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Attendees

Abhijeet Patel – Co-Chair, Sports Officer
Matty Widdop – Student Groups Representative
Akshat Srivastava – Student Group Representative 
Debaarjun Dasgupta - Student Group Representative


Harriet Berrington-Hughes – Senior Student Groups Coordinator
Samantha Macbeth – Student Activities Manager 

Activities Committee Subgroup
18th February 2026, 2pm


Trigger Warnings: 

	Item No.
	Item Title
	Meeting Notes
	Actions

	Start
	
	
	

	1
	Welcome & Introductions
	AP: Apologies from EB and AK. Before we start, groups team is very limited capacity at the moment – important for when considering new groups.  
	

	2
	Constitutional Changes
	Poker
AP: not currently quorate as MW has conflict of interest
HBH: wait to see if anyone else joins later and come back to it

Quorate at 3:30pm 

AP: happy with the changes?
AS: if it is necessary then happy
DD: yes no issues
AP: okay no issues 

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to approve constitutional change 


Pilates
AP: Addition of new roles 
MW: seems reasonable to me 
AP: looks fine, happy to approve?
AS: happy to approve

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to approve constitutional change 



Shooting
AP: change name of role to health and safety officer, and addition of club captain and vice
MW: seems good to me 
AP: looks fine
AS: yep 
AP: approved

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to approve constitutional change 




	

	3
	New Group Proposals
	Hyrox
MW: query about new proposal form
HBH: 10 now on the website
MW: okay, got that amount on the google form 
SM: just to flag, down several co-ordinators in the team. Word of warning, any group approved is essentially to the detriment of existing groups, taking support away from them to support new group. Ask you to consider that when looking at each application. 
MW: delay all to the next meeting? As hiring is happening?
SM: one starting in 2 weeks, but another goes in 2 weeks, and another gone on Monday. Not going to be fully staffed for a little while. 
MW: essentially if not approved, will it not be approved for the whole year?
AP: next meeting?
HBH: 3 weeks time
SM: I cannot see us being in a different position by that time. 
AP: can we approve and hold off starting them up?
SM: don’t think that will be fair on them, if approved they should be supported like any other 
MW: if you had to guess, when would we back to a capacity to accept more groups? 
SM: It is down to when we get authorisation for recruitment. Out for some roles already and hopeful we can appoint more than one from these rounds. Allowing time for them to get in a trained. Realistically, looking at May/June if everything goes to plan. 
AP: out of the bunch of groups, some seem reasonable to approve. So what do we do?
MW: my thinking is I don’t want them waiting that long, would approving these 13 collapse the groups team?
SM: if you were told your group activity wasn’t approved for another week because of staff capacity having to support additional groups, how would you feel about that?
MW: yeah, wouldn’t be happy 
AP: don’t want existing groups to halt or be affected 
MW: I would still be keen to support some. Any we can look to rule out straight away?
HBH: Quill, regardless of staffing situation we would have advised that we cannot support them due to lack of capacity for media law
MW: okay. Shall we go through them 1 by 1 or consider high support ones first?
AP: go to high support ones first. 

Later returned to discussion on hyrox

SM: what is hyrox?
AP: it is hybrid training, they have discussed with me before about being a UBsport group
SM: so they need specific equipment?
HBH: they would need somewhere that has official hyrox facility, equipment
MW: references this in their proposal 
MW: if it’s the same thing every week, going to train, then its not much support I am tempted to say?
SM: very low membership fee for a sport
MW: they may struggle with that 
SM: are they intending to purchase the things and do it at the guild?
HBH: as they have said ‘accessing’ I think not
MW: yes I read it as going to gym to train
MW: if we want to delay we can go back and ask for further info
AP: provide more information on their resources, how they will support their funding?
AS: yes agree 

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to request further information 

Further information needed: provide more information on the resources needed for the group, how will they support funding this with low membership fee


Bar Sports
MW: agree this would be a high risk, high support group. Are we delaying to another meeting?
SM: you can defer to full committee, or reject due to resource and ask them to come back
HBH: next full committee is grant, wouldn’t work as that meeting is already long without then having to review group applications
MW: think we reject on basis of capacity and ask to resubmit. Do we say next academic year?
SM: you would want them to be set up ahead of welcome, so maybe towards the end of this academic year to be ready for next year.
MW: June? So we can review in July and do admin in summer 
AP: yeah, June is fair time. 
MW: agreed. 
SM: on the policy the reason for rejection is 3.2.4.

AP, MW, AS, vote to reject new group application
Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team, and to reapply in June for the 2026/27 academic year


Quill Magazine
MW: had one like this before didn’t we?
HBH: had crossover feedback from writer’s bloc about merging as they are similar
MW: reject due to capacity but also similarity, connect them with the other group  
AP: yes capacity and crossover, reject

AP, MW, AS, vote to reject new group application

Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team (media law), and to collaborate with Writers Bloc as they are very similar.


DD joins the meeting

Wise Night Owls
MW: this is a nice idea
HBH: concerned about the walking aspect, who is responsible 
SM: have they given any more details on the security?
HBH: not seen anything else about that
MW: this is an interesting one, trying to think if we didn’t have a capacity issue what would I be thinking. Maybe refer for more information
AP: think they would need to provide more info on responsibility during the night walks
MW: I read that as they put people together and then they are responsible for themselves. So maybe this would be a rejection anyway?
MW: What is the line in policy about risk?
SM: does not pose a significant risk to the organisation (financial, reputational, legal)

SM: it is quite reliant on people paying membership to join, study and walk home together
MW: think it is reject 
AP: think we can go back for more information due to lack of info on resources like security 
MW: we could, maybe expand that to be asking how they are providing support and who is responsible, and have you spoken to security? 
SM: all the things you’re talking about is to do with the risks, as they haven’t put much detail into that section. So you could ask queries for them to consider the risks and the mitigations they will put in place
MW: yes think that’s a good way to go. Ask them more about the risks and how they’re mitigating that 
AP: yep, all happy for that?
AS: yes 
DD: yes

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to request further information 

Further information needed: application does not consider much of the risk associated with the activity. How would the group manage this, and what mitigations would they put in place?

AP: which others would be highest support?
HBH: political and education maybe


Socialist Students
HBH: not had formal feedback from Marxist but the info provided doesn’t seem too much different from them
MW: would this go against charitable objectives?
SM: no, but they cant use it to campaign nationally 
DD: what about the interest?
HBH: they did send me screenshots, got 10 on the online proposal which they were only sent on Monday
SM: we have had comms from the university before about a socialist group, not saying it is them, and also confusion about which group this actually is 
MW: could we refer back in terms of their aims?
HBH: feel like crossover may be the easiest in terms of policy
AP:  refer back for further info about how they differ 
MW: refer or reject?
AS: I am not sure about referring it back, 50/50
AP: I think we can go with crossover and provide further info?
MW: I am happy either way
DD: I am happy to refer back 
SM: with further info, look into wording they have used about supporting the trade union and chase Marxist for their views
AP, DD, AS, MW: yep 

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to request further information 

Further information needed: crossover feedback wanted from Marxist. Ask new group about their involvement with supporting trade unions and wider organisations 


Africa Summit
HBH: have 17 on the online proposal form as of today 
AP: any crossover from African groups
HBH: when processing the proposal, I was satisfied the objectives are different enough. This is very political focused rather than being a cultural space for specific places in Africa 
AS: looks good to me then 
MW: just thinking as this is quite high support needs 
DD: does the acronym crossover with any others?
HBH: don’t think there are 
MW: for context for DD who was not at the beginning of the meeting, lots of capacity issue in the team. 
DD: think there is not many reasons to reject 
MW: the conference event is a high support event. Lots of speaker requests, does that take time?
SM and HBH: so much time!
MW: okay, reject then
AP: think reject then due to limited capacity and resources, please reapply
MW: agree
AP: all happy?
DD: yep 

AP, MW, AS, vote to reject new group application

Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team, and to reapply in June for the 2026/27 academic year


Lib Dems
HBH: previously been to AC and they have responded to feedback
MW: okay, as they have been before I would be keen to approve this
AP: also lots of support on Instagram 
MW: responsibilities look good on the role that they changed. Think it seems okay
AP: seems reasonable 
HBH: political groups like these don’t tend to take up too much time
MW: happy to approve
AP: yep 

AP, MW, AS, DD, vote to approve new group application

Francophone
HBH: have 14 interested on the online proposal
MW: it does seem a lot of generic socials
AP: if it seems like that then we can go to delay?
SM: did crossover go to any groups who do have French origins/cultures/languages?
HBH: no, probably didn’t go out for any as there are no explicit French socs 
MW: does seem quite generic so I am not opposed to approving it. What do people think?
AP: go with same reason as before for reject
MW: you want to reject? I was going with approve
AS: I was thinking of the capacity issue too
MW: fair enough 
AP: how many have we approved?
MW: just one, and others bounced back or gone for more information
SM: on their constitution, for social media it says “hiring roles”, not sure if that makes sense
MW: good spot, denying anyway!
AP: all happy to go with that?

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to reject new group application

Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team, and to reapply in June for the 2026/27 academic year


Sapphic
MW: what is sapphic?
HBH: it is an umbrella term for women who are interested in. Reached out to LGBTQ but no feedback
MW: again quite generic socials. Good demonstration of interest
HBB: 46 online which is the highest 
SM: thats what this is really good for, to see 
AP: what are they in terms of su[pport level
HBH: seems fine, wouldn’t expect them to be high support
AP: okay great. Happy to approve?
MW: happy
AS: yes 

AP, MW, AS, DD, vote to approve new group application


Romanian
HBH: 24 interest on the website now
MW: not bad! Does feel like a bit of a more high support group, have an affiliation as well. 
AP: looks fine, low support group
MW: low support?
AP: yes movie night, quiz night
MW: Was looking at them saying about doing food, performances, etc so I thought medium support 
DD: have had a look at their affiliation and seems fine 
MW: would say it is a medium support group, could go either way 
HBH: as a rule of thumb the cultural ones do need a lot of support
AP: if that is the case, I think go with the same capacity reason as the others 
MW: yes think it is more than low support 
AP: go back to them with the same reason
MW: yeah, reject 
AS: yes happy 
DD: yes idea is nice but unsure on details

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to reject new group application

Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team, and to reapply in June for the 2026/27 academic year


Clash Royale
HBH: video game came back and said they were happy. 2 people on the online interest
MW: does feel like not the most serious society 
AP: will need some support to help set up, funding etc
MW: torn on this one because it is not serious but really should deny it. Would think it is a low support group though 
AP: go back for more info?
MW: don’t think it is necessary really. Think its an approve or reject 
AP: from a support perspective?
HBH: not too high but would use up resources e.g rooms, and encourage you to consider the low interest 
MW: we could go back to say that about the interest
AP: yeah
AS: if refer back I think ask for evidence but if not then approve
AP: I think we could go with the approval, if it doesn’t require a lot of support
HBH: if refers back then would we just be in the same position again in the next meeting?
DD: as MW said, not a lot going on with them 
MW: I will say reject
AP: happy to go with rejection
AS AND DD:yep
SM: grounds?
AP: same as others, capacity 

AP, MW, AS, DD vote to reject new group application

Recommendation to the group that this is due to capacity of the team, and to reapply in June for the 2026/27 academic year

Education
MW: have been trying to do this for a long time I think
HBH: indication of interest on website is 9. 
MW: you can see the staff involvement with the way this reads. Staff have been trying to support students to get this running again. Struggling to see what they want to do in terms of actual events
HBH: guest lectures and other things
AP: reject as others?
MW: apprehensive as this has been going back and forth a lot, feels harsh 
SM: I would say that prior to staffing challenges, the team has done a lot of work with colleges to encourage academic groups to form and apply. It could be we have encouraged this 
MW: I think they got in contact with us and then has been back and forth
SM: so might not be complete buy in from the students?
MW: possibly 
HBH: worth considering that there is a gap for this, no similar societies for this student population. Worth considering 
MW: likely the school would help with funding. Objectives are so generic, but many societies are. Happy to approve if others are. 
AS: yes put this through
AP: yep, happy?
DD: yes 100% 

AP, MW, AS, DD, vote to approve new group application

Bar Soc
HBH: confusing name as not about bars, but ‘the’ bar in terms of law
SM: like the risks considering arguments getting heated
HBH: 0 interest on the website.
MW: 28 followers on Instagram but some of the followers are companies or other societies 
MW: no crossover? Law for non law?
HBH: nothing has been provided, may be because this is a specific area of a law and not generic
SM: is it about things to do with the bar exam?
MW: seems to quite specific aims
SM: women in law, black law etc
MW: would be keen to go back for more information on crossover, how much do we think that would impact decision?
AP: objectives look fine.
AS: maybe ask for info about the crossovers?
MW: yeah?
DD: yes agree, need to address the crossovers 
MW: cool. Bounce back
SM: any other questions that can be taken at the same time?
MW: don’t think there’s anything particularly they have included signposting in the welfare role
DD: clear what they want to do as a group
MW: so I think it is just crossover. If we ignore crossover, would we approve anyway with the capacity issues?
AP: in terms of support
MW: I think it would be fairly low
SM: in terms of law groups, the only one comes to mind is elsa and that takes up a lot of time with conferences, mock trials etc. 
AP: everyone happy to go with more information to look at crossover and how much support they need?
DD: yes and for new society do they need 12 committee
MW: if they want it I would be keen to give them it, too many rather than too few 
SM: interest up on the website?
MW: yes say that as well 
AP: all happy for that?


AP, MW, AS, DD vote to request further information 

Further information needed: crossover feedback wanted from existing law related groups, and more information about the type of support the group may need


	

	4
	AOB
	Paper from HBH

HBH: paper was sent around for information, about improvements that have been made to the AC process. As there are not many members of committee here today, we can revisit in the next one

MW: one piece of feedback, have it on the actual website menu under ‘get involved’. As don’t believe it is currently.

HBH: thank you, will take that away

AP: any other further?
DD: no, thank you 
AP: have a lovely day!

Meeting ends
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Date & Time of next meeting:
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