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Committee Members PresentActivities Committee Sub Group
8th May 2025 


Lara Parker – Sports Officer
Matthew Widdop – Student Groups Representative 
Benedict Morgan – Student Groups Representative 
Emmanuel Olugbemi – Student Groups Representative

Supporting Staff

Samantha Macbeth – Student Activities Manager 
Harriet Berrington-Hughes – Student Groups Co-ordinator
Ella Kirk-Bower – Student Staff, minuting 


Trigger Warnings: 

	Item No.
	Item Title
	Brief Summary of Agenda Item
	Actions 

	Start
	
	
	

	1
	Welcome & Introductions
	LP, HBH, MW, SM, BM

LP: chairing meeting, introduces the agenda. 
Constitutional Changes coming first. Explains that there are 14 changes to go through
	N/A

	2
	Constitutional Changes
	Brumski
 LP: Membership fee and committee role changes. 
BM: Secretary known as VP seems iffy? 
LP: secretary known as Vice President its clear. 
BM: not standard, VP is normally a separate role. 
MW: if the responsibility is the same, it might not be an issue. 
LP: not highlighted, responsibilities in 7.0- responsibilities to chair and co-chair when they just want a president. Have they forgotten to change it? 
BM: tell them to change that to responsibilities of the chair? 
LP: happy with everything there if we take out co-chair? 

VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve
APPROVED

Climbing
LP: Reducing price of membership to £42. 
LP: Approve, no problem with that? 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve
APPROVED 

Nursing netball
 LP: Membership fee going up? 
LP: £25 is good value for a sport team with training. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve
APPROVED


CSS: 
MW excused due to conflict of interest
BM: this is about not endorsing individual candidates, Guild Elections
LP: don’t get it. What is the CSS side of this issue? Don’t see the need for that to be in the constitution. Putting it in writing makes it more difficult for a future committee because if they ever let groups endorse people and it is not noticed in the constitution, it can be difficult. 
BM: I think they want future committees to be bound by this. 
LP: Surely not their decision to make? Guess future committee can change it? 
SM: by-laws state student groups can endorse a candidate if the guild decides that they can. The bylaws trump any group constitution. They can write this in but it would have no impact. The election regulations trump this. 
MW: for context, it was not committee who put this forward. Voted against it. Whether the guild say we can or not, the membership didn’t want us to get involved in the political debacle of the elections. It does make it more difficult to endorse candidates. Doesn’t agree with the interpretation of the bylaws. It doesn’t mandate the groups to endorse an election candidate. 
LP: I figured that this was if someone decided to ignore the constitution, it wouldn’t be wrong. Essentially it can be written in but the constitution wouldn’t bind them if the election bylaws allow them to not remain neutral. 
MW: I don’t agree with that interpretation.  
LP: If a committee down the line, decided to endorse and a candidate complained, they wouldn’t be doing anything wrong because the election regulations go above the constitution. This change would be void in their constitution. 
MW: I understand the argument but disagree with the interpretation. 
LP: What’s the point of approving it if it would be void because the election regulations trump it? 
BM: We are not there to discuss the merits of the changes. We are here to go is this actionable is it in line with the guild bylaws. 
BM: a majority of the members have voted for it so surely that’s enough to consider it. Is there anything that we can point at that says they can’t have the change? 
LP: the fact it would negatively impact future members? Is that valid? 
SM: In the policy, the options to reject are if it fundamentally changes the aims of the group, not meeting the group requirements, not meeting the guild laws, disadvantaging the members of the group. 
LP: Voting to take it out in the future could be a long process. 
SM: Delegation of duties paper that AC approved, you are going to need to agree and if you don’t then it goes to the next committee meeting. Because MW can’t vote. 
BM: It can be voted out, it can just be ignored because it is not binding, I don’t see the harm in approving it. I don’t necessarily agree with the movement but there is no necessary grounds to say no. 
LP: Okay fine, agreed
LP: Other part was addition of a Hackathon officer? Fine? 
VOTE: 
LP, BM- Vote to approve. 
APPROVED

Nurse Soc
MW: responded to feedback about the wellbeing officer wording. 
LP: Looks fine? 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve. 
APPROVED 

Hindu society
Acts Coordinator
BM: I think it’s a good change.
LP: is this a new role, it’s a change of the name?
HB: it was new this year but they want to change the name. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- Vote to approve. 
APPROVED

EU Affairs
Postgrad and social media officers 
BM: can’t see any problems with this but scrolling to find. 
MW: Seems reasonable. 
VOTE
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve. 
APPROVED

Politics
LP: First year officer. 
LP: They haven’t written any responsibilities? 
BM: they don’t have any responsibilities for any additional committee members. 
MW: its only recently that we have said we want to have responsibilities on. 
LP: Can we send it back to say they need to add responsibilities to all the roles. At least one line on all of the roles. 
MW: Send it back. 
LP: Is it pedantic to say they shouldn’t be titled officers. 
MW: not too concerned about the roles themselves. 
BM: Can pass audit just with this. 
LP: Everyone happy to ask them to put context to the roles. 
BM: good with first year officer but we need to know what they do. 
VOTE:
LP, MW, BM- VOTE TO SEND BACK FOR MORE INFORMATION: 
Send back to add responsibilities for all roles
  

Feminist Soc
LP: Adding a media officer 
LP: Are they adding the officer or adding a role to the media officer. 
BM: Adding the officer. 

VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve. 
APPROVED 

Bharatanatyam
LP: Changing their objectives.
MW: Can we see the old version? 
BM: It’s South Indian dance
LP: just says simplification of the wordy explanation and additional role of Social Media Strategist
MW: Seems fine. Any overlap for any groups? 
BM: It’s not a new society. 
SM: Very new. 
HBH: No one contacted for crossover this change. 
HBH: shares previous constitution, looks like it has just been simplified
MW: yes looks good 
LP: Adding the role of Social media strategist? 
MW: Seems fine. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve. 
APPROVED. 

Yoga
LP: Membership fee reduced to £3 from £4
HBH: Changed it on the wrong place on the constitution but we can change that. 
BM: It’s also a different number, they said it was £6 but the summary says £4. This is an outdated constitution perhaps? 
HBH: Took current one directly from website, not sure why its £6 in the constitution. 
LP: Other than getting the constitution up to date, are we happy? 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve, with amending constitution. 
APPROVED 

Abacus: 
Added an extra Publicity officer. 
LP: Adding a social media publicity officer but no objectives or roles. 
HBH: There is a  constitution from 2023 that does have objectives and other roles on. 
LP: Not changing their objectives anyway.
HBH: Want another publicity officer. 
BM: One specifically to take photos and make social media posts? 
MW: No issue. 
LP: Use an up to date constitution.
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve 
APPROVED

Welsh Society: 
New roles and added responsibilities to all committee members 
LP: Literally adding tour secs and then if the tour secs aren’t there, stepping in. 
BM: They already had one according to the summary 
MW: seems reasonable, haven’t changed any existing responsibilities. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve. 
APPROVED. 

SANDAM: 
Remove the second chair being the part time officer in line with the bylaw change from last year. And a new role as Vice Chair and vice chair responsibilities. 
MW: Weird responsibility for the chair. It isn’t a responsibility 
LP: Had to write it in because someone tried to run when they aren’t a full member. 
BM: Could they just delete 7.1.1? 
MW: Yeah 
LP: they are ensuring it’s a member of the committee instead of being a student officer.
MW: Isn’t this in the constitution. They don’t need it but I am looking to see if there is a reason behind it. 
HBH: In the membership part of the constitution, it says a full member is allowed to be in the roles. Full members of the Guild of Students rather than the group. Could send back and reject because it is in the policy so doesn’t need to be there?
BM: don’t reject it because there is another thing to change. 
HBH: take that part out? 
MW: only constitution change is to get a vice chair and the responsibility. 
HBH: Want to remove a part time officer as the co-chair. 
BM: nothing wrong with what they have done, its just unnecessary. 
MW: Provisionally approve, check if they are happy to remove the 7.1.1 and then approve. 
SM: A new template came to AC because for Associations they are not restricted for who to change. It might be worth moving onto a new template because they are an Association. 
MW: they don’t need to do another EGM? 
SM: No 
LP: Vice chair is fine and go back and say they don’t need 7.1.1 it but if they want it its ok? 
MW: Don’t want it in the responsibilities? Happy to remove it then cool, not happy to remove it its fine. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to go back to group for more information. Do they want to delete 7.1.1 because it is not needed. 
SENT BACK FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
	
















Admin action: remove ‘co-chair’ 

































































































































































































































































































Admin task: put membership fee in correct place








	3
	New Groups Proposals 
	Commercial Law: 
LP: Despite the law, it is quite different to the Commercial Awareness group. 
BM: What is the group? 
SM: Believe it is very different
HBH: Groups are happy with each other
LP: any law crossover? 
BM: Commercial Awareness and Law but they are different. 
MW: Law for non-law, are they still active? Do we reach out to them for overlap? 
HBH: nothing in the folder. 
LP: Is it worth having a look at the L4NL’s constitution. This is niche, so they are probably fine. 
MW: Fairly different objectives to Commercial Awareness. 
LP: Looks fine. Quite a lot of extra committee roles. 
BM: how many of each role? 
MW: one I assume. 
BM: written in plurals. 
LP: Assume it is one. Looks fine. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve.
APPROVED 

Centre Stage
MW: one of the drama groups already do this as a thing?
HBH: already had events 
LP: are the drama groups happy with this group? 
HBH: yes. 
LP: Added press and publicity officer which is fine. 
BM: this looks fine. 
LP: only thing is that it should be in performance. They want to collaborate with Hindu soc, is that in the objectives? 
HBH: not in the constitution. 
BM: something they plan to do next? 
LP: happy with that. 
MW: be careful about charity stuff because it’s in the constitution 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to approve.
APPROVED

Orthotomeo 
HBH: Brings up definition from the group of the name. 
LP: Crossover? 
HBH: yes, Adventist, Catholic and PENSA fine. UBCU came back and said that they have no objections but don’t want there to be ‘cultlike practices.’ They don’t have objections but they do bible studies. 
LP: Taking the bible literally could be interesting. Would like to believe that they aren’t crossing any lines. 
MW: we have the policies if they do cross the line. 
BM: keep an eye on the group. 
LP: Did we reach out to the chaplaincy. 
HBH: probably, ZB does for each religious group. 
SM: done whilst ZB was on A/L so this may not have been picked up. Looking at the Instagram, not convinced they are students. 
BM: have more following than followers. 
LP: Ask for them to provide 15 students with student IDs as interest instead? 
BM: not happy to approve them based solely on the number of followers. 
LP: Get a word from the chaplaincy
HBH: not entirely sure they will be ok with them. 
LP: Lets ask the chaplaincy. 
SM: 2.1.2 looks interesting. 
HBH: one of the roles is someone who is holding accountable for growth 
MW: doesn’t sound too far out of line but if it is too far to formalise and accept? 
BM: don’t want to formalise and accept an accountability officer. 
MW: With the accountability officer, it isnt far from what potentially happens anyway. Do we want to make it formal though? 
BM: having a dedicated person to do that means it will definitely be happening. 

EO enters the AC.

LP: Lets question about the accountability officer, ask them to have a look at proof of interest and lets wait for what the chaplaincy say. 
MW: wouldn’t be against approving it but need to check and clarify. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to send back for further information 
 
EXTRA INFORMATION more detail needed about what the accountability officer is and their role, 15 Student names and IDs provided for interest, and feedback to be received from the Chaplaincy 

Sahaja Yoga Society
[bookmark: _GoBack]LP: welcomes EO, informs we are on the last one
HBH: do already have a yoga society but they are happy with this group because the yoga in this new society is meditation based. 
MW: they have 31 followers. 
LP: Do they seem reasonable and like students? 
HBH: mostly personal accounts, nothing to note. 
LP: free to join, no extra roles, Religious and belief? 
SM: Certain protections that Religious and Belief have where they don’t have to meet the membership number. Question whether the group would be under the title of Religious and Belief. 
MW: Could be because it is linked to Indian spirituality. 
BM: stated as a new religious movement. 
HBH: that isn’t in their constitution. 
MW: approve and have a chat and ask if they are religious based and if they aren’t then we put them in Activity. 
LP: constitution looks fine.
MW: category wise, we need to have a chat but other than that, seems good. 
SM: do you want the chaplaincy to be reached out to if they are going to be in religious? 
LP: yes. Only if they say they are religious. If they don’t say they are, then we accept in Activity but if they say they are religious then it comes back and we go to the chaplaincy. 
SM: Cant conditionally approve. Further information required. 
LP: Chairs approval if its activity, if R and B then have them back for extra information and a follow up with the chaplaincy. 
VOTE: 
LP, MW, BM- vote to send back for further information 
EXTRA INFORMATION: what category- Religious and Belief or Activity?


	

	4
	AOB
	LP: AOB? 
HBH: none from me
LP: Audit meeting for a few weeks, want to ask EO about availability?
HBH: Student Groups Audit on Thursday 12th of June from 9:30 until 1pm. 
EO: currently available. 
LP: we need full committee. 
HBH: strong commitment 
EO: Will be there. 
LP: is there likely to be a subgroup before audit?
HBH: yes should be getting booked in soon 

Meeting ends, all say goodbye
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