
 

TCD Student’s Union 9th Constitution Review Working Group 
Meeting 

19th 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 8, held on 15 March 2021 was approved 

subject to typos being corrected. 

  

2. Matters Arising:  None 

 

Matters arising from the Minutes: 

None 

 

6. AOB 

DOR raised the issue of Memos of Agreement (MOA).  He confirmed that this had taken 

place with the JCR in Dartry Hall on a JCR agreement.  CW had no problems with non SU 

elected students being invited to sit on SU committees provided that they had no voting 

rights.  This was accepted.  It was noted that the MOA with the GSU was not being operated. 

 

3. Non-Member Submissions: None 

 

4.  Member Submissions: It was agreed to deal with Discussion Items on Chapter 9 and 

Chapter 3 before Members Submissions 

 

5. Discussion Items: 

 

Chapter 9   

9.6.1 Was approved. 

9.6.2  Content of Schedule 6 



DOR and CW commented on this and it was agreed that the SU does not operate like that.  

Megan O Connor felt that this Sch needed to be updated and should include all student 

representation.  CW summarised we should remove 9.6.2.b. 

9.7  Union Communication and Publications 

Philly felt that this needs to be completely rewritten.  It does not serve any purpose and 

Philly will present a new proposal on this section.  Megan agreed.  She also felt that 

everything should be on the website showing all sponsorship.  DOR felt that Sch 7 was useful 

as a record and gave the example of Tic Tok as a reason to have this Sch as a record.  Philly 

noted that this could be done and he felt that a list of sponsorships is a good idea.  CW liked 

the sponsorship idea and Megan noted that the more concise and accessible the Schedules 

were the better.  Dor agreed with this.  Philly also noted that Comms. and Marketing are 

separate and there should be two clear Schs which would also promote transparency.  

Megan agreed with this separation.   

9.8  Memoranda of Agreement  (MOA) 

Megan noted that there were no MOAs at the moment.  MOA summary. 

CSC  No 

JCR   Yes 

GSU  Not at the moment 

It was agreed that MOA’s are good.  CW felt that MOAs deal with content and not structure 

and that the current wording is ok.  DOR agreed. The problems with the CSC and GSU are not 

problems with the MOA’s.  They are problems with the external bodies.   

Philly agreed this section could have a set of aims which would help with the MOAs.  He 

noted that we have a working relationship with the JCR and CSC however an MOA with the 

CSC may never come to pass.  EH felt we could look at this and Megan agreed with EH and 

Philly.   

EH noted that it would be idea to have an MOA with all capitation bodies.  CW agreed with 

the concept of a Mission Statement for the MOA.   

9.9 Schedule 9 Terms of Reference (TOR) 

DOR felt there should be a list of TOR with individual committees and the TOR should not 

include the membership of those committees.  Megan agreed and also noted that there was 

a difference between ad hoc and standing committees.  CW noted that wording is not 

reflective of what occurs in practice – Secretary controls this document. 

LK felt it would be nice to have an electoral structure for the SU,  aims/time lines/ structure 

for how committees work. 

DOR felt the TOR should have a proposal,  membership accountability and review. Megan 

felt the structure is a good idea and the TOR could be used as a guidance.  CW noted we are 

close to having a full list of committees with a full list of TORs for the next council.    He also 

noted a few XXXX to be scrapped.   

9.10.  Ad hoc part-time officers 

DOR noted there is nothing here and he also was unsure about the off-campus officer role.  

Megan commented that the function is fine but the structure is unworkable.  CW agreed 

with this.   

 

 4.   Member submissions 

LK presented a paper on Chp 3 which covers all officers, convenors, ptos, class reps etc. etc.  

He gave a quick briefing on all the points raised in his paper.  He also noted that the check 



book signatories needs to reflect modern banking practice.  DOR noted that the 5 sabbatical 

officers can approve expenditure. The wording is outdated but it works.   

Chapter 5 Role of AO 

It was noted that the AO does take council minutes.  However this year with the move online 

minutes were also being taken by the EC. 

3.6  

Liam felt this section is misplaced and it should all be moved to Ch 6. He also noted the TOF 

for the Ents officer, does the shortened term need to be included.   

Dor noted in 3.4.2 ‘where possible’ should be removed and replaced with ‘where relevant or 

if requested’ and some detail needs to be included on class reps duties in section 3.1.2. LK 

agreed with this sentiment. The wording needs to be worked on.  Megan noted that under 

3.2.F the wording in respect of class rep roles is misleading.  DOR noted that the bad faith 

actor issue needs to be addressed and LK was happy for this to be done. 

Chapter 3. 

CW felt that conveyors need to be defined.  DOR agreed with this and this could be done in 

Sch 1.  Megan agreed with that.  DOR noted that ad hoc submissions could still be made and 

he also drew attention in Chp 3 to the ptos description.  He referred specifically to the 

LGBTRO definition and he noted that ptos should all expire and be renewed and that the 

renewal and election of new ptos could be at the same meeting.  This would also help the EC 

at the busy last council meeting of the year and the new ptos could actually be done in 

September. 

3.3.3.  Better definition with catch all at the end. 

Philly felt that pto’s should be rotated on a 3 year cycle.  DOR felt the point about the 

rotation is fair but this does allow the roles to be refreshed or changed and a rotation block 

may need to be removed.  LK agreed block renewal is bad.  Renew each officer and give 

Council the option of rejecting.  Yannick Gloster made a practical point about the renewals 

being important.  It did eat up much council time and this could be reviewed by Union 

Forum or another group.  DOR did not agree as it does not take a long time and a discussion 

is worth having on it even if it adds a lot of time to the agenda.  

Megan commented on 3.3.d Ents Officer cessation date may need to be amended by a 

week. 

Philly agreed with this.  

CW noted that the EC and the OC need to be around for a while to assist the outgoing Exec 

and incoming Exec and council with crossover.  DOR agreed with CW on the hand over.  

There needs to be a hand over period and this can be catered for in the Constitution. Megan 

agreed with Dan. CW felt that the OC has duties that extend into summer from the previous 

year.  He also felt having the outgoing secretary be available would be useful.  Megan felt 

that the official cross over should take place in June with the Chair staying on to assist.  

Megan felt a cross over structure should be there which CW agreed with. 

 



6. AOB  

EH noted the work this group was doing.  This needs to be maintained and continued if 

necessary after term ends to present a written document. 

Cw felt that Yanick and CW would assist with this.  He suggested the TOR be amended to 

allow Cian and Yannick to continue on past their terms of office. 

 

Megan had a conversation about this and Dan Ferrick can assist in this. 

EH felt this needed to be fleshed out and he would consult with the incoming sabbatical 

team. 

 

The next meeting will be on Friday 26th March from midday to 1.30pm 

 

 


