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DRAFT Minutes of 24th June at 6pm, RSM 3
Council Attendance
	Role
	Name
	Initials
	Attendance

	Officer Trustee - Union President
	Camille Boutrolle
	CB
	Present

	Officer Trustee - Deputy President (Education)
	Emina Hogas
	EH
	Present

	Officer Trustee - Deputy President (Welfare)
	Nico Henry
	NH
	Present

	Officer Trustee - Deputy President (Clubs & Societies)
	Christian Cooper
	CC
	Present

	Officer Trustee - Deputy President (Finance & Services)
	Stephanie Yeung
	SY
	Present

	Council Chair
	Anthea MacIntosh-LaRocque
	AML
	Present

	Constituent Union President - ICSMSU
	Lilia Evans 
	LE
	Present

	Constituent Union President - CGCU
	Daniel Zhuo
	DZ
	Proxy

	Constituent Union President - RSM
	Amelia Spindler
	AS
	Apologies

	Constituent Union President - RCSU
	Julia Purrinos De Oliveria
	JPDO
	Present

	Constituent Union President - Silwood
	Jana Braun-Wilson
	JBW
	Present

	Management Group Chair - Arts
	Nathalie Tedfors Lindell
	NTL
	Present

	Management Group Chair - Community
	Shahmir Durrani
	SD
	Absent

	Management Group Chair - Culture
	Sheshpriya Gadiya
	SG
	Absent

	Management Group Chair – Knowledge 
	William Chen
	WC
	Absent

	Management Group Chair – Recreation
	Enzo Amaral
	EA
	Present

	Management Group Chair - Sport
	Junior Mbah
	JMb
	Present

	LCO - Black & Minority Ethnic Officer
	Comfort Oluwakoya
	CO
	Present

	LCO - LGBTQ+ Officer
	Anson To
	AT
	Present

	LCO - Disabilities
	Maegan Spitari
	MS
	Present

	LCO - Mental Health
	Miriam Foulkes
	MF
	Present

	LCO - Gender Equality Officer
	Vacant
	
	

	LCO - Ethics & Environmental Officer
	Hollie Meyers
	HM
	Proxy

	LCO - Interfaith Officer
	Ashay Divekar
	AD
	Absent

	LCO - International Officer
	Yuanze Xia
	YX
	Absent

	LCO - Working Class Officer
	Scarlett Kilford
	SK
	Absent

	Welfare Officer of CU - RCSU
	Stefaniia Medvetskaia
	SM
	Present

	Welfare Officer of CU - ICSMSU
	Ketevani Asatiani-Kalandaze
	KAK
	Absent 

	Welfare Officer of CU - CGSU
	Adrib Ahmed
	AA
	Absent

	Welfare Officer of CU - RSM
	Gao Kamalanavin
	GK
	Absent

	Academic Officer of CU - CGCU
	Linmo Lin
	LL
	Present

	Academic Officer of CU - RCSU
	Jack Swires
	JS
	Present

	Academic Officer of CU - ICSMSU
	Yousuf Yaqub
	YY
	Absent

	Academic Officer of CU - RSM
	Emma Halford
	EHa
	Absent

	Postgraduate Research Academic & Welfare Officer (Engineering)
	Yifeng Mao
	YM
	Present

	Postgraduate Research Academic & Welfare Officer (Medicine)
	Ruksana Begum-Meades
	RBM
	Absent

	Postgraduate Research Academic & Welfare Officer (Science)
	Hengchang Cao
	HCa
	Absent

	Postgraduate Taught Academic & Welfare Officer (Business School)
	Reem Al Saud
	RAS
	Present

	Postgraduate Taught Academic & Welfare Officer (Engineering)
	Injeel Syed
	IS
	Absent

	Postgraduate Taught Academic & Welfare Officer (Medicine)
	Srimathi Lakshminarasimhan
	SL
	Absent

	PGT Representation Chair
	Nakul Maheshwari
	NM
	Absent

	PGR Representation Chair
	Jing Xu
	JX
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Science)
	Chloe Huang
	CH
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Science)
	Elias Fink
	EF
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Engineering)
	Salman Khalaf
	SKh
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Engineering)
	Alvaro Vicente Tarrago
	AVT
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Engineering)
	Huaihou Yang
	HY
	Present

	Council Representative (UG Business)
	Sofia Hueffer
	SH
	Present

	Council Representative (UG Medicine)
	Haider Nazerali
	HN
	Absent

	Council Representative (UG Medicine)
	Rohan Boyapati
	RB
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG Science)
	Alex Auyang
	AAu
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG Engineering)
	Deniz Etit
	DE
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG Engineering)
	Hanqing Zhang
	HZ
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG Medicine)
	Thea Jakobi
	TJ
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG Business)	Comment by Anthea MacIntosh-LaRocque - Union Council Chair: role is missing
	Laotan Faji
	LF
	Absent

	Council Representative (PG non-faculty)
	Jordon Milward
	JM
	Present

	Council Representative (PG Business)
	Akanksha Kumari
	AK
	Present


In attendance [Students/Staff]
Helena Schofield (HS) – ICU Representation Manager [Union Staff] 
Hannah Corsini (HC) – ICU Democracy and Representation Assistant [Union Staff] 
Clem Jones (CJ) - Governance & Executive Manager [Union Staff]
Jacob Eyre (JE) Student 
Julia Mitra (JMi) -Student, Proxy for Hollie Meyers (HM)
Aidan Madge (AM) - proxy for Daniel Zhuo (DZ)
Cat Turhan (CT) - Director of Membership Services
Pip Moss (PM) - Student
Tom Gordon (TG) - Student, incoming DPCS



1. Welcome
AML welcomed everyone to the meeting. 
2. Apologies & Chair’s Business
Apologies received from: Sofia Hueffer (SH)
Quoracy check – quorate. 
3. Council Seat Reinstatement
RAS said she had attended meetings online but not been marked as present. 
The following needed to reinstate their seats but did not attend: JPDO, SG, GK, IS, SL, KAK. 
4. Proxies
AM introduced himself as a proxy for DZ. AM will be on the CGCU executive committee next year. 
JMi introduced as proxy for Hollie Meyers (HM). JMi is the Ethics and Environmental Officer Elect. 
No objections were raised, proxies approved by consensus. 
5. Approval of minutes of the previous meeting
MS’s proxy Amy needs position added in – Disability and Welfare Officer
Date on header is incorrect. 



6. Matter for Decision: Trustee Ratification

This is a procedural paper which comes to Union Council every year and ratifies student trustees into the Board of Trustees. It needs a 2/3 majority to pass according to bye-law.

No questions or comments raised. 

The paper was accepted by a majority voting in favour. The final voting outcome was: 
	Quorum count
	Majority (50%+1)
	For
	Against
	Abstain
	Outcome

	25
	14
	24
	
	1
	PASS 

	
	
	DE, JBW, CO, MF, SM, EH, AS, MS, AK, TJ, NH, JS, JMb, NTL,  LE, CC, LL, SY, SK, CB, AT, JMi, AM, YM 

	
	RAS
	





7. Matter for Decision: Removal of the DPFS from Bye-Law F

Secretary’s postscript: this paper was initially scheduled to be discussed prior to the Democracy Review paper, but CB noted it was intended to come after the Democracy Review paper and written to consider that the Council had accepted the recommendation not to elect the DPFS. The discussion was then rescheduled to come after the Democracy Review Matter for Decision. 

AML introduced this as being in conjunction with the Democracy Review paper.
CB presented the paper as its author. 

CB noted the following beliefs: 
i. The DPFS role is not fit for purpose. 

CB proposed the following: 
i. To remove the DPFS role from Bye-Law F, but keep “up to five officer trustees” in the wording in order to allow for the creation of a new officer trustee. 


Discussion 

i. NTL asked about the working group on the consequences for the DPFS and if there would be any downside to letting the Bye-Laws remain as they are and then changing them next year after the working groups have occurred and figured out what the role would look like. CB said that this is the Council which has been on the DR journey and it is clear the DPFS role does not work. She stated that she would like to end the year leaving free rein for the working group to assess the role on a clean slate. From the OT team’s point of view it should be up to the new Council and new OTs to work on this and not have the DPFS role lingering over them. 
ii. JS commented that the Democracy Review paper states that the DPFS “does not represent the student body accurately”. He said that the findings of the Democracy Review and its evidence base were generally considered to be poor, and questioned whether there was sufficient evidence to suggest the DPFS was so poorly representative to the extent it should be erased. CB said that the Democracy Review paper and the discussions of the previous Council demonstrated the inadequacy of the role. 
iii. PM asked why the DPFS role was being removed but the DPCS role was not being renamed. CC said that this was due to timings and that the DPCS role would be renamed in the first Council of 25/26. EA asked if an amendment could be made at this Council and then voted on and changed later. CB accepted this amendment, and CJ rewrote the paper to include this amendment. CC clarified that the marketing would not be changed for the DPCS role until the 1st August. He also stated that the expanded remit would not be changed until it was fully formalised, and this would be done by the Summer Working Group and brought to 25/26 Council.

Secretary’s Postscript: 

The paper was accepted by a majority voting in favour. The final voting outcome was:

	Quorum count
	Majority (50%+1)
	For
	Against
	Abstain
	Outcome

	24
	13
	21
	2
	2
	PASS 

	
	
	JBW, MF, SM, EH, AS, TJ, JS, JMb,  LE, CC, LL, SY, SK, CB, AT, JMi, AM, YM, EA, AK

	MS, NTL
	DE, NH
	






8. Matter for Decision: Democracy Review Paper

CB said she would assume people had read this paper. She flagged the major changes such as: 
· Increased demographic information 
· A minimum of one AGM per year stipulated rather than a single AGM 
· Student experience fund advertised on social media
· More specificity generally 
· A student forum with the Commercial Team included
· The options appraisal of different Union Councils, which current Council members will be able to feed back on 
· More information on the new Council committees and what their remits could be 

The Council was then asked to comment on the recommendations in turn. 

Recommendations 1.1, 1.2, 1.3

i. DE asked if 1.1 could be changed to "at least twice a year” instead of “a minimum of once a year.” CB said this could be addressed in the effectiveness review, and saying “at least once” would not be detrimental. NH said the reason why it is at least once is because the AGM is for students to understand what direction the Union is going in rather than the granular side of things, and a better place for steering the Union is the Presidential committee. He said that committing to two AGMs may mean there is not enough to say at a second AGM, and agreed this can be reviewed at the effectiveness review. 
ii. DE said he understood their points but still wanted to propose the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected by a majority voting against. The final voting outcome was:

	Quorum count
	Majority (50%+1)
	For
	Against
	Abstain
	Outcome

	26
	13
	5
	19
	2
	FAIL

	
	
	HY, LE, JM, SM, DE
	MS, NTL, JBW, MF, EH, AS, TJ, JS, JMb, CC, SY, SK, CB, AT, JMi, AM, EA, AK, NH

	YM, LL
	





Iii. NTL asked for “written update” to be changed to verbal update. CC said the reason why they didn’t want a verbal update to be stipulated was as it would require ICU staff to attend Council. Verbal updates would have to be delivered by OTs. CB said additionally that OTs were told to do written updates for accessibility, and termly forums would be the best place for students to deliver feedback to the Commercial Teams, who are not accountable to Council. 
Iv. NTL asked for it to be changed to “written and verbal” so that it is something Council can discuss and ask questions on. CB said OTs would not be best placed to answer questions, and CC said this is covered by 1.4. 
V. AT asked if Council could provide questions back to the OTs if they were to deliver the Commercial Team’s updates verbally. CC said yes, and that accountability for the Commercial Team lies with the Managing Director. He added that 1.4 encompasses student feedback for the Commercial Team. 
vi. AML asked if NTL would accept “termly update.” NTL responded that she would prefer “written and verbal” to be included in the recommendation. CB  said that “presented by the President” could be added. AML said that it should be “presented by an OT” in case the President wasn’t there. AML proposed “a written and verbal termly update presented by an OT with the opportunity to ask questions.”

Secretary’s Postscript:  1.2 was amended as follows: “ICU releases summaries of the proceedings of its Finance, Audit & Risk Committee in a digestible, front-facing format, and a written termly commercial update to be provided to Council presented by an Officer Trustee.”

Recommendations 1.4 and 1.5 

I. JS asked for clarifications on 1.4 as he felt that “provide students with feedback systems” was quite vague as systems do already exist. CB said she agrees the systems do exist but said they could be better. One example could be SUggestions – where any student can make suggestions on the website. HS said there are more details on page 11 saying that every student-facing team will have an opportunity for student feedback.

Recommendations 2.1 and 2.2 

No feedback or questions. 

Recommendation 2.3 

i. DE asked for a clarification of the difference between a Postgraduate Coordinator and a PG OT. AML said a PGC would be a full-time member of staff whereas the OT would be elected by the student body. DE said this made sense. 
ii. NTL said that there was a meeting to discuss the DPFS removal and that it was discussed whether there would be an additional OT. CB said that they haven’t considered adding a new OT, but she has considered that SY currently sits on the FAR – so the President would be able to elect a different OT to FAR. NH added that the reason for not putting this on the Democracy Review was that it is a constitutional change which needs to be approved by the Board of Trustees and College Council. CC said that after the 25/26 constitutional changes may be made but that it is not worth it for something that may only last for a single year

Recommendation 2.4 and 2.5

i. JS said he has a question about whether postgrad representation and community building need to be supported through a paid member of staff. He said he feels like there are more underlying issues like postgrad timetables clashing with current representation systems, and that these should be fixed first rather than paying for a PGC. CC said the general consensus is that introducing a PGC will not solve these problems, but that it is the first step to facilitate some of the work e.g. by coordinating the VP PG positions, and that the PGC will be working with the Representation team and student team. CC believes it is important to introduce the role before introducing any formal officer role as there is no direct staff support at the moment. JS said this makes sense. 
ii. DE said that as a postgraduate, he felt that the PGC would be very useful for postgraduates. 

Recommendation 2.6 and 2.7 

i. JS commented that the termly OT updates seem to fix OTs to what their manifestos say, but their priorities within a year should change if they are an active and representative OT. He said it seemed wrong to qualify OT performance by how much of their manifesto they had achieved. NH said it would be acknowledged that OTs do work outside of their manifestos and that it says “manifestos or reports” to help clarify this. 



Recommendations 3.1 and 3.2 

No feedback or questions. 

Recommendation 4

i. NTL asked regarding 4.2, who would be monitoring the form and ensuring that students would be responded to. ZB said that she and AML amongst other Rep team members would be monitoring it. 
ii. NTL said she was confused by 4.3 and what the Democracy Working Group would look like. CC said that this is in relation to 4.2 and that it takes ideas from the student feedback form monitored by ZB and AML and formulates solutions with the people it is relevant to. CT clarified that it should say Working Group throughout 4 in order to maintain that it is a neutral group without decision-making powers. 
iii. JS asked for clarification on 4.1 as the committee replacements sound the same as the committees which currently exist, and the Democracy Review raised concerns about confusing students, so changing these names could confuse them further. CC said he understood this point, but that early drafts produced by the consultants mentioned CSPB strikes a good balance between idea generation, policymaking and discussion that other committees lack, so the purpose of changing the committees is to give them policymaking power. He reiterated that the make-up of committees was not being decided then, and the Summer Working Group would decide how to functionally run the committees. 
iv. AM mentioned with regards to 4.2 that people commonly submit ideas to different teams but are ignored. He wanted to know the process of making sure that there was a good initial response. HS said that this would be a different platform to the fresh-desk process. She said responding to this form would be a priority for the Rep team, and that the team has good channels with the other teams so would be able to pass feedback onto them. ZB added that comments would also be seen on the ICU website so what students request would be visible.
v. MS asked if we could add to 4.1 to make it clear that the Summer Working Group in 4.1 is different from the Democracy Working Group in 4.3. CB accepted this amendment. JM asked on this point if “neutral” could be removed from the wording for Democracy Working Group. 
vi. JS asked if the joining of Postgraduate and Undergraduate academic feedback forums was a good idea as they are very different and deal with different issues. He asked if it would be more sensible to have them all in the same meeting. EH said they do focus on different topics, however, they will be focusing on strategic topics and projects, and this opens up the forum to better discussions. JS said that the dwindling PGR network being joined with the undergraduate group doesn’t solve the issue of poor PGR attendance. EH said that PGR students need other avenues to provide feedback, and this would be more of a policy development forum than a feedback forum. JS asked if this meant they would lose the opportunity for feedback. EH said that she meets the AWOs on a 1-1 basis, and they would be developing a specific form for them. She said this would mean students wouldn’t have to attend meetings to submit a single point, and would ultimately save them time. NH said they would not be losing RAF, which is termly, but instead gaining a monthly opportunity to speak to the DPE and hear what the OTs were up to. JS asked if the wording said “monthly” rather than “termly”. NH said the wording was “at least termly” but in practice, it would be more. 
vii. JMi asked for clarification on 4.4 as to who the communication would be between. AML said from the Council to the student body. 

Secretary’s Postscript: 4.1 was amended as follows: “A Council working group will be established over the summer...”
4.3 was amended as follows “A neutral democracy working group will be established...”

Recommendations 5.1 and 5.2 

No questions or feedback 

Recommendations 5.3 and 5.4 

No questions or feedback 

Recommendation 6

No questions or feedback

Recommendation 7

i. JS was concerned by the removal of summer elections for non-CSP positions as outlined in 7.3. He stated that there would be no RCSU committee if there had not been summer elections this (24/25) year. He stated his belief that summer elections are a way for students to put themselves forward for elections if they weren’t brave enough to do so for spring elections, and that summer elections are a way to fill vacant roles. He commented that it used to be visible how many students were standing for each position, but this feature has been removed and without this, students don’t feel confident to stand for positions unless they know nobody previously stood for them. CB replied that election fatigue is very real and that summer election turnout is very low. She said that summer elections have become a fall-back for CUs instead of getting their committees elected earlier on. She stated she believes that a shift in culture is required instead, and that peope should stand for roles not because they are uncontested but because they want to do it. She also mentioned that summer elections are resource and staff intensive, taking away Rep team time which could be better invested into other elections or the student experience instead. 
ii. CB clarified that if major posts were unelected, by-elections would be held instead. JS agreed with this, and said he understood turnout for summer elections is low, but still worried that larger promotion of the normal elections would not encourage students to run. He proposed to remove 7.3 as an amendment. 



The amendment was rejected by a majority voting against. The final voting outcome was:

	Quorum count
	Majority (50%+1)
	For
	Against
	Abstain
	Outcome

	27
	13
	6
	17
	4
	FAIL

	
	
	AM, AT, JS, AS, CO, EA
	JBW, MF, EH, TJ, JMb, CC, SY, SK, CB, JMi, AK, NH, JM, SM, HY

	MS, DE, LE, NTL
	




Other comments

i. AM said that there would be a lot of reports arising from this paper and asked if there was a strategy for these. CC said that page 77 and 78 details the date and the implementation for each objective and that work would be evenly spread.

The paper was accepted by a majority voting in favour. The final voting outcome was:

	Quorum count
	Majority (50%+1)
	For
	Against
	Abstain
	Outcome

	24
	13
	20
	2
	2
	PASS

	
	
	JBW, MF, EH, TJ, JMb, CC, SY, SK, CB, JMi, AK, NH, JM, SM, HY, EA, CO, AT, MS, NTL

	JS, LL

	AM, HY
	


 



AOB 

SilFest

JBW informed everyone that SilFest – a live music festival with camping - would be on the 2nd August, and invited them along. 

UKRI 

DE said he had been working on the UKRI increase with CB and EH and expressed disappointment with CB for delays and excluding him from meetings. CB declined to respond to this. 

Thanks

CB thanked AML on behalf of everyone on Council and from the ICU for her work. 
AML thanked everyone for their contributions for Council and congratulated them on making it this far through the year and the Democracy Review. She invited everyone to the post-Council social. 
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