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QUEEN’S UNIVERSITY BELFAST STUDENTS’ UNION
MINUTES
Special Meeting of the Students’ Union Council 

held on 12 May 2010 in The Space, Students’ Union

Present:
Gavyn Anderson (AH&SS)

Nathan Anderson (AH&SS)
William Ashenhurst (E&PS)

Mark Ballentine (E&PS)

Shane Brogan (EMC)

David Brooks (AH&SS)
Richard Burns (AH&SS)
Marie-Claire Campbell (Open)

Cathy Corbett (E&PS)

Damien Corridan (PG)

Paul Courtney (EMC)

Jonathan Crawford (MH&LS)
Derek Crosby (AH&SS)

Ryan Cushley (AH&SS)
Ronan Doherty (E&PS)

Jay Downs (AH&SS)
Barry Duffy (EMC)
Caroline Finlay (MH&LS)

Fionnuala Gray (AH&SS)
Neil Halliday (PG)

Ryan Hamilton-Bryce (E&PS)
Adam Harbinson (PG)
Laura Hawthorne (EMC)
Jordan Junge (AH&SS)

Brendan Kearney (AH&SS)

Fiona Kidd (Open)
Darren Leckey (Open First Year)

Martin Lilly (AH&SS)

Paul Lilly (EMC)
Jonathan McClelland (PG)

Colin McClure (MH&LS)

Ciaran McColgan (E&PS)

Patricia McCormick (MH&LS)

Conal McCullagh (E&PS)

Adam McGibbon (PG)

Sinead McGill (AH&SS)

Gareth McGreevy (EMC)
Daniel McIvor (E&PS)

Glenn McKenna (MH&LS)

Niamh McKernan (AH&SS)

James Mills (Open)

Laura Mooney (AH&SS)

Charlotte Moughan (E&PS)

Mark Mulholland (E&PS)

David Murphy (AH&SS)

Vincent Murray (E&PS)
Aine Ni Cheara (AH&SS)

Ryan O’Hagan (Open)
Jason O’Neill (AH&SS)
Anne Pauli (PG)

Alex Redpath (AH&SS, Union Speaker)
Graham Scobie (Open)
Sarah Sistern (AH&SS)

Colin Sloan (Open)
Charlene Small (AH&SS)

Caomhan Stewart (E&PS)

Mark Wallace (E&PS)

Susan Whitla (AH&SS)

In Attendance:
Dominic Doherty (Clerk, Students’ Union Council)

Min Wan

467.
CHAIRING THE SPECIAL MEETING

It was noted that Alex Redpath (Union Speaker) believed that it would not be appropriate for him to chair the Special Meeting, as he could be perceived to have a vested interest with regard to the business that was scheduled to be transacted.  It was the view of Council that Ryan Cushley be appointed as Chair for the Special Meeting.

468.
APOLOGIES
Apologies were received from the following Councillors:

Daniel Critchlow (PG)

Christopher Glass (Open)
469.
MOTIONS

Motion 1
469.1
In accordance with Chapter 5, Section 2.1 of the Constitution of the Students' Union, this Special Meeting of the Council proposes the removal of the Vice President Education from his position of office within the Students' Union.
 

Proposer - Anne Pauli (14692066)
Seconder - Damien Corridan (10452049)
Anne Pauli, proposing the motion, thanked those Councillors who had signed the petition that had led to this meeting which, in her opinion, provided an opportunity to exercise proper scrutiny over Barry Duffy (Vice President Education).

Ms Pauli quoted Constitutional Rule 1, Section 5, indicating that she believed that Mr Duffy had not complied with mandatory requirements associated with his role as an elected sabbatical officer.  She stated that both Mr Duffy and his colleague, Paul Lilly (Vice President Equality and Diversity), had delivered a workload that compared very unfavourably with that of the other five officers.

Ms Pauli stated that, if lazy student officers were unchallenged, this would result in students “giving up” on their union.  She indicated that she was not interested in personal attacks on either Mr Duffy or Mr Lilly; her concern was simply with regard to the future wellbeing of the democratic structures of the Students’ Union at Queen’s.  She further stated that the fact that a secret ballot would be staged offered Councillors the opportunity to vote with their conscience.
Ms Pauli stated that the removal of the Vice President Education would not impact negatively upon those students with pending progress committee hearings, as the Students’ Union’s Education and Welfare Adviser would be able to assist them, in the absence of Mr Duffy.  She further stated that Councillors should take this opportunity to exercise the power to remove this officer, on behalf of the student membership as a whole.
Barry Duffy, opposing the motion, delivered a PowerPoint presentation outlining his workload and achievements during the current academic year.  He stressed that he had honestly fulfilled his remit to the best of his ability and had provided a significant number of positive outcomes for individual students facing academic difficulties.
Damien Corridan, seconding the motion, stated that, whilst this was not an easy evening for anyone, Council nonetheless had a clear responsibility to address underperformance by these two officers, whilst sending a signal to future incumbents that deliberate non-fulfilment of remits would not be tolerated and that proper oversight would be administered.  Mr Corridan emphasised that he had always found Mr Duffy and Mr Lilly to be courteous individuals.
Mr Corridan indicated a number of examples of allegedly unacceptable performance on the part of Mr Duffy, namely:

· The work outlined by Mr Duffy within his Annual Report accounted for only 500 hours (or 3.6 months), according to Mr Corridan’s estimation.

· Mr Duffy’s failure to lead on Staff Student Consultative Committee (SSCC) training, simply presenting himself at these events for a short period of time.

· The bookshop survey that Mr Duffy had lauded did not require significant effort on his part.

· Mr Duffy’s failure to be aware of the range of endangered courses at the University, as evidenced by unacceptable answers to questions posed at previous Statutory Meetings of the Council.

· Ill preparation in advance of meetings with University representatives.

Glenn McKenna, opposing the motion, indicated that he was not keen on public speaking but felt that he had to speak up and inform Council of the help that he had received from Mr Duffy.  He stated that he had received professional, diligent and reassuring assistance from the Vice President in relation to a Fitness to Practice panel hearing.
Cathy Corbett, supporting the motion, suggested that the fact that some of Mr Duffy’s sabbatical colleagues had signed the petition in support of a Special Meeting being convened, represented a sound indicator of the day to day performance of this officer.

Ryan O’Hagan, opposing the motion, noted the tremendous support that Mr Duffy had provided to the School of Law as a former chair of one of its SSCCs.  Mr O’Hagan stated that he had received significant assistance from this Vice President and he noted that Mr Duffy had received approximately 1,700 votes at the time of his election to office.  He further stated that Mr Duffy’s continued presence in office was critical at this time of the academic year and Council should think of those students who needed this Vice President’s assistance in the coming days.

A proposal to proceed to the vote was accepted.

Ms Pauli, summarising, commended Council on an honest and informative debate.  She congratulated Mr Duffy with regard to his PowerPoint presentation, suggesting that it was the most impressive piece of work that he had delivered throughout his entire term of office.  She believed that a number of items of work highlighted by Mr Duffy during his presentation had actually been delivered by other officers.
Ms Pauli emphasised that she was not questioning Mr Duffy’s competence with regard to his dealings with individual students but, rather, she was concerned with his abject failure to deliver large tranches of his core remit.
Mr Duffy, summarising, indicated the importance of his being available for dealing with emergency academic matters and progress committees over the coming weeks.  He stated that his concern was not for himself but, rather, for those students who needed his assistance at a critical juncture in their academic career.

Following a secret ballot, the result of the vote was as follows:

In favour
30

Against
24

Abstained
  2

Spoilt

  0

The motion did not receive the 42 votes required to pass and was therefore defeated.

Motion 2
469.2
In accordance with Chapter 5, Section 2.1 of the Constitution of the Students' Union, this Special Meeting of the Council proposes the removal of the Vice President Equality and Diversity from his position of office within the Students' Union."

 

Proposer - Anne Pauli (14692066)

Seconder - Damien Corridan (10452049) 
Damien Corridan, proposing the motion, expressed concern with regard to the amount of “shared” credit for work that was being claimed by the Vice President Equality and Diversity (and by the Vice President Education).  He stated that much of the content within reports by Mr Lilly had been vague and non-specific.
Mr Corridan stated that Mr Lilly’s appraisal reports offered firm evidence of non-delivery of a significant proportion of his required workload and failure to contribute his share of the officers’ Plan of Work.  He further stated that the Students’ Union required strong and committed sabbatical officers and it was the job of the Council to take decisive action where the officers in post did not perform to the necessary standard.
Paul Lilly, opposing the motion, delivered a PowerPoint presentation outlining his workload and achievements during the current academic year.  He stressed that he had honestly fulfilled his remit to the best of his ability and had provided a significant number of positive outcomes for the student membership.  He accepted that some of his actions during his term of office had not found favour with some Council members and he apologised for the occasions when this was the case.
Fiona Kidd, supporting the motion, stated that whilst it was appropriate to commend the positive work that the Vice President had delivered, it was nonetheless valid to highlight those areas of the position’s remit that had not been delivered.  Ms Kidd stated that Mr Lilly and Mr Duffy were popular individuals but friendships sometimes needed to be put aside in instances such as this.
Jason O’Neill, opposing the motion, emphasised that he had not been canvassed to speak in relation to this matter.  He stated that whilst he fully recognised the Council’s right to exercise oversight for sabbatical officers, Mr Lilly’s large electoral mandate surely afforded him a degree of discretion with regard to the delivery of his remit.
Mr O’Neill stated that the Vice President had helped many individual students and disadvantaged groups, whilst received much unmerited personal abuse relating to how and where he chose to spend his private time whilst off duty.  He further stated that it would not be constructive to remove Mr Lilly from post at this critical time of the academic year and he speculated that such an outcome might discourage students from standing for electoral office in the future.
Laura Hawthorne, supporting the motion, accepted that no student officer is perfect but, notwithstanding the above, standards still needed to be upheld and key objectives still needed to be delivered by every sabbatical postholder.  She stated that, as Vice President Community, she had met with international student groups on a number of occasions, when Mr Lilly was nowhere to be seen.  She did not believe that it was appropriate that she had to deliver sections of Mr Lilly’s remit because he was unwilling to do so.
Min Wan, opposing the motion, stated that he was the President of the Chinese Students’ and Scholars’ Society.  He indicated that he had always found Mr Lilly to be helpful and encouraging; he stated that the Vice President had played an invaluable role with regard to the delivery of the Chinese New Year celebrations at Queen’s and that he had proactively encouraged greater engagement with international students.
Paul Courtney, speaking on the motion, questioned the appropriateness of sabbatical officers supporting the removal of their elected colleagues; he believed that the issue of performance related pay had created divisions amongst the student officer team that continued to be played out.
Anne Pauli, supporting the motion, referenced the Students’ Union Constitution, indicating that the Vice President had responsibility for delivering campaigns and activities on behalf of many student groups including postgraduates, women students, disabled students, LGBT students and faith groups.  She questioned Mr Lilly’s success with regard to these aspects of his remit.

Ms Pauli stated that she too had a mandate as a Student Councillor and she was representing the rights of many student groups at Council.  She stated that she was not staging a vendetta against anyone but, whenever a Vice President with responsibility for international student affairs did not know when International Women’s Day was taking place, action needed to be taken.  She indicated that anyone who believed that Mr Lilly had delivered a strong programme of work should read the Annual Report of his predecessor and consider the contrast in effort levels.
A proposal to proceed to the vote was accepted.
Damien Corridan, summarising, stated that the large mandate that the student electorate had given to the Vice President Equality and Diversity represented a stronger responsibility to deliver a robust programme of work.  

Mr Corridan stated that another officer had stood up during this debate and had indicated that she had carried out work that Mr Lilly was claiming as his own – he posed the question: “which officer do you believe?”  He further emphasised the fact that, for the first time in many years, a Special Meeting of the Council had been convened for the purpose of removing officers, indicated the seriousness with which Council was taking this matter.
Mr Lilly, summarising, stated that he had carried out his role to the very best of his ability and had worked extremely hard.  He believed that the divisions that existed within the sabbatical team had created much of the difficulties that had arisen and he strongly felt that a united Executive Management Committee was essential.  He emphatically denied the allegation that he had failed to incorporate International Women’s Day within his work programme.

Following a secret ballot, the result of the vote was as follows:

In favour
32

Against
23

Abstained
  1

Spoilt

  0

The motion did not receive the 42 votes required to pass and was therefore defeated. 
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