
 

MINUTES 
Date | time April 12, 2018 | 1:20 PM | Meeting called to order by Aanchal Mogla 

In Attendance 

Aanchal, Jeremy, Arjun, Colten, Taahaa, Emily H, Alanna, Emily T, Sonja, Ashley, Casey, Steph, 
Michael, Karina, Jeff  

Regrets: Joyce 

Approval of Minutes 

Motion for discussion – none.  

Minutes for March 23, 2018 meeting approved. 

President’s Report (Aanchal) 

Faculty Council: provost present, convo focused on distribution agreement with TRU Law, 65-35%, uni takes 
35% from us for overhead, careers service, accommodations, admissions, services we don’t utilize since we 
have in house ones. We (faculty) have to request a zero-base review for TRU to review our budget. Provost 
already picked their two faculties for this year, but in light of our convos, we shall be put on the list for the 
next round. This took up the entirety of the meeting, thus did not get to the DR convo. We will resubmit for 
may, haven’t gotten to questions list but its been circulated to all faculty members, we’ll have to look into 
readjusting the timeline and dates on that 

Good luck on exams! 

Vice President Report (Stephanie & Jeremy) 

Stephanie: Not much new, made posters for locker cleanup. Reminder to follow instructions. Work order 
for floor panels in mega room, no indication when it will be done. If anyone has specific concerns about 
things in need of repairs let her know. 

Aanchal: reading room right side plugs don’t work. 

Jeremy: Fob situation for 3L for returning it has been posted on the Facebook page that they should return fobs 
at the end of the year. Imogen will have a bucket at her final exam. 

Class Representatives 

1L Rep (Ashley) 

Creating O week committee with Admissions and ILSA rep to get everything ready for first week.  

Field booked for SLS Olympics for Saturday.  

New incoming class for 2021 is starting to fill up, they’re getting their acceptances.  
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Golden Bananas arranged and ready 

2L Rep (Arjun) 

Headshots are edited.  

Merch redesigns will be started over the summer with a design contest so the 1ls have a choice, orders to begin 
in September 

3L Rep (Joyce) 

Regrets.  

Academic Director (Michael) 

Course fair went well, few hiccups but every tenured prof spoke or submitted info, few sessionals spoke,  

Survey was a little late in getting out but now it’s done and will be packaged off to admin.  

Highlights include:  

• Securities law identified as in demand.  
• General questions like if ppl thought that having theory requirement was a good idea for a law 

school? Few more questions like that.  

Will redo the survey over the summer. Respond rate not expected. Other more specific Qs will be re-
administered over the summer since response will be low 

Events Director (Karina)  

Nothing to report.  

Sports/Clubs Director (Colten) 

Club registration form received for  ‘Science and Law Club’ submitted by Natasha, who is here to provide 
explanation:   
  
Natasha: wants to have interdisciplinary discourse. Background in genetics and there’s a gap in science 
and law, lack of general understanding, the earlier we can start working on it the better, ideally they’d 
bring in speakers from both Science and law.  
Club approved.  

Aanchal: is it possible to make a document of all our active clubs and their funding so we have info about what 
exists. 

C: yes 

Development Director (Jeff) 

Had a meeting with Nena – there is a new schoolwide policy for all of TRU that anyone who asks for money 
from community needs to go through Nena’s office. She wants us to put more effort into centralizing all the 
TRU law clubs, same places being asked for funding multiple times. 
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Met with Scotia sponsor, easier for him to get in kind contributions than just give cash, bill for food or rent for 
a building for example is much easier. If we have bills made out send to Jeff maybe hell get funding for it.  

Working on pamphlet for firms – Arjun can get photos for it by this weekend. 

S: does this affect SWAG?  

Aanchal: Not clear just yet nor has it come to our attention 

Dean: decision in part through change in part of VP Advancement, Sagan, the concern is that were trying to 
get max bang from owners, trying to ensure that TRU logo is being used well and that were not having two or 
more parts of the same university going to the same donor at the same time, for us at the school they’re 
approaching law firms but so is the SLS. Erratic success. Reaching out more to outside of law firms to get 
funding. Flipside is that SLS is scheduled to lose its annual grant from law foundation of BC, pitch to have that 
continued. We didn’t get decision in our favour in November, what that means is that SLS soon wont have 15k 
coming, SLS needs to be better in fundraising then. Bit of a history of law student associations getting limited 
funds for significant profile raising, if were talking to a firm for a 5k scholarship were not asking for 100. As 
much money coming in as possible for students, scholarships, bursaries. 

Michael: Blakes offered to sponsor, miscommunications and rebuilt the relationships. 

Jeff:  hasn’t reached out to anyone yet, pamphlets need to be redone. Hopefully within the next week reach out 
efforts to firms will start. Firms that have communicated in the past that they want a relationship will be #1 
priority.  

Dean: we can arrange to have TRU Marketing help with the pamphelet, if need be. Can have it made available 
electronically to send off as attachments 

Jeff: Goal is to get a rough draft this weekend. 

CBA Representative (Emily T.) 

CBA willing to sponsor exam snacks again this year, snacks after 1L LP exams in the lounge. 

Outreach Director (Casey) 

An email was sent to Kim for softball, as well as Rob for Bonspiel 

Meeting with Chamber of Commerce has been arranged 

Health & Wellness Director (Torin) 

FIFA today 

Ebbels won the pingpong tournament  

ILSA Representative (Alanna) 

Requests that Ashley keep her/ILSA in the loop about O-Week 

Communications & Marketing Officer (Emily H.)  

The committee meeting was this week, they posted a new TRU law video on the main page 
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Discussion around whether it fit the TRU law experience. In the future, they’d like the SLS to be a focus group 
for the videos 

Finance Director (Sonja)  

We’re a little tight on funds, waiting on 15k, 10k from law foundation grant, we get it annually, will be filing 
the annual report soon, this is the last time well be able to get the 15k.  

Waiting on Cheque requested from Finance for 5k for Deans Formal. In touch with finance but its year end so 
they are slower. Touching base with them, membership reimbursements, encouraging everyone to consult 
with her and  

If we can find new ways to make money, that would go a long way for future SLS years. 

Other Business  

Member Behaviour Policy/Social Media 

Sean M: interested in what the SLS has to say to justify the new interpretation of the Member Behaviour Policy 
– explain the policy and if it is a new policy. In his mind, it’s an entirely diff policy altogether and that needs to 
go through a debate. 

Aanchal: The Member Behaviour Policy has existed before this body existed, we adopted it along with 
constitutions and bylaws that we have to follow.  

Acknowledgement that ‘sass’ was not correct word to use.  

We’re taking a holistic approach to interpreting what this policy means. Behaviour policies exist across all orgs 
and corps, we need them in place.  

The focus on discrimination has only been looked at in the context of its legal definition, but we need a holistic 
approach to be kept safe from trolling. We interpreted harassment as whole concept, making sure that space 
online stays safe from fear. Students have mentioned that they’re scared to post in TRU law for fear of getting 
trolled many times in the past year alone, not a good look for us. 1Ls and others feel unwelcome in online 
space – that’s not a space free from harassment anymore.  

We’re going to interpret it to show that harassment isn’t limited to legal definition, includes unsafe 
environments. Current language doesn’t reflect that as strongly as it should. We need our safe spaces to stay 
safe.  

We encourage everyone to challenge what is being said, in all things, but do it in a way that’s helpful to a 
dialogue. Sarcasm can be used, but in spaces like this it’s not helpful to the dialogue, does not foster healthy 
convos, doesn’t let ppl disagree, which is helpful. That’s where the interpretation comes from.  

Sean: Member1 was removed, some admin removed him

Aanchal: 4 people have access and admin privileges, 3 of them have not removed him, as far as we know, 
Member removed themselves. We didn’t ban them from commenting 

                                                        
1 Following this meeting, Member renounced their membership with the TRU Society of Law Students. They 
have requested their name not be publicized.  
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Sean: Reprehensible, what happened to Non-Member. What would you put in the policy to ensure equal 
enforcement? Members of the SLS have breached the policy many times as per your interpretation, with no 
consequence on SLS members. Dubious of SLS’s ability to enforce policy to silence ppl 

Aanchal: Not trying to silence individuals. We can’t be held responsible for what happened in the past, but we 
can be better going forward, took it upon ourselves to enforce this policy, we have the power to take broad 
discretion and we will incorporate language for what we consider harassment outside of the legal definition. 
Want that space kept safe, post any Qs, no fear of being mocked or trolled 

S: Disrespectful to call out people for being disrespectful on no basis  

Aanchal: There is a basis 

Sean: Not on any written policy, until its implemented ppl shouldn’t have their accounts disabled 

Ashley: You are arguing to have the ability to be disrespectful 

Sean: There is no express declaration in the constitution or policy.  

Aanchal: Policy can be interpreted in diff ways 

Sean: Your interpretation is so far beyond reasonable, would be another policy altogether.  

A: You have pointed out that you have not paid your fees, not a member  

Sean: Membership is imputed without fees as per constitution. It must be expressly renounced, which I am 
doing now.  

<Sean reads written statement renouncing SLS Membership> 

To the 2018/19 SLS Executive: 

It is with much regret and displeasure that I, Sean Bodnarek, hereby give written notice to the SLS exec to 
renounce and repudiate my membership with the SLS. I understand that according to the SLS constitution 
membership is imputed on law students regardless of whether or not they pay the fee, and I can not be 
associated with a student government that has such little respect for freedom of expression and discourse. I 
hope with time the SLS will appreciate the importance of restraint in governance and develop a respect for 
their own policies as they are written. I realize that my membership will expire in a matter of weeks 
regardless, but I refuse to live another moment subject to an arbitrary interpretation of the online conduct 
policy that has no principled basis and deviates so drastically from the spirit of the conduct policy as it was 
conceived. I wish to be removed from whatever register is used to track membership, effective immediately. 
Sincerely, 

Sean M Bodnarek. 

Michael: There is an express appeal mechanism, it’s to the DR committee, encourages on the record any 
member of SLS who feels wronged to consider the appeals process. 

Tanner: Member was banned and wouldn’t want to go through an appeal  

Aanchal: In the constitution, it states: (1) Members shall conduct themselves in an ethical, professional and 
objective manner. Dealings with each other, the membership, the Faculty of Law, the Students’ Union, the 
University, and outside agencies, are expected to be in a manner that exhibits the highest degree of 
straightforward communication and an earnest effort to do what is in the best interest of the society. 

Sean: You’re not in a better position than anyone else to determine that 

A: SLS unanimous on what constitutes straightforward communication and the interpretation of the policy 

S: Let’s see hands 
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A: If you have any issue with what was said, go through appeals policy, stronger clear language for what we 
consider unlawful harassment 

S: Inaccurate to say that SLS was unanimous  

A: retracts unanimous statement. 

S: Need procedure, sleight of hand subbing new policy for old one. 

A: Requires approval per SAGM, now is hectic we don’t have the time to recreate this policy and have it voted, 
have to table until later. SLS of this year has viewed this issue and this is our position 

S: Reiterates concern that its going to be unequally enforced, happened in the past that behaviour of the SLS 
would come closer to harassment, referring to SLS discussion of accommodation, effort on behalf of some 
members to dismantle some part of that regime, no consequence of that regime. Having seen this behaviour in 
the past makes him dubious that it’ll be enforced according to the rule of law. SLS has no more authority than 
any other student club. 

Wants a declaration that the policy is the policy and no one will be censored. Policy also exists to remove 
members 

A: Not trying to censor folks. No one here did that, no one has removed Member  

S: It was the SLS 

Alanna: When I raised an issue with fobs, I was harassed by that member and others. There is a reoccurring 
theme with that member and trolling. We are trying to address it. The sass is a theme that we are trying to get 
a handle on. We will address it 

Tanner: Quit denying that anyone was banned, Member was banned, there’s evidence. 

S: There’s a difference between solidarity and obfuscation. 

Aanchal: We want students to challenge, but in a way that facilitates dialogue, not trying to stifle or silence or 
take away freedom of expression or thought, we are asking that these convos happen in a way that maintains 
student body reputation for TRU law. Appreciate sentiments and time you took to come out and voice your 
concerns. We will keep it in mind 

S: Thank you for those comments, recognize that you’re not there to stifle anyone.  

Jeff: Another related issue, there is a social media policy, covered in O week? 

Torin: whoever works on the policy check with TRU itself, hearsay that they’re updating their policy 
depending on what they’re updating their policy with well have to abide by that. 

Michael: We take responsibility as the SLS for banning Member, even if no one in this room banned him. 
There’ll have to be an investigation. 

Sean: goes a long way, takes courage to admit wrongdoing, don’t harbour bad blood. Policy is misguided, 
directing comments not to anyone in particular, position he’s ridiculing is that its diff from critiquing 
arguments and personal. 

Action: Constitution and policy will be reviewed over the summer with revisions to be voted on by the 
membership at the next eligible period (AGM/SAGM). 

Adjournment  

Meeting adjourned at 2:20 PM.  


