
READING UNIVERSITY STUDENTS’ UNION 

MINUTES OF TRUSTEE BOARD MEETING HELD ON 6th FEBRUARY 2018 

 
Present: 

 
Tristan Spencer (Chair), Leen Alnajjab, Ed 
White, Rose Lennon, Charlotte O’Leary, Mark 
Stoddart (via Skype), Bob Dwyer, Iain Franklin, , 
Holly Cottingham, Millie Farquhar, Eliot Smith 

 
In Attendance: 

 
Richard Silcock, Nicole Fox, Richard Lines  

 
Minutes: 

 
Margot Bishop 

 

1.1 Welcome and Introduction TS 
1.2 Apologies Frances McConnell, Jemima Tabeart 
1.4 Minutes of last meeting 5 December 2017 Corrections:  

 
2.4 Elections Committee: JB should be JT 
3.1 Officer Trustee Reports: RS should be RL 
4.3 Student Experience Committee: ‘save’ 
should be ‘have’ 

1.5 Mattering arising from the last meeting The issue with Malaysian Students has been 
resolved – we can advise Malaysian students and 
the PVC will put this in writing. 
 
EW had circulated a paper about extending the 
teaching day.  It was agreed that RUSU wouldn’t 
be boycotting the NSS this year. A policy will be 
written to ensure that the teaching day in not 
extended beyond 6pm for at least the rest of 
this academic year and the next 2 academic 
years. 
 
Data sharing would be discussed under a 
separate point. 

 

2. Reports from Sub Committees of the Trustee Board 
 
2.1 Management Committee Minutes: 
 
Meeting 12.12.17 – taken as read.  

• Point 2: FM had sent in a question about data protection – specifically regarding the 
consideration given to students who’ve moved on or are alumni.  It was agreed that this 
should be the alumni office although we would work with them and would be running an 
event in July. 

• Point 4: FM had some questions about the £1 Million fund but this would be discussed under 
a separate point. 

• Point 8: FM asked about the 360 appraisals and how many would be sent out and how will 
recipients be notified.  Not all Officers had sent their lists to RS so it was agreed this would 
be done before 20th February. 

 
Meeting 16.01.18 – taken as read.  There were no questions.  
 
 
2.2 Finance Committee 
 



MS reported that the October accounts and the audited year end accounts had been discussed at 
the November meeting.  The end of year accounts had gone to the ASM in January, had been 
formally approved and were filed with Companies House. 
 
RUSU was in a good position with £188K surplus which was £63K ahead of budget.  There would be a 
loss of £17K in the December budgets but this was not unexpected due to the way the term end 
fell. 
 
Bars were doing well, ahead of budget, Catering were below budget due to reduced sales and Ents 
were ahead of budget.  Other areas were on track or slightly better than budget. 
 
Nursery had missed budget by £5K, and YTD by £21K.  The fees had been put up in September to try 
and improve the financial performance.  The lack of revenue was difficult to manage – the Nursery 
has slots of available spaces but these short term gaps are difficult to fill and most parents require 
a long-term space.  A projection had been done up to the end of the financial year and things start 
to look better.  The deficit won’t be wiped out but it will come close to break even and the fee 
structure will be looked at during the summer. 
 
Catering were a long way off budget.  The Coop has had a big impact.  Café Mondial is running at 
full capacity.  A few options had been discussed at Finance Committee – some short term tactical 
discounts and a long term plan to change the food offering to a branded grab’n’go option.  It was 
agreed by the committee to put in short term measures immediately (discounts, special offers) and 
then put a costed plan together for the long term. 
 
Questions: 
The TB had many concerns about the Nursery.  They asked if a survey had been carried out amongst 
students and staff regarding the Nursery.  There had been some feedback from students that they 
wanted the Nursery to stay open for longer as some lectures finish at 6pm but that is when the 
Nursery closes so it is difficult to pick up children in time.  There were also questions about the 
split between staff and students taking up spaces.  There was an argument for the saying that it 
could run at a loss because it’s supporting students but it was thought that this couldn’t be 
sustained. 
 
The immediate action for the Nursery was to find out the true split between staff and students and 
the difference in fees paid. 
 
LA: Asked what was happening next with Catering 
CO: Stated that Finance Committee had made recommendations and they will be discussed at the 
next meeting 
 
EW: Asked for an update on unlocking the surplus. 
RS: Stated that this had been discussed at the latest Finance Committee and details of this 
discussion would be sent out to TB members. 
 
 
 
2.3 Liberation & Representation Committee 
 
LA reported that there had been 2 meetings so far but turnout was disappointing.  4 of the Part-
Time Officers were really engaged.   The LGBT+ Officer had gone due to a failure to communicate 
at all and a new PTO for that role hasn’t been elected.  It was thought that the new PTO that 
would be elected could go to conference if they were available.  The LBGT+ Society Welfare Officer 
was helping a lot and had taken over the One World Committee. 
 
Questions: 
There followed a discussion on the PTO’s and the level of engagement.  It was pointed out that PTO 
roles are completely voluntary.  TS asked what we could do to attract good candidates.  LA 
suggested that support was most important and EW agreed that this was the same for course reps.  
It would also be helpful to have an agreed system for asking people to step down if they are not 



fulfilling their role properly.  CO suggested looking at the system for clubs and societies as a 
process was already in place. 
 
Action: It was agreed that he PTO roles, networks and self-identifying would be reviewed and 
should look into the scrutiny of PTO’s and the replacement process. 
 
There was further discussion about whether the Elections Committee should be involved in looking 
at PTO roles and it was decided that it’s not something that can be done immediately as the 
elections process is already underway – this would need to be discussed in September ready for the 
Elections in 2019.  It was asked if there was a formal code of conduct but it was established that  
the Bye-Laws on the website were out of date. 
 
Action: Review the Bye-Laws on the website.   
 
 
2.4 Elections Committee 
 
LA & MF left the room as they are intending to run for positions. 
 
TS gave an overview of the elections so far and said that the deadline had been extended for 
nominations as they thought more students were interested but just hadn’t had time to submit 
their manifestos.  The quality of the candidates so far was good. 
 
HC raised concerns that nominations seemed lower than last year.   
 
ES backed this up but raising concern about so few candidates for Student Trustee.  The advertising 
for the role had been appalling and it seemed that students don’t really know what a Student 
Trustee does.  HC & ES were both happy to do more to promote the role of Student Trustee. 
 
It was felt that next year the process needs to be much better.  The representation team worked 
really hard to encourage candidates but the marketing was very last minute.   There wasn’t enough 
information – the word needs to get out more.  It was felt that there was an issue with students not 
taking the process seriously and the perception that Student Officers don’t do very much. 
 
ES asked for some feedback on elections discussions following this years results. 
 
 
2.5 Ideas Feasibility Group 
 
This group is concerned with the ideas that go to Student Voice. 
 
The discussion was based around the fact that Students put ideas to Student Voice but they don’t 
necessarily factor any cost into their ideas.  It was seen as dangerous to say yes to everything as we 
could potentially incur costs that we just can’t afford but equally we shouldn’t say no to student 
ideas as it means we are not doing things that students want us to do.  Should the idea go to 
Trustee Board before rejecting?   
 
It was decided that the IFG could make a decision on rejecting an idea.  As long as there are some 
good ideas that get accepted, this will keep the confidence up for students putting forward ideas. 
 

3. Staff and Officer Reports 
 
3.1 Officer Trustee Reports 
 
Charlotte O’Leary – report taken as read 
Questions: 
ES: Asked about the committee applications and how they were going 
CO: Confirmed that Student Media and RAG applications were low as it gets lost amongst the 



Officer elections.   
ES: Asked about the RAG Constitution 
CO: Confirmed that it wasn’t done yet and neither was the Student Media one as it was proving 
very difficult to find the time to do these. 
 
HC: Asked about Refreshers Fayre – there has been an issue with CO’s emails arriving into people’s 
junk email. 
CO: Understood that this was proving to be a huge issue with many groups not receiving 
information, not just for Refreshers Fayre but other communications as well.  RS confirmed that 
this had been raised with IT but progress was slow and involved putting forward justification for 
allowing CO’s emails to go into students inboxes.  Suggestion was to send more notifications 
through Facebook.  
 
Action: RS to look into IT issues and try and speed up the process. 
 
Leen Alnajjab – report taken as read 
 
Questions: 
HC congratulated LA for the success of Holocaust Memorial Day 
 
EW asked about LGBT+ History month and whether the digi screens and signs were done. 
LA confirmed that everything was in place. 
 
LA confirmed that the Advice Team would be administering the Refugee Scholarship and Guarantors 
scheme 
 
ES said he was surprised that nothing had been posted about the 100 years since Votes for Women. 
LA said she would share a post on Facebook 
 
Ed White – report taken as read 
 
Questions: 
ES asked about the printer paper for the free printing and who would be topping up the paper in 
them. 
EW said it was him 
ES stated that this seems like something a member of staff should be doing and EW agreed. 
 
BD asked about progress on the library project. 
EW confirmed that the ground and first floor were due to be open in September 2018 with the 
whole library being fully opened in September 2019. 
HC said that students were more accepting of it now as there was much better information on 
alternative places to study. 
 
ES asked about lecture capture and how committed the UoR were to this. 
EW confirmed that this had gone through all the committee and planning groups and there was a 3-
4 year roll out for it and it would depend if the business case being put forward for it was 
successful. 
 
Rose Lennon – report taken as read 
 
Questions: 
ES has some questions about the ‘Ask for Pamela’ campaign – was it up and running, if not what was 
the delay and were the Univesrity also taking up this campaign. 
RL responded – it’s not up and running yet as still waiting for artwork.  She is speaking to Matt 
Tebbitt from the University about the campaign and Jon Szreider (RUSU Venue Manager is currently 
training staff at RUSU) 
 
 
Tristan Spencer – report taken as read 
 



Questions: 
 
LA asked if the puppy day was being rescheduled.  
TS said he hoped so but it was difficult to get breeders to commit.  There are companies that run 
puppy days but you would take the students to them and there were no details of dates in the near 
future.  Looked at using Guide Dogs but they would want a donation which is difficult as we are a 
charity so can’t support another charity 
IF asked about asking RAG to run it so that we could use a charity like Guide Dogs but CO stated 
that we couldn’t force them to do it, only suggest it. 
 
ES asked about the advertising for ASM – it wasn’t good – there was no Facebook event – why? 
TS said that he had been ill in the run up to ASM so it had filtered to LA and CO 
CO stated that her and LA had been leading on the video and impact report. 
LA stated that marketing don’t let the officers set up FB events because potentially very few 
people sign up unless it’s come from the RUSU account so it’s look bad 
ES said that people weren’t aware 
EW stated that there seems to be a theme that lots of things the officers are doing aren’t being 
advertised. 
HC asked if there was a Comms plan and RS confirmed that there was. 
LA was concerned that engagement was very low and there was a serious issue with disengaged 
students.  The way we communicate is not user friendly – students think things are only for leaders.  
There needs to be a central calendar on the website with all the events on it – commercial, 
activities, officer events etc. 
 
Action – all officers to push for a central calendar on the website. 
 
 
 
3.2 Chief Executives Report 
 
There was a discussion about the 3sixty refurbishment project.  Concerns were based around the 
timescales, lack of contingency if it wasn’t finished on time and what it would actually look like 
when completed as there were no designs available.  There was also a concern that students didn’t 
really understand what was happening and thought the whole Union was closing. 
 
Action – Have plans ready for the next Trustee Board 
Action – Put a communication out within the next week to let students know what is happening 
 
 

4 Key Issues 
 
4.1 £1 Million Fund 
 
CO gave an update on where each of the projects was in the planning and implementing stage. 
 
In general it was thought that the whole process should be documented so that future Officer 
Trustees would have an idea of how it all worked as the current officer team felt that they hadn’t 
had enough information about each project – particularly on costings.  The members of the Trustee 
Board thought that it made sense for the officers to put forward the wish list each year for the £1 
Million and then it could be sense checked at a board meeting to check that the list and costs 
would be realistic and achievable. 
 
Action: LA to coordinate writing the process for deciding projects for the £1 Million project 
Action: Within the process, to specifically say that Officers should bring propositions to Trustee 
Board which can be vetoed if necessary (i.e. too costly, unachievable) 
 
 
4.2 Data Protection 



 
RS outlined the activities currently in progress to ensure compliance with new GDPR regulations in 
May. 
 
IF asked if we were ready and RS replied that we were. 
 
 
4.3 Lecturer Strikes 
 
M.S, N.F and R.Li left the meeting at this point. 
  
T.S handed the Chair over to R.S as he felt that he couldn’t be impartial during this part of the 
meeting as he had some strong opinions on the strikes. 
  
A paper was tabled about planned strike action that had been proposed by UCU (University & 
Colleges Union). (Document at end of minutes) 
  
Each member of the Trustee Board then had the opportunity to put their own opinions forward on 
what they thought about the strike. Members also had the opportunity to provide additional 
information relating to the strikes. These were without interruption and gave everyone a chance to 
have their say. After this there was a lengthy discussion about what RUSU’s position should be 
regarding the strikes and the decision was very split.  
  
Key comments from the discussion included: 
  
R.Le stated that some students have said that they are pleased by the fact lectures will be 
cancelled as it gives them days off. Her opinion is that many will find the strikes annoying and 
believes that there is a better way for UCU to get their voice heard than striking. Some students 
may not realise how great the impact is on them. UCU want students to get involved but R.Le 
doesn’t believe they will. 
  
R.Le left the meeting after this point. 
  
B.D: The University has two pension schemes – USS and the Reading University Employees Pension 
Scheme. The latter was a final salary scheme and was closed two years ago for staff not covered by 
the USS scheme. This was a defined benefit plan but following consultation with employees it 
became a defined contribution plan. This scheme is the pension scheme that is available to Reading 
University employees not eligible to participate in the USS national pension plan. The changes to 
the Reading University Employees Pension Plan are consistent with other pension scheme changes in 
the UK.  The changes to USS reflect a trend in changing pensions but they are not per se consistent 
with all other pension in the UK. 
 
H.C: Against the strike action. Students are very concerned. Students are facing a lot of uncertainty 
as some will strike and some will not. RUSU should provide template letters to allow people to 
complain. There has been little to no communication from the University which is very unsettling. 
Massively concerned by the strikes. 
  
C.O: R.Le has a stance against the strikes. C.O is against the strikes too. Having spoken to the 
University there are financial implications of keeping the scheme the same. It could lead to 
departments having to close. RUSU has a far ‘worse’ pension than UoR and many others in the 
private sector are worse too. Students are very angry that they are set to lose 14 days of teaching. 
This is not fair on students. This is impacting detrimentally on student’s studies. There is no current 
plan to replace lost content. If RUSU were to support the strikes this doesn’t help the current 
membership. 
  
L.A: undecided on the issue. Staff and academics have been paying into a scheme for their whole 
career and this is now being cut. Students are very split on the issue. Departments would only shut 
if the strikes are successful. The University are doing all they can to notify about the strike. They 
have said everyone in final year should be able to graduate. The University will be trying to ensure 



teaching and marking goes ahead. 
 
E.W: Lectures were unlikely to be rescheduled and the potential impact of the strikes is huge due 
to large numbers of staff notifying that they would take action. The University is trying to mitigate 
the risks where possible but there are complications surrounding this as the University can’t bring 
in visiting staff to teach or mark. RUSU should take a position. The ideal outcome would be that of 
stopping the strikes having to happen. One idea included lobbying David Bell to urge UUK to get 
back to negotiations. E.W explained that it is in the best interests of students have higher 
education as an attractive place to work and that we do not want a demotivated workforce.The 
long-term impacts of pension cuts are likely to be extremely damaging and could lead to retention 
and recruitment issues. It could lead to demotivated staff which would impact on students learning 
experience. We should support our staff. E.W asked the question do we support or condemn strike 
action? E.W believed It’s much more likely to stop the strikes if we there is a unified group putting 
pressure on UUK to return to the negotiating table as UUK are currently refusing. As a union we 
should support another union. Staff have stood by us previously and there is a risk they won’t in the 
future if we are against them now. This could damage relations between staff and the Union 
making it harder to work together. PhD students are our members too and we should be able to do 
something to support them. 
  
T.S: agreed with many comments around the board. T.S noted that he doesn't agree that the 
contentious issue is whether we support the strikes or not. If we support striking staff then we are 
not supporting our students. Strikes are obviously meant to be damaging. RUSU can’t support an 
action which damages our students. Really uncomfortable supporting something against students. 
This could have reputational damage. Completely empathises with the situation staff are in but we 
can’t support a strike. Should start lobbying UUK & Uni to get back to the negotiating table. Should 
lobby UCU to consider the impact of strike on students. RUSU is a union for students, not lecturers. 
There are some students who won’t care but many will. Having said this, T.S stated that he was 
more inclined to put to a student vote. 
  
E.S Whatever we declare won’t make a tangible difference. All we can do is go to both parties and 
urge negotiations to resume. It is disgusting that students are being used as pawns and is bullying. 
This is so close to exams and will be so damaging. We can’t support this at all. 
  
I.F: No clear consensus. Said there is a commercial element, students will be paying for something 
they won’t receive. Believes the right thing is for the strikes to be called off. 
  
M.F: It could be the final thing to break students considering context at Reading of Library 
refurbishment and many other issues. Including lack of study space and struggles with 
accommodation for part one students. We must consider the experience our current students are 
having and the damage that having no lecturers or academic support will have. 
 
A conversation then ensued where many points were discussed. These were: 
 
L.A: Asked if wider student feedback was needed.  
 
B.D: Board is here to make a decision. 
 
L.A: It is a slippery slope with a split vote. No one is condemning UUK who won't meet in the 
middle. Stated this was not a black and white issue.  
 
HC: Personally, I would feel that if RUSU said it were for the strikes, I would feel thoroughly let 
down.  
T.S: Suggested that RUSU take a neutral position against the strikes that condemned both UCU for 
striking and UUK for not resolving issue. 
 
B.D: Asked if we should be condemning. Asked if we had enough information to condemn. 
 
C.O: RUSU should be taking a position on strike, not condemning.  
 
L.A: Reiterated that she understands where UCU are coming from but RUSU should do whatever is 



best for students.  
 
E.S: Can we just condemn the whole situation? Are there issues with the abuse of emailing systems 
in that lecturers are sending emails asking students to support.   
 
C.O: Not necessarily on either side, RUSU shouldn't take a side other than students.  
 
B.D: Still not keen on the word condemn. 
 
E.W: My view is that UCU are willing to negotiate and UUK are not.  
 
B.D:  Responded that is only what they have said.  
  
L.A and T.S thought that there should be a student vote on the issue. Trustees discussed this idea 
but decided that this should not happen on this occasion for a number of reasons. These included: 
  

• Board had already taken guidance from many places including UCU, Student Voice and 
other elected representatives. 

• Board honestly believed it was making a decision which was in the best interests to 
protect the majority of students and that the views of the wider student body had been 
represented. 

• Board is comprised by a majority of elected representatives who have a duty and are 
elected to make these kinds of decisions should it come to it. 

• It would have operationally been challenging to hold a referendum due to the time it 
takes to organise a referendum and the fact that there were other elections which were 
ongoing at the time including the main elections. It was felt that by the time the 
referendum would have occurred it would be likely the strikes would be over and a stance 
was needed more urgently. 

• The fact that board is completely within its powers to make these kinds of decisions. 
• It was necessary for board to take a view as a stance could have implications on RUSU’s 

reputation. 
  
  
 Some overall themes of the discussion were: 
  

• If RUSU said they were for the strikes, students would feel thoroughly let down 
• Do we have sufficient information from either side to condemn the strikes? 
• Should we be using the word ‘condemn’? 
• Are we hearing both sides of the story i.e. UUK and UCU? 
• Should we be supporting a return to the negotiating table? 
• Are lecturers abusing their powers by using the email system to rally students? 
• What would we do if the students petition us to support the strike? 
• Is a Trustee allowed to step away from their position on the board if they don’t support 

the collective decision? 
• What is in the best interests of the students? 

C.O asked if she could vote on behalf of R.Le as she knew her feelings. The board agreed this was 
not allowed as R.Le had had to leave. 
  
After significant rewording and intense debate from many perspectives the points that were voted 
on by E.W, T.S, L.A, C.O, E.S, H.C, I.F, B.D and M.F were: - 
  

1. We do not support the strike  8 for, 0 against, 1 abstention 
 

2. We don’t agree with the position of UUK.   5 for, 2 against, 2 abstentions 
 

3. We condemn UCU for their strike action that will be damaging to students   4 for, 2 against, 
3 abstentions 

  
It was also asked if RUSU should urge both parties to return to the negotiating table. All trustees 
agreed they should. 



 
It was agreed that this position would be published the next day. 
 
E.S raised a question about lecturers abusing their power. T.S asked what board should do about 
this. B.D thought there should be a discussion with the University about this. 
  
L.A asked what if a student petition asked to support the strike. R.S explained that a referendum 
could be called. It was noted that board could decide to overturn a referendum although this would 
be very unlikely. 
  
E.W asked if he is allowed to step out from RUSU’s position to support those who want to support 
the strikes in his role as Education Officer. R.S stated that trustees should follow the same line. C.O 
noted E.W always had a responsibility as a Trustee which he couldn’t step out from.  B.D noted that 
E.W was obliged to support the decision publicly. The board agreed he had to stick to the trustee 
line. 
  
I.F noted that last year the Education Officer had been allowed to support the boycott of the NSS as 
it was part of his manifesto and suggested looking at previous Trustee Board minutes to see what 
precedent was set in the past. 
  
E.W noted that the union should provide something for those who wish to support the strikes and 
that that he found the current position very challenging and was deeply uncomfortable about being 
prevented from voicing his personal view. 
 
Subsequent revision after Trustee Board 
  
Following Trustee Board- E.W believed that the use of the word condemn in the online statement 
was not reflective of the conversations which had occurred at board. This was because there had 
been a significant amount of time spent on intense discussion and debate and by the time it got to 
voting there was some confusion. 
  
E.W and T.S approached the rest of the Student Officer Team who agreed that intention had been 
to condemn both UCU and UUK or condemn neither and the current wording was not reflective of 
this. It was noted however that the wording condemns only the action of UCU not UCU themselves.  
 
E.W and T.S worked together to write a new statement before sending this to Trustee Board. This 
included the suggestion to amend the wording to “not support” which would better reflect the 
views of the board. T.S emailed all trustees to discuss this and ensure they agreed with this. All 
trustees who responded agreed and the wording was hence amended to reflect the views of the 
board to as follows: 
  
  

1. We do not support the strike.   8 for, 0 against, 1 abstention 
 

2. We do not support the position of UUK. 5 for, 2 against, 2 abstentions 
 

3. We do not support UCU for their strike action that will be damaging to students. 4 for, 
2 against, 3 abstentions 

 

5. Any Other Business 
 
CO reported that Childreach International had paused all operations as of 31st January 2018.  At the 
moment RUSU has 27 students signed up for fundraising trips.  It seems that they won’t get their 
money back.  Also RAG has raised a lot of money for this charity. 
 
What do we do and how can we help the students caught up in this? 
 
MF: The T&C’s that we signed say what happens if a student cancels their place but nothing about 



if the charity stops running. 
 
The general consensus was that RUSU should seek legal advice as soon as possible to find out what 
can be done to try and recover some of the money.  There should be an upper limit set on how 
much we spend on legal advice.  RUSU needs to take action quickly as many other organisations will 
also be trying to recover money. 
 
Action: Get initial legal advice up to a limit of £5K and send a letter to Childreach International 
requesting the return of funds to our students. 
 

 
Date of next meeting: Tuesday 20th March, 4pm 
 
 

Action  Who When 
Report on the exact split 
between staff & students using 
the Nursery and the difference 
in fees 

Richard Silcock Next Trustee Board 

Review the PTO roles and look 
at the scrutiny and 
replacement processes  

LA Next Trustee Board 

Review the Bye-laws on the 
website 

All Officers/RS Next Trustee Board 

Escalate IT issues with 
Activities Officer email 

Richard Silcock ASAP 

Push for a central calendar on 
the website 

All Officers ASAP 

3sixty refurbishment plans and 
drawings available for the next 
Trustee Board 

RL Next Trustee Board 

Communication to all student 
about what is happening with 
3sixty refurbishment 

RS/Marketing Team ASAP 

Write a process for deciding 
the £1 Million Funding for 
future officers 

LA Before the end of the academic 
year 

Within the document for the 
£1Million Funding process, 
include a point that Officers 
should bring proposals to TB so 
that they can be sense checked 
and vetoed if necessary 

LA Before the end of the academic 
year 

Seek legal advice for 
Childreach International 
situation  

RS ASAP 

  

  





 



 



 

 


