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Annual Members’ Meeting - 13 February 2023

Introduction from the Chair and overview of AMM

The Chair gave an overview of the agenda and gave an explanation of AMM – including what motions are, how they are submitted and the process of debate, the different options for voting (hold a forum, call for a referendum, vote on a motion in parts) and explained the purpose of Democratic Standards Committee.  Members were then direct to the Code of Conduct and reminded to be respectful at all times. 

Updates from Elected Officers

The Chair asks Full-Time Officers to provide a 90 second update on their work so far this term. 

Izzy Russell (IR) – Student Living Officer:
· Sustainability Month – Sellers Fair on 2nd, working with faculties to reach net zero by 2030, 
· Volunteering Week
· Wellbeing & Mental Health
· Harm Reduction – working with Bristol Drugs Project and Brook on safer sex and safe use of drugs. 
· Consent Training – looking at making this mandatory for first years.
· Housing – working with Bristol City Council to explore implementing a rent cap. Fighting the housing crisis and working with other sabbs across the UK on this. Supporting students to find flatmates. 
· Working closely with activist groups, including SAB, SOS-UK, Sexual Assault Support Group. 

Saranya Thambirajah (ST) - Equality Liberation and Access Officer:
· LGBTQ+ History Month - specifically trans rights and trans healthcare. In conversation with the Student Health Service and other university stakeholders to resolve this issue. Also holding a panel event about this on 17th February.
· Wellbeing Week in March – tying our campaigns together surrounding inclusive wellbeing, including trans rights and eating disorders.
· Renaming Buildings Consultation – engaging with students and meeting with the VC about anti-racism and belonging.
· Supporting strikes – UCU and student action. 
· University Mental Health and Wellbeing Steering Group.

Lucy Matthews (LM) – Sport and Student Development Officer: 
· Sports Team of the Month – rewards and recognition to champion their work.
· Reviewing training for club captains with both SEH and the SU. Focused on physical training as well as working on the SU’s committee portal.
· Developing interactive events to support students with wellbeing during Wellbeing Week – scavenger hunt, mindful mornings including yoga and meditation.
· Working with Neurodivergent Society to develop more opportunities within SEH.
· Working with the Black Students’ Network on a talk about discrimination in sport.
· Organized more club captain forums and drop ins with Matt Birch for sports members to discuss any issues.

The Chair asks members whether they had any questions for the Full-Time Officers.

1. Student: Will it be possible to have more yoga sessions?
LM: Yes, if possible. I will take this to SEH. 

Lu Macey (LMa) – Postgraduate Education Officer:
· Working with SU staff to bring back Postgrad Thursdays, a discount card for PGs students.
· Continuing my work on improving wellbeing and counselling for PGs. This includes refresher sessions about what it is to be a PGT and a PGR so they’re better equipped when speaking to PGs.
· Working with Bristol Doctoral College to implement on a PGR Strategic Plan
· Leading on Bristol SU’s response to industrial action
· Working with SU staff to create a webpage to make Faculty Reps more visible and spotlight the work they’re doing
· Working with the Bristol Institute of Learning and Teaching to improve the training they’re offering to PGT persona ltutors
· Working on a PGR Cost of Living Survey to lobby the university and external stakeholders for improved conditions.
· Working with the Events Team for PG events over the summer. 

Adam Michael (AM) – Union Affairs Officer:
· Democratic Forums – one for Islamophobia Awareness Month as well as an election forum for candidates.
· Guarantor Scheme for international students – close to securing this.
· Increasing engagement with elections and candidates.
· Attended Russell Group Students’ Union Residential alongside Lu and working with them to lobby nationally on Cost of Living and Wellbeing.
· Activity Hardship Fund – unprecedented amount of applications and trying to secure more funding.
· Interviewed the VC on key issues alongside Lucy. 
· Helping to organize an Intramural World Cup. 

The Chair asks members whether they had any more questions for the Full-Time Officers.

1. Student: Do you have anything else to say about plans for PGs over the summer?
LMa: Summer is planning mode for SUs as most students are UGs. I want to ensure PGs aren’t forgotten about so I’d like to run some events and help them to build community during a time that can be stressful and isolating. 

2. Student: On industrial relations, it’s clear from UCU that it is a struggle between UCU, Unison and the VC. Where does the SU stand in the struggle?
LMa: A motion was passed at Student Council in November 2021. It was a neutral position that allowed students to submit amendments as we wanted it to be a student-led decision. The motion went through as supporting the strikes. We have been using our position to help them negotiate and there are lots of other things we’ve been doing too. 

Bristol SU’s Affiliations – Ratification of Current Partnerships

The Chair reads out the list of affiliations which are subscriptions and fees paid yearly. Notes that there is a referendum in March for NUS membership. 

Meeting moves to a vote. Affiliations pass. 






Policy Lapse and Renewals 

1. Sanctuary Scholarship Legal Fund

· The Chair invited the Proposer, Topaz Brownhall (TB), to give a 90 second statement about this policy.

· Speech for: Sanctuary scholars are students living in the UK from asylum seeker and refugee backgrounds. The scholarship only just meets the average living cost of a student living in Bristol. Giving the rising cost of living, this legal fund is needed now more than ever, as the scholarship disqualifies students from receiving legal aid in most cases. Before the fund was introduced, there were multiple cases of students in Bristol dropping out or taking loans to cover their fees, relying them to rely on crowdfunding. 

· No speeches against the motion.

· The Chair asks if Members have any questions for the proposer.

· The numbers are outdated. Are there any updates from the last year? 
TB: I don’t know the answer to that question, but the main thing is the fund is needed now more than ever. 

· A student asks for clarification regarding the slide which says 2 students were identified as “no risk”. 
TB: This just says how many students are at risk of needing the legal fund. They have to apply in order to meet the criteria. 

· How do you decide, what is the criteria?
TB: The university assesses them. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Motion passes. 

2. Support the Student Climate Strikes

· The Chair invites the Proposer, Izzy Russell (IR), to give a 90 second statement about this policy. 

· Speech for: Following the climate strikes, the university and government announced a climate emergency. I’m renewing this to support student activists. The strikes don’t take place every month now, but this policy is to support these protests as well as the freedom to protest. It is also about endorsing lecturers who may want to reschedule classes during climate strikes, so nobody misses their learning.

· No speeches against the motion.

· The Chair asks if Members have any questions for the proposer. 

· Is there currently only one climate strike?
IR: No, it’s just about climate strikes in general and the movement behind it.

· Would this be a recommendation to the lecturers to rearrange things or to have them available online?
IR: Could be. It depends on our conversations with lecturers, not something that has to happen, if lecturers want to do it they can. 

· Unfortunately the climate strike movement has very much died down. Would this be applicable to any mobilization of climate action or just the ones organized by Youth Climate Strikes which has waned since 2019?
IR: It doesn’t specify, so it is climate strikes in general, but not any sort of mobilization as that’s quite vague; strikes of a non-violent nature. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Motion passes. 

3. Support the Student Climate Strikes 

· The Chair invites the proposer, Saranya Thambirajah (ST), to give a 90 second statement about this policy. 

· Speech for: Students are suffering from the cost of living crisis. 96% are cutting back on food, socializing and other essentials. The future of university living is becoming unsustainable. In 2020, I helped to drive a Bristol Rent Strike which helped to win £140 million in rebates across the country. We should be protecting the right to organize as much as possible. Rent strikes are  an extremely effective form of political protest and this could happen against. This motion will allow the SU to continue supporting rent strikes, facilitating negotiations, and publicizing any strikes. Please vote for this motion to fight for renters’ rights in the same way we did three years ago. 

· No speech against this motion, and no questions for the proposer. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Motion passes unanimously. 

4. Let’s Disarm Bristol! Lobby the University to End Ties with Arms Trade Companies

· The Chair invites the proposer, Saranya Thambirajah (ST), to give a 90 second statement about this policy. 

· Speech for: Bristol University is complicit in the arms trade. They have received £70 million from Arms Trade Companies. This is a nationwide problem, but Bristol is one of the worst members. University is for learning and to bring a net positive, it should not be complicit in the suffering of people overseas. One of morality, but also equality and justice. The people most affected are people of colour in the Global South. Some might be international students who come to this uni. We should be representing them and considering the people who live in warzones. It is a sustainability issue too – we need to invest in sustainable careers, how can we call ourselves sustainable while supporting companies that damage the environment? As an SU, we should be lobbying against this. Going against the status quo isn’t easy, but we should fight for justice and sacrificing the money and partnerships that come with it.

· The Chair invites Members for a speech against the motion.

· Speech against: I am a department representative for Aerospace and Secretary for AeroSoc. My personal opinion is irrelevant, we should be appalled by the suggestion that the Uni would be involved in drone strikes. I believe we should be writing to the VC, making ourselves aware of these issues, but separating ourselves from this is not the way. Ensuring our degrees are not impacted by this, as Bristol is one of the only cities in the UK that offers this degree. We should feel proud and lucky to be surrounded by these companies. AirBus is committeed to sustainability, they just happen to make parts for military planes. This motion will deprive students of the chance to work in these industries, and deprive Bristol of the funding it needs. I would not support divesting, instead I would support voting in parts for this motion, to work individually on these points.

· The Chair asks if Members have any questions for the proposer. 

· Some of these companies named aren’t arms trade companies. They’re aerospace companies with a section for defence. Is it appropriate to name the motion this?
ST: Yes, they still trade in arms. It’s part of what they do, so yes. 

· Is there a specific list of companies you’ll be lobbying against? As previously mentioned, how much they have to do with particular aspects of the arms trade is quite complicated.
ST: No specific list currently. It aims to support student movements and campaigns that want to get arms off campus. We have named some of the companies today, but if this motion does pass, we can create a list to circulate. 

· The Chair opens the meeting to another round of debate for the motion.

· Speech for by a student: I think it’s laughable to suggest that this motion will disadvantage people who will study aerospace engineering. Simply suggesting that divestment from arms trade does not mean that people studying this are going to have their degrees made worthless or turned into a second class degree. If your degree relies upon the death of people who have done nothing wrong, and it’s required that the Uni has investments or dealings with the arms trade, then you need a rethink of whether this degree is worth it. 

· Speech against by a student: I do agree that war is not something we should be proud of. I think we are forgetting that it is not just the lessons, but the networking available through these societies. Our main problem is with the third point, any links with these companies. We have come to Bristol to work and network with them. It would impact our careers, so it is important to us to not have these opportunities taken away. 

· The Chair asks if Members have any more questions for the proposer. 

· What is your long term strategy in getting arms off campus? 
ST: The point is taking an active stance against it. The movement for divestment has worked in the past. We need the Uni to stand up for what is right. Supporting movements and supporting sustainable careers. We’re not going to say we’ll take away your jobs, we don’t have plans to replace it, but moving towards a world where being complicit in the arms trade and war is not necessary in order to go to Bristol, or do engineering. If your career is more important than the lives of people overseas, that’s fine, but we’re going to disagree. Bristol having all of these partnerships is not a right, but a luxury. If you want to go into these industries, you’ll still be able to do that without the partnerships the Uni is providing you with. 

· People in this room might have been on a flight. The flight company would have invested in the arms trade. How is this different from that?
ST:  There’s a difference between individual and institutions actions. The institution is built for education and represents thousands of students. One plane ticket does not compare to the £72 million worth of investment and research that goes into weapons. 

· Do you know where the 72 million pounds has gone into?
ST: Not sure exactly, but some of it has gone into research. 

· Which companies would be willing to take up the research into non-profitable areas?
ST: I don’t know what companies. If there was a movement against the arms trade, that’s what we would be looking to campaign for. I don’t subscribe to the idea that it’s okay for companies to be complicit in arms because they do sustainable work on the side. 

· The Chair explains that there is a motion to take this motion into parts. 

· SU Staff explain how this process works. There will be a debate on whether to take it into parts. If it is successful, it turns the motion into separate parts. This will split the motion into three separate motions. 

· Speech for: We need to agree on our definition of arms trade. This motion has a good intention but is slightly misdirected. This motion can be worked on to figure out what should be involved. For now, actions 1, 2 and 5, they’re all about awareness so lets do it. Let us figure out which companies should be involved and which shouldn’t. The blanket ban suggested by 3 and 4 are not the most effective thing to do.

· Speech against: I think that the motion to split this into parts is unnecessary and a cynical attempt to neuter this motion. The idea that 3 and 4 is a blanket ban is a misreading. It doesn’t say to ban anything, but to support any student movement against the arms trade and to condemn any careers fairs, etc. It doesn’t say to ban the trade or to ban companies. It is simply condemning them. You are misreading the motion.

· The Chair asks if Members have any questions about splitting the motion into parts.

· Do you class them [Airbus and Boeing] as arms companies, when they’re mainly civil? To engineers, this is not our perception and this is why we’re asking for it to be voted in parts. Do you believe they are arms traders?
Student: I don’t know if they are or not. The motion doesn’t classify anything. That’s up for the SU to decide. But reading this as putting a blanket ban on anything is simply misreading the motion. It says for the SU to condemn fairs including the arms trade, nowhere does it say a ban. Any person who tries to suggest that is clearly misreading the motion.

· If you do not consider them an arms company, what companies would you actually suggest divesting from?
Student: really good question. What I’m suggesting is a chance to raise awareness and investigate companies. Some companies exist purely for the purpose of making arms. For a company like Boeing or Airbus, a proportion of them are involved in sustainable engineering, jets, etc. These companies are so multifaceted. The suggestion we should not be involved with them at all involves so much more than that. We are eliminating involvement with a company that is a market leader in the production of jets across the world.

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Members vote to split the motion into parts. 

· Actions 1, 2 and 5:

· Speech for: 1, 2 and 5 are a good thing to suggest, whether you’re for or against. Not about concrete suggestions to support anyone. This is investigation, research, knowing where we truly stand and choosing to investigate.

· No speech against. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Actions 1, 2 and 5 pass. 

· Action 3:

· Speech for: I’m not coming from an engineering perspective, but from a background in social science and economics. It seems the room is in agreement that we shouldn’t be doing deals with arms companies. From history, divestment works. Firms like the ones named here, need you more than you need them. You’re their future employees. It’s possible to reorientate production away from harmful production. An example from the 1970s, workers at Lucas Engineering wanted to move from arms to social production like trams, turbines, which is what we need to transition away from a carbon-based economy. Transition away from arms is only possible through popular pressure such as these motions. 

· Speech against: When you talk about divesting from these firms, leading firms are often in collusion with other firms. Most people sat here are not from engineering backgrounds. It’s not only unfair, but when we’re talking about international students, they study here to get jobs, why must suffer under policies agreed by the Uni? You’re narrowing the market for them by taking away from their careers. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Action 3 did not pass.

· Action 4:

· Speech for: I get what you’re saying about Boeing or Airbus. It’s not their main business, but that doesn’t un-kill a Syrian family. The SU and the Uni are different entities, and the Uni management are much more conservative. If the SU issues a motion, it practically changes nothing and is not going to remove any opportunities. We’re voting on the SU having the avenue to say they’re against this and to say I don’t support murder. Are you really going to oppose this? Really? 

· Speech against: I don’t appreciate you associating engineers with murderers. Earlier, someone mentioned that engineers just need to be good at their job. This is what helps us get into the industries to get those jobs. This is what this specific action argues against. This threatens our prospects going forwards. Taking away vast amounts of opportunity away from us because we’re allegedly murderers is ridiculous. 

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Action 4 did not pass. 

· Actions 1, 2 and 5 pass.

· The Chair notes that the meeting is running out of time and will be moving swiftly on. 

Motions

1. New and Improved Prayer Room for Muslims on Campus 

· The Chair invites the seconder, Adam Michael (AM), to give a 90 second statement about this motion.

· Speech for: There are over 600 students who actively engage in prayer every day. Provisions exist, but as seen on the slides, it does not meet the demand for the students. In particular, Friday Prayer must be done at a particular time. Students need this provision and it must be done in the Carpenter Room due to the Senate House room not having enough capacity. SU should not be expected to solve this on their own, but their support will be essential in order for this effort to have any traction at all. 

· No speech against this motion. The Chair asks if Members have any questions for the proposer. 

· Have you any idea for how this would pan out?
AM: This isn’t going to be something we can accomplish straight away. I’m working with iSoc to help them lobby for this, but I won’t be here forever. This is to ensure the SU continues to support this effort for another three years.

· The Chair moves the meeting to a vote. Motion passes. 

2. Stopping Mandatory Sub-Group Subsidisation in Student Groups 

· The Chair invites the proposer, James Forster (JF), to give a 90 second statement about this motion. 

· Speech for: Imagine you have football, there are different levels, beginner, intermediate, advanced. You pay different amounts dependent on the level. You’re making other students subsidize your experience, which is not fair. My motion is against mandatory subsidization, not all of it, just mandatory. Those who can afford to donate money to other students can, but it shouldn’t be included in their membership. Each student should have a choice.

· Speech against: I agree with the intent of this motion, but I think it ignores the possibility of paid subgroups subsidizing free subgroups. This is not what this motion is speaking against, but due to the wording, it might limit societies options.

· The Chair asks if Members have any questions for the proposer.

· Societies have multiple incomes and expenditures, how do you ensure that treasurers’ enforce this final check?
JF:  The treasurer should ensure that it’s clear. Could make it optional on the SU webpage, but this isn’t the only way. 

· Your specific example, it’s already a rule within committees that you’re not able to financially benefit from being a member, so shouldn’t it be already covered?
JF: Good point, committee members may be part of the top group, but it’s not specific to committee members.

· The Chair reminds Members that this motion needs a 2/3 majority (66%) in order to pass. 

Due to time constraints, the meeting is concluded and the remaining motions are deferred to Student Council in May. 
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