
 

TCD Student’s Union 10th Constitution Review Working Group 
Meeting 

26th March 2021 

12.00pm 

Online Zoom Meeting 

 

Chair:    Eoin Hand, President  

Secretary:   Cian Walsh 

Minutes:   Cian Walsh, Secretary to Council 

  Simon Evans, Administrative Officer 

 

1. Approval of Minutes:  The minutes of Meeting 9, held on 19 March 2021 was approved 

subject to typos being corrected. 

  

2. Matters Arising:  None 

 

Matters arising from the Minutes: 

None 

 

      4.  Member Submissions 

UF Testimonies 

A. Citizenship Officer 

DOR (Daniel O Reilly) noted that this was a complete report. 

B. Irish Language Officer 

DOR did not agree with some Irish language issues not going through council.  All items need 

to be approved by Council. 

C. Gender Equality Officer 

DOR noted that the mandate issues raised were not constitutional.  Megan felt that the role 

 was very broad and the wording to assist the welfare officer was just not relevant.  DOR and      

 Leon Carrol agreed with this. 

D. International Students Officer 

DOR felt that the role was ok but needed a bit more definition. 

E.  Environmental Officer 

Leon commented that the Environmental Officer needs to be in the Constitution and other 

issues should also be reviewed.  There were issues with sustainability policy and 

banning/boycotting items.  DOR felt that all PTO’s should be put on an equal footing and 



Liam Kavanagh agreed with this.  DOR also noted that Aine Hennessy, the current 

Environment Officer, wanted to talk to the group about this topic. 

 

6. AOB – CWRG reporting structure was raised by Eoin Hand 

Eoin noted that the CWRG needs to have a summary of the work done by the group and a 

formal review also needs to be undertaken in the coming Trinity term. 

The project needs to be handed over to next year’s sabbatical team and this group should 

summarise and hand over a substantial a document as is possible.  Megan also felt that 

meetings should be longer and DOR agreed with this and also noted that sub-groups should 

be set up to speed up the work.  It was agreed that the structure on how to proceed with 

this review would be put in place. 

Yanick and Leah joined the meeting and it was agreed to restart the meeting with Leah’s 

submission on Chapter 3 (Elections). 

 

Leah wrote her submission immediately after the elections so that it was fresh in her mind and she 

tried to include everything that took place in the election cycle.  She agreed with the OC and EC 

roles.  There were a number of issues and she ran through them in some detail.  She felt that there 

was too much discretion given to the EC and this led to dissatisfaction and confusion with the 

candidates.  There needs to be clear guidelines well in advance in relation to all aspects of the 

election including videos, rules and regulations, best practice and virtual presence details. She had 

issues with clarification with major and minor strikes and there needs to be a right of reply in respect 

of any strike.  If a reply is heard it may reduce issues for candidates.  There also need to be a right of 

appeal and noted that the OC can overturn an EC decision. The EC should have an external member 

to assist them and this external member needs to have experience as this would help greatly in 

ensuring an even decision-making process from one year to another.  She also felt that candidates 

need more details as to what they can and cannot do and finally noted that the online campaigns 

were much more intense as it was 24/7 for two weeks and she felt that all campaigning should be 

limited to Monday to Friday because of this.   

DOR thanked Leah for her thoughtful contribution.  He felt that an external member to the EC would 

be good and that experience was more important than legal training for such a person and that the 

SU must avoid a situation where it uses professional legal services in this area.   

Yannick Gloster felt that the EC reached out to all candidates.  He also noted that the EC looked at 

every situation separately and that the EC may not need to reach out on every issue.  It is in the 

candidate’s best interests for the EC to be independent.  He also noted that there was information 

given to candidates about materials and this could be improved.  In respect to strikes in certain areas 

it is good to have definition but in other areas discretion is required.  He agreed with the proposal in 

respect to an external member and on hand-over it was very important that the EC hands over from 

year to year.  He agreed that the recount could and should be excluded but that candidates and 

campaigns could be worked on over weekends.  Leah stated that the EC was not a court but may act 

like one. 

Megan agreed with Yannick that the EC did make decisions and deal with issues as the campaign 

develops and this was no different to what happened in the past.  She noted that the EC were 

abused by candidates including personal messages and this needs to be addressed.  She also noted 

that there was flexibility and rules were changed as candidates came forward with new on-line 

materials and concepts.  The platform used has to be the TCDSU platform.  She noted that the SU 

need to be prepared and that strikes and appeals could also be presented and updated on the 



TCDSU website. Yanick further commented that the appeals were fine in theory and Sch 3 is being 

rewritten. 

Leah wanted the EC to know that her comments were not personal and the document was written 

with a view towards helping.  She also noted that the Comms Officer role this year was very helpful 

and finally she did agree with the idea of boundaries. 

DOR noted that the EC gave itself the power to take disciplinarily action and this power needs to be 

given to the EC by power or Constitution and that the power and role needs definition.  Yanick felt 

that Sch 3 does not give enough definition to the EC role.  Leah thanked the group for reading her 

document and their open discussion. 

 

5.  Discussion Item 

 

Chapter 7:   Voting Elections and Referenda 

7.1. General Electoral Regulations 

7.1.1. Electorates and Constituencies – move to Sch 3 

7.1.2 The EC. Yanick felt that this should be moved to Sch 3.  DOR felt it should be cut. 

7.2 Voting System 

7.2.1. Voting System in Union Body Decision Making.  This needed to be rewritten and the language 

and syntax is incomplete.  This refers to a and b in section 7.2.1. 

Yanick felt that a vote by hand in Council can be intimidatory and he felt that online voting could be 

used instead. Liam Kavanagh felt that Chp 4 is the place for this and there is a lot of repetition in Chp 

4 and 7.  He also felt that online voting was easier and influence does not come into play in online 

voting situations.  DOR agreed with this and that online voting could be requested by the proposer 

or notified the Chair in respect of controversial motions.  He did feel that most voting should be in 

public.  Megan agreed with this. 

7.2.2. Electoral Voting System 

Yannick noted that the PR-STV voting system is not used and the reference to it in 7.2.2.f is wrong.  

DOR agreed with this and this section was a mix of rules and voting systems and this needs to be 

clarified.  LK agreed with this and noted that we should rewrite the electoral voting system section.  

Yanick also noted that there were no regulations in place in respect of a tied vote and a process was 

required to deal with this issue.   

7.3 Nomination for Election 

7.3.1. General Nomination Regulations 

LK felt this should be removed as it was unclear.  7.3.1. and 7.3.3 clash and contradict each other.  

Megan also noted that seconding nominations also needed to be dealt with.  It was LK that noted 

that the number of nominations need to be set and the balance between extra positions and the 

number of candidates agreed. 



Megan felt that school convenor and faculty convenor should be separate.  DOR agreed with this as 

the work load is too much.   

DOR noted that in 7.3.1.e all combinations of officerships / convenors/PTOs /class reps should be 

listed.   

7.3.2. Class rep nominations 

Yannick noted that point 3 was superfluous and untrue.   

7.3.4 Faculty Assembly Nominations 

Megan did not agree with the Chair taking nominations. DOR felt that any member should be able to 

nominations,   having two is too many.  He also noted that members should be able to self 

nominate.  LK felt that ordinary members were excluded and that anyone should be able to run.  He 

would move nominations from Chp 7 to Chp 4.  Yannick felt that the restriction on Council 

nominations should be removed completely.  DOR noted that STEM nominations were a bit like the 

wild west but flexibility was needed in this area.  EH noted that anything that improved engagement 

should be followed.  DOR noted that rules need to be put into the Constitution by the EC.  LK noted 

that a system needs to be put in place to elect students from cross faculty courses such as computer  

science and business which is STEM and AHSS.  Megan noted that the cross faculty courses are vast 

and is not defined by College.  These roles should be elected at Council and not faculty assembly.  

DOR noted that elections were not suited to council, a hybrid assembly chaired by the education 

officer with the EC may be more appropriate.  The logistics here are many.  LK liked the faculty 

assembly idea to elect and report.  The idea of a faculty congress was a good idea.  Megan also 

supported this idea.   

It was agreed that the meeting would stop at this point 7.3.4. 

 

6.  AOB 

We will start at 7.3.4. next week and a proposal on the number, length and frequency of meetings 

may be sent out shortly.   

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


