Motion on the Climate Emergency
Proposed by Jack O’Dwyer-Henry, Seconded by Laurie Butler
This Union notes that:
● On September 17th 2019, the Union Executive voted to support the petition calling for the
University to declare and respond to a Climate Emergency.
● The University came 91st in People & Planet’s 2019 UK University League table on
environmental and ethical performance.1
● The University does not have an Ethical Investment Policy.
● There has been a long-standing campaign by student activists to force the University to divest
from fossil fuels and introduce an Ethical Investment Policy. 2
● Barclays bank, which has a branch on our campus, is a major financier of fossil fuel
companies, funding them to the tune of over $85 billion since 2016. 3
● The Union’s Executive Committee adopted a Fossil-Free Investment Policy on June 4th 2019,
which states that the University’s “investment portfolio appears to show no investments in the
fossil fuel industry”.4
● As of September 2019, the University invests almost a quarter of a million pounds in funds
that have holdings directly in the fossil fuel industry.
● The University invests a total of £60,088 in the ‘Schroder Responsible Value UK’ fund, the
biggest holding of which (6.1%) is in BP, it also invests in Royal Dutch Shell (4.7%).5
● The University invests £65,760 in the ‘UBS ETF - MSCI EMU UCITS ETF’ fund, the biggest
holding of which (2.7%) is in the French oil and gas company Total SA. 6
● The University invests £52,063 in the ‘UBS ETF - MSCI Emerging Markets’ fund, which
invests in a variety of oil & gas companies (6.52%), non-renewable electricity production
(1.59%), coal (0.42%), and pipelines (0.12%).7
● The University invests £31,284 in the ‘UBS MSCI United Kingdom IMI’ fund, 5.05% of which
is invested in BP.8
● The University invests £15,288 in the ‘UBS ETF - MSCI EMU Socially’ fund, 4.81% of which is
invested in Total SA.9
● The University also invests in arms manufacturers BAE Systems (£14,056), and British
American Tobacco PLC (£25,955).
This Union believes that:
● No single issue is more important or urgent than tackling the Climate Emergency.
● The Climate Emergency cannot be tackled without massive structural changes in the global
economy.
● In the context of the ongoing Climate Emergency, any and all nonviolent direct action against
fossil fuel companies and their financiers (which includes the University) is justified.
● The University is currently failing its students by not immediately declaring and responding to
a Climate Emergency and divesting from fossil fuels.
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●
●
●

The University should not be complicit in ‘greenwashing’ by accepting academic or
conference funding or sponsorship funding from fossil fuel companies.
Barclays should have no presence on our campus until it stops financing all fossil fuel
companies and projects.
Institutional boycotts are an effective tactic for achieving change at banks like Barclays,
evidenced by the success of a similar campaign against South African apartheid.

This Union resolves to:
● Officially declare a Climate Emergency, and prioritise the reduction of carbon emissions
across all the Union’s work, committing to making all the Union activities net carbon-neutral
by 2030.
● Support all nonviolent protest, boycotts, and direct action against fossil fuel companies and
their financiers, especially all student-led protest in and against the University.
● Support People & Planet’s ‘Divest Barclays’ campaign, and the NUS’s ‘Divest-Invest’
campaign.
● Re-commit to permanently adopting fossil-free investments as soon as possible, and by all
means before the end of the 2020/2021 academic year (as agreed in the June 4th 2019
Fossil-Free Investment Policy).
● Repeal the Fossil-Free Investment Policy passed by the Executive Committee on June 4th
2019, which supports the University’s current investment portfolio.
● Demand the University immediately declares a Climate Emergency, and commits to
becoming net carbon-neutral by 2030.
● Demand the University immediately, completely, and permanently divests from all fossil fuel
companies, as well as any companies associated with the arms trade and tobacco industry.
● Demand the University refuse any and all sponsorship or research funding from the fossil fuel
industry.
● Demand that the University introduces an Ethical Investment Policy, to be developed in
consultation with students and staff.
● Demand that the University make its investments public (via public quarterly releases of the
current investment portfolio), and open to ongoing scrutiny by a body that includes staff and
students.
● Demand the University cuts all ties with Barclays, and investigate the potential of closing the
Lancaster University branch.
● Mandate its representatives on University Council to issue these demands to the University at
the next University Council meeting.

Motion on Saving Our Sugarhouse
Proposed by Katie Whearty, Seconded by Atree Ghosh
This Union notes that:
 The Sugarhouse is profitable and popular.
 Over 1,150 students have signed the ‘Save Our Sugarhouse’ petition, making it this Union’s most
popular petition by a landslide margin.
 Almost 50 student staff are currently employed at The Sugarhouse, who will lose their jobs in the
event of closure.
 The Sugarhouse is a central asset to Lancaster’s night-time economy.
 Outcry at the Trustee Board’s decision to enter negotiations to sell The Sugarhouse has come
from current students and alumni (including some of our most notable alumni, Cat Smith MP and
James May), as well as the local Lancaster community.
 Student accomodation near The Sugarhouse is legally required to be intensively soundproofed
due to its location, with developers Citiblock claiming that they have spent £400,000 to meet this
requirement.
This Union believes that:
 The Sugarhouse is this Union’s most popular asset.
 Closure of The Sugarhouse would especially affect members with disabilities, as it is the only
widely accessible nightclub in Lancaster.
 Closure of The Sugarhouse would especially affect members of the trans and non-binary
community, as it is the only venue in Lancaster with gender-neutral toilet facilities.
 Closure of The Sugarhouse would have a negative effect on the local economy.
 Closure of The Sugarhouse would disproportionately impact students from low-income
backgrounds, who would be forced to go to more expensive venues.
 The potential of future noise complaints is not an adequate justification for the sale of The
Sugarhouse.
 If it were to remain open, The Sugarhouse would continue to be popular and profitable.
 The Sugarhouse must not be sold.
This Union resolves to:
 Demand that the Trustee Board does not approve any sale of The Sugarhouse.
 Demand that its Trustee Board reverse its decision to open negotiations about the potential sale
of The Sugarhouse.
 Demand that the Trustee Board publicly release all minutes (complete and unredacted, at the
discretion of the Trustee Board Chair) of the meetings at which the potential sale was discussed
and agreed.
 Demand that the Trustee Board publicly release all minutes and reports (complete and
unredacted, at the discretion of the Trustee Board Chair) of the Sugarhouse Strategy Task
Group.
 Mandate the Full-Time Officers to vote against any sale of The Sugarhouse, in any position they
hold (i.e. as members of the SU Executive Committee, as Directors of any SU companies, as
Trustees, or as members of the University Council).

Motion for Approval on Union Democratisation

Proposer and Seconder: Oliver Robinson, Jack O’Dwyer-Henry
Motion for: Approval, to instruct the trustee board and executive committee
This Union notes that:











In 2016, this Union abolished its own Council;
In 2016, this Union abolished the positions of elected student trustees;
In 2018, the University abolished the University Court;
In 2018, the positions of non-academic staff representative, Lancaster City Council
representative, and directly elected student representative were abolished from the
University Council;
In 2019, the University took steps to curb and almost eliminate the right to free
assembly and the right to protest on campus with the introduction of a revised Code
of Conduct on Protests;
In 2019, the handover of power between FTO teams was done poorly such that
major decisions of the previous FTO team were not fully elucidated to the current
FTO team (see: sponsorship of Aparto);
Many of these major constitutional changes have been implemented without the
democratic consent of the student body;

This Union believes that:









The management of the University has intentionally dismantled its internal structures
of democratic representation and accountability;
Students’ trust in the institutions of their University and Students’ Union is at an alltime low;
Consistently poor decision-making could have been averted in many cases by
greater democratic oversight and engagement with the will of the student body;
The Board of Trustees has far too much power over the direction of the Union and is
entirely unaccountable;
Our Full-time officers should be given greater executive power within the structures
of the Union as the representatives of the Student Body, and in turn be held
accountable for the decisions that they make, rather than being stuck within arcane
bureaucratic procedures;
Trust in the institutions can only be re-established alongside a re-establishment of
the recently dismantled democratic structures;
The Union’s Trustee Board should be completely elected;

This Union resolves to:





Demand the University re-establish the University Court;
Demand the University restores non-academic staff and Lancaster City Council
representation on the University Council;
Demand the University restores the directly elected student position on University
Council;
Mandate and empower the Full-Time Officers to convene a Company Law meeting of
the Trustee Board to amend the Articles of Association to implement a fully elected
Trustee Board (consisting solely of the six Full-Time Officers, and five student
trustees, at least two of whom must be elected from, by and for post-graduate
students);





Convene a constitutional convention to which any student can contribute, to review
and propose amendments to the Union’s Articles of Association and byelaws, with
the intent of radically democratising every aspect of the Union and its work, including
the re-establishment of the Union Council and the introduction of participatory
budgeting;
Instruct and empower its Full-Time Officers to focus on doing everything in their
power to achieve the reforms of the University and Students’ Union as set out in this
motion.

Motion for Approval to Mandate Full and Part Time Officers to Take a Public
Political Stance on the Potential Sale of The Sugarhouse

Proposer and Seconder: Kyra Webber and Mitch Boocock

Motion for: Approval; to mandate Full and Part Time Officers
Union notes:
-

Full Time Officers (FTOs) and Part Time Officers (PTOs) are the elected political
leads of Lancaster University Students’ Union.
The Trustee Board agreed to enter into negotiations for a potential sale of The
Sugarhouse.
The student body will vote on whether they believe a sale should go ahead in the
referendum (as triggered by petition) in Week 8.
As political leads, and based on the precedent of past officer teams, officers are
allowed to take sides in referendum campaigns.

· Union believes:
-

As the Sugarhouse sale is very contentious and protested by the student body (for
reasons as stated in the petition), the FTOs and PTOs should publicly take a stance
on the sale, being allowed to campaign for a side during the referendum. In the case
of the FTOs, this would not be in their capacity as trustees of the union.

· Union resolves:
-

Officers must take a public stance on the sale of The Sugarhouse in their capacity as
a political leads by the end of Week 4.

Motion for Discussion and Approval on Amendment of the Articles of
Association on Trustee Board Powers over the Chief Executive

Proposer and Seconder: Bee Morgan, Hannah Prydderch
Motion to Discuss and Approve changes to the Articles of Association on Trustee Board
Powers over the Chief Executive in accordance with Article 7.
Union notes:






Currently Lancaster SU’s Articles of Association are due to be reviewed in
2020/2021.
The Chief Executive (CEO) is appointed by the Trustee Board as detailed in Article
61.1.9, and is the only staff member to be hired in such a way.
At Lancaster SU the Trustee Board has delegated day-to-day management of the
union to the CEO, and monitoring of their progress is by “reporting regularly” to the
Trustees (Article 31).
However, at De Montford SU, the process is different, with the President, as Board
Chair, taking direct responsibility for holding the CEO to account:
“42.2 The Chair shall have line management responsibility for the Chief Executive.”



At Royal Holloway London SU, their Articles state that the President has direct
authority to investigate complaints about their CEO:
“If a complaint is made about the Chief Executive, the President will be supported in
their investigation by an External Trustee (usually the Vice Chair of the Board)”
https://www.su.rhul.ac.uk/pageassets/voice/governance/constitution/RHSUConstitution-July-2019.pdf





In some cases, such as Imperial College London SU, the President is the Chief
Executive.
Lancaster University SU’s Articles currently do not detail the process for dismissal of
the CEO, which other student unions across the country do.
For example, Oxford SU’s Articles state:
“The Board shall appoint a Chief Executive Officer for such term, at such
remuneration and upon such conditions as the Board thinks fit, with responsibility for
the day-to-day management of OUSU. The Board may remove the Chief Executive
Officer.”
https://www.oxfordsu.org/pageassets/your-union/governing-documents/Articles-ofAssociation_2015.pdf



Leicester SU’s Articles state the following on dismissal processes, with points 3.2.1
to 3.2.5 delegated to a subcommittee of Board. Leicester’s President also has direct
“line management of the CEO” too, “and thus the objectives of the Union staff team”:
“Powers reserved to the Board

48.1 The following matters are reserved by the Board of Trustees and cannot be
delegated:
48.1.1 Approval of the appointment or removal of the Chief Executive”

The Committee will advise the Board on:
3.2.1 The detailed procedures for the appointment, assignment, grading, appraisal,
discipline, suspension and dismissal of staff.
3.2.2 Approve the framework for the pay, pensions and conditions of staff.
3.2.3 Monitoring compliance against legislation.
3.2.4 The remuneration package of the Chief Executive Officer.
3.2.5 The process of appointment, appraisal, discipline, suspension and dismissal of
the Chief Executive Officer.”
https://www.leicesterunion.com/resources/6013/Union-Constitution-September-2018/
Union believes:






In comparison to other SU’s nationally, Lancaster SU’s Articles of Association are
lacking robust governance to hold the CEO of the union to account if not serving their
students. This needs to be rectified immediately by following the processes as
determined in Article 7.
It should be explicitly stated in the Articles that the President has the authority over
the CEO, so that the students (through electing the President) have the ultimate say
over the way their union is run. This will also confirm the President/CEO boundary,
ensuring that the CEO must take political direction from the President and support
the Officers as leads of the organisation, and not the reverse.
The Articles also lack robust process for dismissal of the CEO, which should be
stated clearly in the Articles. This should be conducted by a simple majority vote of
the Trustee Board, who already hold responsibility for appointment. As is the case in
Leicester, this power should not be delegated and remain with the full Board.

Union resolves:
1. To discuss at the AGM the current issues around the inability to hold the CEO to
account and ways the SU could improve this both practically and through the
proposed governance changes.
2. Approve the following amendments to the Articles of Association under Articles 28
and 31, with the processes of implementation (through Article 7) happening
immediately following the AGM:
The Board shall appoint a Chief Executive under such conditions as the Board thinks
fit, with responsibility for the day-to-day management of Lancaster SU as determined
in Article 31.
The Chair of Board holds line management authority over the Chief Executive and
thus the overall staff team. Regular meetings with the Chair must be scheduled to
monitor performance effectively.

The President and wider officer team determine the political direction of the union
which the Chief Executive has a duty to implement.
The process of appointment, appraisal, discipline, suspension and dismissal of the
Chief Executive is reserved to the Board of Trustees and cannot be delegated.
The Board may remove the Chief Executive Officer by a simple majority vote.
All complaints concerning the Chief Executive in the first instance should be made to
the Chair who will conduct the appropriate processes accordingly, as supported by
the Vice-Chair.

Motion for Approval on Increased Student Input in Lancaster University
Students’ Union Spending

Proposer and Seconder: Hannah Prydderch & Charlie Bradbury
Motion for: To change the process by which funding is allocated by Lancaster University
Students’ Union, in order to increase student input in decision-making.
Union notes:







In an era of increased accountability, transparency and student engagement, one
area that has been overlooked is the funding allocation of the Students’ Union
budgets.
Some Students’ Unions have moved to participatory budgeting, where students are
actively involved in allocating budgets rather than just being informed about them
during the Annual General Meeting.
In the past few years, budgets have fluctuated between areas with some
consultation, but not full student involvement and scrutiny.
Only 23% of students believe that they can influence decisions made by the SU (as
of 31st July 2019).

Union believes:




The Students’ Union’s funding priorities should be directly set by the student body for
the student body, not just a small group of elected officers setting budgets for the
next year.
The budgets set need to reflect the diverse student base and ensure that all students
have the chance to get involved with the Students’ Union and lead their own
campaigns.

Union resolves:






To hold an annual student consultation to enable the Students’ Union to have a
better idea as to what the funding priorities should be for the following year.
To set up a Budget Committee, with membership including but not limited to: FullTime Officers, Part-Time Officers, JCRs/PG Board, Sports and Societies Execs. This
Budget Committee would help to decide the allocation of the Students’ Union
budgets for the following year and review spending periodically throughout the year
to ensure they are being spent in order to benefit students.
To ensure that at the Annual General Meeting, officers would be required to provide
a breakdown of how they spent their budgets for scrutiny by the student body.
To ensure that all budgets available for student groups and campaigns are
advertised extensively and reserved exclusively for their intended use.

Motion for Discussion on Union Position on Potential Industrial Action Taken by University
Staff
Proposer and Seconder: Bee Morgan, George Nuttall
Motion For Discussion – to inform Executive Committee
Union notes:











In Feb/March 2018, nationally universities were affected by industrial action as staff from
the trade union UCU (who represent academics and senior professional services staff)
walked out for 14 days over the USS pension valuation which resulted in increases in
member contribution.
The Lancaster 2018 UCU ballot for industrial action had the highest voter turn-out of any
university in the UK.
Previously Lancaster University Students’ Union took a neutral position and chose to inform
students so they could take a stance individually. The SU continued to work for effective
mitigation for affected students.
After rejecting the current offers by USS, UCU are currently balloting again [9th Sept- 30th
Oct] over the USS pension scheme and member contribution increases above 8%.
The second issue currently under dispute is pay increases. The university has met several
times with members of three trade unions, Unite, UCU and Unison over this. These all voted
to reject the final pay offer in the summer, negotiations have now concluded.
UCU (alongside the ballot over pensions) and Unison are currently balloting for strike action
over pay [9th Sept – 30th Oct], and Unison are also balloting [23rd Sept – 31st Oct]. Overall
results are expected early November.
The potential strike period is any time between November 2019 and April 2020.
The NUS has chosen a position to support trade unions.
It is worth noting that Lancaster UCU has recently been very anti-students’ union, and has
blocked progress on several key student issues including anonymous marking and lecture
capture. UCU believe the university has no right to record their lectures, though these are
the intellectual property of the university so under the terms of their employment this is not
defensible.

In the event of a strike (based off the situation last time):






Staff do not need to inform in advance you that your lecture/seminar/lab/meeting etc. is
cancelled.
Staff do not have to upload teaching resources (e.g. slides) or lecture content (e.g.
recordings) you missed.
You can still be assessed (both coursework and exam) on content you were never taught if
resources are made available to you online.
There is no guarantee you will ever have the chance to learn the missed content, this could
include specialised lab skills key to your field for example.
If a staff member choses to help mitigate impact on you as a student, it is at their individual
discretion. Examples previously included giving a ‘Seen Exam’ (paper released 24 hours
prior) or uploading the previous year’s slides and explicitly stating these were not
examinable. No staff are obligated to do this and the level of compensation for students
varied by individual and department, some still chose to examine on missed content.

Union believes:




Based on the very high turn out on the previous ballot for strikes, and the fact that UCU are
not happy with the renegotiation on the same issue, it is highly likely UCU will strike over
USS pensions.
The industrial action over pay is a new issue and includes other unions, it is unclear what
outcome this will have.
Industrial action mitigation for students last time was very inconsistent, and despite the
work of Lancaster SU and academic Reps, students were still hit the hardest. Previously the
university was not proactive in protecting students, little difference in approach has been
shown so far. From an Officer perspective I am not confident that students will be
sufficiently protected.

Union resolves: Using the discussion at the AGM, the VP Education will use this to inform her paper
she will take to Executive Committee for the final vote to support or condemn industrial action taken
by Lancaster University staff.

Motion on Affordable Student Housing
Proposed by Andrew Williams, Seconded by Toby Atkinson
This Union notes that:
 It is the stated intention of the Trustee Board to sell The Sugarhouse in order to “provide
affordable student and key worker housing” in Lancaster.
 Through LUSU Living, it is a landlord of privately rented accommodation, and one of the most
notoriously poor in the city.
 It had a lucrative agreement (until its suspension on 17 October) to advertise Caton Court, an
Aparto property, which has had serious concerns around its fitness for habitation. Aparto is a
trading name for Hines, a US property giant.
 One of the members of the Trustee Board is a partner in a law firm who specialises in the
acquisition of development sites for commercial property clients.
 Student activists have frequently raised concerns about the Lancaster University’s PFI-style
agreement with UPP to provide accommodation on campus, an agreement that has
embedded significant rent rises for students above the rate of inflation.
 In 2015, University Court overwhelmingly passed a motion urging the University to reconsider
on-campus rent rises.1
 Neither LUSU Living nor the University have a notable affordability policy for their properties.
 Neither LUSU Living nor the University allow students to have a say on rent increases, or the
rent setting process.
This Union believes that:
 It has a poor track record on issues of housing.
 Housing is a right and not a privilege. Affordability is essential to ensuring everybody can
access higher education and not be pushed into poverty whilst studying.
 Students have the right to maximum input on the rent-setting process of the University and
their Union.
 The University and the Union have a duty of care to students, and should not be supporting
efforts to extract every drop of profit out of them.
 Alternatives to privately rented accommodation, such as student housing cooperatives where
the occupants are the landlord and the rent is set at a non-profit rate, are ideal and worth
exploring further.
This Union resolves to:
 Materially support efforts by students to form tenants’ unions and to apply pressure to
unaccountable, third-rate student landlords through organisations such as Acorn.
 Condemn unjustified rent rises in the University’s accommodation and to support the
formation of a Cut The Rent group, or an equivalent, on the university campus.
 Adopt, at a minimum, the National Union of Students’ definition of affordable student
accommodation, and use it as a starting point in all housing campaigns (at least 25% of
rooms at 50% or less of the maximum maintenance loan).2
 Support the national aims of Rent Strike and to endorse NUS’ policy of assisting students
choosing to take part in rent strikes. This means material support, including financial
assistance and access to resources possessed by the union, such as printing and the
campaigns budget.
 Establish a Rent Control Working Group to work towards a Campus Rent Control Board
composed of directly-elected student representatives that the University must justify any rent
rise to before approval.
 Establish a Student Housing Cooperative Working Group, to include interested students, to
work towards the creation of a student housing cooperative in Lancaster.

1

https://scan.lancastersu.co.uk/2015/01/31/university-court-passes-student-motions-on-rent-fees-and-thecolleges
2

https://www.nus.org.uk/PageFiles/2161132/Draft%20Interim%20Housing%20Supplementary%20Guidance%2
0Consultation%20Response%20from.pdf

A motion for all future Trustee Board Meetings to be live streamed

Proposer: Amy Merchant
Seconder: Emma Charlotte Wood
Purpose: The motion is to set a Union Policy on the live streaming of Trustee Board Meetings and is
seeking discussion and approval

This Union notes
The Executive Committee previously live streamed their meeting around the petitions on Save Our
Sugarhouse and the changing of the Trustee Board. This improved the Unions’ transparency and
accountability on these petitions as students could see who and how the decision to send these to a
referendum.
Furthermore, the Union has a transparency and visibility problem that students’ do not know who sits
on the board of trustee.
The decisions made by the Board of Trustee surrounding the decision to enter into negotiations to sell
The Sugarhouse has substantially damaged students trust in the Union.
There will have to be items discussed at Board that will be restricted; it should be at the discretion of
the Chair whether these items are live streamed or not.
Board had previously made decision that were not in the interests of students such as the cancellation
of Grad-ball and removing Baillrigg FMs licence.

This Union believes
Students would have a better understanding of the reasons for decision to enter into negotiations
around selling The Sugarhouse if they could see the discussions that had happened there.
Students could understand what the future is of social life in Lancaster if they could see what other
provisions had been discussed at board.
That Board should be as open and transparent as possible and by recording their meetings, they will
become accountable to their members.

The Union resolves
That all future Trustee Board meetings be live streamed and then the recordings kept on the Unions
website for one year so that students may under the decisions board makes.

In my capacity as Fylde President I would like to forward a motion for the Annual General Meeting
on 28th October.
The title of this motion will be: Sugarhouse Student Referendum Result will be binding.
I am the proposer of this motion, with each JCR College President also seconding this motion. The
College Presidents are as follows:
Nicola Hall- Furness President
Ryan Preshner- Lonsdale President
Timothy Clark- Cartmel President
Charlie Bradbury- Bowland President
Ethan Lopez- Pendle President
Amy Merchant- County President
Atree Ghosh- Grizedale Vice President
This motion is to amend Lancaster University Students’ Union policy for the Sugarhouse Student
Referendum.
Union Notes
This is following the decision to enter negotiations to sell The Sugarhouse Nightclub, which has
caused substantial student outcry. The student outcry has resulted in a petition which has triggered
a Referendum on the decision to sell The Sugarhouse. However, the Trustee Board may overturn any
result of the Student Referendum, which this motion endeavors to prevent.
The article under question is as follows:
28.3 The Board of Trustees may override any decision or Policy made by the Student Members at a
Student Members’ meeting or by Referendum or by the Student Council which the Trustees consider
(in their absolute discretion):
28.3.1 has or may have any financial implications for the Union
28.3.2 is or may be in breach of, contrary to or otherwise inconsistent with charity or education law
or any other legal requirements (including ultra vires);
28.3.3 is not or may not be in the best interests of the Union or all or any of its charitable objects; or
28.3.4 will or may otherwise affect the discharge of any or all of the responsibilities referred to in
Article 28.2.
Union believes
Myself, and those who are supporting this motion, believe that this is of paramount importance
because the Students’ Union should represent the student’s voice. This would be best achieved by
the Students’ Union respecting and accepting the result of the referendum, which is an embodiment
of the student's voice.
Union resolves
We believe that the Students’ Union should amend the article stating that the Trustee Board may
overturn any decision made by a Student Referendum, in the case of the Sugarhouse Student

Referendum. The amendment should allow for the result of the Sugarhouse Student Referendum to
be lawful and binding, the Trustee Board being unable to overturn the outcome of the Referendum.

Motion for changes to the Articles of Association, Making
Referendum Results Legally Binding

Proposer and Seconder: Atree Ghosh and Bee Morgan
Motion for: Approving proposed changes to the Articles of Association, beginning the
process to write these into law as soon as possible, bringing forward the overall review of the
Articles to 2019.

Union notes:
The articles of association are due to be reviewed 2020/2021. To make any change this review
process must be brought forward and amendments follow the process as set out in article 7.
Approval of the suggested amendments cited in this motion at this Annual General Meeting
will satisfy clause 7.2.4 of the review process.

The

Articles

of

Association

state:

On Article Amendments:
7.1 The University of Lancaster shall be required to review the provisions of these Articles at
intervals of not more than five years.
7.2 Any amendment to the Articles shall require the following:
7.2.1 The circulation by the Board of Trustees of a proposal to amend the Articles to
all the Student Members (the “Proposal”);
7.2.2 A period of time (as set out in the Bye-Laws) during which any amendments to
the Proposal may be submitted to the Board of Trustees by any Student Member;
7.2.3 The circulation by the Board of Trustees to all the Student Members of a
resolution to approve either the Proposal or a revised Proposal incorporating those
amendments in accordance with Article 7.2.2 which Board of Trustees in their absolute
discretion have accepted;
7.2.4 A resolution passed at a Student Members’ meeting or in a Referendum by a two
thirds majority vote approving the proposal or the revised Proposal (as the case may be);
7.2.5 A special resolution of the Company Law Members making the amendments to
the Articles that have been approved by resolution of the Student Members in accordance with
Article 7.2.4.; and
7.2.6 The approval of the University of Lancaster.
On Overruling Referendums

28.3
The Board of Trustees may override any decision or Policy made by the Student
Members at a Student Members’ meeting or by Referendum or by the Student Council which
the
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consider
(in
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absolute
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28.3.2
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28.3.3
charitable

is not or may not be in the best interests of the Union or all or any of its
objects;
or

28.3.4
responsibilities

will or may otherwise affect the discharge of any or all of the
referred
to
in
Article
28.2

The Board’s Powers
28.2 The Board’s powers under Article 28.1 shall include but not be limited to ultimate
responsibility
for:
28.2.1
28.2.2
28.2.3

the
the
the

governance
budget
strategy

of
of

the
of

the
Union;
the

Union;
and
Union.

This means the Trustee Board may override any result of a referendum, the Board may
choose to overturn the Sugarhouse referendum and continue negotiations to sell.

Union believes:
The Articles of Association are currently not fit for purpose. The inclusion of clause 28.3 means
that students and democratically elected officers can be overruled by unelected and
unaccountable trustees. The trustees should already be acting with the support of the student
body anyway, but based on the previous vote to enter Sugarhouse sale negotiations and
remove Grad Ball, we cannot place trust in the Board to stand by it’s students after the result
of the future referendums.
As students ourselves, we know and trust that students will only utilise referendums for
appropriate issues. Therefore, trustees must take a result as a legally binding decision from
it’s members. We believe strongly that our fellow students will make the right decision for the
long term future of the Union.

We further stand by the principle that in a Students’ Union the Student membership should be
the final decision making body. As such, no committee or board should be able to overrule
them. Additionally, the Board should not be making political decisions for the union as these
do not lie within their powers in Article 28.2, this responsibility should lie with the executive
committee which can then determine if this an issue suitable for referendum.

The Union Resolves:
1. Bring forward the review process as detailed in Article 7 for changes to the Articles of
Association to 2019/20 rather than 2020/2021
2. The AGM to approve the removal of Article 28.3, satisfying Article 7.2.4
3. This will trigger the formal amendment process detailed in Article 7 as soon as
possible, thus making all future referendums legally binding

Motion - Approve Appointment of Student Trustees by Week 8

Proposer: Guy Watts
Seconder: Robert Ogden

Union notes:
The trustee board currently has a vacancy for an undergraduate student trustee but has not
clearly advertised the position at the time of writing. External trustee positions are currently
being recruited for, despite these positions having not been vacant as long as a student
trustee position.
Union believes
With important issues such as the Sugarhouse sale lacking student consultation, it is vital
that students are fully represented in the board. Decisions like the Sugarhouse should not
be conducted with vacancies again so it is paramount that a student is recruited quickly for
future decision making.
Union resolves
To appoint, and fully approve through executive committee and trustee board, all student
trustees positions that are currently going through recruitment. They must be appointed by
Week 8.

