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Senate 3: Agenda 

Thursday 18th February 2016, Council Chambers 

No Item Paper  

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   

3 Minutes of previous Senate (to approve) 1 
p.2-7 

4 Senate Rep Election  

5 State of the Union Report, including paper on Buildings Trust (to 
approve) 

2 
p.8 

6 Steering Report (to approve) 3 
p.9 

7 Steering Committee Minutes 
Please note, all other Senate Committee minutes are available online. 

4 
pp.10-14 

8 Scrutiny Report – will be included in hard copies available at the meeting 5 
pp.15-19 

9 
 

Constitutional Proposals 
1. Recording representative’s votes in Senate and making them available 

to students so we can be better held to account. 

6 
p.20 

10 Policy Proposals (there will be a 10-15 minute break at approximately 
19:30) 

1. The SU decisions on external speakers should be more accountable 
and democratic. The right to free speech should be taken seriously 
when it comes to events intended to provide spaces for intellectual 
debate. 

2. This Union opposes the Green Paper 
3. The Students Union should campaign for selective licensing 
4. The union should put pressure on the university to release itself from its 

contract with Circuit Laundry and find a new provider. 
5. The students union should oppose and campaign against the cuts the 

current government is making to services for women and girls. 
6. The SU should sell the morning star 
7. Should there be Amazon Lockers in the Students' Union building? 
8. The Students’ Union should use a system of “Participatory Budgeting” to 

allocate activities funding 
9. 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 these students so that they can 
better judge course content. 

10. This Union should stop selling beef. 
11. The Students' Union should actively support the Rhodes Must Fall 

campaign at Oriel college Oxford. 
12. Block Donald J Trump from UMSU Building entry. 

7 
pp.21-

end 
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10 Close    

 

 

Paper 1: Senate Minutes  
Meeting 2 

 

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

Apologies: Declan Leahy, Saboor Qureshi, Aimee Li, Frances Lester, Dorian Gordon, Kasia Chaberska, 
Mohammed Safdar, Beatrice Siyanbola, Kieron Power 

Date: Thursday 3rd December 2015 

Time: 18:15 – 20:46 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli (FM) 

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 18.15. A list of apologies is read out:  

 Declan Leahy 

 Saboor Qureshi 

 Aimee Li 

 Frances Lester 

 Dorian Gordon 

 Kasia Chaberska 

 Mohammed Safdar 

 Beatrice Siyanbola 

A Senate member adds that Kieron Power would also like to send apologies.  
 
RG invites Senate members to start with an ice breaker – students introduce themselves and tell each 
other what they are doing this weekend. 
 

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #2: Explanation of Process 

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

Action Items: None 

Agenda Topic #3: Approval of Senate 1 Minutes 

 
RG presents the minutes from the first meeting of Senate on 3/10/15. He asks Senate members for any 
amendments or corrections, stating that there has already been a request for a minor change to some 
wording and the spelling of a name.  
 
Part-time Community Officer Joseph Clough (JC) requests that all acronyms (e.g. BME, SU etc.) are 
clarified at the beginning of the minutes in the interests of accessibility. Audience member Edward 
Birdsall (EB) responds that he feels this is ‘pointless’ as ‘everybody already understands the acronyms’. 
 
With no more requests for clarifications, Senate approve JC’s request and the minutes as a whole.  
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JC raises the point that the Bye Laws state that the Gen Sec should give a report on the State of the 
Union. 
Naa Acquah (NA) confirms that she will give a report on the Union after the Senate elections. 
 

Action Items: FM to upload approved minutes to Students’ Union website. FM to ensure ‘State of the 
Union’ report is added to next agenda. 

Agenda Topic #4: Senate Committee Elections 

 
RG hands over to Students’ Union (SU) staff member Frances Muscatelli (FM) who explains that no 
students have put themselves forward for the three unfilled Senate Rep Positions (Student Carer, 
Distance-learner and Part-time Student). Candidates have stood in the following Senate Committee 
elections which Senate will be voting on: 

 Service Committee (Women’s Place) 

 Diversity and Liberation Committee (Open Place) 

 Steering Committee (LGBTQ Women’s Place) 

 Scrutiny Committee (BME Women’s Place) 

 
Activities and Development Officer Joel Smith asks if there will be any speeches for these elections. RG 
clarifies that there will not be.  
 
FM hands out voting codes and Senate breaks for food and elections count. 
 

Action Items: FM to open standing on Students’ Union website and to promote remaining Senate Rep 
opportunities before next Senate meeting. 

Agenda Topic #5: Senate Committee Election Results/ State of the Union Address 

 

RG welcomes the room back and  announces the results of the elections: 

 Service Committee (Women’s Place): Xiaoqiao Yu 

 Diversity and Liberation Committee (Open Place): Rachana Halasabele 

 Steering Committee (LGBTQ Women’s Place): Izzy Gurbuz 

 Scrutiny Committee (BME Women’s Place): Miriam Walker-Khan 

FM explains that the conditions attached to the remaining positions have now been lifted and the 
remaining place on Services Committee is now open to any student. 

General Secretary Naa Acquah presents on the State of the Union. She shows that the SU is exceeding 
targets for student engagement, citing 27,000 society sign-ups from 11,000 students. There has been a 
delay to the building extension work due to issues with the roof. Repairs to the roof, changing the 
windows and potentially adding lifts will take place from March until August 2016 and the main work will 
now commence in November 2016. The SU’s strategic plan is almost up and staff have tendered 
research provider Alterline to feed into the design of the new one. Financially the SU has been doing well 
and staff are about to start block grant negotiations. 

RG reminds audience that they are able to ask questions of elected officers and if they wish to do so they 
should submit these in the next half hour. 

Action Items: FM to open standing on Students’ Union website and to promote remaining opportunity 
before next Senate meeting. 

Agenda Topic #6: Steering Report 
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RG explains what the Steering Committee is – the group of elected students who direct the general 

management of Senate including the agenda. He invites Begum Yilmaz (BY) to present the Steering 

Report. 

BY explains that the committee decided to put all ideas into a priority ballot to allow students to decide 

what they care about most. This was opened up to all students and send out in Union publicity. BY 

explains that a policy submitted by Education Committee refers to the wording of a Union bye-law so was 

removed from the ballot and will be presented to Senate as a constitutional amendment. Steering 

Committee also decided to reject a policy that would mandate the SU to encourage students to ‘give the 

homeless people under the bridge on Oxford road food stamps instead of money’ as this is not 

something they felt the SU could or should do. Steering also decided to implement anonymous voting 

using clickers as is set out in the Senate Bye-Law, and to consider amendments outside of the usual 15 

minute time-limit for debating a policy.  

Faculty Officer Fred Craig (FC) stands up to dispute the decision to use anonymous voting. FC states 

that representative democracy and anonymous voting are incompatible and will prevent students from 

being able to hold their elected Officers to account. They argue that recorded voting should be the norm 

and students should easily be able to find out how their different representatives vote on issues. 

Community Officer Harriet Pugh (HP) explains that a number of students share this concern. As the 

Senate Bye-Law states anonymous voting should be used, HP suggests putting forward a constitutional 

amendment at a future Senate meeting to change this, as well as a procedural motion to use a recorded 

ballot on Motions 5 and 6 (relating to the Safe Space Policy) this evening.  

RG asks for clarification who is putting this procedural motion forward. HP replies that she is happy to. 

Ethical and Environmental Officer Alexandra Cuschieri (AC) asks for clarification on how the other 

motions will be voted on. RG explains that all other motions will be voted on by secret electronic ballot. 

With the direction of Steering Committee, RG also clarifies the SU won’t be recording the votes made by 

the 20 Student Panel as they are unelected, and that the Activities Committee’s votes won’t be 

accessible either, as their role and responsibilities regarding Senate was not communicated before they 

stood for election. 

Audience member Edward Birdsall (EB) heckles and is given a verbal warning. 

Student Community Officer Joseph Clough (JC) asks if recorded voting will also be used on amendments 

and RG clarifies that it will only be used on voting for, against or abstaining on motions as a whole. 

The procedural motion passes and voting on Policies 5 and 6 will now be done by recorded paper ballot. 

Steering Committee explain that if students want recorded voting formalised then the idea should be 

submitted as a proposal and voted on at the next Senate meeting. 

Action Items: Senate to use recorded paper ballots for motions 5 and 6. 

Agenda Topic #7: Scrutiny Report 

Scrutiny Committee member Josh Arnold presents the Scrutiny Committee Report. There are no 

objections or challenges to the report but one committee member asks for their name to be spelled 

correctly. 

Action Items: FM to make corrections and make report available to students via the Students’ Union 
website. 

Agenda Topic #8: Constitutional Proposals 



 
 

5 | P a g e  
 

 

RG clarifies the rules and order of debate. 

1. Officers of the Union Bye Law amendment regarding role and duties of the Education 
Officer 
 

Education Officer Michael Spence (MS) proposes an idea submitted by Education Committee to edit the 

Bye Laws to remove out of date committees from the list of committees the Education Officer should 

attend. 

Campaigns and Citizenship Officer Hannah McCarthy asks whether amendments can be made to this 

proposal. RG explains amendments must have been suggested before the meeting.  

Senate votes and the proposal passes. 

2. Senate Committees Bye Law amendment regarding Education Committee 

MS explains that this amendment would allow the Education Committee to request the Education Officer 

attend a specific University meeting.  

Senate votes and the proposal passes. 

3. Senate Bye Law amendment regarding voting abstentions 

Steering Committee introduce this constitutional proposal which would mean if more votes in abstention 

are recorded and re-vote fails to produce a conclusive result then the motion is tabled. 

Senate votes and the proposal passes. 

Action Items: FM to take to Board of Trustees and update bye laws accordingly. 

Agenda Topic #9: Policy Proposals – a breakdown of results for each vote is available on the 
Students’ Union website 

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

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

BME Officer Deej Lashley-Johnson (DLJ) introduces his idea, highlighting the current refugee crisis and 

the high numbers of people displaced through war or climate change. He suggests that most refugees 

will never have the same opportunities afforded to the students at Senate and as the University has a 

large surplus, the Students’ Union should lobby the University to use some of this to provide scholarships 

for refugees.  

Audience member Edward Birdsall (EB) asks how the students will be selected. DLJ replies that his idea 

is simply to lobby the university to begin a refugee scholarship programme and that these specifics will 

be worked out later. EB suggests that the idea is unfair as this will take university places away from UK 

students. DJL replies that this is O.K. 

EB begins shouting and refuses to give back the microphone to the Union staff member. RG gives EB a 

second warning and explains he will no longer be able to contribute to the discussion. 

RG asks the room for any debate points against this idea. None are offered so Senate votes and the 

motion passes. 



 
 

6 | P a g e  
 

 

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

Ethical and Environmental Officer Alexandra Cuschieri introduces her motion which updates an existing 
Students’ Union policy. She explains that food waste is not only an economical issue but also an ethical 
one. She explains she would like to use the policy as a platform to make links with third party charities 
who work to collect food waste fit for human consumption.  
 

There are no clarification or debate points. Senate moves to voting and the idea passes.  

 
At this point a procedural motion is put forward to extend the meeting by 30 minutes to finish at 21:15. 
Diversity Officer Natasha Brooks raises the potential for this to be difficult for those with access needs or 
parental or caring responsibilities. A vote is taken and the proposal is rejected. 
 

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

Education Office Michael Spence introduces this idea which would mandate the Students’ Union to 

campaign against any age limit placed on postgraduate loans. 

Senate vote and the idea passes. 

4. Support Junior Doctors in their strikes and broader industrial dispute. 

Student Community Officer Joseph Clough (JC) introduces this idea, which would mandate the Students’ 

Union to support the Junior Doctors campaign. JC explains that current contract negotiations have 

broken down and 97% of junior doctors recently balloted have said they are prepared to strike. Changes 

to contracts will affect medical students at Manchester University who are already shouldering around 

£45,000 of debt. JC explains that the Union believes that education and healthcare are a public good so 

should support junior doctors in their struggle. 

There are no clarifications or debate points. Senate votes and the idea passes. 

5. Abolish the Safe Space Policy 

Student Edward Birdsall (EB) introduces his idea, which would abolish the Students’ Union’s Safe Space 

Policy. He suggests that the policy is an attack on freedom of speech as it can be used to prevent people 

from speaking at Students’ Union events, and also promotes segregation in the student population. He 

states that this makes it difficult for student societies who want to host interesting and controversial 

debates. EB also explains that and takes issue with the ‘small committee’ (the Exec Team) who have the 

final decision on whether the Students’ Union should host a speaker. 

RG asks the audience for clarifications. Women Students’ Officer Muneera Lula asks how EB ‘thinks the 

Safe Space Policy leads to segregation’. EB responds that having a Safe Space room in the Students’ 

Union is inappropriate as Trans* students shouldn’t ‘be banished to one room’. 

An audience member asks who has recently been banned using the Safe Space Policy. EB responds 

that Julie Bindel and Milo Yiannopoulos weren’t allowed to speak on campus after a decision made by 

Women’s Officer Jess Lishak (JL). JL responds to clarify that it was not a decision she made alone and 

the reason was that these speakers had been recorded making transphobic statements on more than 

one occasion.  
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RG asks for any debate points against this motion. LGBTQ Officer Liss Anckorn (LA) stands up and 

reads out a statement they have prepared with the LGBTQ society. LA states that the Safe Space Policy 

exists in part to reduce pressures or concerns related to identity and is a manifestation of the idea that 

the Students’ Union has a duty of care to ensure all of its students feel safe.  

There is some confusion over the meaning of the term ‘Safe Space’. JL stands up to address Senate to 

briefly explain the policy.  

EB points out that it is not the Students’ Union, but the police’s responsibility to prevent people from 

inciting hatred. JL attempts to respond but EB shouts over her. RG gives EB his third warning. EB 

addresses the room and verbally attacks JL a number of times. 

Community Officer Harriet Pugh raises a procedural point, and asks RG ‘how many warnings can be 

given before a person is removed from the room?’. RG responds that the rules state EB will now have to 

leave. EB refuses and security is called. Security remove EB from the room.  

Diversity Officer Natasha Brooks, speaking on behalf of Disabled Students’ Officer Dorian Gordon 

speaks for the motion, explaining that the policy to abolish it is based on a deeply flawed understanding 

of Safe Spaces. 

A student from the Random Panel requests to raise a procedural motion, suggesting this policy should go 

to an all student vote.  

Student Community Officer Joseph Clough (JC) responds explaining that they are a Trans* LGBTQ 

student. JC explains how shocked they are that this issue has made it to Senate and is not something 

that the student body should be able to decide. They argue that Senate is representative, diverse and 

weighted and if Senate members do not feel like they can make this type of decision there is very little 

point in having such democratic processes. JC explains that as a disabled student, they should not have 

to ‘go round 40,000 students begging for the right to exist and feel safe’.  

RG takes this procedural motion (to take this policy to an all student email) to a vote and it is rejected by 

Senate. 

Senate moves to voting on whether to ‘Abolish the Safe Space’ policy. Votes are collected on printed 

ballot papers and counted by hand. The idea is rejected. 

RG explains that it is now 20:46 so Senate is over. He thanks all for attending and invites them to Room 

2 for mulled wine and mince pies. 

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

Next meeting: April 14th 2016, 18:00. 
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Paper 2: Buildings Trust – Wind Up and transfer of assets  

Background 

 In the early 1950s the joint Students’ Union (men’s & women’s) building stood where the Alan 

Gilbert Learning Commons now stands. The building was not fit for purpose and a new building was 

proposed to meet the needs of the growing student population. 

 The previous Union building was owned by a charitable trust set up in the name of the Students’ 

Union and led by a board of trustees to safeguard the asset. 

 When the previous building was demolished, the University made a compensation payment of 

£20,000 in compensation for the loss of the building which was the value of the old building less the 

value of 50% of the new building (the Steve Biko Building). 

 This money has been held in trust since 1957 by a separate charitable trust with a trustee board 

made up of former staff and officers of the Union from around that time. This has grown in value 

over that period. 

 The principal objectives of the trust are to provide improvements to the Union building and to help 

extend it. 

 Since 2011, the Students’ Union has been a registered charity and is able to hold charitable assets 

on behalf of the membership without the need for a separate trust. 

Proposal 

 The trust has outlived its useful life and needs to be wound up as soon as is practicably possible. 

The extension to the Union building in 2016 is the first time since 1957 that major changes have 

been made and require some investment from the Union. 

 The Union Senate needs to appoint a number of trustees from the Union and University to meet and 

transact one item of business – that is to wind up the trust and transfer the assets to the 

incorporated charity of the University of Manchester Students’ Union. These trustees cannot be 

current members of the Union (students and officers) and must be balanced by those from the 

University of Manchester. 

  All assets shall be treated in a restricted way to further the purposes of the trust and assist in the 

building re-development project in the next couple of years. 

Formal Resolution 

 The Union Senate, acting within the same definition as the ‘Union Council’ as defined in Section 6c 

of the Declaration of Trust & Agreement hereby appoint to the board of the trust: 

o From the University of Manchester – Martin Conway and Paul Redmond 

o From the University of Manchester Students’ Union – Ben Ward and Rebecca Eley 

 

 The General Secretary of the Union shall ask a senior officer of the University of Manchester to 

confirm in writing they are content with these appointments in accordance with the Trust Deed. 

 There shall be one final meeting of the board of the trust which will transact only one item of 

business: 

Wind up of the University of Manchester Union Buildings and Capital Trust 1908, 1963 & 1966 and all 
assets and liabilities be transferred to the University of Manchester Students’ Union (Charity number 
1144146). The receiving trustees of the Union shall hold the funds in a restricted or designated fund to 
further the purposes set out in the objects clause of the Declaration of Trust and Agreement. 
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Paper 3: Steering Report  

To present at Senate on Thursday 18th February 2016 

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

on 8th and 15th February 2016. The minutes from these meetings contain more information on 

these and other decisions. 

Decision Reason 
To introduce a warning system using 
coloured cards: 
 
 
Warning 1 = yellow card 
Warning 2 = orange card (no longer allowed 
to contribute to topic under discussion) 
Warning 3 = red card (student must exit 
Senate) 
 

To ensure disruption is limited and to 
make as much time for policy discussion 
as possible. 

Reject two policies One policy related to a student’s 
personal grievance with an elected NUS 
Officer  
One policy sought to support the 
democratisation of Manchester 
Metropolitan Students’ Union, using 
UMSU staff and resources. The 
committee agreed that Senate should not 
discuss this for a number of reasons – 
such as its limited direct benefit to 
Manchester students and another being 
that there is no established campaign to 
support. 

Resubmit ‘Recording representative’s votes 
in Senate and making them available to 
students so we can be better held to 
account’  

To ensure this gets discussed and to clarify 
this won’t include members of the Activities 
Committee.  

Order of policy debate at Senate The committee decided to prioritise some 
policies which students have seemed 
keen to discuss for a long time. They 
also considered factors like the number 
of students impacted by a policy and 
whether policies were time-sensitive.  
 
They prioritised 5 policies and decided 
that the others should be discussed in 
the order they were submitted for 
fairness and to avoid confusing students 
with a partial priority ballot. 
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Paper 4: Steering Committee Minutes 

Meeting 1 

Please note, all other Senate Committee minutes are available online at 

http://manchesterstudentsunion.com/top-navigation/student-voice/democracy/senate-and-

committees/senate-committees  

Meeting attended by: Naa Acquah (NA), Begum Yilmaz (BY), Sophie Broke (SB), Gregor Anicic 
(GA), Chris James (CJ), Rob Gilbert (RG), Izzy Gurbuz (IG) 

Absent from meeting: 
 

Omar Al-Roubaie 

Sent apologies: 
 

Harriet Pugh 

Date:  08/02/16 

Time: 16:30-18:00 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli (FM) 

Agenda Topic #1:  Policies for Senate on Thursday 18th Feb Actions and Deadlines: 

Notes:   
The Committee look through the 17 policies which could be 
discussed at Senate on 18th February. This includes 7 new policies 
as well as 10 that were submitted this year but haven’t yet been 
discussed.  
 
The Committee agrees that a number of policies should not go to 
Senate. They decide that the policy to ‘Support the campaign to 
democratise MMUSU’ should be rejected on the basis that it seeks to 
spend Union resources on something which has limited direct benefit 
to UoM students, and for which no established campaign seems to 
exist for the SU to support. FM pointed out that the Students’ Union 
will support MMU students in other ways, such as by offering to chat 
to them about how Student-led Democracy works at our Students’ 
Union and the processes involved in setting up Senate etc. 
 
They also agree that ‘Lobby Richard Brooks to answer Joseph 
Clough’s question regarding his voting choices’ is not an effective 
use of Senate’s time/meaningless for most students as this relates to 
a students’ personal grievance with an NUS Officer. 
 
Steering Committee also agreed to reject the policy ‘Recording 
representative’s votes in Senate and making them available to 
students so we can be better held to account’. This is so the 
Committee can resubmit this as a Constitutional Proposal (as it 
refers to the wording of the Senate Bye-Law) and include a 
clarification that recorded voting will extend to voting on 
amendments. NA will also add a clause that will mean the Activities 
Committee will not have their votes stored or made available to 
students for this academic year (15/16) as they were elected before 
the new democratic structures were in place. 
 
The Committee also agreed that the title of a policy would need to be 
reworded slightly to make them something the Students’ Union could 

 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to email student to let them 
know and to offer support to MMU 
students involved. Completed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to email student and explain 
decision. Completed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NA to edit proposal and resubmit 
as a Constitutional Proposal. 
Before 12/2/16. 
 
 
 
 

http://manchesterstudentsunion.com/top-navigation/student-voice/democracy/senate-and-committees/senate-committees
http://manchesterstudentsunion.com/top-navigation/student-voice/democracy/senate-and-committees/senate-committees
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work on. These are:  
 

1. Change ‘I wish for the student union to represent the 
university in offering and actively supporting the Rhodes Must 
Fall campaign at Oriel college Oxford.’ to ‘The Students' 
Union should actively support the Rhodes Must Fall 
campaign at Oriel college Oxford.’ 
 
 

 
**After the meeting it became apparent that one of the policies, ‘The 
Students' Union should lobby the University to use the well-being 
rooms as exam cram areas during exams. In particular room 1.63 
Simon Building.’ had been submitted by a member of University staff. 
As it is only students who can submit policy to Senate this has now 
been withdrawn.** 
 

 
 
 
 
 
FM to email student and explain. 
Completed. 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to email staff member to 
explain. Completed. 

Agenda Topic #2:  Order of Policy Discussion  

Notes:   
The Committee then discuss how to order policy debate at Senate. 
They considered using a priority ballot but were concerned that there 
were a number of policies submitted which students seem keen to 
debate or are time-sensitive. They also recognised that students 
were likely to find certain policies more important and pressing than 
others. They decided to prioritise the following five policies for 
discussion: 
 

1. The SU decisions on external speakers should be more 
accountable and democratic. The right to free speech should 
be taken seriously when it comes to events intended to 
provide spaces for intellectual debate. 

2. This Union opposes the Green Paper 
3. The Students Union should campaign for selective licensing 
4. The union should put pressure on the university to release 

itself from its contract with Circuit Laundry and find a new 
provider. 

5. The students union should oppose and campaign against the 
cuts the current government is making to services for women 
and girls. 

 
The Committee then discussed how to order the remaining policies. 
They decided that to put only some ideas to priority ballot might be 
confusing for students. The Committee decide that if Senate 
managed to discuss all of the above ideas then any remaining time 
would be used to discuss other policy ideas in the order they were 
submitted. This would clear the back-log of policies that might not 
necessarily get discussed if all ideas were to put to ballot for each 
Senate.  
 
This would provide the following order: 
 

6. The SU should sell the morning star 
7. Should there be Amazon Lockers in the Students' Union 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to email students who 
submitted policy to invite them to 
speak at Senate. Before 12/2/16. 
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building? 
8. The Students’ Union should use a system of “Participatory 

Budgeting” to allocate activities funding 
9. 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 
these students so that they can better judge course content. 

10. Solidarity with Jess Small 
11. This Union should stop selling beef. 
12. The Students' Union should actively support the Rhodes Must 

Fall campaign at Oriel college Oxford. 
13. Block Donald J Trump from UMSU Building entry. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to email students who 
submitted these ideas and include 
this information in Senate agenda. 
Before 12/2/16. 

Agenda Topic #3: Assigning an Exec Officer to policies without. 
 

 

Notes:   
 
FM explains that she has been looking through the active SU policies 
and is concerned that some were not assigned Exec Officers. She 
asks the Committee to assign an Officer to the policies and they do 
so as follows: 
 
For the Union to remember 11 July as Srebrenica Remembrance 
Day in memorial of the genocide at Srebrenica in July 1995 – 
General Secretary 
 
The SU should support the call for a referendum on Greater 
Manchester devolution – Wellbeing Officer 
 
'Given the vast expense and practical difficulty experienced by 
Manchester healthcare students in travelling to placements across 
the Northwest, the Students' Union should create a forum on their 
website to facilitate car-pooling.'  – Education Officer 
 
The Student Union should set up a lobby group that puts pressure on 
the organisations responsible for the catering services around the 
university. In particular, it would monitor the performance of Food on 
Campus – General Secretary 
 
The Students Union should actively build relations with and support 
local FE colleges to campaign for free education – Community 
Officer 
 
The Students’ Union should take an active role in unionising young 
people in Manchester to reverse cuts to youth services – Community 
Officer 
 
The Students Union should campaign to Liberate Our Curriculum – 
Education and Diversity Officer 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FM to let relevant Exec Officers know. 
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Next Meeting:  Monday 15th Feb   

 

 

Steering Committee Meeting 

 Meeting 2 

Meeting attended by: Naa Acquah (NA), Rob Gilbert (RG), Izzy Gurbuz (IG), Sophie Broke (SB), 
Chris James (CJ), Begum Yilmaz (BY) 

Absent from meeting: 
 

Omar Al- Roubaie, Gregor Anicic   

Sent apologies: 
 

Harriet Pugh  

Date:  15/02/16 

Time: 16:30-18:00 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli (FM) 

Agenda Topic #1:  Senate Management Deadlines: 

Notes:   
The Committee agree that there should be as much time as possible 
during Senate for debating students’ ideas. They decide to be much 
tighter on timings to ensure a fair and balanced debate can be had. 
They agree on the following timings for the debate: 
 
Proposal – 2 mins total 
Clarifications – 2 mins total 
Amendments – 2 min per amendment (inc. voting) 
General debate – 10 mins 
Summing up – 1 min 
Voting 
 
The Committee then agree there will be a 10 minute break around 
19:30. 
 
The Committee discuss the disruption at the last meeting and agreed 
to implement a warning card system this time: 
 
Warning 1 = yellow card 
Warning 2 = orange card (no longer allowed to contribute to topic 
under discussion) 
Warning 3 = red card (student must exit Senate) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Action Items: FM to distribute this info. 
 

Before Senate on Thursday 18th 

Agenda Topic #2:  NUS Bye Law clarification  

Notes:   
 
FM explains that at the first NUS Committee meeting, there was 
some confusion over the meaning of a sentence in the NUS Bye-
Law: 
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‘11. No policy may be submitted for adoption at any NUS Conference 
that is not in accordance with the policies of the Students’ Union’  
 
Delegates were divided over whether this meant they had to pass 
policy at the Students’ Union Senate before taking it to a conference, 
or whether they could propose any motion to conference provided it 
did not conflict with an existing SU policy. 
 
Steering Committee recognise that making sure students pass policy 
via Senate first would be difficult as time at Senates are so limited 
and there is already a backlog of policies to get through. They decide 
that delegates should be able to propose any motion to conference 
provided it did not conflict with an existing SU policy. 
 

Action Items: 
To alert NUS delegates to this decision 
 

Before 19/02/16 

Next Meeting:  TBC  
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Paper 5: Scrutiny Report February 2016 

 

Meetings attended by: Josh Arnold 
Laura Richardson 
Begum Yilmaz 
Joseph Clough 
Miriam Walker Khan 

Dates:  5/2/16 & 10/2/16 

Times: 12-4pm & 12-3pm 

Secretary: Frances Muscatelli (FM) 

Agenda Topic #1:  Introductions Deadlines: 

 
Notes:   
Members of the Committee introduced themselves. FM explained the 
functions of Scrutiny Committee as set out in the Officers of the Union Bye 
Law (available on the Students’ Union website). 
 
No students had left comments for Scrutiny on the embedded form on the 
SU website Senate Committees page. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

#2: Naa Acquah, General Secretary    

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee were pleased that Naa had clearly listened to the feedback 
she was given after the last meeting and this was reflected in her second 
Scrutiny Report. They agreed that Naa’s focus on bringing about cultural 
change on campus (such as by going out to talk to students at Gen Sec 
surgeries, and working to engage and provide for students on North 
Campus) was good to see. There was some concern that Naa could be 
doing more to educate Manchester students on changes at the University 
which may affect the quality of their experience (one example being 
redundancies and outsourcing in IT services). 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
Most of the Committee agreed that Naa was performing outstandingly in her 
role. Some suggestions for improvement included using her platform as 
General Secretary to inform students about cuts and other current issues in 
higher education that will affect them. Committee members would also like 
Naa to continue to empower students to get involved in the different 
democratic processes of the Students’ Union and to ensure these are 
accessible to all. They would also like to see Naa using feedback from the 
students who have attended her events to shape future work. 
 
  

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

#3: Lucy Hallam, Wellbeing Officer  
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Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee could see that Lucy is working towards the things that were 
outlined in her manifesto. They were pleased to hear about her work 
focusing on student safety, including a series of free self-defense classes 
and work to expand the student Safe Zones programme. They could see 
that Lucy was doing good work with Sporticipate and agreed that free 
exercise classes and gym memberships will go some way to support 
Manchester students’ physical and mental wellbeing. 

 

 
Recommendations: 
Again, there was some concern that Lucy is neglecting the mental health 
aspect of the Wellbeing role. The Committee would like to see Lucy do 
some more proactive work around student mental health and to get some 
projects off the ground. They would also like Lucy to be more aware of how 
wider issues (cuts to student support services, Prevent legislation etc.) will 
affect students’ wellbeing, and do more to engage students in resisting 
these. 
 

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

#4: Michael Spence, Education Officer  

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments:  
The Committee were pleased to hear how Michael engages with elected 
Academic Reps and his plans to meet as many as possible over the next 
few months. They were happy to hear about recent wins for students 
including preventing module closures on the Middle Eastern Studies 
(MEST) course. They could see evidence of Michael working on all the 
policies assigned to him, and pleased to hear his passion and commitment 
around the Union’s Free Education policy. There was some concern 
however that Michael primarily focusses on undergraduate students and 
could do more to engage postgraduates in his work. 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like to see more done for postgraduate students, and 
one suggestion was that Michael could link and work better with University 
and College Union (UCU) Reps. They suggested Michael decided on the 
specific outcomes he wanted to achieve throughout the year and plan the 
steps he needs to take to get there, as they felt that his work seems a little 
disjointed and lacking in tangible goals. 
 

 
Next meeting 

#5: Joel Smith, Activities and Development Officer  
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Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The committee could see that Joel had worked to address the 
recommendations set out in the first Scrutiny Committee Report. They were 
pleased to hear Joel was trying to put structures in place to ensure future 
Activities Officers would be able to work on as much or as little of Pangaea 
Festival as they felt comfortable with. A member of the Committee raised a 
concern that Joel had neglected his duty to assist with holding an elected 
NUS Officer to account and that this is something they felt they could have 
had more support on. 
 

 
 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like to see Joel pushing forward on trying to recruit a 
permanent Events Manager staff member as this would take the pressure to 
run Pangaea off future Activities Officers and would mean more time could 
be spent supporting and developing student societies and other activities. 
One suggestion made was that Joel should be more active and willing to 
support students who want to hold NUS Officers to account. 
 

 
Next meeting 

#6: Jess Lishak, Women’s Officer  

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments: 
Overall, the Committee seemed pleased with Jess’s performance and her 
drive to ensure the sustainability of the projects she has set up during her 
time as Women’s Officer. They were also impressed with the ways Jess is 
using projects and events to fundraise money towards the cost of a Student 
Support Worker at Manchester Rape Crisis. They were pleased Jess is 
planning to use the evidence of the high demand for this service to lobby 
the University to do more to tackle the issue of sexual violence on campus.  
 
There was some concern that the Women’s Forum (‘a permanent Sub-
Committee of the Women’s Committee open to all self-defining women 
students’ set out in Senate Committees Bye Law) hadn’t been meeting. 
Jess explained that the Women’s Campaign was open to all women 
students, but the Committee were concerned that these groups don’t 
function in the same way and the Women’s Campaign doesn’t have the 
same power to hold Jess accountable. 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
The Committee would like Jess to bring the lack of Women’s Forum to the 
Women’s Committee’s attention to see if they want to introduce the sub-
committee. For the next meeting, the Committee would like to see an 
evaluation of Jess’s time as an Exec Officer and examples of the impact of 
Jess’s projects and initiatives. 
 

 
Next meeting. 
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#7: Harriet Pugh, Community Officer  

 
Score: 4 (Outstanding) 
 
Comments: 
The committee were impressed by Harriet’s knowledge and her drive to 
fundamentally challenge the narrative around ‘students as disruptive’ in the 
local community. They were pleased to hear about her work that the 
Student Community Officers are getting involved in Harriet’s campaigns.  
 
 

 

 
Recommendations: 
There were no recommendations made. The Committee would like to see 
some evidence of the reach and impact of Harriet’s work and campaigns at 
the next meeting. 
 

 
 
Next meeting. 

#8: Hannah McCarthy, Campaigns and Citizenship Officer  

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The committee were satisfied that Hannah had listened to the 
recommendations in the previous report. They recognised that successes in 
long-running campaigns are often difficult to quantify but they were pleased 
that Hannah is raising awareness of a variety of important issues.  
 

 

 
Recommendations:  
Some members of the committee suggested that Hannah could be doing 
more to raise awareness about the various political policies of the SU. They 
suggested that this is something Hannah could do in collaboration with the 
General Secretary. They would like to see some evaluation of the success 
of Hannah’s work this year at the next meeting. 

 
 
Next meeting. 

#9: Natasha Brooks, Diversity Officer 
 

 

 
Score: 3 (Good) 
 
Comments: 
The Committee recognise that the Diversity Officer has a very large remit 
and is expected to represent a wide range of students including (but not 
limited to) international, postgraduate, disabled, BME and LGBTQ students, 
each groups with their own specific issues and needs. For this reason they 
were pleased to hear Natasha has been trying to inspire students to get 
involved and lead on liberation campaigns and that she works hard to 
empower and include elected liberation officers in as many meetings and 
discussions as possible.  
 
The Committee was split on whether Natasha had fully justified why she 
spends more time working with certain student groups within her remit. 
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There was concern that Natasha and the Students’ Union more generally 
has consistently neglected to engage and support postgraduate students. 
 
 

 
Recommendations:  
The Committee would like to see Natasha doing more to support 
postgraduates and to bring them into the Students’ Union. They suggested 
that Natasha looks into putting something in place to ensure that future 
Diversity Officers can sufficiently represent and support all marginalised 
groups within the University of Manchester student population. An example 
the Committee gave could be looking into the feasibility of paying part-time 
Liberation Officers. 
 

 
Next meeting. 

Agenda Topic #10: AOB  

 
Notes:  
 
The Committee would like to make some edits to the Scrutiny Template 
each Exec Officer receives. They would like to include space for Officers to 
answer the following questions: 
 

 How have you fulfilled the duties and expectations of your role? 

 What positive changes/difference have you made? 

 Do any projects, campaigns or other initiatives exist because of 
you? 

 
At the final meeting of the year they would like to see how the Officers have 
They would like to see how the Officers have actively addressed 
recommendations from previous reports. 
 
The Committee also agreed that FM should ask Rob Gilbert (Senate Chair) 
to chair future meetings. 
 

 
FM to action. For next meeting. 

Next Meeting:  May (date TBC)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

20 | P a g e  
 

Paper 6: Constitutional Proposal 

There has been one proposal submitted to change the wording of the Senate Bye Law. Included are the relevant parts 
of the original Bye Law. All Bye Laws can be found in full at www.manchesterstudentsunion.com/constitution 
 
Senate Bye Law Amendment 
Proposed by: Fred Craig/Steering Committee 
Details:  
 
Last senate an issue emerged during the proceedings due to change in how the procedures of senate were enacted. 

Previously, at the first senate, votes had been taken by a show of hands. This was changed to an electronic format for 

understandable reasons to prevent voting members from feeling pressured or bullied into taking a stance, however 

this unfortunately had the unintended side effect of undermining the ability senate to function as a representative 

democracy, and for students to hold representatives and officers to account. 

Under the old system (which was by no means perfect) students interested in how their representatives were voting 

could at least attend a senate and see with their own eyes how they voted. The new system of anonymous electronic 

voting means that they cannot do this, and essentially cannot hold their representatives to account, as they cannot 

see how they vote, and is no voting record. 

Considering how the second clause of the senate bye-laws states one of its responsibilities as 'holding democratically 

elected representatives to account' (which cannot be done unless it is known how individual representatives are 

voting), it seems clear that a solution must be found to this issue. 

This proposal is that a record should be kept of how representatives actually voted, regardless of the voting method 

used. 

Proposal: 
 
Amend the following text in the Senate Bye-Law section 125: 

Votes shall be taken in the following ways: 

(a) On any minor, routine on uncontroversial matter (and provided no objection is 

raised), by a show of hands; 

(b) Where a secret electronic vote is unavailable, by secret paper ballot; 

(c) In all other cases, by secret electronic vote; 

An additional clause should be added so that it reads: 

To state: 

Votes shall be taken in the following ways: 

(a) On any minor, routine on uncontroversial matter (and provided no objection is 

raised), by a show of hands; 

(b) On other matters (including proposals and amendments), where a secret electronic vote is unavailable, by secret 

paper ballot; 

(c) In all other cases, by secret electronic vote; 

When voting, student representatives and Officers of the Union will have their individual votes recorded and then 

made available to students in the interests of democratic accountability. This will not include the 2015/16 Activities 

Committee as they were unaware of their responsibilities relating to Senate when elected.  

 

http://www.manchesterstudentsunion.com/constitution
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Paper 7: Policy Proposals 

 
Proposal 1: 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 found at http://s3-eu-west-

1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17915/2474048df1f844083a5a1a91da3dc5bd/Safe%20

Space%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 

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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2.1 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.  

 

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.  
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3.1 Paragraph 1.2 of the Safe Space Policy 

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 2: 

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 

- 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 
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- 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 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 
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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 

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 
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• 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. 

 

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. 
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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 2: This Union opposes the Green Paper 
Proposed by: Education Committee 
 

This policy refers to the Higher Education Green Paper published on 6
th

 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 3: 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.  

 

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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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 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 4: 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. 

 

 

Proposal 5: The students union should oppose and campaign against the cuts the current government is 
making to services for women and girls. 

Proposed by: Jenni Smyth 

 

The continued austerity programme of this government is determinately impacting services for women. 

Women are hit twice as hard as men by austerity across the board but the closure of specialist services is a 

huge blow.  



 
 

30 | P a g e  
 

Since 2010 over 30 specialist domestic violence services have closed. 30 services that provided a lifeline to 

women fleeing violence, services that offered specialist knowledge, empathy, hope, a future.  

Here in Manchester the Rape Crisis centre is having to bid for their funding each year with no guarantee of 

survival. The sad reality is that this government clearly does not care about women and girls – because if 

they did, access to these specialist services that are needed by millions of women every year would be a top 

priority. 

 

Proposal 6: The SU should sell the Morning Star 

Proposed by: Joseph Clough 

 

Details: 
 

1. The SU should sell the morning star 
 
 
 

Proposal 7: 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 8: 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 
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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. 

 
 
 

Proposal 9: 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. 

 
 

Proposal 10: 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. 
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Proposal 11: The Students' Union should actively support the Rhodes Must Fall campaign at Oriel college 

Oxford. 

Proposed by: Abby Harrison 

 

Details:  

It is our responsibility as a society to seek to redress the damage to society created by colonialism. Rhodes 

statue at oriel symbolises and as a representation of a person, almost literally embodies the continued erasure 

of black voice in history books and wider society.  

The university is a an institute of academia that has within it enough minds that aren't so closed that they cannot 

see that PoC and in particular black students at Oxford and in other institutions everywhere are marginalised 

and discriminated against simply by the continued narrowing of history by erasing and ignoring of the horrors 

colonial history and its continuing legacy. 

Given the fact that 40+% of British population think that Britain's colonial history was positive and that they were 

proud of it then something needs to be done. Oriel's black and PoC students need sisters and brothers to back 

them up, to stand with them, to say we are here, we see what this is about and we will make their voice louder.  

Currently RMF@Oriel are suffering what can only be seen to be a racist backlash from MSM and the college 

itself. These are attempts to delegitimise their cause. With our voice it would be harder. 

 

 

Proposal 12: Block Donald J Trump from UMSU Building entry. 

Proposed by: Joseph Clough 

 

Details:  

Ban Donald J Trump from the Biko Building. 


