
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE MEMBERS OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS AND 
GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE held at the University of Toronto Students’ Law Society Office 
(P322) at 78 Queen’s Park, Toronto, Ontario, M5S 2C5 at 12:30 p.m. EST February 11, 2019  
   
Members in Attendance:         Morgan Watkins, VP Student Affairs and Governance 
                                                Zachary Biech, 3L Representative 

 Alison Durran, 3L Representative 
                                                Brendan Cassidy, 2L Representative 

 Sarah Kanko, 2L Representative 
 Renuka Koilpillai, 1L Representative 
 Alex Severance, 1L Representative 
 Kristy Wong, 1L Representative 
 Mehak Kawatra, Equity Officer 

                                                 
Call to order 12:30 p.m.  
 
I.          Organization 
Morgan Watkins chaired. Notice of the meeting was duly given. Kristy Wong took minutes. Land 
acknowledgement by Kristy. 
 
II.         Approval of Minutes 
 

Voting on February 6, 2019 Minutes moved to February 27, 2019 meeting. Quorum not present.  
 
III.  Student Concerns 
 

a. Student Experience Townhall -Online Feedback 
 
Morgan: We’ll discuss this next meeting when Robert is here. 
 

b. 1L Check-In  
 
Morgan: Anything new going on 1Ls? 
 
Renuka: Nothing has happened to my knowledge. Call day went well. Nothing was brought up 
about it.  
 
Mehak: Has there been any news on that small group class? 
 
Morgan: We’ve passed on the concerns to administration and they’ve said that they will handle 
it.  
 
Kristy: No further concerns have been raised so far to me about it from the students. 
Assignments were returned with feedback, and it’s been quiet.  
 
Mehak: Has anyone mentioned anything concerning call day? Can you ask the 1Ls for it? Or I 
can gather the information as well.  
 



Morgan: Sidebar - CDO has created a feedback form to ask for students’ thoughta on how they 
should handle equity-related concerns arising during job recruits. It’s a google feedback form to 
ask students how they would feel if CDO uses various approaches to get feedback on 
problematic incidents during the recruit process, and which of the proposed approaches would 
be most effective. The main concern is they want to come up with a way that does not identify 
people. 
 
IV. Policy 
 
Mental Health and Wellness (February 7, 2019) 
Sarah: We had our mental health and wellness committee last week. I don’t think we will be 
moving forward with the dry campus suggestion. The key take away from the meeting was the 
framework that was presented to the committee which outlines how they want to move forward. 
It is a harm reduction focused model with various areas such as community action, education. It 
is not revolutionary. It is the basis of any policy approach. But it has been implemented among 
other drink-heavy campuses. The important thing to address is they want to move fast on this. 
 
Kristy: I’ve sent everyone a link to the proposed model. The committee wants to attend a Social 
and/or StAG meeting after reading week. Before that, they want approval on the model as the 
chosen framework to move forward on this by this Friday.  
 
Sarah: We need to agree as a group and then let the committee chair know. We wouldn’t be 
agreeing to any specific tasks. We should assume that this model is like an empty canvas. We 
or future committees will fill in the rest.  
 
Kristy: I am still hesitant. Hearing some of the suggestions brought up during the meeting, I feel 
that although this model is so vague and neutral so far, I feel like it is just a way to open the 
conversation again to hardball in the future.  
 
Brendan: Why would they go about this in that way if they have already shut down the idea of a 
dry campus?  
 
Mehak: If they are hesitant now, I don’t think they will ever implement a dry campus. Practically 
speaking, no one will ever allow that to happen. 
 
Sarah: The most neutral standpoint was the education factor, which everyone agreed on. 
Maybe the hardest ball was no more open bar. 
 
Kristy: That’s not true. There were also discussions of completely cutting of alcohol from CDO 
events – well, all extracurricular events generally. Another idea was to discuss with the campus 
services that provide the alcohol to increase prices. I just think that if the model is empty, they’ll 
hardball parts of it.  
 
Morgan: Regardless, nothing will be passed in the future without the approval of the committee. 
I think we could agree on the general framework now. Have you spoken to Brittany and Sol?  
 
Sarah: Yes. Ali has messaged both of them.  
 



Ali: We are going to attend the socials meeting to discuss with them about this. 
 
Morgan: Great. If the majority of us agree, I would not have a problem agreeing from the StAG 
side. As long as what we are agreeing to is the framework and not the actual content. We agree 
to take this holistic approach. Also, this is dependent on whether socials is on board.  
 
GAD- Complaints Policy (February 8, 2019) 
Renuka: We went over the third draft of the document outlining the equity complaints process. 
We went over changes that students had proposed, most were accepted. The main focus was 
on the organization, making sure there were bulleted clear and transparent steps on how a 
formal complaint process would work. Tidying up the language so the overall language was less 
informal/casual. Overall, the meeting went well. The committee accepted most of our changes. 
 
Morgan: This draft was linked in our minutes. Did everyone have a chance to look at it? One 
concern was that all the information were in big blocks. We just want them to delineate the 
steps. It looks like 5 block paragraphs, rather than a bulleted list. Note that one of the steps 
specifies that decisions made under this policy are subject to appeal to the law school appeals 
committee. The committee added that students may also go through the U of T central equity 
office complaints process if they chose. 
 
This is the page that will go on the website. It’s purpose is to inform students how to provide 
feedback or raise concerns to the law school. It includes 3 different sections: feedback, 
concerns and formal complaints. Feedback is informal, talks about feedback surveys, emailing 
the admin, end of year course evaluations. Under concerns, students will be encouraged to 
reach out to administration by slightly more informal means that are set out. Formal complaints 
includes the process by which students can write a complaints to the associate dean who will 
take carriage of the complaint, communicate with the student and update them, etc. It’s meant 
to ensure some action will be taken and that students are kept aware of what that is, and when 
their concerns have been addressed.  
 
Sarah: When you click on the GAD link, it takes you to the general website. It is very difficult to 
find. I’ve arrived at the equity page but there are many links. A different link may make it more 
clear.  
 
Mehak: If the website is so cluttered, it can turn away students or give the message to students 
that they do not want people to find this process. Also, what does it mean to go through central 
exactly? What would be the implications? What are the steps in order to file? What is the 
timeline in comparison to the law school’s process? What position does the Faculty of Law take 
if one of their students chooses to take up their complaint or concern with central rather than the 
Faculty of Law. I believe that the level of involvement must be made clear. It is important to 
position parties, so students know which avenue is most effective for the specific complaint they 
have. 
 
Morgan: Ok I do not think we need to outline the steps for the U of T Central process, but to 
Sarah’s point we do need the proper link to that step-by-step process. I will raise this and 
Mehak’s point about making it clear that the Law School does not handle the complaint if the 
student chooses this route.  
 



 
 
Clinical and Experiential  
Kristy: It was a fairly short meeting. Nothing was too concerning. We briefly discussed the 
concern from last meeting on whether there should be a policy on whether students can be 
dismissed in the middle of their term.  
 
Brendan: Whether they can essentially be fired? 
 
Kristy: Yes and no. The concern was brought up after a peculiar situation. A student dropped 
out but asked to rejoin the program. There is also a concern on students dropping after the 
add/drop date. In this situation, they were not dismissed, but switched from a full year to a 
semester instead.  
 
Mehak: So is it still possible to do so? 
 
Kristy: I believe that it’s going to be taken on an ad hoc basis. The understanding is that the 
situations are rare. They want to focus on the communication and marketing of the clinical 
programs instead to make everything more clear and to ensure no one is turned away from 
them.  
 
Brendan: My concern is that students can still be dismissed? Especially since it’s a class setting, 
they could simply just fail them instead of taking that measure. 
 
Kristy: My understanding is that they will focus on not doing so. There are already other policies 
in place like you’ve said. They can be failed, or they can be taken away from client-facing work. 
The clinics are more concerned with other matters right now. There was a worried atmosphere. 
The future of clinical and experiential learning is uncertain in light of the tuition cuts and student 
levy fee changes. Budgets were already tight previously, but there can be great impact. It is 
more important that marketing and branding is communicated right now to affirm the importance 
of all the program.  
 
V. Building Business  
Alex: The power point was fixed in P105.  
 
VI. Other Business 
Mehak: I do have a concern to raise. Those involved in mooting are not prepared for 
factum-writing. The one workshop dealing with factum-writing happens after most of the factums 
were already due. 
 
Morgan: We can raise this with the moot court committee. I have heard there is a relatively 
shared concern that students don’t know how to write factums. Upper year students, although 
they have mandatory moots, do not specifically learn this. 
 
Mehak: Shouldn’t they make these factum workshops mandatory for those engaging in 
competitive moots? There are no direct resources to help with teaching factums. You can ask 
the librarians, but no curated sources.  
 



Morgan: The factum workshop was advertised in November 2018. 
 
Mehak: We are thrown into situations where no one knows how to write a compelling factum. 
 
Morgan: What we can do suggest is to have a factum workshop in the fall, rather than just one 
in the winter.  
 
Mehak: Would it be mandatory? 
 
Morgan: I don’t know that we need to use mandatory language. It will suffice to be strongly 
encouraged, especially with students. Also, the assistant deans are thinking about creating a 
video series to help 1L students learn to write persuasively. Adding a video or session on 
factum writing for upper years could be a good resource that is accessible online to refer back 
to. 
 
Brendan: I think this is something we can also bring up with the curriculum committee. It is a gap 
in the curriculum. We can bring it up in terms of LRW. It could also be an intersession idea. 
 
Morgan: It has already been suggested that factum writing could be an intersession for mooters 
- I’m not sure if that was rejected when the revised intersession was developed. 
 
Mehak: They had a factum workshop after the course for the appellate court factum deadline 
had passed, so they did not have the chance to benefit from it. If you want to compete in 
mooting in the fall, how the workshop works is that you will try out for it, you will get in, but by 
January, you would have already completed the majority of your factum by the time the 
workshop occurs, if not the fact that you have already handed it in. A memo looks so different 
from place A to place B.  
 
Brendan: LRW isn’t only focusing on how to write a memo. It is from writing the memo that you 
are able to learn how to synthesize legal cases. The value is how to distill the legal arguments 
into something cohesive and to produce legal writing. I think LRW should be a full year.  
 
Ali: At my law school where I did first year, we did Legal writing first semester and then legal 
advocacy in the second semester where we learned how to write a factum. 
 
Mehak: Ottawa already has a curriculum similar to that.  
 
Brendan: Purpose of the law school is not to teach you how to be a lawyer. It is to teach you 
how to think critically about the law. When you know how to think critically, you will have the 
skills to be an excellent lawyer. This is the opportunity for students to learn about the law, while 
the rationale is you will be a lawyer for 30/40 years. Mooting is not a priority for this law school. 
 
Ali: Well this is the debate that is seen across law schools. What is the purpose of law school? 
 
Renuka: it is strange when mooting is the one mandatory co-curricular. Osgoode’s one is a 
mandatory clinic.  
 



Brendan: The approach, whether or not it is efficient, is that the school focuses on the 
academic. It may not be the most practical.  
 
Morgan: Some of the factums are due by the fall. First drafts are sometimes due before exams. 
 
Mehak: The equity moot is also just before exams. 
 
Sarah: The whole point of our school being an academic school that we can think critically about 
legal issues instead of being practitioners is great. But if we are producing lawyers, we still 
should provide the basic legal literacy. It doesn’t make sense if we are legal thinkers but can’t 
write it down effectively for the court. 
 
Mehak: It doesn’t make sense to be so academically inclined that it takes away from the 
practicality. This would be all moot when the license starts. 
 
Brendan: But all this can start a slippery slope. When outside of law school will the majority of 
students need to write a contract? Instead, if you do not intend to provide the resources, then 
mooting should not be emphasized nor should it be mandatory. The school should take into 
account that students have various preferences and career choices. If a student is not intending 
to go pursue litigation, the only factum they will ever write will be in law school.  
 
Morgan: There is not a workshop in the fall, so we can talk to the Mooting & Advocacy Deans 
Committee about this. And we should look into getting samples of factums for a factum bank. I 
will bring up a factum writing video if the ADs are doing so. It will not be anymore work for 
anyone after it is completed. The argument for all of this is that the law school has made 
mooting mandatory, so it makes sense that we have the available resources for it.  
 
 
Laptop Ban 
Morgan: How is the memo going on this? 
 
Kristy: I have it organized and about half written. I had two questions – at townhall, a branding 
concern was brought up, such as prospective students might choose Osgoode over UofT if the 
ban occurs. How do you think I should approach that? 
 
Morgan: You can put it in a separate section at the bottom on other concerns.  
 
Kristy: And then I am also having a clarifications section. That should be okay? 
 
Morgan: Yes! 
 
Brendan: Why are we shifting from a discretionary policy where professors can do so already, 
but do not? It doesn’t make sense. Does anyone know a professor that actually enforces it in 
their individual class?  
 
Renuka: No, but maybe some professors don’t want the responsibility to be that one professor 
that is implementing a ban.  
 



Brendan: It is an absurd jump to go from the discretionary policy to a whole blanket ban 
 
Morgan: The purpose of this memo is to oppose this before they start. 
 
Ali: How serious is the interest in this ban? 
 
Morgan: We are not entirely sure.  
 
Brendan: Professors can adjust to incorporating teaching with the digital era. Are certain 
professors reaching out to administration concerning this. 
 
Sarah: In the firms, I have spoken to lawyers and judges who say that the law is so slow in 
taking up technology and it would be ironic if it seems that UofT is regressing like that.  
 
Brendan: To be fair, the concern isn’t anti-technology. It is about distractions 
 
Ali: Technology can be very useful. In one of my classes it can enrich the conversation. It is 
about being a better teacher ultimately.  
 
Mehak: I’ve seen classes where professors would prefer if laptops not be used, but 
simultaneously ask us to look up things on google. There remains many uses for it.  
 

 

 

Meeting adjourned: 1:55 p.m. 


