
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 on October 17, 2018. 
  
Members in attendance:  Solomon McKenzie, SLS President 
                                                Morgan Watkins, VP Student Affairs and Governance 
                                                Catherine Ma, 3L Representative 
                                                Zachary Biech, 3L Representative 
                                                Benjamin Bouwman, 3L Representative 
     Alison Durran, 3L Representative 
                                                Brendan Cassidy, 2L Representative 
                                                Robert Nanni, 2L Representative 
     Sarah Kanko, 2L Representative 
     Renuka Koilpillai, 1L Representative 
     Rachael Girolametto-Prosen, 1L Representative 
     Alex Severance, 1L Representative 
     Kristy Wong, 1L Representative 
                                            Mehak Kawatra, Equity Officer 

Honghu Wang, UV Editor 
 
Call to order 12:30 p.m. 
  
 
I.          Organization 
Morgan Watkins chaired. Notice of the meeting was duly given. Kristy took minutes. 
 
 
II.         Approval of Minutes 
 
Motion to approve October 9, 2018 minutes by Alex, seconded by Sarah. Unanimous approval. 
Abstentions: Brendan, Alex, Kristy. Motion passed. 
 
 
III.        Policy 
 

A. Dean’s Committees  
 

Curriculum Committee – Brief intersession update 
 

Morgan: Can a committee member give a short update on the intersession consultations 
this week and where we are heading into Faculty Council next week? 
 
Zach: The last consultation session was yesterday. There was one JD and a grad 
student from the committee. 
  
Brendan: The student came and brought to the table some questions that they recalled 
from last year. They saw a few things that were not directly answered, and they were 
satisfied after we went over it. 

 
Upcoming Meetings 
 



GAD – Thursday, October 18th at 12:30 p.m. 
Morgan: GAD has our first meeting tomorrow. We received an agenda, basically to 
review what the committee did last year and talk about next steps for prioritizing and 
implementing the recommendations. The Mandate Letter was not attached to the 
agenda, I expect we will get it soon. 
 
But I wanted to take a minute to run by you all two items I will be raising with the 
committee: (1) Discussion of formalizing a policy for the reporting and handling of equity-
related complaints – they’ve been generally dealt with ad hoc basis. (2) Proposing that 
we develop an accountable way to track the status of every recommendation through the 
implementation stages + ensure that we send surveys, updates, and get feedback from 
students about the impact so that we know whether a step is making a difference. 
 
If you have any questions, we will debrief at our meeting next week. 

 
Solomon: Just to add that an accessibility survey is now also being sent out through 
social, who have so far been receiving at least 2-3 responses per social event. Some 
have been relevant suggestions for us to take into account. 
  
Mental Health Meeting – Friday, October 19th at 12:30 p.m. - debrief next week 
Ali: Our meeting is this Friday, so we will debrief on it next meeting. 

 
Admissions Committee – had a meeting 
Catherine: Admissions basically had a practice run of how to review a personal  
statement.  
 
Sol: It is important to note that most of the admissions committee is confidential, we will 
not speak about it here because it is concerning admissions. If we were looking at a 
policy item then we would. But as far as I know we have no policy attached to our 
mandate this year. 
 
Other Committees 
Morgan: Email the Chair of your committee if you know you will be absent because 
courtesy, food orders, etc. 

 
Sol: Email your Chairs if no first meeting has been scheduled yet. The PDF with all 
chairs has been circulated by email. 
 
Kristy: Regarding the Experiential/Clinic Committee, Ben and I emailed the Chair for the 
mandate letter. It’s not ready yet. 
 
Sol: That’s okay. You can still email for a first meeting though.  
 
Kristy: We also emailed about that and the Chair said the date hasn’t been set yet.  
 
Robert: So the library committee – what is happening with that? 
 
Sol: Also reach out for a first meeting. Remember to include the other student 
representatives - one from the Moot Court Committee and one from UofT Faculty of Law 
Review (UTFLR). 

 



 
B.      U of T Technology Committee 

 
Morgan: I want to briefly mention the Technology Committee and request that someone from 
StAG volunteer to join it. The Committee is a U of T central committee which discusses U of T 
IT software and services. It is meant to be comprised of representatives from faculty and the 
various student societies across campus. We do not know who will be on it this year, as not all 
of the student societies respond. I think it’s important that we continue to have someone sit on it 
as we have ongoing tech concerns at our Faculty. For example, one of the recommendations 
from last year concerning IT was to have a central portal to log into that would direct you to a 
dashboard with the different login portals we use here. I think law students would be interested 
in that. There have also been some issues with our system being integrated with Quercus, etc. 

 
Sol: Another reason was students wanted an improvement to the wifi. When we tell the admin of 
this problem, they don’t quite have a response. 

 
Robert: This seems like an odd array of student unions. Why are we on it? 

 
Sol: It is because we responded to their email – it was an email that included all the student 
societies and those who responded got involved. Also to be fair, the wifi in the school has been 
notably better. 

 
Morgan: You can tweet at them if you had any issues. But the problem was if it was a dead 
zone or there was wifi lacking, how could we tweet them? 

 
Brendan volunteers to join technology committee. 
 
 

C. Ultra Vires (UV) Fee Levy 
 
Morgan: Let’s discuss the UV Fee Levy now. 
 
Sol (to Honghu): Could you do your pitch right now?  
 
Honghu: I am an editor for UV. As you may or may not have been aware, we have had some 
systemic issues in terms of funds. We are funded by law firms whom we ask for money, but in 
the past few years they have been rolling back funds. We have been running deficits. Most 
funds go into printing the papers. It costs quite a bit of money to print 500 copies.  
 
We are currently exploring if people would be open to a $6 student tuition levy for UV. The 
Varsity (official student newspaper of U of T) and Obiter (Osgoode newspaper) have had fee 
levies for a long time. Obiter’s is about $3. The Varsity’s is also about $3 per semester. 
 
I am here because I am interested in discussing with the SLS whether you think that would be 
feasible. If that would be appropriate or if your sense is that students would react strongly. Right 
now, it is very early stages and we would just like to ask for your thoughts on this. 
 
Solomon: Fee levies require a referendum of the student body, which requires us to gauge the 
temp of the student body right now.  
 
Robert: Would we do it during the spring elections?  



 
Honghu: We were thinking to lump it in during the end of the year elections.  
 
Robert: UV won’t be able to get the fees until next year anyway, if it does pass. 
 
Brendan: Would other groups who may wonder about doing their own fee levy speak up? This 
should be a policy consideration. Considering only Downtown Legal Services (DLS) has a 
campus wide levy, other groups don’t have levies within the law school itself. 
 
Morgan: DLS is a separate levy. But all other funds are paid out through SLS. The SLS levies 
are such that we take in and distribute to the clubs (UTSU works this way as well). 
 
Sol: The SLS has a central levy ($25). Additional $15 for the public interest fellowship which 
students can opt out of. 
 
Robert: I will preface that I am on UV, but Varsity does have a levy. Obiter has a Levy. Western 
Gazette has a levy. It is very common for student newspapers to have levies. There are huge 
costs in printing. But if you are trying to get more money from levies, you could also consider 
just printing less or going digital. We obviously don’t want to always ask firms for everything.   
 
Morgan: UV would have to be responsible for implementing, promoting its levy in advance of the 
referendum if we do have a referendum on it. Second piece for SLS is providing support to 
figure out what mechanism is needed to make that happen. E.g., is there a deadline by which 
new fee levies would have to be brought to the school for inclusion in the following year’s 
tuition? We would need to know this to ensure that a referendum at the end of the semester isn’t 
too late.  
 
Mehak: One thing to note is the timing. Asking for a levy seems weird in light of the excellence 
against barriers and general climate at the school right now. We just need to be careful with the 
context.  
 
Solomon: For past context, UV exec used to use the fee to pay themselves. Then admin took 
away financial independence from the UV. I would need some spending commitments to see 
where these finances would go with costs of generating. If this is a general pool to create for 
UV, I would have more mixed feelings about it.  
 
Brendan: Do we have to be the gatekeepers for the referendum? Or can anyone start a 
referendum?  
 
Solomon: It is faster procedurally, since we would submit it for our by-election or election, but 
anyone can with a certain number of signatures.   
 
Brendan: Related question - can I suggest that UV consider engaging with student groups or 
other newspapers who are using printed copy while also who uses digital? 
 
Robert: When I started at the Western Gazette, we printed 4 times per week, but by my fourth 
year, we had cut down to twice per week. It may be beneficial for UV to look at continuing to 
upload digitally more consistently and print less. 
 
Solomon: This may be something to look at. It is possible that the school would consider helping 
out financially with the initial transition to new software.  



 
Rachael: Another note - at Western there was a proposed levy for 50 cents for the marching 
band and they campaigned very hard for it. Extensive explanation and promotion would have to 
happen if UV wanted a levy. 
 
Zach: I do recall some sort of levy increase for $5 at U of T and it was struck down with great 
outcry. 
 
Robert: It depends on the promotion, if people understand your cause and why you are asking 
for it. It would also be a lot easier to reach out to about 600 law students instead of a campus 
wide demographic. 
 
Catharine: I have seen student journals switch digitally and in those cases, faculty helped with 
the transition. That may be something to look into in this case as well. 
 
Morgan: Ok. Thank you everyone. I think that was helpful feedback for you Honghu.  
 
Honghu: I wanted to make some final comments regarding what has been said. I wanted to 
make a distinction that UV, unlike student journals, does not receive royalties every time an 
article is clicked. 
 
In addition, the UV exec does not currently pay ourselves money. In 2008, the funding was shut 
down because firms gave a lot of money and the UV staff did pay themselves. Now, we are not 
financially independent. I pay on my credit card and I wait for faculty to pay me back in six 
months. However, I do agree that UV will have the onus in engaging with the students.  
 
Sarah: Can we propose receiving a budget proposal from UV? (Affirmative from Honghu) – 
takeaway for UV. 
 
Brendan: Motion to have the SLS help UV figure out what the process is to have a 
referendum or what is necessary to have a levy and to flag, if any, broader student 
concerns. Seconded by Sol. Approval by consensus.  
 
Takeaway: Brendan and Aly to be point people for UV Fee Levy  – expecting a budget 
breakdown from UV. Honghu will communicate with B and A 
 
Solomon: I’d also like to hear some good reasons why moving partially away from print is not a 
good option. There is a lot of engagement with Downtown digital.  

 
 

D. Law Society of Ontario (LSO) Licensing Submission 
 
Sol: Thank you for everyone to have put in time to edit.  
 
Catherine: I found the format was hard to digest in terms of the thematic sections.  
 
Sol: We’ll comment and go over it. I wanted to flag that there was confusion between a skill 
based exam and skills based program under option 3 (no articling). We will want to clarify that 
we have concerns about the content of a skills based exam for all students, and perhaps 
support a skills based program for students who choose to open up their own firm right after 
graduation. 



 
Rachael: The faculty council letter was quite short. Some points in the middle could be 
expanded. 
 
Sol: It was intentionally very short to reflect our commonality with the Dean. 
 
Morgan: We could add a specific reference to the Faculty Council agreeing with SLS position in 
our longer submission.  
 
Sol: I haven’t included that yet because we are still sending it to the Dean. It’s a little simple, but 
high level.  
 
Thoughts on including the results of our survey as an Appendix? 
 
Alex: If it’s public, in the end, is there any issue that in the end, it was still a small group of 
respondents? 
 
Sol: We are doing much better than other schools in terms of responses concerning LSO. We 
were also transparent about the number of people who responded our submission. 
 
Morgan: We may wish to add a paragraph in our longer submission acknowledging that we are 
providing general feedback to general suggestions. When they make decisions about more 
granular details, we should ask that they solicit our additional feedback on those details. 
 
Sol: There will be another review and copy edit in the next few days before our next meeting 
and Faculty Council next week. Takeaway: Ben and Catherine to do a final/ongoing 
copyedit.  
 
Sol: I will remove reference to skills based programming. There will be a vote on the Faculty 
Council letter Wednesday, after which time we will submit our submission to the LSO. 
 
 
Morgan: Because of time, some agenda items will have to be moved to next week’s meeting. 
 
 
 
Meeting adjourned: 2:06 p.m. 
 


