
 

 
SULS SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING  

27 August 2019 - 5.30 pm - Law Lounge, Sydney Law School 
 

Meeting Opened: 5.44 pm 
 
Executive In Attendance:  
 
Christina Zhang 
Tom Manousaridis 
Jeremy Chan 
Wendy Hu 
Miriam Shendroff 
Shanshan Guo 
Allana Colonne Robertson 
Sam Goldberg 
Marlika Perdrisat 
Luckme Vimalarajah 
Hannah Stilin 
Tanvi Patel 
Calida Tang 
Justin Handisurya 
 
Members of SULS in Attendance: 
Bruno Masquelin 
Jack Jacobs 
Grace Pang 
April Barton 
Dane Luo 
Alexander Ishac 
Kenneith Yip 
Janek Drevikovsky 
Shumi Ruan 
Jiaqi Abbey Shi 
Jamie Sung 
Sally Zhao 
Julia Tran 
Casper Lu 



Alison Chen 
Michelle Li 
Calvin Kwong 
Ann Wen 
 
Apologies: Maddy Antrum, Isabella Monardo, Jeffrey Khoo, Maddy de Dassel, Deaundre Espejo, 
Kaity Crowe, Calida Tang, Charlie Ward 
 
Absent: Nil 
 

 
 
 
1. Opening, Welcome & Acknowledgment of Country 
 
Jeremy Chan delivered an Acknowledgment of Country at the commencement of the meeting and 
welcomed attendees. 
 
2. Apologies and leaves of absence 
 
Apologies were received from Maddy Antrum, Isabella Monardo, Jeffrey Khoo, Maddy de Dassel, 
Deaundre Espejo, Kaity Crowe and Calida Tang. 
 
3. Minutes of the previous meeting 
 
The report and minutes of the previous meeting - the 2018 AGM - were made available post last 
year’s AGM. 
 
4. Business arising from these minutes 
 
The 2019 SULS Executive has received no correspondence based on those minutes 
 
No further business arose from the minutes of the 2018 AGM. 
 
Motion: that the minutes of the previous meeting (the 2018 AGM) be accepted 
 

● Moved: Jeremy Chan 
● Seconded: Tom Masousaridis 
● Vote: the motion was carried unanimously with zero abstentions 

 
5. Correspondence 
 
No correspondence was received by the SULS Executive prior to the meeting. 



 
5. Motions on notice and constitutional amendments 
 
Debate on the motions of notice was opened. Jeremy moved to pass the chair to Adam Herman. 
 
Motion: that the chair be moved from Jeremy Chan to Adam Herman 
 

● Moved: Jeremy Chan 
● Seconded: Marlikka Perdrisat 
● Vote: the motion was carried unanimously with zero abstentions 

 
1. Proposed amendments to the electoral regulations 

 
The first motion considered were the proposed amendments to the electoral regulations.  
 
Motion: To open discussion on the proposed amendments 

● Moved: Adam Herman 
● Seconded: Allana Collone 
● Vote: the motion was carried unanimously with zero abstentions 

 
Copies of the ‘Electoral Regulations Clarifying Paper’ (Appendix 1) were distributed two weeks 
prior to the meeting by email, immediately before the meeting in hardcopy form, and further at this 
point of the meeting. 
 
Jeremy Chan opened the discussion, stepping through the details in the Appendix 1 paper. This 
explanation covered: 

● The threshold issue of existing Regulation 55(e), which purports to prevent amendments to 
the electoral regulations during the electoral process 

● Regulation 12(a) and the proposed amendments thereto 
● Regulation 12(g) and the proposed amendments thereto 
● Regulation 12(e) and the proposed amendments thereto 

 
Adam Herman regulated discussion thereafter. 
 
Dane Luo asked whether it was possible to pass these amendments today in light of Regulation 
55(e). Jeremy responded that he has corresponded on this exact issue with the USU and they are 
comfortable with such amendments being brought. 
 
Dane Luo asked whether it had been considered that Regulation 12(e) was likely previously a 
prohibition on defamatory, degrading and untrue material which had just been inadvertently 
deleted. He noted that in the absence of such a clause the Electoral Officer, as Jeremy Chan had 
suggested, would have to interpret and rely on codes of conduct implemented by the USU and 
central University. Dane Luo asked whether this was perhaps too great a burden for the Electoral 



Officer, considering the possibility that they would have to then interpret the entirety of similar 
University-wide or USU-wide regulations. He questioned the consequences for an election if the EO 
lacked the power to combat such material. 
 
Casper Lu added that Regulation 12(e) appeared designed to mirror provisions of the Electoral Act 
1918 (Cth) pertaining to defamatory language. He noted the importance of this being record such 
that a future Executive could return to it and reinsert it into the Constitution. 
 
Casper Lu, on the matter of Regulation 12(a), noted that the previous definition only pertained to 
presidential EOIs. He then questioned why it is being amended to refer to the second round of EOIs 
if this was not the original intention. He noted that intention to be the promotion of transparency 
about which presidents were forming tickets, and not which other people were interested. He 
raised a point of practicality: if presidents are already known, why would tickets not form, even if it 
was barred? 
 
A vote was held to pass the amendments en bloc. 
 
Motion: To amend the Constitution in accordance with Appendix 1 
 

● Moved: Kenneith Yip 
● Seconded: Luckme Vimilarajah 
● Votes: 

○ For: 32 
○ Against: 1 
○ Abstentions: 0 

● Result: motion carried 
 

2. Proposed amendments to faciliate incorporation 
 
The second motion considered was the proposed amendments to facilitate incorporation, detailed 
in the ‘Incorporation Paper’ (Appendix 2). 
 
Motion: To open discussion on the proposed amendments 

● Moved: Adam Herman 
● Seconded: Marlikka Perdrisat 
● Vote: the motion was carried unanimously with zero abstentions 

 
Copies of the ‘Incorporation Paper’ (Appendix 2) were distributed two weeks prior to the meeting 
by email, immediately before the meeting in hardcopy form, and further at this point of the meeting. 
 
Jeremy Chan opened the discussion, stepping through the details in the Appendix 2 Incorporation 
Paper. This explanation covered: 

● The benefits of incorporation 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1sJWJEzXhTKQkFWXkKdy6E73wZtHM4ftN/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1vPSBcUDrya8Ra3y13LLEdcZsZaPyvPT2/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1vPSBcUDrya8Ra3y13LLEdcZsZaPyvPT2/view?usp=sharing


● The proposed corporate structure of SULS 
● The fact that we would not be the first Law Student Society to incorporate 
● A summary of the proposed changes, including the shift to a Constitution and Bylaw 

structure 
 
Adam Herman regulated discussion thereafter. 
 
Wendy Hu asked whether it was true that UTS’s law student society had previously incorporated, 
only to subsequently unincorporate. Jeremy Chan confirmed this, but explained that they only 
unincorporated since the UTS equivalent of the USU did not permit incorporated organisations to 
remain as part of the clubs and societies program. 
 
Janek Drevikovsky questioned whether the new provision cl 4A would mean that membership 
would no longer be an automatic consequence of being a law student and, if so, what the Exec 
would do to ameliorate that. Jeremy Chan noted cl 4D(a), which holds that a person is taken to be a 
member upon meeting the eligibility requirements and making an application; as such, there is no 
requirement for the Executive to approve or disapprove of a member’s application. 
 
Dane Luo noted that under cl 4D(b), an applicant for membership must fill out an application in 
writing in a form determined by the Executive, and questions what stops the Executive making it 
almost impossible to become a member through determining the written application to be 
hundreds of pages. Jeremy Chan responds that members could take the Executive to task at a 
General Meeting or report them to the Clubs and Societies Office. Dane Luo asks why it can’t be 
phrased more simply - for example, if a person submits their name to the Executive or some other 
person in the society they will be deemed a member. 
 
Dane Luo asks further whether people will be barred from membership - and such benefits as 
voting - if they missed filling out a membership form in O-Week. Jeremy Chan responds that you 
become a member as soon as you submit a form, and can’t be closed down – a person could hence 
sign up on the spot to be a member, and thus vote. As such, elections would simply require the EO 
possess a list of all law students and a list of members (the latter of which one could add oneself to 
on the spot), and a prospective voter would simply need to meet both rolls. Dane Luo notes his 
concern that it could nonetheless make it harder to vote and nominate, and that if you joined a 
ticket without being a member then you would be barred. 
 
Dane Luo questions whether s 4D(a) could be misconstrued to be referring to the Clubs and 
Societies Office, rather than the NSW Fair Trading Office. Jeremy Chan denies this. 
 
Janek Drevikovsky asks whether the new membership provisions would affect the reach of the 
SULS Weekly. Jeremy Chan responds that the SULS Weekly currently does not reach everyone, so 
there would be no change; its reach depends on an independently-held mailing list. 
 



Dane Luo turns attention to s 4F and the liability of members of the society. He asks whether it is 
correct that any member of SULS, not just the Executive, would be liable to pay $1. Jeremy Chan 
confirms this but notes that, in reality, this would only occur if we no longer had any money in our 
bank account; then it would be choice of creditor to seek a list of our members and attempt to 
secure that money. 
 
Dane Luo asked about the dispute resolution procedures in Part 8, and whether an Executive 
member would be required to conflict off. Jeremy Chan explains that there is a general no-conflict 
duty under general rules of the organisation; this duty would intervene here to require an Exec to 
conflict off. Dane Luo further questions whether the Law School has been consulted about its role in 
the dispute resolution process. Jeremy Chan confirms that they have been, and no issue has been 
raised so far. 
 
Dane Luo questions why the new cl 56 is being inserted. Jeremy Chan responds that it is required 
by general law. 
 
Dane Luo asks why the proposed cl 72 is being moved from the higher level of protection offered by 
being placed in the Constitution-proper to the bylaws. Jeremy Chan explains that everything in 
constitution - including the bylaws - still have same force while in operation, but by placing it in the 
bylaws there is greater flexibility for the Executive to update and tailor its operation to reflect 
policy. 
 
Dane Luo raises the benefits of being unincorporated. First, that you can’t be sued for defamation. 
Dane Luo explains that this is why the SRC and SUPRA haven’t considered moving. Dane Luo asks 
whether there is a checking mechanism which adequately protects SULS in respect of its various 
journals. Jeremy Chan explains that there is sufficient oversight through the structure of editors and 
editors-in-chief. Dane Luo further inquires as to the specificities of this process. Jeremy Chan 
responds that editors take abstracts and read the articles. Dane Luo: are they edited and checked 
for defamatory material which could give rise to civil and/or criminal liability. Jeremy Chan: not 
formally, but this could be introduced. 
 
Dane Luo questions the move of the AGM to the beginning of the following year. If there was a 
dissent against the Electoral Officer’s report, what would happen if that vote took place the 
following year when the Executive already installed? Jeremy Chan explains that - as is the case this 
year - an SGM will be held at the end of the year separate to the AGM to accept such complaints and 
to confirm the Executive’s election. 
 
Janek Drevikovsy asks whether moving the AGM (at which previous core Exec are required to give a 
report) would cause issues with proper reporting. Jeremy Chan notes that the report need not be in 
person. 
 
Two votes were held to pass the amendments en bloc. 
 



Motion: To incorporate the Sydney University Law Society 
 

● Moved: Jeremy Chan 
● Seconded: Allana Collone Robertson 
● Votes: 

○ For: 31 
○ Against: 0 
○ Abstentions: 2 

● Result: motion carried 
 
Motion: To amend the Constitution in accordance with Appendix 2 
 

● Moved: Jeremy Chan 
● Seconded: Kenneith Yip 
● Votes: 

○ For: 29 
○ Against: 0 
○ Abstentions: 4 

● Result: motion carried 
 
Adam Herman moves to return the chair back to Jeremy Chan 
 
Motion: that the chair be moved from Adam Herman to Jeremy Chan 
 

● Moved: Adam Herman 
● Seconded: Tom Manousaridis 
● Vote: the motion was carried unanimously with zero abstentions 

 
3. Acceptance of newly-amended SULS Constitution 

 
A vote is held on whether to accept the amended SULS Constitution giving effect to the changes 
above 
 
Motion: that the amended SULS Constitution giving effect to the changes above be accepted 

● Moved: Jeremy Chan 
● Seconded: Ahmed Shirau 
● Votes: 

○ For: 28 
○ Against: 0 
○ Abstentions: 5 

● Result: motion carried 
 
6. General Business 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1vPSBcUDrya8Ra3y13LLEdcZsZaPyvPT2/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1vPSBcUDrya8Ra3y13LLEdcZsZaPyvPT2/view?usp=sharing


 
Janek Drevikovsky proposes a motion recommending amending the electoral regulations to replace 
12(e) (intended to make provision to protect against unfair, untrue, discriminatory, misleading and 
deceptive material). He notes that this would protect important interests, and that the Electoral 
Officer should not just have to interpret USU or Usyd codes of conduct, as this would in turn mean 
they would have to interpret even more university or faculty policies. 
 
Motion: to recommend that the Executive at the next possible opportunity consider drafting a 
clause replacing old clause 12(e) of the electoral regulations to mirror Part 8 s 27(b) of the SRC 
Regulations 

● Moved: Janek Drevikovsky 
● Seconded: Dane Luo 
● Votes: 

○ For: 31 
○ Against: 0 
○ Abstentions: 2 

● Result: motion carried 
 
This concluded the business conducted at the Special General Meeting. 
 
With the formal agenda thus concluded, the meeting was declared closed at 6:34 pm. 


