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Agenda of the AMS Governance Committee
(Agenda for July 4 at 5pm | Zoom link)

Attendance

Present: Audrey Chow (Chair), Alina Bhimji (Vice Chair), Eshana Bhangu (President),
Sheldon Goldfarb, Cissy Zhang, Rachel Kim, Georgia Yee

Regrets:
Guests: Kamil Kanji
Recording Secretary: Alina Bhimyji

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 5:03 pm
Territorial Acknowledgement

Approval of the Agenda

Moved: Alina Seconded: Audrey

“BE IT RESOLVED THAT the agenda be adopted as presented.”



Agenda Items

1. Approval of Minutes

TABLED
Moved: Seconded:

“BE IT RESOLVED the Governance Committee meeting minutes of June 20, 2022
are approved.”

2. Removing Committee Members (10 minutes)
a. Revise Summer Committee Rules

Audrey: in Arts caucus meeting, a councillor had a decent suggestion so | wanted to
bring it up. Since sometimes summer coms don't meet five times, | thought we might
want to change the summer com attendance rule.

Georgia: | think that’s a good point. In the process of adding and removing members, we
should consider the adding and removing process since the summer term is short. I'm
wondering what the pathways are for doing this.

Audrey: | was just thinking that we could change it to two, and then warning and if they
miss another the chair can remove them. We also know that removal is not a permanent

thing so they can always re-apply in the fall

Kamil: It's also the chair’s discretion so they don’t have to remove them if they don’t want
to.

Sheldon: and in the winter it's still going to be three and two

Audrey: | think that’s good but is that too long?

Kamil: | think for consistency we should keep it the same across just so coms can get
work done

Georgia: | think that makes sense

Audrey: Sheldon could you change that then



Sheldon: sure so two plus one for the whole year

Audrey: yes

Sheldon: the other change we were talking about was proxies. The current code really
says that if you send a proxy you are still considered absent. So do you want that in the
new code?

Audrey: | think that makes sense. Kamil, did you do this when you were chair?

Kamil: | think so. Does that fit the definition for proxy now?

Sheldon: | think we did that for proxies for council. But for coms we made this rule in late
april. When | went to do the change for summer com | remembered we added this rule.
So if we don’t change that it remains the rule, but we could change that if we want to say
something different

Audrey: | think it makes sense that they’re still absent

Kamil: if they miss a com meeting but send a proxy, then it counts as one of their
absences?

Sheldon: yes as of right now it would be.
Kamil: but | think they put in the effort to find a proxy so should it really be an absence

Audrey: | think it still makes sense because proxies are not ideal and members should
still make an effort to come. Plus the chair still has discretion.

Kamil: yes that's fair.

Georgia: With coms, i feel like it makes a bit more sense to retain proxies as not counting
towards absences because the member did go out of their way to find a proxy. But the
com chair can also take that into consideration. In the warning the chair can also say the
person has been sending proxies often to ask if they are still interested in being on the
com.



Audrey: so you would rather have proxies not being part of absences

Georgia: just because the member did put the effort to find a proxy.

Audrey: | think it makes sense that proxies should count more than an absence but if they
consistently send proxies

Kamil: | think as long as there is some flexibility with the chair

Audrey: It is my preference to keep proxies counting toward absence. And since chairs
can make the decision i think

Audrey: two + one for the entire year and proxies count towards absences

Sheldon: is that all you want to say or do you want to say chairs can take that into
account?

Audrey: | don't know if we want to make code that specific
Sheldon: and as kamil said the chair can take it into consideration
Georgia: just for clarification proxies will still count towards quorum
Audrey: yes.
Sheldon: so we’ll leave it the way it is
Audrey: yes.
3. Interim Executives
[From Georgia: Re: executive compensation - | do not feel comfortable yet with approving
this yet. Some prompting questions: if they are NOT currently employed by the AMS and
are working the full executive hours, should they be compensated for the full amount? |
feel like if they are already compensated as an employee by the AMS it makes sense to

have that 20 hour amount but it should be recognized if they ARE working full time.
Apologies if | have misread this piece.



| meant that if the interim executive is working full time and is not already an AMS staff (ie
if a councillor is appointed interim executive) - they should be paid. But | am happy with
the 20 hours additional if they are already an AMS staff.]

Audrey: so the interim will work no less than 20 hours per week and will be compensated

Sheldon: someone asked why should it be 20 hours a week instead of full pay

Georgia: for example if council decided to appoint someone and they work the same
number of hours an executive is expected to work. | think the language is unclear.

Audrey: | think originally we talked about the interim working no less than 20 and we also
mentioned that other staff like the AVPs can step up and increase their hours as well.

Georgia: | get that but if those staff can’t step up and the interim ends up working 40
hours per week it makes sense to pay them for those hours.

Kamil: One, the 20 hours is a minimum. If the person isn't an executive then there is an
understanding that they may need to work more.

I’m also quite sure our employment agreements start with 37.5 hours so the 20 is just a
minimum. This code change is more to ensure we aren’t paying current execs for like 80
hours since they are already paid for their 40 plus the interim hours.

Shelson: so are we talking about changing the 20 to 40 or what it says in the contract.
Does it have to be 37.5?

Two pieces of conflicting info: the bylaws say they have to take on the regular duties,
which might imply that they are working 40 hours

When this actually happened ten years ago, it was set at 20 because they aren't going to
take on big projects and just hold the fort until a new exec is hired.

Audrey: That makes sense. Georgia is saying to add “at least” somewhere in there so
there is a possibility to have more hours. But | think the discussion is that they would just
work 20 hours.

Kamil: The piece behind that is because they are probably going to be an exec already
so they can’t be paid another 40 really. Plus we’ll increase other staff hours so we’re
paying everyone accordingly



Georgia: I'm just a little concerned about how much historical precedent there is for
another exec taking on the duties of another exec.

Sheldon: There was Cole last year. This doesn't happen very often but it used to have to
be a councillor but now it can be an exec too.

Georgia: | think there just isn't a lot of precedent for that

Kamil: some of the exec duties overlap anyways, esp with the president. So i think since
the precedent is set from last year

Georgia: | think that's running into something that can cause problems in the future. | just
dont think it is something that should be assumed for the future

Audrey: | think that 20 hours again is just the minimum. If someone comes in that isn’t an
exec and they work a lot more hours, this code won’t prevent that.

Sheldon: This has become relevant now because we are currently in this position.

Audrey: just while we’re on the topic, Sheldon, we can change the 40 to 37.5 because
we’re talking about it in HR com.

Sheldon: a few meetings ago here it was mentioned that code doesn’t match the actual
employment contracts so | can certainly make that change.

Audrey: | think if they’re working significantly more than 20 hours they will be paid for
that. | think this is going to be a case-by-case scenario since it's fairly rare. | would rather

keep it at 20 than put it at 40 and have them not work 40.

Sheldon: | can see Georgia's point though since it says 20 in the first paragraph and
doesn't say it in the second

Audrey: yes so we can add at least 20 to the second paragraph.
So should we approve it now?

Sheldon: well | can draft it and bring it next week.

Kamil: We can approve it as amended now



Audrey: just for context, AMS exec employment contracts say 37.5 but code says 40
hours so we’re going to change code to match.

BE IT RESOLVED THAT Governance Committee accepts the report titled ‘Code
Changes 2022 - Interim Hours’ as amended and thus recommend to Council that
Code be amended.

Moved: Rachel Seconded: Alina

Unanimous consent.

4. Non-Voting Members In-Camera

[From Georgia: | have no problems re the changes to in camera. | would just make sure
that we also consult with other stakeholders (ie Senate reps on council) and give notice

Audrey: Let's address Sheldon's comments. So the ombuds is allowed to remain in
camera in another section. So do we want to change this?

Kamil: the ombuds doesn't actually come to council often anyway so...

Audrey: Sheldon do you know what the rationale is for that?

Sheldon: the bylaws say ombuds is entitled to be at council. They don't really show up so
it's not a big deal

Kamil: can they just be moved into that staff section of code?

Sheldon: so we would have to check that other section of code

If we look at the bylaws it says ombuds is a non-voting mem of council

The other part of code - s. 2, article 10(5)(g) - says ombuds can attend in camera
We could change that too. It follows from them being a member of council

Audrey: does that mean they sign the oath of office?

Kamil: in practice they do not sign the oath.



Sheldon: does the speaker sign the oath?

Kamil: not this year.

Sheldon: okay because the speaker is included because we can't run the meeting
without them. Well we could but..whatever the com thinks is best

Kamil suggested move ombuds into the list of staff mems who can stay unless asked by
the chair to leave.

Audrey: does anyone have any thoughts?

Georgia: it looks good as is.

Audrey: | think so. | would keep ombuds there. We can also invite people in camera?
Sheldon: yes.

Kamil: if anything they’re more informed by being there.

Audrey: SSM. in or out? | think we could include SSM there just so it allows us to have
them there if needed.

Georgia | think we can keep them in there but its not an obligation for them to stay
Sheldon: So put them in the second part?

Audrey: yes.

Georgia: is this both the SSM and Senior SSM?

Sheldon: well | would have to add that in. The SSM is a voting mem of council but the
Senior SSM isn’t. So the SSM is automatically allowed to stay. If you want to add the

Senior then we can.

Audrey: I'm fine with adding them as well.
And we’ll keep ombuds where it is. So we’ll bring that back next week.

5. Policy GV2 Review



TABLED

6. Notice for Vacancies on Committees (5 minutes)
a. Section V, Article 3(1)(i).
Chairs shall notify Council of any vacancies on their Committees, at the
next meeting of Council after the vacancy becomes known.

Audrey: Katherine had wanted to address this section about com vacancies. Earlier we
had talked about it going to the president, for them to notify council. So we could change
this to say the pres for efficiency.

Alina: Katherine had said it should be changed to president for consistency since we
were going to say pres in the other change we made.

Sheldon: But we didn't end up adding it to that anyway.

Kamil: | think the reasoning is that the pres makes the agenda. So it would be very
efficient to have them know about the vacancy and add it to the agenda

Audrey: I'm fine with changing it to president because the pres notifies council anyway. |
think we didn't add it to the other one because this section already existed.

For the next meeting, please read Policy GV2 as there is a section that is no longer
relevant - appointment of com members and chairs #9 and #10. Talks about digital voting
which we don't do anymore

Sheldon: | thought we cut that out.
That doesn’t violate the societies act because we already changed it
This year we suspended the whole policy because doing things outside council took a

month.

Audrey if we have something that we’re suspending indefinitely should we not still
change it

Sheldon: I’'m all for changing it

Next Meeting



The next meeting is Monday, July 11th @ 5:00 pm.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:54 pm.



