
 

TCD Student’s Union 11th Constitution Review Working Group 
Meeting 

2nd April 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 10, held on 30 March 2021 was approved 

subject to typos being corrected. 

  

2. Matters Arising:  None 

 

3. Matters arising from the Minutes: 

None 

 

4. Member Submissions 

None 

 

5. Discussion Items – Chapter 7 continued 

7.3.4  Faculty Assembly Nominations 

Cian Noted a typo in 7.3.4b.  This should refer to Faculty Assembly. 

7.3.5. Sabbatical Nominations 

Daniel O Reilly, felt that 10 is a good limit for nominations and there was a danger in going 

too high. The limit of course must be low enough to exclude Joke candidates.  He noted that 

TCD has a proud history of banning pre-campaigning and that the SU is very tight on this. 

Isabelle O Connor agreed that 10 or more should be the requirement for nominations. 

Cian Walsh felt that up to a 100 was ok.   

Eoin made the point that other SUs have more than us.   

DOR felt that 50 was high enough. 

IOC  felt that we do not need such a high number as we do not need to put people off.  She 

wondered what was the merit of such a high number given the fact that there was currently 

a very low number or no joke candidates. 

DOR felt we should raise it to improve the standard.  He noted that in 1985 49 engineers 

nominated each other.  He did however say that the barrier for class reps/pto’s/convenors 



should be kept to a minimum.  He further noted that members needed to be in good 

standing and this needs to be stated on the nomination form.   

Liam Kavanagh agreed with the good standing concept. We do not want joke candidates.  He 

did feel that 30 was an ok number.  The number should be roughly the equivalent of a class 

size.  It was agreed that the on-line ballot makes it easier to get supporting nominations.   

EF agreed that it was easier to get nominations online and we should raise the number but a 

balance is required.  He felt getting 50 online nominations is ok and that stopping joke 

candidates is not an issue.   

DOR proposed that we go in camera for a discussion and this was accepted. 

 

Cian felt that we can get candidates to abide by the SU rules and that this would 

automatically limit the use of our platform.   

DOR noted that Sch 3 does have principals and cannot be used to bring the SU into 

disrepute.  He did note that some candidates who brought complaints or who were dealt 

with in disciplinary procedures, that all the details were featured in college newspapers.  

Schedule 3 Review needs a punishment that can deal with disrepute issues without a strike 

from the ballot.  The problem is more in enforcement than in the rules.   

LK felt that the Oath of Office does not cover behavior during the election period as the 

contract of employment only takes effect after they are elected.  Sch 3 does not cover this.   

EH noted that the sabbatical contracts are now legally effective and detailed and there was 

no point in getting them to sign a contract in advance.   

IOC noted that we cannot bind candidates in advance and that you can put values in the 

preamble.  

Megan O Connor opposed putting in a restrictive clause and gave an Israeli or Jewish 

candidate and the BDS motion as an example. 

CW noted that this was the Katie Anscough question.  Katie Anscough was elected as 

president of UCDSU.  She was impeached very shortly after her term commenced because 

she did not carry out the SUs pro-choice mandate.  Essentially, she lied when she said she 

would hold a counter position from the one that the Union had.  In other words, she would 

not allow her personal opinion effect the opinion of the office of UCDSU President.   

MOC agreed that once elected candidates must follow SU mandates and that mandates are 

not up to the SU electorate. 

A member noted that the Katie Anscough situation did give the pro-life lobby a platform 

which is what Katie Anscough wanted to do and her impeachment became almost automatic 

once she did not follow UCDSUs pro-choice position. 

DOR noted that a candidate could run to change a SU mandate and could be elected and 

provided the candidate carried out the SU mandates this could happen. 

EH felt that we should concentrate on sabbatical nominations. 

 

7.4.1  General Election Regulations 

DOR felt the SU should randomize the names on the ballot paper.   

LK noted the RON issue. 

MOC noted we are 100% committed to online voting. 

DOR noted that we do not have to commit to only on-line voting. We need to add on-line 

ballot language here.   

 

 

7.4.2f 



MOC noted that issues must be confidential between a student and the EC in relation to the 

Appeals Board and candidates who may be eliminated from the election.  The EC has the 

grounds to prevent candidates from campaigning.   

DOR said that he would send in a full submission on this topic. 

The only power the EC has is the strike.  EC should have explicit power to discipline 

candidates.  He would leave the definition of Sch 3 and 7.4.2  

He would have an Appeals Board and/or OC involvement and an Appeal layer. Candidates 

must have the right to appeal and powers of the EC must be explicit. 

LK agreed with this and felt that the role and power of the EC must be codified.  The EC 

decision should not remain confidential until after the elections.  This is unfair on the 

electorate.  There should be an informal warning, formal warning and then strike.  He also 

wondered why does the former education officer need to be defined as the returning 

officer.  The returning officer should be appointed every year.   

EH asked for a quick explanation on strike. 

MOC noted the following breaches may include strike, breaches of dignity and respect, bride 

and negative campaigning.  It is up to the ECs discretion as it cannot be predicted what 

students will do every year.  Minor strikes included trust of candidates by the EC, disclosure 

to the newspapers.  Rules are not hard and fast and this needs to be maintained as the EC 

must have discretion in dealing with election breaches.  Candidates lie all the time in a big 

and small way.  Each incident needs to be disclosed.   

DOR felt that the college calendar dealt with discipline issues well and it was also well laid 

out. The SU should use these as a basis for who to consider what is a major or minor strike.  

He also noted the returning officer is a ceremonial role and should if possible be the former 

education officer.  He noted that an appointed returning officer could be a friend of an 

officer and could influence things.   

 

7.4.3  Class Rep Elections 

LK noted these unfinished discussions.   

MOC supported this. 

 

7.4.3a    Two working days should be removed and 10 days be used instead. 

CW said that it would never take less than 2 days as it is a big task. 

MOC felt we may be able to automate this. 

CW felt we should leave this alone. 

DOR Class rep restrictions were not enforceable by the EC as there were too many classes. 

We could put between 2 and not more than 7 days after the closure of nominations. 

MOC do we have consensus on this or are we taking it out. 

LK made a proposal to replace no sooner than with “no sooner than 2 working days and no 

later than 7 working days”. 

This was agreed by consensus. 

  

7.4.4. Council Elections 

DOR noted that faculty assembly and committee elections which may or may not take place 

and there are no regulations here. 

LK Committees of Council are different to Council and they can be put in to separate 

chapters.  He also noted that these details were included in the Council handbook. 

Leon Carrol agreed with this. 



LK felt it would be very useful to have everything in one case and self contained. 

MOC reps have information in the reps handbook and this was part of class rep training. 

LK class reps should be given a Constitution and get direction about constituencies.  99% of 

class reps are not familiar with these details. 

EH agreed with the class rep handbook.  The order was not important, and the Constitution 

gives the weight of law on any issues which may arise. 

LK moving council standing orders to Scheduling was a good idea.  This means the 

Constitution structure can be changed by a subset of the Union.  Moving to a Scheduling 

based constitution is good and bad. 

DOR asked what should or should not be in a Constitution.  In principal what we have is fine.  

We could write a rule book for Council and immutables are there and are fine. 

Union tested candidates are deemed elected or have to run against RON.   

EF felt we should start again on this point and include Union Forum. 

MOC did not want the barrier of entry too high.  Uncontested seats are ok and should not 

have to run against RON but need to be supported. 

 

The meeting ended and will restart with the completion of 7.4.4. 

 

6. AOB - None 

 

 

 

 

 


