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MINUTES
Wednesday, November 2, 2011
12:30pm, Room 2009
Absent with regrets: Andrey Mazurkov, Zak Mashadi
1. Call to Order @ 12:35
2. Chair’s Remarks (Marcel Malfitano) 

Marcel Malfitano: I contacted Peter Lee regarding safety in the locker area. Peter will meet with York security on November 23rd at 12:30 to discuss this issue. Anyone who wants to come is welcome. I will be attending and conveying our concerns.

We are a team and we work together - if there are issues that divide us, then we bring them up at Student Caucus meetings, first. This isn't to silence debate, but it is to afford us the opportunity to address concerns and to respond in a coherent, cohesive and unified manner. We are accountable as a team. It is irresponsible and inappropriate for any of us to keep silent about our disagreement with a process/decision and then to later criticize it in the school newspaper with no prior warning. It runs afoul of our commitment to working together and our commitment to a collegial, democratic and accountable process. 

This is not to single Jeff out for writing the article. It is our general policy to talk about things at Student Caucus meetings before we go public with our criticisms. But let's focus on why Jeff wrote the article and what his basic point is. The article brings up several things that we can take away from it and look at constructively moving forward. Later today, we will be discussing whether or not the policies and procedures of Student Caucus need to be amended. I ask all of you, going forward, that everyone respect one another's opinions and treat them with the same respect you expect for yourselves. We are all part of the same team here and we are all in this together.
Fahad Siddiqui: I hope in the future these sorts of concerns are brought to Student Caucus before other public forums. 

Marcel: Issues should first be brought to Student Caucus. Then afterward if the issue is not addressed I would encourage you to write an article.

3. Committees Report (Jessica Diab) 
Faculty Recruitment Committee Update
Burton Taylor: Faculty Recruitment Committee met last week. The process for new hires this year appears to be running smoothly. 

Food Services Committee Update
 

Joanne Thai: The Food Services Advisory Committee met. There are three specific issues I would like your input on: the lunch rush, speed of service, and hours. In particular, when should the Bistro be open during exams? How is the current product mix? Would you support a second café location in the building? Should Food Service install a self-serve late/espresso machine?
 

Jon O’Kane: The Bistro hours should overlap with library hours during exams. 

 

Fahad: I agree.
 

Tom Wilson: I would support a second Food Services location. It might help alleviate congestion at peak times.
 

Jon O’Kane: If a second location increases the cost of items, I would not support it.
 

James Stevenson: I don't think there is demand for a second location open all day.
 

Joanne: With regard to cost, I believe it is standardized across campus and would not increase with a second location. Do you think there is a demand for self-serve espresso machine?

 

Sandra Alsaffawi-David: Before construction, food prices were lower. Currently the cafeteria is running out of food at around 1pm. I think it would be nice to be able to come at night and order dinner. Professionals and practitioners that come later in the day are only able to buy snacks. This reflects poorly on us. In addition, the Bistro does not currently sell french-fries. Osgoode students can still make healthy choices with an expanded menu that includes french-fries and other items. In addition, I’m dissatisfied that food is prepared off-site. Finally, I don't know where we would install a self-serve espresso machine.

 

Joanne: I believe any self-serve espresso machine would be in the main body of the school- outside the Bistro area.

 

Sandra: There are also no small sizes for coffee. There should be.

 

Jeff Mitchell: Who would pay for the espresso machine?

 

Joanne: I am assuming the food services provider would pay for it.

 

Sandra: From my experience, it is the operator who would purchase the machine.

 

Jeff: If it doesn't cost anything for students, then we should support its installation.

 

Fahad: I’m curious as to why the espresso machine would necessarily serve Starbucks coffee. We already have a branding issue in the school.

 

Joanne: The Food Services Advisory Committee has been told that the machine is unique in that it produces drinks that are identical in flavour to hand-made coffee.

 

Fahad: Why is there no free coffee at the school? Other law schools have free coffee.
 

Marcel: Last year coffee was offered for free as a compromise for the building construction. 

 

Sandra: L&L is looking into subsidizing coffee and whether this is sustainable going forward.

 

Marcel: I don't think Joanne and Burton have the mandate to ask for free coffee, but this is something that L&L can deal with.

 

Fahad: I think we should still ask.

 

Burton: The problem with this committee is that it doesn’t have any definite say over these issues. The administration has not been clear with us as to the contract with Aramark as regards York. When I asked the administration if another group could run the cafeteria (e.g. students), they were unclear. I'm worried there might be an exclusivity clause in the contract with York. It has been made very clear that we are an advisory committee, not a board. Aramark takes our recommendations into consideration, but our recommendations are not binding.

 

Sandra: Are we permitted to bring outside food into the building for events?
 

James: The room booking form states that we are allowed to bring outside food.

 

Sandra: It is my understanding that if you're ordering food for an event on campus so long as the food comes from an on-campus provider, that food is permitted. If you bring food from outside, I believe there is a fee that must be paid. So far things appear to be operating on a don't ask-don't-tell basis.

 

Burton: At meetings of the Food Services Advisory Committee last year, I repeatedly asked whether we could bring from off campus. I was told we could.

 

Joanne: I will bring our concerns regarding branding, budget, the mandate of the committee, and our contractual obligations with Aramark to the Food Services Advisory Committee and report back.
Priorities and Finance Committee Update
 

Jon O’Kane: Priorities and Finance struck a subcommittee on restructuring the Materials Distribution Centre. A student outside Student Caucus has been added to help make the facility more reliable and effective.

On an unrelated issue, I have a question for the library committee: can we ask for 30 minute sign up slots for study rooms?

 

Marcel: Evan Vella is the only student on this committee. Please contact him regarding this question.
 

Fahad: I have learned that some students do not want to put their names on the room booking sheets for privacy reasons.
 

Marcel: I will email Louis Mirando regarding these issues.

Academic Policy and Planning Committee Update 

Jon Ungaro: The Academic Policy and Planning Committee met. We are working on a written report that will discuss various issues.

 

Jeff: There have been two subcommittees struck from the main committee. Things are a little bit of a mess. There are several members of the committee who are not members of Faculty Council. Next meeting we hope we will have the Dean's blessings to include those two members in discussions related to confidential matters currently before Faculty Council. 

 

Jon Ungaro: The two subcommittees are for upper year reforms and deferred examinations.

4. Communications Update (Thomas Wilson)

Tom: The article on upper year mentors will be in the next Obiter. Please let me know if you have any article ideas for the future.
5. Legal & Lit Report (Dave Shellnutt) 
Burton: I don't think the current student government space is terrible. I wish we had this discussion a year ago. Many groups are hoping to get space downstairs. Ideally it'd be nice to be on the main floor, but it's too late now.
 

Jeff: I agree.

 

Marcel: We didn't learn about office placement until July of this year.
 

Jeff: Maybe we can somehow try to divert activities down to the student government office area? 

 

Jon O’Kane: There is no traditional flow of traffic in that direction. One of the issues is that the door to the library cannot be opened.

 

Joanne: I wonder if there is a way we can raise awareness that we are downstairs. Perhaps signage would increase awareness.

 

Tom: To my knowledge, Louis Mirando desperately wants the basement access door to the library to remain locked to students. It’s a security issue for the library.
 

Burton: I think even if we can't move our office we should try to increase our presence on the main floor. I think we should raise this issue with the administration. I think we should try to be at the front of the line to move into space on the main floor if there is movement.

 

Tom: I will reach out to Peter Lee regarding signage.
 

James: I will talk to Evan regarding the library door.
6. Senate Report (Sandra Alsaffawi-David)
Sandra: Senate met last week. Tenures and Promotion and the budget were the main issues. There is a mandated budget cut for all universities in Ontario. There was also discussion about scholarships and bursaries. There have been fewer merit-based scholarships in recent years. There were discussions about offsetting costs by raising tuition. Our hiring practices are separate, however, so we will not be affected by these issues.
 

Burton: Can you please elaborate on the proposed cuts?

 

Sandra: Senate did not say the cuts would apply to Osgoode. 

 

Jon O’Kane: From my understanding, this mandate is from the provincial government. Universities have been told to reduce operating budgets by 3% per year. It is incumbent on us to fight for our current funding levels.

 

Burton: Is Osgoode's budget being reduced every year?

 

Sandra: I can't speak to that specifically, I will check the materials.
7. Meeting procedures (Jeff Mitchell)

Jeff: I think changes could be made with regard to how we operate in order to improve on the very things Marcel mentioned earlier. I see several changes that would not involve substantive changes in work, but a different, and more effective, way of moving about. I believe changes will benefit our organizational memory, minutes and make our meetings more effective in general. 
In regards to the article, I had a lengthy conversation with Marcel and I feel like we've fallen into a regrettable situation. We had a wakeup call once this year at Faculty Council. Issues are large and complex and our vote matters. I think it's equally important that we take the same steps regarding transparency for all issues. Although the article I wrote reflects issues with the library in particular, I think it resonates with other issues. 

 

With that in mind, I do have a few suggestions after looking at our constitution. I appreciate conventions, but we may be better off stepping back and rethinking our procedures. I think generally we should implement Robert's Rules.

 

I think we should provide substantive agenda items to the Communications Officer (Tom) before the meeting that would allow members to know what is happening. We spend a lot of time spinning our wheels getting caught up on background information. Supporting documents should be attached to the agenda ahead of time. This will allow time for more consultation with students.

 

The role of Chair can be to better channel discussion to hear both sides of the dialogue.

 

Joey Hoffman: You did mention the article, so I feel it’s proper to speak to it now. I think writing the article was great for transparency. However, after reading the article I was disappointed because it was factually incomplete and contained misleading content. I thought it did a disservice to Student Caucus and the student body. 
First, you wrote about how the library issue was dead. However, I think it was clear in our communications that this was an incremental policy. There was no mention of this in the article. The article also stated that everyone voted to approve the library policy, but that no one gave reasons. In fact, a substantial number of Student Caucus members stated why they voted the way they did. 

 

The article omitted other important factors. In particular, it did not mention our discussions regarding Osgoode’s relationship with York university and access to justice issues. These issues were reflected in the minutes of Student Caucus and I feel that they were not reflected in your article.

 

When you write an article as a member of Student Caucus, you must be completely transparent and honest. For an article written under the guise of transparency, I felt like there was a noted absence of transparency. I feel like an argumentative/opinion-based article was out of place. In the future, more context should be given to readers and an explanation of the entire process of Student Caucus should be provided.

 

Finally, Jess' first email specified that the vote could be delayed if there were concerns. The article stated the exact opposite.

 

I appreciate with your approach in Student Caucus, but I think the article was discomforting. We should continue to write articles but in ways that canvas all sides of an issue.

 

Marcel: In my opinion it is okay to write articles like Jeff’s, but it is incumbent on members to bring these sorts of issues to Student Caucus first.
 

Jeff: I agree that we should strive for a full well-rounded approach. I apologize if this did not come out in my article. 
With respect to my comment that the library policy is now a dead issue, I think the office space issue is a reflection of what I mean. It's difficult to make changes once a policy is in place. We had an opportunity to modify a recommendation from the library. We could have had a more substantive conversation. It seems to me that when a number of options are on the table we should have a fuller discussion. Presumably those who are moderating the discussion must recognize when a fuller discussion is required.

 

Fahad: I think this is conversation regarding Jeff’s article is out of place. We all know this meeting is at a certain time and I do not think members should be permitted to enter and divert the conversation.
 

Joey: I disagree. This is relevant to the discussion on procedure. In addition, Jess and I could not arrive on time owing to obligations with faculty committees.
 

Fahad: I don't think Student Caucus has a set decision-making process. I think we should have a policy as part of due process that decisions are not made outside meeting times. I'm conscious of time constraints, but decisions made outside regularly scheduled meetings should be the exception.
 

Burton: I like our procedures, but when issues become heated there should be neutrality and more respect for the speaker's list. I think we might want to err on the side of transparency instead of jumping into in camera whenever we like. I always speak for my comments to be heard, except in cases where confidence issues are relevant.

 

Marcel: I think we should strike a subcommittee on Student Caucus procedures. I agree with Burton's comments regarding in camera statements. From now on, we must vote every time we go in camera. Student Caucus operated in this manner during my first year.

 

Jess Diab: I agree with Joey's comments. We did ask to be excused from our commitment but we were not allowed. I think it's unfair not to be allowed to comment on Jeff's article. I think we should work on having the best possible procedures. The problem was timing on this issue: the library needed a working policy and our next meeting wasn't for two weeks. What we were sending back to the library were our thoughts on the proposal. We could have called an additional meeting, yes, but we have already had numerous additional meetings this year. The conversation was extensive. I have a problem with retroactive criticisms of a procedure we all participated in. No one sent me any criticisms of the proposal.

 

We responded with the proviso that it was a temporary policy. This is not a final policy. We erred on the side of inclusiveness with regard to use of the library.
 
James: I like the idea of having all votes in meetings, but we need a safety valve to allow votes in extraordinary and pressing circumstances. This would force everyone to think about whether it is important to take the expedited process. The email thread in these cases should go on the record so that discussion is always publically accessible.

 

Fahad: I want to apologize to Jess if anything I said was seen of critical of her decision. I think this is all a symptom of a larger procedural issue. I support a subcommittee and would like to be on it. I'm asking for clarification and consensus on procedures and in camera discussions.

 

Joanne: I agree we should revisit our procedures. However, when the subcommittee looks at revisions I hope they don't make things overly bureaucratic. Issues come up which require quick thinking. We must weigh benefits of procedures against their impact on efficiency. 

 

Jeff: In terms of these discussions on procedure, these issues are mostly resolved in the constitution. We are supposed to know it and do it. I don't think the procedures will negatively affect our efficiency. 

 

Marcel: I have apprehensions against using Roberts Rules to the full extent, but I am aware and sensitive to our constitution requirements. The committee will propose recommendations which will be voted on individually.
 

Subcommittee on Student Caucus Procedures struck
· Members: Marcel (chair), Jeff, Tom, Fahad, Burton
  

Preston MacNeil: I don't think policy and procedure is the way to respond to these issues. I think increased collegiality is more to the point. I echo and strengthen Joanne's comment regarding procedures. I don't want to be part of an organization that is burdened by procedure.

 

Jeff: I think you should be on the committee, Preston.

 

Preston: I think I would not be an effective member of this committee. I don't like the way this entire discussion has been structured.
8. JCR and Gowlings Hall Space (Jeff Mitchell)

Jeff: I was wondering if we could formalize a statement about how we'd like to use the JCR and Gowlings Hall space. 

 

Dave Shellnutt: I welcome a statement on the use of the space, but at the end of the day it is L&L who sets the policy for the use of these spaces. 

 

Joey: I appreciate your initiative on this, Jeff, but I think this may be broadening our mandate too far. The JCR is a L&L initiative. We can come up with a supporting statement, but we may not have the power to affect changes. We have two branches of student government at Osgoode.
 

Jeff: It seems to me that Gowling's Hall is an in-between space. 

 

Tom: To me this is not a Student Caucus issue. Our mandate is to improve overall academic life. Perhaps this issue is best addressed by the Community Enhancement Forum?
 

Eric Marques: As a member of the Community Enhancement Forum, I don’t think this is in our mandate.
 

Dave: I think this issue would fall in L&L’s mandate.

9. Adjournment
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