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Student Council                  Meeting Minutes: 

Date: 03/03/2026
Time: 4:30 PM – 7:00 PM
Venue: Kevin Gately Room


Agenda item 1: Welcome and Apologies 
· Apologies
KT (Women’s Officer), MO (LGBTQUIA+ Officer), JY (LGBTQUIA+ Officer) and DW (Operations Forum) 

Agenda item 2: Approving previous meeting minutes
· JK (Steering Group) on previous meeting minutes asks for minutes to be updated with a standard for initials to be used instead of just first names going forward. Additionally, under point 3 the votes are the wrong way round.

Agenda item 3: DSO student council accessibility report 
· RD and HP (Disabled Students Officers) discuss the recommendations listed in their report and provide justifications.
· They also request feedback from the council.
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) asks for specifics that should be added to the glossary.
· RD (Disabled students’ officer) speaks in regard to how some student councillors may feel as if they do not have the capacity to challenge individuals who are ‘higher’ than them in the student council and additionally choosing to side with someone who is more experienced than them. To counteract this, RD and HP (Disabled students’ officers) spoke at length about the needs for the SharePoint depicted below so everyone on the council makes informed decisions based on their own opinion as opposed to another’s.
· HP (Disabled students’ officer) speaks to the need for a student council portal that contains all the documents relevant to the student council as opposed to sharing multiple documents at one time to all the representatives that sit on the student council (like a student council SharePoint).
· HP (Disabled students’ officer) points for the need to have page numbers on minutes for ease of navigation. 
· The report aims to change the way councils are conducted to ensure everyone feels comfortable speaking.

Agenda item 4: Governance review updates  
· JV thanks the council for engaging with the governance review survey and invites feedback on the report and any additional points which were not covered by the questions sent out previously.

Agenda item 5: Policy backlog
· JK (Steering group) refers to the last student council mentioning that 104 policies were directed to Steering group and Steering group has been meeting weekly to address this and policies have been getting assigned to officers where necessary.
· JK (Steering group) also reports on the progress that has been made whereby:
· 94 have been actioned
· 49 been lapsed
· 0 been renewed unamended
· 23 been renewed with amendments
· 4 been converted into a stance
· 0 been conferred
· 14 been steered onwards
· 4 on hold

· Based on student council decision to give forum chairs the opportunity to request motions be steered to their forums: 16 policies requested, 14 been actioned, 9 have been steered onwards and 2 have been lapsed, one of which was a duplicate and the other was a liberation and diversity motion that the relevant PTO was in attendance to address and make a decision on.
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) asks whether forums have been satisfied with the progress/actions and no comments were made.
· VOTING: Unanimous vote in favour of Steering group to continue to review the policy backlog. 

Agenda item 6.1: Amend byelaw 324
· Error in the papers - JK points towards the 2nd paragraph and clarifies the change made to formalise the wording - “without apologies” , and invites feedback on changing “2 meetings” to “3 meetings”
· RH (Student Council Chair) invited the floor to make a decision if this should be 2 or 3 meetings being the cut off.
· AY (Steering Group) says that missing 3 meetings would be absence from a large chunk of that forum’s meetings, especially for forums that do not meet weekly.
· MS (Sports Forum) spoke to how she believes it should be 3, especially for forums that meet regularly and therefore have a more active and demanding schedule.
· OC (VP Welfare and Campaigns) asks whether this is applicable to student council meetings as well, and a clarification is made that it is not which is agreed upon by RH (Student Council Chair) and suggests that this should be applied to student council as well.
· JK (Steering group) is in favour of 2 meetings, considering that realistically nobody can get removed from a forum under the current bye-law, unless they are absent for a prolonged period of time without reason or relevant communication.
· JK (Steering group) clarifies that SU officers would have a separate procedure, and not applicable to forum members who do not have an SU officer position
· AT (President) requests that language used in the byelaw is more accessible, noting that ‘apologies’ can to some degree being misleading.
· RW (Societies Forum Member) supports this policy considering that it acts as a safeguard to the lack of involvement / regular communication from PG students 
· VOTING: Byelaw change passes with unanimous vote.

Agenda item 6.2: Repeal policy 178 – end motion proposer anonymisation 
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) speaks on RB’s (Steering group) behalf: This policy 178 ensures that every policy has a name attached to it (unless it is a safety issue), and RB wishes to repeal this policy.
· RW (Societies forum) mentions that retaining anonymity ensures that it removes the personal baggage attached to a motion which could discourage individuals from partaking in motion proposal processes.
· VOTING to repeal policy 178:
· In favour: 18
· Against: 7
· Abstaining: 1

Agenda item 6.3: Improve accessibility in society elections
· RD (Disabled students’ officer) wishes to formalise the requirements societies must follow to make sure they are accessible.
· Some suggestions they (RD) offer: 
· Mandate access breaks for 10 minutes every 30 minutes.
· Alternatives to in person presentations at society AGM’s
· Requesting an SU member to oversee the elections 
· LG (VP Sports) mentions that there is no clarification on the maximum time for a society election.  
· AS (VP Societies) Commends the efforts of RD (Disabled students’ officer) for operationalising what constitutes accessibility in society elections and favours its passing as a byelaw.
· Elliot (Sports Forum) disagrees with one of the suggestions, arguing that there is a need for students to speak on behalf of their manifesto as they should be allowed to be subject to questioning.
· Will (Sports Forum) provides support for Elliot on this and argues that questions are a good way of clarifying someone's validation and capacity for their role.
· Elliot (Sports Forum) disagrees with one of the suggestions, arguing that there is a need for students to speak on behalf of their manifesto as they should be allowed to be subject to questioning. Will (Sports Forum) provides support for Elliot on this and argues that questions are a good way of clarifying someone's validation and capacity for their role.
· In response, HP and RD (Disabled Students’ Officers) clarify that the choice to not speak at elections presentations is freedom of choice and prevents them from being in an uncomfortable situation. If they do not get votes then that is fine as long as they have the freedom to run as they feel fit. RT (Academic) agrees with this and cites examples from Autism@Warwick elections of its legitimacy.
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) gives more examples showing why refusal to not answer questions is not a big deal, not novel - in favour of the freedom of choice arguments presented by RD and HP (Disabled Students Officers).
· JK (Steering group) speaks on point 4 of the report (all candidates must be given the same questions) and gives an example showing that this point may not be applicable in some situations (eg - a candidate who was not on the exec last year should be able to be questioned regarding their lack of experience in that society, as compared to another candidate that has more experience at that society)
· HP (Disabled students’ officer) mentions that questions should be posed in an open-ended way rather than being aggressive or indicative of a certain person being a wrong fit.
· RT (Academic) mentions that council should consider using external means of questioning candidates for accessibility such as via discord servers or alternative streams of communication.
· RD (Disabled students’ officers) says that there is currently no rule that says candidates must be questioned or must give presentations, so the suggested policy is not undoing any existing byelaws. Concludes by saying the uniformity/accessibility of SU elections should be mirrored in societies elections as well.

· Voting for procedural motion 7 (to vote for the agenda item immediately without further discussion):
· Abstain: 2
· In favour: everyone else 
· Against: 1

· Voting for the agenda item 6.3:
· In favour: 22
· Against: 3
· Abstain: 1

Access break

Agenda item 6.4: Warwick SU for ethical AI use
· RH (Student Council Chair) says that him chairing this may be a conflict of interest since he helped write this policy and invited the floor to make a decision on whether to assign a temporary chair. The student council voted against this and as such RH (Student Council Chair) continued.
· HR (Sustainability Officer) mentions that the operations forum aims to make the university acknowledge the climate impacts of using AI
· RW (Societies forum) says that using AI takes away opportunities from students to build portfolios, protects academic integrity and gain experience in the media industry
· Elliot (Sports Forum) is for the use of AI, mentioning its integration into job markets for jobs such as software engineering.
· RT (Academic Forum) is in favour of this due to the impact it would otherwise have on SU accountability over who has written byelaws and so forth.
· JK (Steering groups) says in specific to WSU - he appreciates legitimate uses of AI, but that this policy does a good job at striking a balance, it does not bar students from using AI for necessary reasons, but still suggests 
· William (sports forum) - University is already taking a progressive approach with regards to AI use (eg - AI use in modules is regulated) 
· LG (VP Sports) - talks about the impact of this policy on Widening participation students as private school students are trained in the use of AI at great length and this playing field should be levelled for state school students. RT (Academic forum) says there is merit to LG (VP Sports) argument and speaks to the use of AI by disabled students and argues that this should be an SU effort to lobby departments to ensure co-operation. 
· AS (VP Societies) - talks about the use of AI to proofread governance documents - appreciates that AI allows mistakes to be identified and rectified accurately 
· AS responds to the climate impacts concern raised earlier, and calls this concern “reductive”, highlighting that while AI does use more energy, it’s still not high enough to use this concern to ban AI use
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) mentions the importance of a consistent stance on AI on behalf of the SU which can then be presented to the University and arguably set an example. 
· AS (VP Education) in support of this policy - the education strategy team mentions that there are concerns around academic integrity alongside sustainability ethics and so forth. Also speaks on regards of sustainability of AI, the number of water usage used by AI data centers is a prevalent problem and shouldn't be undermined. Additionally, AS (VP Education) in reference to byelaws and regulations speaks to how allowing the SU to use AI to construct byelaws is a major flaw and fails to accurately capture the conventional wording and style of SU communications.  
· Will (Sports forum) mentions WBS and WMG modules and courses that study the effects of AI that should be acknowledged and promoted as relevant.  
· HP (Disabled students’ officer) refers to Adam’s previous point about AI use for proofreading documents. They disagree. They speak against setting the precedent that AI use eases document writing and sharing
· AS (VP Societies) in reference to the university’s use of AI - suggests that we should do an impact assessment to quantify the environmental effects of AI use
· RH (Student council chair) clarifies that the voting at this council will pass this policy
· VOTING: policy 6.4 passes as a result of: 
· In favour: 22
· Against:  3
· Abstaining: 1
· VOTING on 6.5 stance: 
· In favour: 23
· Against: 2
· Abstaining: 2

Agenda item 6.6: Amend byelaw 412
· JK (Steering group) Mentions how outside of the academic year the powers of the council are given to the FTO’s and they are then ratified by council upon return. This bye-law changes this to add the condition whereby power-transition to the FTO’s should only be used in the final instance. 
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) speaks in favour and fully endorses the byelaw for its role in preserving the power of council.
· VOTING on agenda item: Byelaw passes as a result of the following vote
· In favour: Unanimous
· Against: 0 
· Abstain: 0

Agenda item 7: Sports forum VONC
· LG (VP Sports) mentions that there is a forum member (Deepak, Sports Forum Freshers Rep) who has not shown up for any meetings, not replied to any emails and proposes a VONC.
· Council voting on the VONC: Unanimously passed
· In favour: Unanimous
· Against: 0
· Abstain: 0	

Agenda item 8: Liberation conference 
· AS (VP Education) presents the schedule for the conference and gives a description of what it is. She invites council members to share with their networks 

Agenda item 9: Scrutiny panel updates 
· RW (Societies Forum) along with the other scrutiny panel members interviewed FTOs from 10am - 4pm
· RW (Societies Forum) Scrutiny panel may not be the best way to assess FTOs performance, the duration is too long and this may reduce efficiency, there needs to be an overarching vision to formalise what the panel is meant to examine. AG (Academic forum) echoes this. 
· RW (Societies Forum) A full report will be provided in term 3
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) mentions that the governance review is already looking into modifying the scrutiny panel.
· RT (Academic) - agrees that the exact purpose of scrutiny panel needs to be clearer, and also re-emphasises the unrealistic time commitment 
 
Agenda item 10: Save the date – all students meeting 
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) intends to provide a celebration of successes, and a ‘fun’ recap of finances with free food and refreshments.

Agenda item 11: AOB
2 points to be discussed:
1. Co-opting Oscar Renton: Oscar wishes to be made part-time student officer to better represent the interests of parttime students, PG and mature students.
· JK (Steering group) asked about the number of other applicants and in lieu of no other applications and a lack of notice of Oscar’s application doesn't wish to co-opt at this time.
· RW (Societies Forum) asks that if OR was to be co-opted , what would his duties be and what would he be working on.
· RT (Academic) is concerned about the message being signalled if we were to co-opt this late into the process.
· HP (DSO) clarifies that Oscar would likely sit on Lib Div and student council, and also mentions that we don’t have anything to lose by co-opting Oscar.
· JK (Steering group) says that this process of Oscar’s application does not seem fair. 
· AS (VP Societies) clarifies that there have been forum co-options in the past, so it wouldn’t send a poor message because there is precedent
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) Suggests a secret ballot for the vote through procedural motion 1. 
· VOTING in favour of the secret ballot procedural motion one: 
· In favour: 24
· Abstain: 1 
· Against: 1 
· VOTING for the co-opting of Oscar:
· In favour: 4
· Against: 16
· Abstain: 

2. Governance review: running through the initial proposals to invite comments
· FTO Numbers:
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) mentions that the governance review project should have FTO role counts as either 6 or 7 with a move to change VP Welfare and Campaigns to VP Welfare and Liberation and removing VP Postgraduates.
· RW (Societies Forum) He declares a conflict of interest as he is running for VP Postgraduates, and then mentions that it is unfair to not have a full time PG officer considering they make up a third of the SU members, and the PG experience is vastly different and should require a separate role that represents just them, and also the timing of the elections is very unsuitable. 
· AG (Academic Forum) gives an example of PGR students who cannot/would not take a year out of their studies to run for a full time officer role, and suggests that there would be higher engagement as a part time role rather than full time. 
· AS (VP Education) voices a concern that the committee commitments and other responsibilities of the PG officer may get shoved onto education
· AS (VP Societies) brings up the differences between PGR and PGT. experience and suggests that one role may not be able to represent the interests of both groups.

· PTO Numbers:
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) Speaks to how PTOS are being reduced to 7 by merging the international students inside and outside of the EU positions. This would increase to 9 should the VP postgraduate role be collapsed into two PGR and PGT positions. 

· Governance Simplification:
· JV (VP Democracy and Development) spoke to how there was talk of whether to shrink student council to one or two forum members attending and moves in favour of an executive committee that meets more often and for longer. Alongside the alteration and merging of particular forums to streamline governance processes and make them easier to follow. 
· RW (Societies Forum) re-iterated conflict of interest as running for VP Postgraduate, mentioned how scrapping PG forum via governance simplification is ineffective as it removes representation of a ⅓ of the campus population. HP (DSO) reiterated this point in the context of mature students. 
· RT (Academic Forum) asked about the possibility of the reintroduction of faculty forum. JV (VP Democracy and development) mentioned that this falls outside of the scope of this project. 
· AS (VP societies) - Speaks about the operations forum and some incentive to remove it. Grace (operations forum) echoes this. 

Council Adjourned 
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