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Attendance 
Present: Max Holmes (Chair – AMS Councillor, Voting Member), Eshana Bhangu (Vice-Chair – 

AMS President, Voting Member), Audrey Chow (AMS Councillor, Voting Member), Cynara 

Onyemordi (AMS Councillor, Voting Member), Mathew Ho (AMS Councillor, Voting Member), 

Christian Kyle (AMS Councillor, Voting Member), Rachel Kim (AMS Councillor¸ Voting Member), 

Kamil Kanji (Strategy and Governance Lead, Regularly Invited Guest) 

 

Regrets:  

 

Recording Secretary: Kamil Kanji (Strategy and Governance Lead, Regularly Invited Guest) 

  

Call to Order 

The meeting is called to order at 8:06 PM 

 

Approval of the Agenda 

Be it resolved that the agenda be approved as presented. 

 

Motion: Audrey Chow  Second: Cynara Onyemordi 

 

Update from Chair  
 

Max: My update is I think we are at the prioritization stage, we just finished internal 

consultation, the environmental scan is done, we are getting to draft issues and 

recommendations, if you look at the things we are looking at then 90% of what we are looking 

at does not require bylaw changes and I think for most of this it would be very difficult to 

consult the general membership on internal changes, there was the change to the scope as 

well, the sub-committee has met twice and started conversations on job descriptions, 

structure, etc and tmost approvals will go to the Executive Committee and any changes to 

  

  
  



reporting can change the structure of Council as well so we need to keep those things in mind. 

Any questions?  

 

None.  

 

Recommendations  
 

Max: The survey, I’ll be honest about it, I think there is some helpful feedback within it, not 

many current councillors answered, we only had 2 constituencies answer the survey, I think 

there is some helpful information, I have highlighted issues in our next conversation but 

anything people wanted to highlight? I will say for the constituencies I would like us to go to 

President’s Council and also provide opportunities for them to provide feedback, I think what 

we are looking at for them won’t require Bylaw changes but we need feedback from them, any 

comments? Questions?  

 

None.  

 

Max: I put down to paper draft issues and recommendations, in red I highlighted all the things 

that will be larger changes for the AMS that I have no doubt that some will be taken out and 

changed, I would really comment that these are draft-issues based on our conversations, the 

environmental scan, the survey and the internal consultation that we did, this will be used to 

have a conversation with Council and execs, then more detailed recommendations will be 

presented and then a final report will be drafted along with Bylaw changes and Code changes, I 

will say understanding at the timeline we are at, I tried to put things as much as possible to get 

some compromise on, the things we had more disagreements on are not included in this set of 

recommendations such as faculty representation, I think we have largely kept our governance 

model, this is looking at our last changes and the best way we can find the low hanging fruit to 

improve the Society, so I’ll take us through each issue, for issue 1 we see that Council has high 

turnover and vacancies, this has existed before but it has been increased recently but for the 

longest time there have been 4 or 5 constituencies that have always had vacancies, there have 

been some departures from Council whether it be for paid opportunities or other 

opportunities, it is also a difficult time commitment for them to make, out of the last review a 

huge recommendation was a training for all Councillors at the same time of year and with so 

much turnover the issue is its hard to follow up with new councillors to get training, anyone 

think this isn’t an issue? In terms of recommendations on Council turnover, Council meetings 

will be scheduled in advance for the entire year, ahead of time Councillors will be given 

dedicated times for items and how long each item will be and when the meeting will end, 

making all information updates written and the AMS will be able to set the process for 

replacement of Councillors, any issues? As well, Council will only be required to meet once a 

month, this is to reflect that most board meet less frequently with Committees having more 



power and to make Council a more reasonable time commitment for Councillors, additionally 

some smaller constituencies that have a larger turnover and more representation then they 

would in a representational model will be able to be phased out, and finally, I know this is a 

controversial one but AMS Councillors receiving a stipend based on performance or 

attendance, I have heard the feedback from people that not everyone can attend Council and 

perhaps that if there is some form of compensation then it would ensure that Council is more 

accessible to people, any feedback?  

 

Cynara: Why are the red ones red again?  

 

Max: The red ones are bigger changes and those that I suspected we will want more 

conversation around, just to help highlight things.  

 

Cynara: Right, and the second thing is why meeting only once a month? 

 

Max: In the current situation we have a variety of meeting times, so its just to reflect one 

meeting a month that is scheduled ahead of time with a consistent end time, the Board of 

Governors does this and if we are delegating more to our Committees then Council may not 

need to meet as often, I think the amount of meetings will be reduced but not necessarily how 

much time they spend in Council.  

 

CK: Are we setting a minimum Council meeting time or is that just an assumption we are 

making? 

 

Max: If you add it up that is around how much time Council spends a month meeting and that is 

around what we do right now from 6-10.  

 

CK: I know that but are we going to mandate meetings be 4 hours long or something, is that 

what we are doing or not? 

 

Max: I do think there is a benefit to say Council has to have a certain amount of meeting length 

every month, but we don’t have to keep that mandated, that’s something we can decide but I 

thought it would be beneficial so you know the amount of time.  

 

Audrey: Have we thought about having more frequent shorter meetings? Like if they were an 

hour every week?  

 



Eshana: I just want to say that our meetings like yesterday was four and a half hours, but last 

year all meetings were consistently 5-6 hours so a 4-hour meeting once per month is not bad at 

all.  

 

Max: Yeah so I will say it is something people have considered but the reason it hasn’t been 

done is because it is a larger commitment that people would have to make to come in person.  

 

Rachel: Just to Audrey’s point, I think if we do weekly meetings then there won’t be as much 

quality content for us to keep discussing each week, so some meetings might be redundant, I 

have another point, honestly, I think AMS Reps position is a tricky role because they are not 

only part of the AMS but they are serving their Constituency as well, so if one executive position 

is being paid then everyone might be attracted to that position over others that might be 

available.  

 

Max: I can see why there may be an issue there and that is a reason why we may consider not 

doing this one.  

 

CK: If last year’s Council meetings were 4 hours long every two weeks then I think this year is an 

outlier, I wonder how long each month meeting would actually go, if we are taking what used 

to be meetings twice a month for 4-6 hours and combining them into 1 then I think it might end 

up going longer and Councillors just might not be able to attend because people will have to 

discuss all of their issues only once a month, I will also fight you on the ex-officio thing because I 

think it will mess up current executive structures and might be difficult for the constituencies to 

cope with.  

 

Max: Yep that is helpful feedback, I do want to note that our current structure is not that we 

meet every 2 weeks, in December and April we don’t meet often and in the summer we only 

meet once a month and so in reality we are only changing meeting frequency of the school 

year, and I know we haven’t gotten to this recommendation yet but by having more things 

brought to Committees it changes our average meeting times, we would also look at if this is 

once a month then it doesn’t need to start once a month, it could be like 4-10 with a break.  

 

Cynara: I think this year we have had shorter meetings but last year we may have had more 

active representatives and if you have a year where people are more active then meetings 

could go on for a very long time, so I think unless we inherently change what is being put into 

these meetings then I would worry.  

 

Max: Just like in the summer where it says we have to meet monthly, in reality, we only meet 

every three weeks, this is just saying that we must meet at least monthly but gives flexibility 



that if the Board is more active then we can meet twice a month or whatever it is but some 

years there might be the monthly benefit.  

 

Eshana: If we are giving more authority to Committees, I don’t think we can do that while 

keeping bi-weekly 4-hour meetings, if we choose not to give Committees more authority then 

we can keep going how we are doing, Council also currently is more managerial rather than 

high level, but I don’t know if we need to be meeting with the frequency.  

 

CK: I think if we are talking about giving Council more flexibility then we can’t have a hard time 

limit on these meetings, if Council decides we meet biweekly then there is no flexibility because 

we have a minimum meeting time.  

 

Max: Okay, I want to edit these then, are there any on here if people want to do a straw poll 

on?  

 

Eshana: We should probably talk about the recommendation regarding smaller constituencies, 

is everyone good with that recommendation?  

 

CK: How would that work then? Would they just be put under their larger constituency in that 

faculty?  

 

Max: Every single one if they were created today would have been put under a larger 

constituency, we are talking about all of the current constituencies that have 100-200 students 

and that have a very clear faculty that they would be put under, some are already actually 

department clubs that have relationships with those constituencies, so we are talking 

Audiology, Public Health, Social Work, LASA, SALA, Planning, we are talking about those, not 

any small faculties or those that have been constant reps.  

 

Eshana: Not to pick on any constituencies but would we talk about any like MUSA which has a 

really small school?  

 

Max: I think if we move forward with this recommendation then we would come back and 

decide which ones we are talking about.  

 

CK: I guess by moving the constituencies, are they keeping their rep and their election gets 

moved into the constituencies or are you saying that their rep gets deleted and merged?  

 



Max: So, the rep would be gone, they would be merged into a larger constituency and be 

allowed to run for election in those larger constituencies.  

 

Eshana: In terms of paid stipends, I haven’t heard a lot of people speak about that.  

 

Mathew: So when the smaller constituency is moved into the larger ones who runs their 

election?  

 

Max: Their new constituency.  

 

CK: On that recommendation I would say we definitely need to consult with those smaller 

constituencies.  

 

Max: Some of them don’t have constituencies.  

 

CK: Yes but some do like MUSA, we need to be on top of that and we have to make sure the 

Elections Administrators understand that because if they slip through the cracks then that is a 

large issue.  

 

Max: Yep, so a recommendation that is already happening with Elections is the 

recommendation that Elections have an internal guide to here is who can vote in each 

constituency election so there is an essential understanding of who can vote.  

 

Audrey: So, to clarify does that mean I would be the Arts Rep but also have to sit on the board 

of the AUS and the others?  

 

Max: Most of these that we are moving don’t have boards as they are department clubs so you 

wouldn’t need to.  

 

Audrey: So, what relationship would you have? How would I maintain contact with them? 

 

Max: These are people in many ways that are already part of the constituency and so you would 

treat them the same way that you would other department clubs.  

 

Mathew: What is the 4th point again?  

 

Max: Basically, that the AMS will be able to help in the replacement of Councillors, making sure 

there is a process in which they can assist.  



CK: I just want to clarify where these are going? 

 

Max: These are drafts so they are going for a consultation, I want to take these to the 

executives next week, we are trying to get people’s feedback and they won’t go to Council until 

we vote.  

 

CK: But it is still going to the execs from this Committee?  

 

Max: Yes, for feedback, it’ll go as saying we have discussed these things but not necessarily 

endorsements.  

 

CK: But they say recommendations.  

 

Max: It doesn’t say they’re from the Committee, I do want to stay focused on the 

recommendations and then we can discuss the next steps, are there anything we want to take 

out? Vote on them? I will say CKs edit of taking at least 4 hours long is valid.  

 

Eshana: I think he also said taking out the paid stipend.  

 

CK: So are we going to vote on that or what?  

 

Max: I think we can do a straw poll on that as we have had substantial conversations about it at 

past Committee meetings, I am happy to see where people are at with it, I will not vote as 

Chair because I don’t think it’s my place 

 

Straw poll on keeping the recommendation of giving AMS Councillors a paid stipend for their 

service, for further discussion?  

In favour: 2  

Against: 2  

Abstain: 1  

  
Max: I do think we are generally going for the low-hanging fruits that people can agree on, I am 

not comfortable bringing a recommendation that has half the Committee against it so I am 

going to take it out if people are okay with that.  

 

Rachel: If we are going to bring this for consultation, who are we consulting with?  

 

Max: We would be going to the executives and Council on these recommendations.  



CK: So, are they going to Council or are they not going to Council?  

 

Max: So, what we are doing today is deciding whether or not we want to keep these 

recommendations in the draft version? I don’t want to keep something in the draft if there 

isn’t unanimity or something close to that, generally, we should have consensus on the things 

we are trying to change.  

 

CK: I just want to understand, is the final version of this presentation in a meeting or two going 

to Council, I just want an answer on that.  

 

Max: Eventually an edited presentation will go to Council that we are happy with.  

 

Eshana: Basically, we will take out recommendations we are not happy with and then it’ll go to 

Council.  

 

Cynara: I understand why some of you want this removed but we need to consult with others 

because I think being a Councillor is not an attractive position at all and I completely 

understand that it may internally make it too attractive but it’s not just about you guys. 

 

Max: We can bring forward things and say it was not unanimously recommended by the 

Committee.  

 

CK: I just want to point out that these are going to the executives for consultation, and I don’t 

care what they have to say about Councillor paid stipends, I want to see what Councillors think, 

I don’t want the executive feedback on that really because I don’t think that is relevant.  

 

Max: We can also take only certain things to executives, for now, I will say we can take that out 

as a recommendation for Council, issue 2 is about Councillor environment and that Councillors 

aren’t always well informed enough to engage well, there is differing levels of expertise, some 

feel Council is not always welcoming, executives and Councillors note that their isn’t a way to 

receive feedback in a way that doesn’t seem like an attack on people, Council seems 

performative which has been a long time theme, Council is felt to be inclusive and not 

welcoming to new members, there isn’t an AMS environment, any problem with the issue 

here? The recommendations are overhauling the training of Councillors, we agreed this 

needed to be done, having more social and learning opportunities, having a Chair and Vice-

Chair of Council rather than a speaker so that there is a more active Chair and a peer is 

ensuring inclusive discussion, Chair and Vice-Chair will mentor new members and create an 

environment of comfortability, executive committee will create a smaller and more inclusive 

space for feedback for executives which would be similar to oversight Committee but this 



would be a Committee of Chairs that would oversee the executive and can meet more 

frequently to discuss larger issues and a new code of conduct and conflict of interest rules, any 

major issues here?  

 

Audrey: Would the Chair of Council replace the Speaker of Council?  

 

Max: Yes.  

 

Mathew: If non-executive Councillors, then the Chair would be non-executive? 

 

Max: Yes, they would be appointed by the Board.  

 

Mathew: My concern would be that if someone is going to be in that role for the rest of the 

year then would that hinder how much they could contribute because they would have to be 

neutral?  

 

Max: I think many Boards do allow the Chair to engage in debate, but then we can discuss what 

powers we want to give the Chair, if we want them to leave the Chair when having 

conversations, etc.  

 

CK: I don’t really see where this relates at all with the previous slide, when I think of my own 

experience and the people I’ve talked to it seems like there was an institutional Council of 

certain opinions but I think if we entrench those opinions as Chair and Vice-Chair and then 

make them non-neutral we are making Council way more exclusive, I think way fewer people 

will be willing to step in, if these new Councillors do not know what they’re doing and then 

there is a Councillor who has been there for several years Chairing the meeting in charge of 

picking the speakers then I would have no trust in that system whatsoever, I barely have trust 

in the current system with an impartial speaker who I think actually is impartial and would fully 

take away the value of the discussions If we have a fully impartial Chair, I think if you do this at 

all, Councillors run on platforms and someone would have to sacrifice their platform to be 

Chair and I don’t trust them to do that, I do genuinely trust that the Speaker is impartial and I 

don’t get where this is coming from because we are entrenching the elites of Council to do 

things partially, I think that is crazy and I have a huge issue with that.  

 

Cynara: I was wondering, these non-executive Councillors who would be eligible for these roles 

would have to been there for at least a year, right? Because as a new Councillor coming in and 

saying I want to be Chair, I wouldn’t know how to do that and so would there be training for 

that? What does the implementation for that look like?  

 



Max: Yeah no definitely I think there would be training and onboarding for both positions and 

it would have to be a reality that often a new person would be doing the role, and that is the 

reality for many boards that the Chair is often a new director joining the board, I don’t think 

this would preclude two members from doing it, I will add that this is really the idea that there 

is a peer that is able to do mentoring, has some responsibilities, but we can go for other 

models as well like creating an executive oversight Committee whose Chair is responsible for 

providing accountability and supporting Chairs but they are not the Chair of Council.  

 

Eshana: I think one thing to note is that it is quite a standard structure to have a board Chair 

that isn’t the President, right now the Speaker Chairs the meeting but the President acts as the 

de facto Chair of Council, I do agree that this relates to executive accountability because if you 

have a Chair they are able to have those one on one conversations with executives and really 

be more hands on in terms of accountability, I don’t think this would lead to much to partiality 

about picking people you like to speak, you are still following Robert’s Rules, and procedural 

fairness but it is very standard to have Chairs of boards that are not impartial and free of 

debate, I don’t think it would create distrust, I think it would be easier for Councillors to go and 

speak to the Chair directly when they have issues, I don’t think Councillors are always 

comfortable going to the President and there is no point in going to the Speaker because they 

have no real authority.  

 

CK: I just don’t understand why making someone the Chair of Council is the only way for 

someone to feel like there is an inclusive community, I don’t understand how you get new 

Councillors feeling comfortable to speak when there is this institutionalness and not 

inclusiveness towards viewpoints, I don’t see how that is fixed by picking a Chair that is partial, 

and I really want to clarify that we can’t keep picking and choosing whether we will compare 

ourselves to other groups, it’s just annoying because sometimes we will say we are better then 

other Student Unions but then other times we will say what is common in other corporate 

boards, we are not a fortune 500 company, we are a student organization and I don’t think we 

should default to other boards because everything has a board, and we need to clarify what 

boards we are talking about, like student government boards because if that’s the case I 

haven’t seen any study’s on that.  

 

Eshana: I was referring to university governance boards.  

 

CK: Student governance or university governance? 

 

Eshana: University.  

 



Max: I forget how many Student Unions in the environmental scan had this but there were 

some that had a Chair and so this is a comparison to our peers, people can also make whatever 

comparisons they want and people can also say whether those comparisons are good or not, I 

think what we can maybe agree on is that this recommendation doesn’t fit well with the issue 

before so perhaps this should not be in the recommendation for this issue and move it to a 

sperate issue.  

 

CK: By oversight, you mean Oversight Committee, right? You might want to specify that.  

 

Max: Yes sounds good.  

 

Mathew: I am just trying to get some more context on the very last recommendation.  

 

Max: The last recommendation is just that if you look we have very few rules on conversations 

at Council, conflicts of interest, and our rules are outdated so it’s saying if we want Council to 

be more inclusive and welcoming then like a lot of student unions and boards we would create 

rules on how to conduct yourself, reviewing and updating our current rules.  

 

Audrey: Can you clarify the difference between what the role of the Executive Committee 

would be and what the role of Council would be? Because the Executive Committee sounds like 

what Council does.  

 

Max: In many ways, it is supposed to create the ability for there to be those conversations in a 

more smaller setting, more detailed feedback on goals and recognizing that they might be 

shorter at a Committee and giving more for our Committees to do, okay so everyone good 

taking those two out? Not like this is going to Council right away.  

 

Mathew: We are removing those recommendations?  

 

Max: Yes we are removing them from that issue, they do show up later in the report and then 

we will discuss them there too, for issue 3 Council meetings are not well structured, many 

conversations can be very one-sided, and they can run over time, Council can seem very 

bureaucratic and agenda items are often added very last minute, anyone have huge issues with 

this? These are common in my opinion, the recommendations here are to overhaul the 

meeting structure, it has a lot of things we don’t even use anymore, each item on the agenda 

will have a set time for discussion and debate, so scheduling things ahead of time, Council can 

still extend time, items brought to Council will be those that require high-level decisions from 

the board, other things will be handled in Committees, this is the idea that if you’re bringing 

something to the board then we should be valuing people’s time and so it should be about 



`decisions, feedback necessary, consultation on big projects and dealing with more at the 

Committees, Council agenda will also be sent out a week in advance, it will be helpful for 

people, and we should not be adding things to the agenda after it has gone out, this is also 

another reason why the Chair and Vice-Chair model was recommended because right now the 

President has full control over the agenda, so this was to put a check there where their will be 

some members of the board who can help in planning the agenda, so lets go through these 

recommendations and see what people think. 

 

Eshana: I don’t like this set time for discussion and debate, this would require the Speaker to 

be more hands-on when we are nearing the end so to actually facilitate the meeting, it would 

probably be more respectful of people’s time.  

 

CK: I really like 2 and 3, I think the set time is important, I have never been a part of any other 

organization where you go over time on an item and it doesn’t matter, even if the times on the 

agenda given are held to by the Speaker then that would radically change things, I would also 

say Steering Committee is missing here where we have this Committee that should set the 

agenda but in practice it doesn’t, I think if shoot down the Chair and Vice-Chair then we can 

look at our agenda committee actually setting the agenda, also if we are doing meetings every 

month then there should be some way for people to add things to the agenda if there are 

emergency things because otherwise, you’d have to wait another 30 days, I think making it so 

that with a 2/3 vote we can amend the agenda or whatever it is.  

 

Max: Yeah, I think the agenda will still be amendable by anyone through regular motions, we 

will still allow the current rule with any Councillor being able to add anything to the agenda, 

but this recommendation is to ensure you can’t be like on Monday I want to discuss this, so 

people who are in favour of things say so now so we can move on?  

  

Cynara: I don’t know how I feel about the Chair and Vice-Chair being paid.  

 

Max: All current Committee Chairs are paid so it’s just following the system we have in place.  

 

Rachel: I think as well I agree with having a Chair and Vice-Chair system to just take some load 

off the President’s responsibility in creating the entire agenda by themselves and also to 

Cynara’s point of why they are paid, it is just like how we currently do it with Committee Chairs 

being paid, also if we are saying we will agree on posting all these recommendations under this 

issue then I don’t understand why we are taking out the Chair and Vice-Chair recommendation 

in issue 2.  

 

Max: Sorry can you clarify?  



Rachel: So if we say we are going to keep all these items here then why get rid of the Chair and 

Vice-Chair model that aids these recommendations?  

 

Max: So if we decide to not move forward with the Chair and Vice-Chair thing then we can 

change the last recommendation to say that the President and some group of Councillors will 

help set the agenda. 

 

Audrey: Let’s say you have a Committee meeting on Monday and Council is on Wednesday, 

you pass something at your meeting and then you have to wait more than a month before it 

goes to Council.  

 

Max: Yep that’s the schedule and everyone will know to schedule their meetings around it.  

 

Mathew: Are permanent staff affected with the last point?  

 

Max: No, okay so there is nothing else anyone wanted to immediately take out besides making 

that amendment to the last one, great next issue is about Councillor duties, Councillors 

indicated that most of their time is spent on constituency duties, and there are some that are 

ex-officio or assigned to Council which limits how much they can commit to Council, there are 

usually on a few engaged Councillors, there are unclear duties for Councillors and there have 

been issues raised of Councillors not following their fiduciary duty, some Councillors raised it is 

difficult to hold executives accountable and it is difficult to do so when they don’t know what 

their duties are, the recommendations are no more ex-officio Councillors or that constituencies 

can assign Councillors, to clarify this doesn’t mean that you can only be an Arts Councillor and 

not on AUS Council, this is the idea that you wouldn’t be able to say that the President of x 

constituency is automatically the AMS Councillor, just like right now in the AMS where if you 

are President or any other VP position you can run to be on Senate and do other things and so 

here you wouldn’t limit who could be a Councillor but it is a sperate position you have to run 

for, and then around limiting the work constituencies can assign Councillors is the idea that this 

can and has taken Councillors away from what their main elected responsibilities are, I will go 

through each recommendation then we can talk about them, the one about stipends we have 

already agreed to take out, there will be an overhaul of training, the Chair will make sure all 

voices are heard, they will check in with each Councillor quarterly to discuss the overall 

performance of Councillors and their platforms, this is to ensure there is support and try and 

play a mentorship role, we can change this to some other system if we get rid of the Chair and 

Vice-Chair system, we do need some recommendations on mentorship because COVID killed it, 

there used to be more and we need to figure out how to bring it back, so does everyone not 

want to keep the ex-officio thing?  

 



Eshana: I was going to say let’s just take it out and skip discussion.  

 

Max: So, does everyone want to get rid of the ex-officio thing?  

 

CK: Yes, I have other things I want to talk about but that is the most ridiculous thing, I also want 

to know why it’s there? What was the feedback? Because this is based on nothing, nothing says 

that ex-officio Councillors are less involved, 2/3 of the ex-officio members of Council are on this 

Committee, the EUS and CUS President are the loudest and most annoying Councillors 9/10 

years and the rest of the time it’s Max, this has nothing to do with reality, ex-officio Councillors 

are most of the time the loudest.  

 

Max: Okay so let’s get rid of that recommendation, I think there is probably unanimity or close 

to that, so we will get rid of that one but do we want to say still that constituencies need to 

limit the work they assign Councillors?  

 

Eshana: I was going to say I think I just heard you say you’re going to take the second one out 

but Cynara did just indicate that she wants to hear other people’s thoughts on that as well.  

 

Max: We can bring it forward to people, but I am not okay saying this is not a recommendation 

of the Committee if there is division.  

 

CK: I am trying to figure this out, what is the current Speaker doing that doesn’t actively ensure 

a diversity of voices, what would that look like if it’s a recommendation? 

 

Max: So basically this is also about the check-ins and conversations with people, something a 

lot of boards do is check in with people and see how they are doing, and figure out how to 

support them, taking a more proactive role and the Speaker doesn’t currently take on that role 

if people aren’t actively reaching out to them, this would be the idea that there is a proactive 

role of supporting and mentoring Councillors.  

 

CK: I don’t really trust that a Chair would do that any better than the President in the sense 

that this person is a political person, and wants some sort of vote on Council, I don’t trust that 

they will actually be interested in ensuring that a diversity of all voices are heard when they 

have a particular lens or opinion they want, I don’t trust the average elected Councillor to not 

be cynically interested in pushing their politics and I think this will set up a fake system that 

doesn’t ensure any sort of diversity.  

 

Max: I will say I strongly disagree and the way I disagree is that has not been my experience of 

Committee Chairs and I think that is a similar role that this Chair of Council would be playing 



which is to really try and pull voices out and I have seen this done well and if you accurately 

reflect what this position is they can actually be someone that is supportive to Council, you can 

be very clear that the Chair doesn’t have a lot of powers to do certain things, and you can put a 

little bit more neutrality within the role as well so I would disagree that it’s going to be 100% 

political and they’re not going to bring forward voices because that isn’t the case in other parts 

of the AMS where we have given powers to Chairs.  

 

Cynara: I kind of agree with Max on that, the Chair will go into it knowing what the position is 

and what their role is and knowing what they need to do, so I think they will ensure a diversity 

of voices because they’ll need to and I also think the President has an agenda and everyone 

knows the President has an agenda but when you’re Chair I think it’s more of a maybe they 

have an agenda and less pronounced.  

 

Mathew: Supporting CK’s points, I would rather we pay the Speaker to do more of these roles 

rather than have a non-executive Councillor take over the Chair, although my main question is 

for the last point about checking in quarterly with each Councillor, is this more so that each 

Councillor has to do it or is it an optional? 

 

Max: That can be discussed about how we want it but I think it would be the idea that it is 

more optional, we would not force it on people.  

 

Audrey: I am just going to echo what Cynara said about the President currently being Chair and 

having an agenda, I’m a Committee Chair and it has never been a forefront thought for me to 

push what I want, and at the end of the day we all get one vote and I don’t think necessarily 

the Committee Chair has more pull than anyone else.  

 

CK: I want to clarify what I mean, I would not feel personally comfortable in a check-in with the 

Chair who may fundamentally disagree with my opinions and treat them with less value 

because we debate at Council as they have an opinion, right now I don’t trust that the 

President will ensure a diversity of voices but this is pretending like a Chair will, I am not saying 

Eshana or anyone currently does that but I am saying I don’t trust someone to do that, I am 

saying that I don’t think Councillors would be comfortable in a one-on-one with someone they 

have had an argument with at Council, I think they would be meeting with a senior Councillor 

who has been on Council for years can throw their weight around, I think that is a 

fundamentally uncomfortable relationship with an uncomfortable new Councillor who often 

will not like that, I don’t think you will feel safe and heard because you are giving more power 

to people on Council who already have power.  

 



Max: The only thing I would add is that the Chair of a board serves with the support of the 

board, if there are people who bring forward complaints against the Chair then that will be a 

problem, this is a role where you really do need unity in support for doing it, on all of the 

boards I have seen that do have a Chair position if you don’t have the support of your 

members then you lose the Chair but I think the points are well taken.  

 

Eshana: In terms of keeping these points I don’t think we should present them as 

recommendations just based on the disagreements, second I would disagree that it’s not going 

to create a safe environment because even now with whatever power dynamic that exists with 

me as President, I have had a one-on-one with many Councillors some whom I have 

disagreements with, I think that kind of a conclusion that is drawn is reductive and in sinuous 

that people are unable to keep a professional disagreement professional and really just have 

that cloud any conversation or safety they feel in a one-on-one conversation.  

 

Audrey: I was just going to respond to the point that the Chair of Council will be a super senior 

Councillor, like most of our Committee Chairs right now are fairly new Councillors so I don’t 

think we can assume that the Chair of Council will be this super senior person because I think 

we have seen that senior Councillors don’t really take on Chair roles.  

 

Mathew: Quick rebuttal, we have had bad Chairs and they have never been removed, as well 

from the perspective of the Chair, even if are to assume that their biases won’t affect their 

judgement, that also means that they as a Councillor would not be able to push forward what 

they are supposed to be doing as a Councillor.  

 

CK: The Chair does not serve at the unanimity of the board, they serve at 51% of the vote of 

the board, if the Chair has a majority then they are always safe and Council is very much a 

place that can screw with the minority vote because it has happened before, I think this 

continues to entrench the people that have power on Council and make those who do not have 

power on Council feel like they have even less. 

 

Max: I want people’s feedback on executives, but what I am hearing here is that I am definitely 

not taking this to the executive next week, I think we need to discuss more as a Committee, so 

let’s say with the Chair recommendation we will take a pause on and have more discussion as a 

Committee, we are getting rid of the ex-officio recommendation, there will be more 

conversation around pay, and so moving on, with the next issue it’s about executive 

accountability, the recommendations are to create an executive 

oversight/accountability/steering Committee that will provide more detailed feedback to 

executives, remove the VPs as voting members of Council as it is strange that they report to 

Council but make-up one of the largest voting blocs especially when only 20 people attend 



Council and the VPs become a quarter of the vote, create a single template for goal setting for 

executives, executives will receive confidential peer evaluations used by the executive 

oversight committee to provide feedback, and then Council will be able to remove executives 

by 2/3 vote.  

 

Eshana: I say this as a former VP and current executive, I am fine with all of them except the 

last one with Council being able to remove executives with a 2/3 vote.  

 

CK: I like the idea of Council being able to remove executives, it is not the best right now that 

the board cannot remove the VPs if they are being unaccountable, I want to remove VPs if they 

are doing a bad job, not just move their responsibilities, additionally I think if we are going to 

have a Council Chair then we should think about how the President votes as well, I think right 

now the President is a voting member of Council and Chair and I am fine with them keeping 

their vote if we keep them as Chair but if we make someone else Chair then I don’t think the 

President has anything different to Council, the President reports to Council in the same way 

that VPs do but if the President isn’t the Chair anymore then I don’t know why they should 

keep their vote.  

 

Max: I will say that it is more common on non-profits and other boards for the President to 

have a vote, you wouldn’t have the VPs but would have the President as a director and they 

are excluded for certain sessions.  

 

Rachel: I was going to echo Eshana on the second point, but for the last points I am not sure 

how executives will feel about confidential feedback from Councillors.  

 

Max: So, peer feedback would be feedback from other executives and then staff evaluations 

would be staff in their portfolios giving them feedback.  

 

Rachel: Still, I don’t know they would feel about being watched by the other executives who 

you consider peers but still have to be evaluated by them, it may be an awkward tension 

among executives.  

 

Mathew: Just also concerned about the last point, I just need a reminder on precedent about 

what Council has tried to do before.  

 

Max: Basically the way it currently works to remove an executive is that you have to do it by 

referendum or by a special general meeting which I would say in many ways is worse and far 

more damaging to the person, and there is more HR implications if a board does it versus if it’s 

done by referendum, if it’s done by a referendum it is a more political process but if it’s done 



by a board then it’s more HR oriented which has more requirements and creates more 

accountability around removals.  

 

Mathew: I was referring to the earlier Council votes when they tried to censure the executives 

for the AGM advertising, etc.  

 

Max: There have been censure conversations in the past but never in those conversations did 

people bring up removal.  

 

Mathew: Yes, but would that make Councillors more trigger-happy.  

 

Max: No, there would be rules because you could be sued.  

 

Cynara: In terms of peer reviews, yes, I think it may be awkward, but I also think it’s important 

because it’s hard to give people feedback who are your friends but doing it confidentially will 

allow more honest feedback to happen.  

 

CK: I would agree with that, and because it will go to an oversight Committee, they will be able 

to present that feedback to the executives in a more friendly way.  

 

Max: I do understand people’s hesitancy around the removal thing but I do think that 

generally, it gives us a more structured human resource process rather than an extra political 

process of a referendum, I would also say for evaluations it is very difficult for Council to 

evaluate executive performance without hearing from those executives, does anyone want to 

vote on any of these things?  

 

CK: I also think in talking about what the executives should give feedback on I definitely think 

they should give feedback on the removal process.  

 

Max: Does anyone want to remove any of these things for feedback from the executives? 

 

No.  

 

Max: I think that is a good place to end the conversation, next steps are I am going to take edits 

from what was said today and we will go through the rest of the report at the next meeting, if 

anyone felt that there were things missing or things that should be included do let me know 

and I can bring back a new draft next meeting but I do ideally want us to settle on what our 

draft will be at the next meeting, it is also important to say draft because this is what we are 

bringing to people for feedback and then finalizing, this is not necessarily done with what we 



want to do, there are still multiple feedback mechanisms that will occur, and if we get to the 

point where there is a time crunch then I am going to focus on the things that need Bylaw 

changes which is actually only a few recommendations and then focus on the non-Bylaw 

changes afterwards, makes sense?  

 

CK: What are our plans for meetings during exam season?  

 

Max: We will likely not meet after classes are over during the exam period.  

 

Adjournment 

The meeting is adjourned at 9:00pm.  
 


