Megan Dunn 
 
Joe Clough (JC) introduces the proposal, which calls for the Senate members to back a motion of No 
Confidence in NUS President Megan Dunn. 
 
LGBTQ Officer Liss Anckorn (LA) asks for clarification on the implications of the policy, and whether the 
SU will still send students to NUS Conferences. JC replies that the policy is simply about sending a 
message to NUS that Manchester students don’t support their leader. 
 
An audience member asks for clarification on what JC means by CAGE. JC responds that this is not 
about the organization itself, but about Megan Dunn’s comments about not working with CAGE which 
went against policy passed at NUS Conference.  
 
Faculty Officer Ally Routledge (AR) explains CAGE’s potential links with terrorism.  
 
Education Officer Michael Spence (MS) responds to AR, explaining that we have hosted CAGE on 
campus and that Megan Dunn is there to uphold the wishes of NUS Conference. 
 
RG asks Senate to vote on whether to extend this discussion for 5 minutes. Senate votes to extend 
discussion. 
 
An RA/JCR Chair suggests that AR’s criticisms of CAGE have been taken out of context. 
 
DJ explains that he feels Megan Dunn is unfit to lead NUS and does not represent him. 
 
Activities and Development Officer Joel Smith (JS) speaks against the motion, questioning what it 
actually achieves. 
 
NA speaks against the motion, as she feels it holds no benefits for Manchester students and suggests 
that NUS should be allowed to solve its infighting.  
 
ER asks ‘are we not the NUS?’ and whether it is correct to state that we should leave them to sort out 
their problems. NA responds by clarifying that she means their personal relationships. 
 
NB asks whether Megan Dunn is elected and how students can remove her from office. JL responds 
stating that Megan Dunn is elected but to remove her requires a full NUS Conference which is 
expensive and would in practice be almost impossible. She also points out that Megan Dunn has been 
censured a number of times.  
 
RG invites JC to sum up. Senate votes and more members vote in abstention than for or against. There 
is a revote and the motion falls with 9 votes for, 28 against and 21 abstentions. 
 
 

3. International Students’ National Day of Action 
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RG invites student Tania Sauma (TS) to present proposal. TS has been unable to attend and has not 
sent a nominee. RG invites any member of Senate or the audience to present the proposal. Community 
Officer Harriet Pugh (HP) offers to present. The proposal calls for the SU to support the International 
Students’ National Day of Action and international students more generally.  
 
An audience member asks HP to clarify the term ‘under attack’. HP explains that international students 
are currently experiencing discrimination from landlords, university and staff, and are subject to 
surveillance throughout their time at university. The audience member asks for further clarification on 
what HP means by ‘anti-immigrant rhetoric’. HP responds by pointing to recent new stories and 
language used in the British media.  
 
An audience member asks for clarification what HP means by a ‘walkout’. HP responds that this is when 
staff and students leave their desks or lecture halls in a symbolic act of solidarity. The walkout is 
something that the NUS international officer is coordinating. 
 
RG invites HP to sum up. Senate votes and the motion passes with 56 votes for, 0 against and 9 votes 
in abstention.  
 
 

4. The University should have mandatory podcasts for lectures. 
 
RG invites student Mariam Al- Hamadi to talk through the proposal (MH) is not present so Education 
Officer Michael Spence offers to present. The motion would mandate the SU to push the University to 
make all lectures available by podcast.  
 
An audience member makes the point that some lecturers haven’t agreed to be filmed, and should not 
be expected to podcast if it’s not in their employment contracts.  
 
FC suggests that the idea is commendable but there have been some issues raised by UCU regarding 
intellectual property in that lecturers own the knowledge they produce and should not be expected to 
make it freely available. MS responds that there are ways of making podcasts only accessible by 
Manchester students. 
 
DJ makes the point that he is a student parent and podcasts would be useful for when he cannot make 
it to campus because his daughter is ill. 
 
An audience member asks MS to clarify whether students’ conversations may be recorded. MS 
responds that he doesn’t think so. 
 
JC raises a technical point – it is 21:05 and the meeting must end. 
 
MS chooses not to sum up and Senate votes. The motion passes with 50 votes for, 4 against and 8 
abstentions. 
 
No questions were submitted for Exec Officers so the meeting closes at 21:08. Members are 
invited to a drinks reception in Biko’s Café. 
 

Action Items: SU staff to update policy section of the Students’ Union website. 

Next meeting: Thursday 3rd December 2015 
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Paper 2: Steering Report (for approval) and Steering Minutes (to note) 

Steering Report  

To present at Senate on Thursday 3rd December 2015 

This report outlines some of the more major decisions made at the Steering Committee meetings on 23rd 

and 30th November. The minutes from these meetings contain more information on these and other 

decisions. 

Decision Reason 

To put ideas into a priority ballot  Allow students to decide which policies matter most 
to them, particularly as some of the proposals are 
controversial 

To change ‘amendment to bye law’ submitted by 
Education Committee to a Constitutional Proposal 
and removed from priority ballot 

As this relates to a very minor update to the bye law 
it was changed to a constitutional proposal and 
taken out of the priority ballot 

To withdraw ‘Give the homeless people under the 
bridge on Oxford road food stamps instead of 
money’ idea  

The committee did not feel like this was something 
Senate could decide on behalf of students. There is 
also legal limits to what the SU can spend money 
on as a charity 

Group policies referring to Safe Space in priority 
ballot 

To ensure Senate don’t debate changes to policy 
and then abolish it 

Use anonymous voting/clickers To ensure members of Senate are able to vote 
freely without feeling uncomfortable 

To put forward a constitutional proposal to edit 
Senate Bye Law  

It is unclear what happens when more votes in 
abstention are recorded than for or against and a 
re-vote fails to produce a conclusion. Editing the 
bye law in this way will prevent a situation where 
Senate cannot continue due to deadlock 

To consider amendments outside of the 15 minute 
time limit  

There is one policy that may be discussed at this 
Senate which has had 6 amendments submitted, all 
which must be presented and voted on. To ensure 
there is time for proper debate and input from 
students, Steering have decided not to count 
discussion and voting on amendments in the 15 
minute time limit for this Senate. 
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Steering Committee Meeting 1 Minutes 

 

Meeting attended by: Rob Gilbert (Chair) 
Chris James 
Sophie Broke 
Gregor Anicic  
Naa Acquah 

Sent apologies: 
 

Harriet Pugh 
Begum Yilmaz 
Omar Al-Roubaie 

Date:  23/11/15 

Time: 18:15 to 20:15 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli 

Agenda Topic #1:  Introductions Deadlines: 

Notes:   
Committee introduces themselves and why they’re here/interested in 
Steering Committee. RG is Senate Chair, CJ and SB are students 
who run the University of Manchester Living Wage Campaign. GA is 
a first year studying PPE and NA is General Secretary of the SU. 
 
NA explains the role of Steering Committee 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Action Items: None 
 

None 
 

Agenda Topic #2:  Policy Discussion/Order of debate  

Notes:   
The Committee was shown all of the policies submitted before the 
Sunday 22nd ideas deadline. They agreed that all policies bar one 
should be put forward for discussion at Senate.  
 
The policy they felt could not be discussed was ‘Give the homeless 
people under the bridge on Oxford road food stamps instead of 
money.’ because this was not a decision Senate could make on 
behalf of students, and there is limits to what the SU can spend 
money on because of its status as a charity.  
 
They also decided to move ‘Amendments to Bye-Laws’ policy 
(submitted by the Education Committee) to Constitutional Proposals 
in Senate Agenda. 
 
As there were a significant number of policies and some are 
controversial the Committee felt that the student body should 
determine the order of debate using a priority ballot. There was some 
concern that only 16 students voted in the previous Senate priority 
ballot so the Committee asked for increased promotion.  
 
The Committee decided to group two of the policies: ‘Abolish the 
"safe space" policy.’ and ‘The SU decisions on external speakers 
should be more accountable and democratic’ in order to prevent a 
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situation where Senate debated changes to the Safe Space Policy 
before abolishing it. 
 
The Committee requested the ideas in the priority ballot be 
categorised under headings. 
 
The Committee also requested a place on the website where 
students could feed back on policies that had been submitted, which 
FM would pass on before they were discussed at Senate. 
 
GA requested more clarification for Senate members on what they 
should be reading for background.  
 
NA left the meeting. 

Action Items (all FM): 
To contact student who submitted food stamps idea and explain why 
it would not be discussed, point them to the volunteering arm of the 
SU in case they would like to get involved in homeless support 
projects.  
To move ‘Amendments to Bye-Laws’ policy (Education Committee) 
to Constitutional Proposals. 
To set up a priority ballot and group two policies about Safe Space. 
To improve student participation in priority ballot. 
To categorise ideas in priority ballot under headings. 
Create form on website for students to leave feedback for students 
who submit ideas. 
To send agenda out to Senate members as far in advance as 
possible. 
 

 
 
 
 
Completed 
 
Completed 
Completed 
Ongoing – ballot closes 1/12 
Could not complete 
 
Completed 
 
Ongoing – agenda out 30/11 

Agenda Topic #3: Senate Agenda  

Notes:   
The Committee discussed the running order of Senate and looked at 
the previous Senate agenda. The Committee were happy with the 
formatting and decided to keep the agenda style. 
 
They requested that the agenda include the original wording of the 
SU constitution/bye-laws as well as any submitted amendments. 
 
They were concerned about how easy it is to access and read these 
documents and requested that copies are available at Senate. 
 
 

 
 

Action Items (all FM): 
To include original part of constitution/bye-laws as well as suggested 
amendments in future Senate agendas. 
To print copies of the constitution and bye-laws and make them 
available at Senate. 

 
 
30/11 
 
 
3/12 

Agenda Topic #4:  Senate Improvements  

Notes:   
Committee members who had attended Senate were generally 
positive about how it had been organised. They discussed a number 
of ways which Senate could be improved based on their own 
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experience and comments from others. 
The Committee discussed some feedback they’d had from Senate 
members about feeling uncomfortable with the public voting process. 
A number of members had reported feeling pressured to vote a 
certain way. 
The Committee were concerned that Senate felt a little slow and 
disjointed and suggested tightening up the times students were given 
to speak, particularly as Senate went on past the 20:30 close. 
RG felt uncomfortable with the rules around voting when more 
abstentions than For or Against votes were recorded. The 
Committee debated some ways to overcome this but it was decided 
to talk more about it at the next meeting. 
 

Action Items: 
To use anonymous clickers in all elections and voting at Senate 
To decide on timings for proposals and debate at next Steering 
meeting. 
To use a bell or card system to encourage students to stick to 
allotted times for speeches and summing up. 
To have more microphones, and particularly roaming mics. 
To add abstention/voting issue to next week’s agenda. 
 

 
3/12 
 
30/11 
 
3/11 
3/11 
30/11 

Next Meeting:  Monday 30th November, 16:30  

 

Steering Committee Meeting 2 Minutes 

  

Meeting attended by: Rob Gilbert (Senate Chair) 
Gregor Anic 
Sophie Broke 
Omar Al-Roubaie 
Begum Yilmaz 
Naa Acquah 

Sent apologies: Harriet Pugh 

Date:  30/11/2015 

Time: 16:40 – 17:50 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli 

Agenda Topic #1:  Introductions Deadlines: 

Notes:   
The Committee introduce themselves. NA outlines her role and some 
committees she sits on. BY studies law and is a second-year and 
she also sits on Scrutiny Committee. OA is a 3rd year law student, 
RG is the Senate Chair and is a 4th year materials engineering 
student. GA PPE also a member of society and citizenship. SB is a 
third year physics student. HP has sent her apologies. 
 
CJ enters. 
 
NA talks through the function of Steering Committee, which is to get 
students involved in all decisions made on the set-up and running of 
Senate.  
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Action Items: None 
 

None 
 

Agenda Topic #2:  Voting Abstentions  

Notes:   
RG explains a potential flaw in the Senate Bye-Law. The current 
policy stipulates that in the event of a vote where there are more 
votes in abstention than either for or against, Senate must revote on 
the issues until a conclusion is found. RG explains that this 
happened at the last Senate, and luckily a re-vote produced a 
conclusive result (the motion of No Confidence in Megan Dunn fell). 
He was worried, however, that this might not always be the case and 
he would be uncomfortable in a situation where repeated re-votes 
reproduced the same inconclusive result. RG requested that 
Steering submit a constitutional proposal to amend points 128 and 
131 in the Senate Bye Law.  
 
He suggested amending the Bye Law to state ‘If a re-vote fails to 
produce a conclusive result to satisfy the requirement above, then 
the motion shall be considered neither passed or fallen and will 
remain categorised as ‘Submitted’ and may be discussed at other 
meetings of Senate in the same academic year’. He also requested a 
minor change to point 131 to ensure consistency throughout the Bye 
Law. He invited discussion from other members of Steering.  
 
There was some debate on whether to remove the phrase about re-
voting but the committee decided to leave it in as it acts as a final 
check before a motion is tabled. They requested that RG reinforce to 
voting members that they are still free to vote in abstention and to 
clearly outline the consequences of this. 
 

 

Action Items: 
Submit Constitutional Proposal to amend points 128 and 131 of 
Senate Bye Law 
 

 
Completed 

Agenda Topic #3: Timings for Speakers and Debate  

Notes:   
The Committee discussed introducing stricter timings for students 
wishing to speak at Senate. They decided on the following: 
 
Proposals – 2 mins 
Amendments – 1 min each 
Clarifications – 2 mins total 
Debate – 1 min for each 
Summing up – 1 min 
 
The committee discussed the 15 minute rule on length of debate. As 
a number of amendments have been submitted to one of the motions 
the Committee decided not to count discussion and voting of 
amendments towards the allotted time. They applied this rule to the 
whole of this meeting of Senate.  
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Action Items: 
To add timing guidelines to presentation delivered to all members at 
the beginning of Senate 
To add the decision on amendments discussion and voting being 
outside of 15 minutes to Steering Report  
CJ to use bell and stopwatches to ensure students stick to agreed 
timings 
 

 
 
3/12/15 
 
2/12/15  

Agenda Topic #4: Steering Report  

Notes:   
NA explains that the Committee is required to present a report to 
Senate outlining decisions made at the meetings. NA suggests that 
the committee take turns presenting this. 

 

Action Items: 
BY to present Steering Report at Senate on 3/12/15 

 
3/11/15 

Agenda Topic #5:  Reallocation of Policies 
 

 

Notes:   
FM explains that Senate Committees are required to decide whether 
they feel their officer/committee should be working on policies that 
have been passed in previous years. These Committee meetings 
have taken place already and a number of policies have been sent 
back for reallocation by Steering.  
 
Steering Committee reallocates the policies as follows: 
 

 Boycott companies which facilitate far-right demonstrations –
Soc and Cit 

 Oppose Trident – Soc and Cit 

 Support all TU disputes – Soc and Cit 

 Fossil Free – Soc and Cit 

 Going Green – Soc and Cit 

 Protect the NHS – Soc and Cit 

 Vegan friendly and kosher food – Wellbeing 

 Space and facilities to heat food - Wellbeing 

 Food waste – Services and Soc and Cit  

 Support start-up businesses – Gen Sec/Services  

 Abolish res-sit fees – Education 

 Car-pooling – Community 

 Opposing introduction of NHS fees for international students 
– Diversity 

 Gender neutral titles – Diversity  

 Oppose PREVENT – Diversity 

 Save Women in Science – Women’s  
 
 

 

Action Items:  
To email committee Chairs and Secretaries to let them know if they 
have been allocated other policy by Steering.  

 
01/12/15 

Next Meeting:  Monday 8th February 2016, 16:30  
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Paper 3: Scrutiny Report  

 

Scrutiny Committee 1 

 

Meeting attended by: Josh Arnold 
Laura Richardson 
Begum Yilmaz 

Sent apologies: Joe Clough 

Date:  25/11/15 

Time: 14:30 to 17:40 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli 

Agenda Topic #1:  Introductions Deadlines: 

 
Notes:   
Introduced name and course. LR is a postgraduate studying 
Organisational Psychology, JA is an undergraduate in the School of 
Arts, Languages and Cultures and BY is an undergraduate studying 
Law. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Action Items: 
None 

 
None 

Agenda Topic #2: Naa Acquah, General Secretary   Deadlines: 

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee were impressed at NA’s understanding that every 
decision the SU makes needs input from the students it affects. They 
all agreed it she is doing a great job and that she clearly 
demonstrates passion in everything she does despite the weight of 
all the commitments of Gen Sec. They could see that she works very 
hard and were pleased that she is trying to make the Union a more 
democratic place with students leading everything it does. They were 
impressed at the number and scope of new initiatives NA has 
introduced this year, such as her Gen Sec Surgeries. 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee were concerned about how much time NA spends 
doing admin-related tasks such as organising meetings and booking 
travel. The Committee suggested looking into ways of getting more 
staff support on these things. They also suggested that NA seems to 
struggle delegating and sharing work and that she should make sure 
she asks other Exec Officers for help with things when she needs it. 
They were also concerned about NA being overworked and would 
like to see some steps taken to minimize the number of extra hours 
NA is doing at the moment. 
 

 
The Committee would like to see some 
evidence of this by the next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #3: Lucy Hallam, Wellbeing Officer  
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Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee felt that LH had achieved a number of positive 
outcomes for students and were particularly impressed with the self-
defense classes for women. They also recognised that she is clearly 
working on the things set out in her manifesto and were pleased to 
hear about her focus on student safety over the next semester. 
There was consensus that the things she is working on could be 
better advertised but recognition that there are a huge number of 
Students’ Union messages to push and limits on how much direct 
communication can be sent to students. They felt that although LH 
seemed to be doing a lot for students in terms of improving physical 
wellbeing, she has not so far done enough to work to improve 
students’ mental health and psychological wellbeing.  

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee felt that now LH has met a number of her manifesto 
pledges on physical wellbeing, she could now push herself to 
achieve more on improving students’ mental and psychological 
wellbeing over the remainder of the year. They suggested this should 
start with some research using information from the SU advice and 
University counselling services, as well being more aware of the 
work of Nightline. They would also like to see more dynamic ways of 
advertising her events and activities, such as by going out and 
talking to students more, and liaising better with the University on 
promoting joint ventures.  
 

 
The Committee would like to see some 
evidence of this by the next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #4: Michael Spence, Education Officer  

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee was pleased to hear about the scope of MS’s work, 
which included campaigns, a range of research and meetings at the 
university. There was some initial concern that MS might be focusing 
too much on broader issues such as Free Education and that work to 
look after the educational needs and experience of Manchester 
students may be lacking. The Committee agreed that this was ok 
provided MS was able to manage his time carefully and not neglect 
trying to make improvements for students at course and school level. 
They recognised the number of requirements of the Education 
Officer and were happy to see MS working hard to stay on top of 
current issues in HE. 
 
 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like to see MS pushing on some more tangible 

 
Next meeting 
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solutions to issues that impact Manchester students’ education, such 
as improving study spaces. They would like to see him 
communicating the wider issues in HE to as many students as 
possible. They would like to see further collaboration with other Exec 
Officers on issues that cross multiple remits. 
 

Agenda Topic #5: Joel Smith, Activities and Development 
Officer 

 

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments: 
The Committee were pleased to hear about JS’s plans for a not-for-
profit graduation ball. They were happy to see Joel splitting his time 
between organising large-scale SU events and working with different 
societies. They queried JS’s direct involvement in some specific 
student groups and campaigns, such as Fossil Free, but were 
satisfied that JS had taken steps to ensure students were now fully in 
control. They felt that JS was particularly good at using student 
feedback to shape future work, and were excited about the work he 
is doing with SU staff to improve Welcome Week. They were 
impressed by the extent to which Joel takes student feedback on 
board.  
 

 
 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee weren’t convinced about JS’s suggestions regarding 
creating a new Exec Officer to oversee the Union’s commercial 
services. They would like to see less time spent on Pangaea and for 
JS to work on developing the Pangaea student team so future 
Activities Officers have to dedicate less time to the event. They 
would like to see JS continue to make use of student feedback. 

 
Next meeting 

Agenda Topic #6: Jess Lishak, Women’s Officer  

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments: 
The Committee agreed that JL is doing an excellent job as Women’s 
Officer, and is making the University a much safer and more 
welcoming place for women students. The Committee acknowledged 
that the role must be very stressful and difficult at times, and JL’s 
ambitious nature means that she is often extremely busy. Despite 
this, committee members were impressed with the amount and scale 
of things JL has achieved and want to congratulate her for going 
‘above and beyond’ for Manchester students. 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like to see JL seek further support in her role. 
There were no other recommendations made. 

 
Next meeting. 
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Agenda Topic #7: Harriet Pugh, Community Officer  

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The Committee were pleased to see HP’s reports and considered 
responses to their questions and could tell that she is working hard 
on a number of projects. They were slightly unclear on the specifics 
of her different projects and are looking forward to meeting her at the 
second meeting of Scrutiny Committee. They agreed she is doing a 
good job and working very hard for Manchester students. 
 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like to encourage HP to seek more support to 
ensure she can carry out the aims outlined in her manifesto. They 
suggest trying to engage her committee more on the issues she’s 
working on. 
 
 

 
 
Next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #8: Hannah McCarthy, Campaigns and 
Citizenship Officer 

 

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The committee commented that overall HM is doing a good job. They 
were impressed at some of the events she has already put on this 
year and were particularly pleased to see her working to educate 
students and staff on their rights at work. There was some concern 
that HM’s personal political ideology may be a barrier to other 
students engaging with campaigns. 
 
 

 

 
Recommendations:  
The committee would like HM to make campaigning at Manchester 
as accessible as possible and take steps to ensure students with 
different personal ideologies can participate. They also suggest that 
HM should work more collaboratively with other Exec members to 
support them more in their campaigns. 

 
 
Next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #9: Natasha Brooks, Diversity Officer 
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Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The committee was impressed at NB’s approach to supporting 
liberation groups, and pleased to see she does not prioritise any one 
group, and encourages them to run autonomously. They 
congratulated her for her hard work on a successful Global Fest but 
would want NB to ensure she looks after her own personal wellbeing. 
They look forward to meeting NB and hearing more about her 
projects at the next meeting.  
 
 

 

 
Recommendations: The committee would like NB to ensure she 
works hard to provide the support required to reinvigorate the 
Disabled Students’ Campaign. They would like her to make use of 
the Diversity and Liberation Committee for support and to take steps 
to ensure her own health and wellbeing is not put at risk at for the 
remainder of her term as Diversity Officer.  

 
Next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #6:  AOB  

 
Notes:  
Committee members suggested students should be able to feed into 
the questions they put to Exec Officers at each meeting, and there 
should be a regular forum for students to come and chat to the Exec 
team in person. They also noted that the process for making 
complaints against the Exec team and their decisions wasn’t very 
transparent.  
The committee would like to hear more about how each Exec 
member collects and makes use of student feedback. 
 

 

 
Action Items: (all for Frances Muscatelli) 
To create a page on the SU website with more information about 
Scrutiny Committee and a comment box for students to feed into 
questions asked of the Exec Officers.  
To investigate the possibility of holding an open forum where 
students could come and get more information/ask questions of the 
Exec team.  
To ensure that the complaints procedure is easily accessible on the 
website. 
To add question about student feedback to agenda for next meeting. 

 
December 2015 

Next Meeting:  February (date tbc)  
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Paper 4: Constitutional Proposals 

Proposed by: Education and Steering Committee 
 
There have been three proposals submitted to change the wording of the Officers of the Union Bye Law the 
Senate Committees Bye Law, and the Senate Bye Law. Included are the relevant parts of the original Bye 
Laws. All Bye Laws can be found in full at www.manchesterstudentsunion.com/constitution 
 
Proposal 1: 
Officers of the Union Bye Law amendment 
Proposed by: Education Committee 

 
To modify the following text: 
47. The duties of the Education Officer are:  
a. To direct the Union’s work on academic affairs;  
b. To be the principal liaison with the University on academic matters;  
c. To support and facilitate an effective system of course, school and faculty level  
representation;  
d. With the Diversity Officer, to direct the Union’s work relating to postgraduate  
students; e. To chair and be accountable to the Education Committee; 
f. To be a member of the following University Committees: 
i. Senate;  
ii. Teaching and Learning Group;  
iii. University College Academic Board;  
iv. Teaching and Learning Management Group;  
v. Timetabling and Shared Learning Spaces Group;  
vi. Centre for HE Research and Innovation in Learning Committee;  
vii. The Faculty Teaching and Learning Groups;  
viii. E-assessment Working Group;  
ix. Academic Advising Working Group;  
x. Student Assessment Strategy Group;  
xi. Peer Support Strategy Group;  
xii. Graduate Administrators Group;  
xiii. Feedback and Assessment Steering Group.  
g. To be a member of the following Union Committees:  
i. Senate 
 
To state: 

47. The duties of the Education Officer are: 

f. To be a member (or attend upon the request of members of the Education Committee) of relevant 
University Committees including the following: 

i. Senate; 

ii. Teaching and Learning Group; 

iii. The Faculty Teaching and Learning Groups Committees (until faculty officers are elected) 
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Proposal 2: 
Senate Committees Bye Law amendment 
Proposed by: Education Committee 

 
To modify the following text: 
43. The Education Committee shall be composed of:  
a. The Education Officer, who shall be Chair of the Committee;  
b. The Diversity Officer;  
c. The Faculty Officers;  
d. The Chair of Access All Areas;  
e. The person elected to the Senate to represent part-time students (or some other  
person elected for this purpose);  
f. The person elected to the Senate to represent mature students (or some other  
person elected for this purpose);  
g. The person elected to the Senate to represent distance learners (or some other  
person elected for this purpose).  
44. There shall be a Postgraduate Sub-Committee, which shall be a permanent Sub-Committee  
of the Education Committee and shall be composed of the Postgraduate Faculty Officers, the  
Education Officer and the Diversity Officer, who shall be Chair of the Sub-Committee.  
45. The Education Committee shall be responsible for:  
a. Overseeing the work of the Education Officer, and holding them to account;  
b. Overseeing relations with the University in relation to all academic matters;  
c. Coordinating all activity relating to academic affairs;  
d. Liaising with representatives at Faculty, School and Course level;  
e. Developing policy for the consideration of the Senate within its remit;  
f. Prioritising, implementing and monitoring all Union policies assigned to it. 
 
To state: 
43. The Education Committee shall be composed of: 

a. The Education Officer, who shall be Chair of the Committee; 

b. The Diversity Officer; 

c. The Faculty Officers; 

d. The Chair of Access All Areas; 

e. The person elected to the Senate to represent part-time students (or some other person elected for this 
purpose); 

f. The person elected to the Senate to represent mature students (or some other person elected for this 
purpose); 

g. The person elected to the Senate to represent distance learners (or some other person elected for this 
purpose). 

44. There shall be a Postgraduate Sub-Committee, which shall be a permanent Sub-Committee of the 
Education Committee and shall be composed of the Postgraduate Faculty Officers, the Education Officer 
and the Diversity Officer, who shall be Chair of the Sub-Committee. 
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45. The Education Committee shall be responsible for: 

a. Overseeing the work of the Education Officer, and holding them to account 

b. Overseeing relations with the University in relation to all academic matters; 

c. Coordinating all activity relating to academic affairs; 

d. Liaising with representatives at Faculty, School and Course level; 

e. Developing policy for the consideration of the Senate within its remit; 

f. Prioritising, implementing and monitoring all Union policies assigned to it. 

46. Members of the Education Committee may also request that the Education Officer attend University 
meetings. 

 
Proposal 3: 
Senate Bye Law amendment 
Proposed by: Steering Committee 

 
To modify the following text: 

128. Abstentions shall be treated in the following way:  

(a) Abstentions shall be ignored for the purposes of determining whether or not an item has passed, and a 

2/3 majority shall be calculated using only the ‘for’ and ‘against’ votes;  

(b) If an item receives more votes in abstention than either ‘for’ or ‘against’, then the item shall be 

considered to be undecided and shall be re-voted upon;  

(c) If a re-vote fails to produce a conclusive result to satisfy the requirement above, then the vote shall be 

repeated until a conclusive result is found. 

To state: 

(c) If a re-vote fails to produce a conclusive result to satisfy the requirement above, then the motion shall be 

considered neither passed or fallen and will remain categorised as ‘Submitted’ and may be discussed at 

other meetings of Senate in the same academic year.  

 

To modify the following text: 

131. No matter that is the same or similar to an item which has been voted upon at a meeting may be 

reopened at that meeting or at any other meeting within the same semester. 

To state: 

131. Except in relation to abstentions (see above), no matter that is the same or similar to an item which 

has been voted upon at a meeting may be reopened at that meeting or at any other meeting within the 

same semester. 
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Paper 2: Policy Proposals 
 
 
Proposal 1: The Students’ Union to lobby the university to provide scholarships for refugees and those 
fleeing conflict zones 
 
Proposed by: Daniel (Deej) Lashley-Johnson 
 
 
Details: 
 

1. The current refugee crisis caused primarily by wars but also ecological crisis' has created an often 

ignored problem that has serious consequences for the recovery of the affected countries; namely 

that the student age population for the most part have no chance of pursuing higher education.  

 

2. As an act of both solidarity to our fellow students but also as practical humanitarian support, 

generate good will and excellent publicity for the university and to allow for students to befriend and 

learn from students from countries and cultures they may never have had the chance to do. 

 

3. As the university generated a surplus of £46,000,000 last year this scholarship could easily be 

funded. 

 
 
 
 
Proposal 2: The Union should work towards the reduction and improved management of food waste on 
campus. 
 
Proposed by: Alexandra Cuschieri 

 
 
Details:  
  

1. We: 
Believe that climate change and food poverty are serious issues which urgently need to be 
addressed 
Understand the implications of food scarcity in a world with rising population and increased food 
demand 
Recognise the environmental, ethical, and economic impacts of food waste:   
Environmental: the wasted land, water and resources used for growing food, wasted transport 
emissions, and methane emissions when food sent to landfill rots 
Ethical: millions globally living in food poverty - including here in Manchester 
Economic: wasted labor time, and costs of growing, transporting and purchasing food going to 
waste, costs to send waste to landfill 
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2. Calls for action: 

Reduce food waste within campus eateries and student halls 
Campaign to raise awareness of the issue (using ideas promoted in WRAP’s Love Food Hate 
Waste campaign)   
Promote student involvement in food waste reduction actions on campus and at home 
Encourage the University to work towards zero food waste to landfill  
Work with eateries on campus to ensure the most efficient use of food waste 
Partner with existing charities and third party organisations around Manchester who work to 
redistribute food - which is still fit for human consumption and would otherwise be thrown out - to 
those in need (e.g. Food Cycle, The Real Junk Food Project, FareShare etc.) 

 
 

 
Proposal 3: The Union should campaign against the proposed cap on loans for postgraduates. 

 
Proposed by: Education Committee 

 

Details: 

1. The Union believes that whilst loans for postgraduate education do not constitute free education, 

they are an improvement on the current self-funded model. 

 

2. The Union believes that an age cap on postgraduate loans is discriminatory and should be opposed 

to ensure wider access to postgraduate education. 

 

 

3. The Union resolves to campaign against any age cap on postgraduate loans. 

 

 
 
Proposal 4: Support Junior Doctors in their strikes and broader industrial dispute. 
 
Proposed by: Joseph Clough 
 
 
Details: 
 

1. Hunt's contract is unsafe and unfair.  

 

2. Many of our Union's members use the NHS and they should be treated in a safe manner. 

 

3. An injury to one is an injury to all. 

 

4. Some of our members could be encouraged to perform duties during the duration of the strike. As a 

union we should encourage our members to join the junior doctors on the picket lines, and any 

rallies and marches that take place.  
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5. This policy seeks to further the aims of pre-existing pro-NHS policy held by this Union. 

 

 

 
 
Proposal 5: Abolish the Safe Space Policy 

Proposed by: John Scott and Edward Birdsall (merged) 

This policy aims to abolish the current Students’ Union Safe Space Policy. The current policy can 

be viewed at <http://s3-eu-west-

1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Saf

e%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf> or by Googling ‘Manchester University Safe Space Policy’ 

 
Details:  
 

1. Get rid of this "safe-space" policy. [It has been said] it's just a nonsense nanny state policy.  
 

2. Universities should be places where you meet challenging and difficult opinions which you don't 
agree with - those are good for a students self-development. Freedom of speech is probably the 
most important pillar of western democracy, without which a democracy won’t last even 5 years. 
[China, North Korea, Nazi Germany 1930's/1940's, Democratic Republic of Congo, etc, etc]  
 

3.  Get rid of the "safe-space" policy. The world isn't safe and most of us don't want our university 
experience to be like living in a cotton lined bubble. Someone's said something you don't like? 
That's the real world - part of your education here at UoM should be how to deal with that. Learn 
how to live in the unsafe world.  
 

4. In the process of restricting free speech, whereby multiple speakers have been banned, the Student 
Union has instigated a war on the fundamental rights of all non-authoritarian democratic societies, in 
freedom of speech and freedom of expression - without boundaries. 
 

5. The limiting of open forum will serve only in separating groups in an already fracturing social 
landscape. 

 
6.  In times when personal liberties are being progressively curtailed in the name of so-called security 

and protection, now is the time to resist the temptation to follow suit, and we should instead open 
the doors to all with relevant opinions on matters of interest.  

 
7. By facilitating and supporting the expression of all viewpoints, it is my hope that The University of 

Manchester will move toward being a fair and cohesive community with all of the freedoms not 
afforded to those whom the safe space policy now claims to protect.  

  

http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
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Proposal 6: The SU decisions on external speakers should be more accountable and democratic. 

Proposed by: Leonardo Carella 
 

This policy contains a series of edits to the current Students’ Union Safe Space Policy. The current 

policy can be viewed at <http://s3-eu-west-

1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Saf

e%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf> 

Details: 

The Safe Space policies’ aims and intentions are commendable, yet recent experience has highlighted that 

the wording of the regulations leaves room for arbitrary interpretations and decisions. It is our aim to clarify 

the SSP by providing clearer definitions as well as more inclusive and democratic procedures. We believe 

that a distinction should be made between everyday Student Union life - where we should be aware of the 

different sensitivities and opinions of the student body - and spaces for intellectual debate, where students 

make an informed choice to take part and therefore opt into an intellectually challenging environment. We 

believe in liberation and equality for all. By expanding the rights of all students, we hope to make our 

Student Union fairer and stay true to its values. 

Part 1. Visiting Speakers: Transparency and accountability 

It is currently very difficult to find out about upcoming event with visiting speakers. Given that it is in the 

interest of students to be informed about Student Union’s decisions and it is their right to actively challenge 

visiting speakers whose views they oppose, a list of visiting speakers should be available on the Student 

Union’s website. This is also to ensure a fair implementation of the Safe Space Policy. 

1.1 The Student Union should publish a list of: 

a) speakers allowed to speak at events held by societies,  

b) speakers which have not been allowed to speak at events held by a society as a result of a 

decision of the Student Union Executive.  

a) speakers which have not been allowed to speak at events held by a society as a result of a decision of 

the University under its legal obligations. 

 

1.1.2 The list should be accessible on the Student Union’s website. 

1.1.3 The list should be updated every time a speaker is approved (or not approved), at least two days 

before the event takes place (or was originally scheduled to take place). 

1.1.4 The list should include, for every speaker, the name of the event they are scheduled to take part in, 

the society holding the event, the date of the event and its location.  

1.1.5 Decisions constitute precedents: students can refer to previous decisions to argue their case in the 

negotiation process (detailed below). 

 

Part 2 Visiting Speakers: Negotiation Process 

2.1 Whereas a speaker is found to be potentially problematic, the Student Union should liaise with the 

society that submitted the speakers form before taking a decision.  

http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20Space%20Policy%20ws.pdf
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2.2. The negotiation process involving the society in question should explore a range of control measures, 

aimed at finding a compromise for the event to take place. The speaker in question should also be 

contacted, made aware of the issues raised and given the opportunity to make his or her case. Possible 

control measures are: 

- Not allowing SU premises to be used 

- Introducing content/trigger warning on promotional material 

- Making the event closed and ticketed to assuage safety concerns 

- Ensuring time is allocated to a Q & A session 

- Having an impartial observer documenting controversial events  

 

2.3 After these negotiations have taken place, if no acceptable compromise is reached, the Student Union 

should call a student body-wide referendum on whether the speaker should be banned (the question 

should be phrased as “Speaker X should be banned from speaking at the event Y in date Z/ originally 

scheduled for date Z, to be held in the near future”). The referendum’s description must detail the control 

measures that have been accepted or rejected by each party in the negotiation process, and brief 

descriptions of the cases for and against the ban. For all other aspects, the referendum procedures must 

follow those detailed in the Student Union’s constitution.  

 

2.4 No speaker can be banned without a referendum.  

 

2.5 The Student Union must do all it can to ensure the negotiation process allow time for a possible 

referendum taking place before the scheduled event. If there is no time to hold a referendum before the 

event, the Student Union and the society must work together to reschedule the event at the earliest time 

possible after the referendum. Student societies who want to bring a speaker that may be considered 

problematic are therefore strongly advised to submit the speakers form more than three weeks before the 

scheduled event and inform the Student Union about the issue.  

 

Part 3 Safe Space Policy: Changes and Interpretation 

 

At present, factual observations, hyperboles or even profession of one’s deeply held religious beliefs might 

be construed as hate speech. We believe that a distinction should be made between everyday Student 

Union life - where we should be aware of the different sensitivities and opinions of the student body - and 

spaces for intellectual debate, where students make an informed choice to take part and therefore opt into 

an intellectually challenging environment. In the latter case, the Student Union can negotiate the terms of 

agreement, but cannot actively hinder lawful expression of views without proper checks and balances. To 

prevent further misunderstandings, it is our aim to clarify the SSP by providing more detailed definitions as 

well as more inclusive and democratic procedures for the approval of speakers’ form.  

 

3.1 Paragraph 1.2 of the Safe Space Policy 
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Change 

  

"Students are expected to respect the right of all members and staff to enjoy the Students Union as a safe 

space environment, defined as a space which is welcoming and safe and includes the prohibition of 

discriminatory language and actions." 

 To 

"Students are expected to respect the right of all members and staff to enjoy the Students Union as a safe 

space environment, defined as a space which is welcoming and safe for all. The Student Union and 

affiliated societies should strive to create and maintain such an environment, by agreeing on the terms of 

engagement of all activities that are intended to provide a space for intellectual debate. This should be 

implemented through measures including security arrangements, content warnings in controversial debates 

and prohibition of language that can be interpreted as discriminatory in all cases where previous notice of 

the contentious nature of the event has not been given to participants." 

  

3.2 Paragraph 1.2.2 of the Safe Space Policy 

Change 

"The Students Union believe strongly in the right to free speech however acknowledges that this should not 

be to the detriment of the rights of other individuals and groups. Freedom of speech is important, yet 

intention to incite hatred is never acceptable." 

to 

"The Students Union strongly believes in the right to free speech within the boundaries of the law and 

recognises that feeling free to speak one’s mind is a key prerogative of any liberation movement. Freedom 

of speech and liberation are complementary, not mutually exclusive. The Student Union is therefore 

committed to finding practical solutions that respect both diversity of opinion and the right to personal safety 

by negotiating regulations for spaces for intellectual debate, where profound disagreements on deeply held 

principles between students may arise." 

 

3.3 Paragraph 3.3 of the Safe Space Policy 

 

Change: 

"Societies and representatives must not allow visiting speakers at events they have organised or promoted 

to: 

• say things that are likely to incite hatred against any individual or group based on age, disability, marital or 

maternity/paternity status, race, religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans 

status, socio-economic status, or ideology or culture  

• propose or promote punishment for anyone based on age, disability, marital or maternity/paternity status, 

race, religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans status, socio-economic 

status, or ideology or culture  

• promote or recruit to extremist ideologies or groups" 
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to: 

 

Societies and representatives must actively engage with the Student Union to ensure that visiting speakers 

at their events: 

• Are informed about the terms of engagement agreed upon for the event and do not violate them. 

• Are informed that students have the right to actively challenge their views. 

• Do not promote or recruit to extremist ideologies and groups. 

• Do not violate existing hate speech laws and the University’s Code of Practice on Free Speech. That is to 

say, the speakers’ thoughts and expressions must not go beyond the articulation of points of view and must 

not constitute incitement to riot, insurrection, hatred, sexual harassment, or other activities (beyond the right 

of peaceful protest) which are likely to cause a breach of the peace or public disorder or otherwise to be 

unlawful. 

Clarification: incitement to hatred consists in explicitly calling for punishment or discrimination of any 

individual or group on the grounds of their age, disability, marital or maternity/paternity status, race, 

religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans status, socio-economic status, 

or ideology or culture." 

 

Amendments to Proposal  (each of these will be voted on separately before the motion is 

voted on as a whole) 

 

Amendment 1 

Proposed by: Megan Robertson 

Description - Amend  

"1.1.5 Decisions constitute precedents: students can refer to previous decisions to argue their case in the 

negotiation process (detailed below)." to 

“1.1.5 Decisions constituent precedents: students can refer to previous decisions to argue their case in a 

given academic year. Similarly for speakers attending multiple events in a year this can be approached 

through one visiting speaker form covering multiple events without needing to give the actual dates in 

advance - just general descriptions of the events.” 

 

 

Amendment 2 

Proposed by: Joel Smith 

Modify the list under 2.2 to: 

- Introducing prominent content/trigger warning on all promotional material 

- Not allowing SU premises to be used 
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- Preventing any SU promotional channels being used 

- Preventing SU funding being used on this activity, all funds to be self-generated 

- Making the event closed and ticketed to assuage safety concerns 

- Ensuring time is allocated to a Q & A session for criticism of ideas 

- Having an impartial observer documenting controversial events in case of later dispute 

 

Amendment 3 

Proposed by: Joel Smith 

Delete & replace 2.3 - 2.5 from the original motion with: 

2.3 After these negotiations have taken place, if no acceptable compromise is reached, the Students’ Union 

should take an impartial motion to Senate on whether the speaker should be banned where both sides can 

present their case fairly (the question should be phrased as “Should Speaker X should be banned from 

speaking at the event Y in date Z/ originally scheduled for date Z, to be held in the near future”). The 

motion’s description must detail the control measures that have been accepted or rejected by each party in 

the negotiation process, and brief descriptions of the cases for and against the ban. For all other aspects, 

the motion process must follow those detailed in the Student Union’s constitution and be placed at the start 

of Ideas discussion, in essence as an emergency motion to be discussed.  

 

2.4 No speaker can be banned without the approval of Senate. 

 

2.5 The Student Union must do all it can to ensure the negotiation process allow time for a possible motion 

to be taken to senate before the scheduled event. If there is no time before the event for Senate to discuss 

the issue as a motion, if the motion is in favour of allowing the speaker, the Students’ Union and the society 

must work together to reschedule the event at a suitable time after the decision.Student societies who want 

to bring a speaker that may be considered problematic must endeavour to give as much notice as possible 

for controversial events to allow these procedures to take place. As such they are therefore strongly 

advised to submit the Visiting Speakers form greatly more than three weeks before the scheduled event 

and inform the Student Union about the issue. 

 

Amendment 4 

Proposed by: Jess Lishak 

Delete "that are intended to provide a space for intellectual debate. This should be implemented through 

measures including security arrangements, content warnings in controversial debates and prohibition of 

language that can be interpreted as discriminatory in all cases where previous notice of the contentious 

nature of the event has not been given to participants." 

The safe space applies to all union activities generally and is much wider than just about free speech in 

visiting speaker debates. The second part of this sentence will already be in our policy and practice if this 
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policy passes- there is no need to add it to the safe space policy as well because it then makes the policy 

focused on external speakers and debates which is both misleading and too narrow. 

 

Amendment 5  

Proposed by: Jess Lishak 

Replace: 

"The Students Union strongly believes in the right to free speech within the boundaries of the law and 

recognises that feeling free to speak one’s mind is a key prerogative of any liberation movement. Freedom 

of speech and liberation are complementary, not mutually exclusive. The Student Union is therefore 

committed to finding practical solutions that respect both diversity of opinion and the right to personal safety 

by negotiating regulations for spaces for intellectual debate, where profound disagreements on deeply held 

principles between students may arise." 

 

with: 

 

"The Students Union believe strongly in the right to free speech within the boundaries of the law and 

recognises that feeling free to speak one’s mind is a key prerogative of any liberation movement. However, 

it acknowledges that this should not be to the detriment of the rights of other individuals and groups. 

Freedom of speech is important, yet intention to incite hatred is never acceptable. 

 

The Students' Union is therefore committed, where possible, to finding practical solutions that respect both 

freedom of expression and the right to personal safety by negotiating regulations for spaces for debate with 

organisers of Students' Union events which could breach the safe space policy." 

 

The safe space policy is a principle that the Union holds, rather than a guide specifically on external 

speakers and the process will be laid out by this policy if it passes. There is no need to delete from our 

beliefs that events 'should not be to the detriment of the rights of other individuals and groups. Freedom of 

speech is important, yet intention to incite hatred is never acceptable' as it is already covered by stating that 

freedom of speech needs to be within the law and not including hate speech. These reasons also show the 

need to insert, 'where possible', because the writers of this motion accept earlier on that there may be 

cases where allowing certain speakers into the Students' Union should not happen or is not possible. It is 

also important to add this to allow for the process of negotiation, taking specific cases to senate and delays 

due to process/ not enough notice given by the organisers of events. Otherwise the original sentence could 

be seen to negate the whole policy's aims of making a process from democratic. 

 

Amendment 6 

Proposed by: Jess Lishak 

 



 
 

30 | P a g e  
 

Delete: 

"3.3 Paragraph 3.3 of the Safe Space Policy 

Change: 

"Societies and representatives must not allow visiting speakers at events they have organised or promoted 

to: 

• say things that are likely to incite hatred against any individual or group based on age, disability, marital or 

maternity/paternity status, race, religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans 

status, socio-economic status, or ideology or culture 

• propose or promote punishment for anyone based on age, disability, marital or maternity/paternity status, 

race, religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans status, socio-economic 

status, or ideology or culture 

• promote or recruit to extremist ideologies or groups" 

to: 

Societies and representatives must actively engage with the Student Union to ensure that visiting speakers 

at their events: 

• Are informed about the terms of engagement agreed upon for the event and do not violate them. 

• Are informed that students have the right to actively challenge their views. 

• Do not promote or recruit to extremist ideologies and groups. 

• Do not violate existing hate speech laws and the University’s Code of Practice on Free Speech. That is to 

say, the speakers’ thoughts and expressions must not go beyond the articulation of points of view and must 

not constitute incitement to riot, insurrection, hatred, sexual harassment, or other activities (beyond the right 

of peaceful protest) which are likely to cause a breach of the peace or public disorder or otherwise to be 

unlawful. 

Clarification: incitement to hatred consists in explicitly calling for punishment or discrimination of any 

individual or group on the grounds of their age, disability, marital or maternity/paternity status, race, 

religious beliefs, sexual orientation or sexual activity, gender identity, trans status, socio-economic status, 

or ideology or culture."" 

This change is unnecessary and confuses the fact that the University and the Students' Union are very 

different and independent organisations and do not have the same set of policies and procedures, so 

referring to the Universities Code of Practice in inappropriate and goes against a lot of what this policy is 

actually trying to do which is to create a process which senate is comfortable with for the Students' Union. 

This process and the regulations are likely to be quite different to the University's in theory and practice. All 

students are both members of the SU and the University, and can put on events either with the facilitation 

and help of the Student's Union or the University, these two things however should not be confused in our 

policies. Then following this reference by saying 'that is to say' further confuses these things and the 

University's code of practice and interpretation may well be different from what this policy then goes on to 

say: for example, 'must not go beyond the articulation of points of view' does not really make sense.  

 

The change doesn't make any change to the definition of hate speech other than by separating it out so the 

principle of that is still the same, further making this change unnecessary and confusing. 
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The main change here is moving the responsibility from societies and event organisers onto the Students' 

Union as a whole- this is an issue as it suggests are students and societies are not responsible enough to 

be in control of their own events and what happens within them. They already agree to acting within the 

Students' Union's policies and practices, including the principles of the safe space when they become a 

society, so this change would not really have any effect on whether they can be held responsible for 

purposefully breaching the safe space (again, it's not just about external speakers, but students and 

members themselves too). This wording change could also have the unintended effect of the Students' 

Union exec team being more cautious about issues over safe space and external speakers as it suggests it 

is more the organisation's responsibility than the event organisers' over what happens subject to their 

decisions and negotiations set out in the wider policy, if it is to pass. 

 

Fundamentally, when you organise an event you are responsible for who you invite and the breaches of 

policy/law that might happen within that, and whether you as organisers could have prevented that. For 

example, if we (as exec officers) take students to a demonstration or event where their safety or rights are 

compromised, we are liable/responsible for that both legally and practically. While this change in language 

won't have much effect in practice, it again confuses and goes against the principles of how the Students' 

Union allows societies to organise independently and responsibly, but with help, resources, guidance and 

facilitation by us and our staff. 

 

 

 

 

Proposal 7: Students should have access to the first lecture’s Power Point Slides from previous year(s) of 
their elective modules. Course guides should also be more in depth and available to those students so they 
can better judge course content.  
 
Proposed by: Education Committee 
 

Details: 

1. Returning students face a selection of modules they can choose for the next year, but the 

information provided is fairly small with only the learning objectives. For students to get a better idea 

of what the module actually includes, the first lecture’s PPT-slides from previous year(s) and in 

depth course guides should be accessible. This would also be of great asset to the students who 

would like to come more prepared prior to the start of the new year, or for those who are indecisive. 
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Proposal 8: This Union opposes the Green Paper 
 
Proposed by: Education Committee 
 

This policy refers to the Higher Education Green Paper published on 6th November 2015. You can 

obtain a PDF or printed copy at <https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/higher-education-

teaching-excellence-social-mobility-and-student-choice> or by Googling ‘Higher Education Green 

Paper’ 

Details:  

1. This Union believes: 

- That many of the proposals outlined in the Higher Education Green Paper constitute an attack on 

Higher Education, including the “Teaching Excellence Framework” which proposes measuring 

teaching quality through retention, graduate earnings and the NSS (amongst others). 

- That tying scores in the TEF to the ability to charge higher fees is unacceptable and constitutes a 

form of elitism which could put off students from lower income backgrounds from enrolling on 

courses judged to be “better”. 

- The suggestion that universities may be exempt from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) is a 

dangerous attack on transparency. 

- That the veiled attack on Students’ Unions is an attempt to silence opposition voices. 

 

2. The Union resolves: 

- To work with relevant partners and campaign against the introduction of the TEF and specifically 

campaign against the metrics to be used in the TEF suggested in the Green Paper (i.e. retention, 

NSS scores, graduate earnings). 

- To work with relevant partners and campaign to stop Universities becoming exempt from the FOIA. 

- To do anything we can do to prevent a weakening of Students’ Unions. 

 

 
 
Proposal 9: The Students’ Union should campaign for selective licensing. 
 
Proposed by: Harriet Pugh 
 
 
Details: 
 

1. Bad landlords and poor quality housing are huge issues for students across Manchester. There is 

currently very little known about the private rental sector and still less that tenants and local 

authorities can do to challenge poor and illegal practice.  

 

2. Selective licensing would require all landlords in a designated area to apply and pay for a license to 

let from the local authorities. This license would require landlords to comply with terms and 

conditions to do with providing good quality housing and a professional service which, if not met, 

could result in the landlord's license being revoked. Operating without a license would be illegal 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/higher-education-teaching-excellence-social-mobility-and-student-choice
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/higher-education-teaching-excellence-social-mobility-and-student-choice
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thereby giving local authorities adequate grounds to arrest and prosecute bad and criminal 

landlords.  

 

3. This legislation is vitally needed in order to empower our Council to help protect tenants and raise 

the standards of housing. 

 

4. Similar schemes in Salford [14], Thanet [15], Newham [16] and Liverpool [17] are underway, with 

that in Thanet proving so successful [18] their Council has chosen to renew it. Based on this 

evidence, we are certain that selective licensing will be beneficial for the following groups: 

 

- TENANTS, as it provides the vital legislation that empowers our local authorities to regulate, enforce 

and ultimately protect us from rogue landlords and their poor quality housing. 

- COMMUNITIES, as landlords can be made more accountable for the consequences of their 

practices such as disrepair, fly tipping, building extensions, Anti-Social Behaviour etc. 

- LOCAL AUTHORITIES, as it raises capital for them to regulate and administer. In Thanet, the 

Council used the funds generated through licensing to hire 8 Environmental Officers, whose work 

has been invaluable in raising the standards of housing and creating safer homes. 

- GOOD LANDLORDS, as it legitimises their good practice and eliminates rogue ones from 

undercutting their prices and pinching their customers. Good landlords shouldn’t have a problem 

with making a small contribution from their profits to help drive up the standards of housing and 

professionalise the PRS. 

 

 

 

 

Proposal 10: The union should put pressure on the university to release itself from its contract with Circuit 
Laundry and find a new provider. 
 
Proposed by: Sophie Graci 
 

 

1. I have heard numerous examples of washing machines across halls frequently breaking down. I can 

speak particularly for Ashburne Hall, where a washing machine flooded the week after freshers and 

has not been usable since. Multiple students have put in calls to Circuit about this and nothing has 

been done. Having spoken to tutors and older students, it seems that this is an issue that has been 

going on for years.  

2. With washing machines already limited, it is unfair on students for the Accommodation Service to 

remain with a company purely because of their monopoly on the market. 
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Proposal 11: The Students’ Union should use a system of “Participatory Budgeting” to allocate activities 

funding 

Proposed by: Joel Smith 

 
 
Details: 
 

1. Every year for the last 3 years the funding model for societies funding has changed. There are 
various models of distribution for funds and no perfect solution (without an infinite pot of money). 
The current system allows for plenty of funding but largely on a partial basis and with no 
membership engagement around what their funding priorities are. The system is not transparent, 
clear, accountable or democratic, with funding largely driven by staff input with a steer from the 
Activities Committee. 

 
2.  In a PB model the process is as follows:  
- societies would submit proposals for use of Union funds 
- these groups could develop these proposals with help from co-ordinators 
- an event is organised where over the course of an evening, representatives from societies present 
their idea for use of the funds 
- all the society reps then vote on what their favourite ideas are from all the proposals 
- the ideas are ordered by popularity and then funds are allocated to the top ideas until the money is 
all given away 
 
3. Participatory budgeting offers many advantages: 
- democratic – all stakeholders have their say over funds allocated and can influence future spending 
rules 
- engaging – everyone knows where the money has gone 
- transparent – the process is free and fair and not down to whim, everyone knows how funding is 
allocated 
- accountable – where societies are granted funds they then feel a duty to use the money as best 
they can (as they’ve seen all the other great things it could have been spent on) 
 
4. A good model would be this with a hybrid funding model so that every society can apply for up to a 

basic level (eg £50 per semester) to cover small expenses. This system would apply to larger 
projects and funding proposals. 
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Proposal 12: Should there be Amazon Lockers in the Students’ Union building? 
Proposed by: Naa Acquah 

 
 
Details: 
 

1. It is great idea because we can pick up our orders here and it is convenient because the union is 

open from 8-midnight every day. Obviously Amazon is a big multinational company but the money 

the union would make from it could go back into student activities. 

 

 

 

Proposal 13: Solidarity with Jess Small 
 
Proposed by: Joseph Clough 
 

 

Details: 

1. This Union should condemn the disgraceful actions of the bureaucrats of Plymouth SU who have 

ignored many of the principles that we as a Union hold dear including democracy, the importance of 

student voice and unionism.  

 

2. An injury to one is an injury to all.  

 

 

3. For further information see http://anticuts.com/2015/11/16/sabb-sacked-for-setting-up-a-

crowdfunder-maybe-the-worst-thing-weve-ever-seen-an-su-do/ 

 

 

Proposal 14: The SU should sell the Morning Star. 

Proposed by: Joseph Clough 

 

Details: 
 

1. The SU should sell the morning star 
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Proposal 15: This Union should stop selling beef. 

Proposed by: Joseph Clough 
 

Details: 

1. Animal farming is a greater emitter of greenhouses gases than the transportation sector. Beef's 

environmental impact dwarfs that of other meat. 

 

2. This Union has fossil-free policy. The Union's concern for our University's complicity in greenhouse 

gas emissions should extend to our Union's own actions. If it is morally wrong for Universities to 

invest in fossil fuel industries, it is morally wrong for the Union to sell beef.  

 

3. This year, temperatures have globally been 1K higher than the pre-industrial average. At the time of 

the passing of this motion, our global leaders in Paris are failing to reach an agreement on cutting 

emissions to an extent that is required for this planet to sustain our species.  

 

4. After a year, this policy should be reviewed alongside the Union's selling of meat, products 

containing animals and dairy and egg products.  

 

5. This policy should not extend to products which contain small amount of bovine material. 


