Student Council
06 June 2022
Present:
Chandler Jeon Chair of Student Council 
Leah Martindale Equality, Liberation and Access Officer
Seb Key Undergraduate Education Officer 
Muazam Tahir International Students’ Officer
Obafemi Alabi Sport and Student Development Officer
Ruth Day Student Living Officer
Ifrah Farooq Union Affairs Officer 
The meeting was below quoracy.  
1. Welcome from the Chair
The Chair called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to the first Student Council in three years. 

1. What is Student Council?
Explanation of what Student Council is, how motions work and what happens during the meeting. 
1. Motions: 
Motion 1: Disaffiliate with Bristol Officer Training Corps
Speech for: James Fishwick – The motion asks to disaffiliate the Bristol OTC from the SU. Some of the issues associated are that the armed forces are structurally racist, classist and homophobic. If the university is addressing colonisation, then it has to address its relationship with the armed forces too. 
Speech against: Lizzie – Bristol OTC was founded in 1910, 130 officer cadets from the four local universities. Students are not contracted into the army. No money or support is received from the SU. OTC is the only students’ society that brings together the four universities, emphasis is placed on sports, charitable activities. The motion is misinformed and based on projected stereotypes. 

Question 1: Why would the proposers want to distance the university from an organization that provides financial support and other opportunities to students? 

Answer: The armed forces are not a healthy place to operate in. Social mobility isn’t a part of it. Class is a social construct and 45% of offices at Sandhurst come from private schools. 
Chair asks for another round of speeches. 
Speech against: Harrison Gorst – It is clear that this society hosts residentials, activities, networking at a very low cost to the students involved. Not all of these activities have a military connection. This society offers opportunities to students who otherwise would not have had them. Student leaders put a lot of time and effort into this society, and this motion goes against the very mission of the SU to provide opportunity for all students. 
Speech for: James Fishwick – The opportunities are great but the issue is that it is involved with the armed forces. It is not a healthy place to operate. There was a documentary that talked about racism within the armed forces, and the OTC itself is an arm of the armed forces. They should not be allowed to promote on campus or attend Freshers’ Fair. 
Speech against: Alex – I’d like to address claims that the army is homophobic, sexist and misogynistic. As a gay woman, I’ve never experienced any adverse treatment because of my sexuality or my gender.  I stand before you as a future officer, and it is undefined by the gender pay gap. 
Question 2: Is it true that the SU is unaffiliated with the OTCs? 
Answer: Yes but they still pay to come to Freshers’ Fair. 

Question 3: You mentioned the various claims of discrimination, do you have any evidence of it in this society? 
Answer: No, but it is attached to the Armed Forces. Just because there’s no evidence, it doesn’t mean it does not happen. 
Question 4: What gives you the right to decide what’s good for certain students when they have a free choice whether to join the society or not? And whether to join the Armed Forces after?
Answer: I just want to make sure they’re not using our logo or crest.  
Question 5:
You mentioned the various claims of discrimination, do you have any evidence of that? 
Answer: No. 
Question 6: So you don’t have any evidence in this society?
 Answer: No, but it is attached to the British Armed Forces. Allegations and structural things occur within the Armed Forces. Just because there’s no evidence, it doesn’t mean that it’s not happen. 
Question 7: You think that it’s not a good system for people to go into, is that correct? So what gives you the right to decide what’s good for certain students when they have a free choice whether to join the society or not and whether to join the armed forces after?
Answer: Well no, I just want to make sure they don’t use our logo or crest. 
Summary speech by James Fishwick: 
Vote for this motion from principle. If you see a university that should be decolonised, you should be supporting this motion. I’m not wanting to abolish the armed forces or the OTC. I just want to make sure they don’t operate on our campus, use our resources. There shouldn’t be a link between the university and the armed forces. 
The meeting moves to a vote – the motion doesn’t pass.  
 
Motion 2: Bristol SU to lobby for an in-house guarantor scheme
Speech for by Ruth Day: The private sector is incredibly difficult for students. We have been lobbying the University to set up an in-house guarantor scheme. Other universities have such an in-house scheme and they should be putting systems in place to support international students. This proposal is so close to being implemented and making a huge impact for students. We need future officer teams to hold universities to account to make sure the university implement this. 
Speech against: none. 
Question 1: Do you have any sense of why the uni has dragged its feet for so long on this when it’s something that is so important?
Answer: a lot of it is due to the contingency fund to cover people’s rent. Because of funding issues and they’re worried about how many international students will be here next year, they’re worried about putting money behind it. We have lots of support from the university, but sadly they couldn’t get the money this year. We need to keep putting the pressure on the university and to make sure they finally start thinking about their students.
Question 2: Is there a way we can push for the pilot scheme to start this year?
Answer: this will depend on how quickly the next team can move things on. Ideally the guarantor scheme would be in place for this coming November when students start looking for accommodation, so ideally, it would be ready for this next round of students looking for housing.
Question 3: You mention that other universities already have a scheme. What are the numbers for that?
Answer: UCL has an in-house scheme, one of the most or if not one of the most international unis in the UK. That’s one of the argument that we’ve been using. The university having such a scheme would make them more likely to put the university first on their list about universities like UCL. We have the institutional support, it’s the people with the money at the top. They don’t want to prioritize these projects at the moment. 
Question 4: What’s the price going to be for the in-house guarantor? 
Answer: We looked at what sort of costs other universities charge, they tend to charge a nominal fee - £20 to £50 for admin fees. We wrote some draft eligibility criteria to suggest £20 or something. It’ll be just enough to cover the staff. We’ve made it very clear that it shouldn’t be for profit.
The meeting moves to a vote – the motion passes.
Motion 3: Bristol SU Accessibility Audit
Speech for by Leah Martindale: The Richmond Building is owned by UoB and rented by the SU for a nominal fee that we pay yearly. The space we inhabit isn’t actually ours to make changes to. This motion will mandate the SU to lobby for money for an auditor and then for money to fund these changes. 
Speech against: none. 
Question 1: What are the current issues like?
Answer: There was an audit in 2018 which came up with no actions or outcomes. But it showed us that bathrooms are not accessible by wheelchair, for example. We’ve since been through a pandemic so have a better understanding of access devices. With students leading it, we can find out what the priorities are. 
Question 2: How does that process work on an audit panel? Would it be worth partnering up with a company?
Answer: There is a company that works on accessibility issues, but their availability isn’t great and the cost is large. My hope with the motion is that students who self-identify as disabled can put themselves forward and they can help with it. 
Question 3: Is there any way to put that in the motion after the audit is done to get them to come in?
Answer: if this motion passes, I’m happy to put that into the full actions once we have organised. I wasn’t sure how people would feel about getting an external group involved. I don’t want to take that away from students, but happy to write that in there. 
Question 4: Is it just for the Bristol SU? 
Asnwer: The Richmond Building, Living Room, Living Room 2, SU Loft, The Beckford Bar, etc. The physical spaces that people strongly associate with Bristol SU. With people can’t access the space, it reflects badly on us. Everywhere that has our name should be included. If the new build in Temple Quarter has an SU logo, it should apply.
The meeting moves to a vote – the motion passes.
Motion 4: Standing (Committee) Up for Students
Speech for by Ifrah Farooq: Standing Committee is one of the main sub-committees of Student Council. It is where all of the elected reps help with officer accountability, constant communications between reps, but right now in our union byelaws, it doesn’t hold as many prescribed powers as it should. This motion will make sure the powers match-up. To make sure standing committee can do its job, stand up for students and represent the students. Putting this into writing, what standing committee is responsible for. And make sure it’s included in all union officer roles.
Speech against: none.
Question 1: You say it doesn’t necessarily have any specific wording of byelaws we’re voting on, what’s the purpose of this motion?
Answer: This motion is to allow the byelaws to be written later and brought back to November council. It allows them to be reviewed, and we can vote on them again, so they can’t pass without student verification. 

The meeting moves to a vote – the motion passes.
Motion 5: Byelaw 8 Clause 11 Changes
Speech for by Muazam Tahir: This motion is to raise awareness about what byelaws are and how they affect us. In 2014, Student Council voted to shift the SU from a presidential structure to a flat structure. This changed the officers responsibilities to have an equitable share. The Union Affairs Officer still has the power to be an NUS delegate. This motion is about making sure we are abiding by a flat structure and that all positions have the same powers.   
Speech against by Ifrah Farooq: I don’t think this motion will work. The UAO interprets byelaws as the final interpreter in the situation. It is hard to do that collectively. The reason it is the UAOs job is because democracy falls under this remit. Another concern is that this is a big change to officer roles and it has had no student consultation. This won’t work in practicality.  

Question 1: With the NUS conference delegate, would that remain an ex officio position? Would there be one officer who would automatically take the space? Or would it be a cross campus ballot?
Answer: There is a delegate who is sent, the UA should ensure there is a delegate. It doesn’t say they should be a delegate automatically. It should always be read that way. In practicality, it would work by running an internal election within the officer team.
Question 2: Potential of inertia in the officer team, in the last point, where it says collectively, would you expect when you hit a standing block, would you use a voting system?
Answer:  Argument that we wouldn’t reach consensus, we work differently from presidential structures. We should by having this clause, frames all officers to be equal in the decision.

Question 3: Can I clarify that it is a byelaw, clause 10, and we’re adding a subclause? Byelaw 10 is about disciplinary and actions. Should it read to add the following subclause?
Answer: That’s a technicality, thanks for pointing it out. The reason behind this error was on my part. 

Question 3: Quick clarification this is NUS conference, not the liberation conference. Does this mean that we could have a consensus by the international students officer. Specific clause purely just NUS conference not liberation conference? 
Answer: yes.
Question 5: What does 8.11b actually say? 
Answer: This is not about the UA position, we’re not taking away powers. We’re giving other officers the same powers. It was ensure the effective operation of the full time officer team. Sounds like the UA is the line manager for all the other officers. That is how it works right now. 
Question 6: How does that final decision work if there’s no consensus?
Answer: All the presidents, VPs, because we have this economy for all these officers. It’s more about making sure we have a discussion, it’s not just one student who gets to give their opinion. It’s okay for union affairs to make their decisions, but at least for the other officers to have that say. This is our student body consultation, that’s why we bought this to student council.
Chair asks for another round of speeches.  
Speech against by Seb Key: Clarifies the motion - clause 11b, we are a flat structure that this represents our pay scale. This doesn’t necessarily mean there is a leader. That being in place doesn’t mean that we have a presidential structure. Everything we’ve done as a team this year hasn’t been done by any presidential means. The role the UAO plays isn’t presidential, just helping things go by. Removing that clause would be a bad thing. In terms of NUS, we all have our own delegations, I sit on one of the academic planning groups, ELA goes to the liberation conference. We’re naturally delegated. It’s actually ok that there is an NUS delegate. Interpreting byelaws, having one person to have a final say doesn’t indicate anything towards presidentialism, or any form of leadership. 
Speech for by Muazam Tahir: Explains that the clause for UAO to be NUS delegate combined with ability to interpret the byelaws is where the problem lies. States that every word of the byelaws is important, and this motion will change how this works. 
Leah Martindale proposes to vote this motion in three parts – explains that this will allow people to make the most informed choice. 
Chair asks for a speech against voting in parts. 
Speech against by Muazam Tahir: I’m against splitting this. The premise behind the three parts are the same, it’s all about making it a flat structure. It ends up being the same question. Are we a flat structure or a presidential structure? We should not split them, as they’re all the same premise. 
The meeting moves to a vote – voting in parts doesn’t pass.  
Chair asks for one final round of debate for the motion.
Speech for by Ruth: Reiterates that this motion is about mitigating the risk of future UAOs, explaining that the ability to interpret byelaws gives them a lot of power and they could act like a president. The motion is about ensuring the structure we say we have, is the structure we have and ensure the responsibilities are shared evenly between us. 
Speech against by Ifrah: States that the most contentious part of this is the ability to interpret byelaws. Clarifies that the power has only been used once this year which was due to a difficult situation when no elected officer was in place. It is not an overarching power, explains that it is used only when needed and the reason is because the UAO is responsible for democracy in the Union. 
The meeting moves to a vote – the motion doesn’t pass.  
Motion 6: A Council Agenda That Works
Speech for by Ifrah Farooq: Student Council has lots of different rules and responsibilities, it passes policy and hold officers to account. There’s a disconnect between what the byelaws say and how it works in practice. This motion is about making sure the byelaws are aligned with best practice. This will mandate the new Officer Team to make Council more accessible and understandable to the membership. 
Question 1: The motion states that you want student council to operate as a place of student ideas and less to direct student accountability. Do you not think that removing that slant from Council removes the opportunity for students to hold Officers to account?
Answer: Officer accountability won’t be removed from Student Council. 
Question 2: I might be misunderstanding this and you don’t know the exact changes, but could you identify some of the areas that need change? 
Answer: Re-draft of the byelaws, how it happens in practice as it is not how it says in the byelaws currently. 
Question 3: A similar clause – increasing recognition that council should increasingly recognise student ideas. Can you tell me where recognition is coming from?
Answer: Student engagement has dropped cause of the pandemic. There’s lots of things we can take from this, and put them into reality. There is no set in stone wording, just to make sure how they’re clarified. 
Question 4: Don’t you think that there should be an investigation into why engagement has dropped? Shouldn’t we be doing something else?
Answer: Yes but that’s different from this. This is about the byelaws and student council, I’m not opposed to an investigation. That will be done in the democracy review.
Question 5: Where has the evidence behind the background statement come from? Where has the student consensus about operating more with student ideas come from? 
Answer: There’s various ways how we gather feedback. I can’t tell you exactly, but after this student meeting, our DSC will meet and gather feedback. I can’t give you exact hard evidence.
Question 6: Is there somewhere where general members of the Uni can ask officers questions? Student council mixes those two things.
Answer: There’s a democracy review that is happening. A lot of that will be the work of the next UA officer. That’s something that could be included, ways that accountability works. 
Speech against by Muazam: This motion does not address the changes properly. It’s not consistent with accountability. Student Council was previously really engaged, and we should not confuse the drop in engagement with accountability. This is not the right way to solve this problem. 
The meeting moves to a vote – the motion passes.  

1. Officer Updates 

Obafemi Alabi gave an overview of his work this year. This included working with SEH to increase BAME and LGBTQ+ representation in sports, devising a strategy to improve wellbeing in sports clubs and societies, successfully lobbying Voi to increase range of their scooters to Coombe Dingle and Stoke Bishop, bringing back Sports Nights and SCORE. 

Ruth Day provided an update on their work from this year. This included improving mental health support and the University Mental Health Charter, providing free drug testing kits, lobbying the University to make 15% of its bedspaces affordable, setting up a Bristol Tenant’s Union and supporting Bristol Housing Co-op. 
Leah Martindale gave an overview of her work this year. This included working on the Belonging, Connection and Community project to determine which groups need help, working on the Disability Audit, writing guidance for the complaints process, contributing to the Race Equality Charter, setting up careers support for PTOs and widening participation students. 
Seb Key updated on the work he did this year. This included working on the Climate Day of Action, ensuring the University invest in sustainability for the curriculum, working on the strikes, ensuring the library’s are accessible, secured funding for another year of sustainability champions, as well s reforming the personal tutoring system. 
Ifrah Farooq gave an overview of her work this year. This included successfully lobbying the University to move graduation back to Wills, interviewing for Pro-VC roles, external collaborations with Bristol City Council, Office for Students and UCAS, lobbying for Senate House to be open on the weekends, the democracy review and freedom of speech. 
Muazam Tahir gave an update for the year. This included sitting on recruitment panels at the University and the SU, investigating the wellbeing of international students, shaping the conversation around 2022/23 tuition fees, and lots of reactive work relevant to the pandemic. 
No questions. The Chair thanks everybody for coming and closes the meeting.
End of Meeting. 


