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Business of Select Committee

Chairman: All mobile phones should be switched off as we know they cause interference 
with the recording equipment in the committee rooms even if they are in silent mode.  Apolo-
gies have been received from Deputy Tony McLoughlin but I understand he will join us at a 
later stage when Deputy Madigan leaves to attend another meeting.

This meeting has been convened to consider Committee Stage of the Technological Uni-
versities Bill 2015.  The Bill provides for the merger of institutes of technology and for the 
process of merged institutes to apply for designation as a technological university.  The Bill was 
introduced in 2015.  I welcome the Minister of State at the Department of Education and Skills, 
Deputy Mary Mitchell O’Connor, who has special responsibility for higher education, and her 
officials to this meeting.  I understand she will make an opening statement.

Minister of State at the Department of Education and Skills  (Deputy  Mary Mitchell 
O’Connor): This legislation is a high priority for the Government and is important and ground-
breaking legislation.  The Bill is seeking to establish technological universities for the first time 
in Ireland and that constitutes a step change for the institute of technology sector and will un-
derpin the development of a new type of higher education institution.  The Bill had been agreed 
on Committee Stage previously but following the dissolution of the Thirty-first Dáil my col-
league, the Minister, Deputy Bruton, undertook to consult with stakeholders on the provisions 
in the Bill and the rationale for the approach to the development of technological universities.  
As part of that process a clarification document was subsequently agreed between the Depart-
ment, the Teachers’ Union of Ireland, TUI, and the Technological Higher Education Associa-
tion.  TUI members voted to accept the agreement in June 2017 and suspended its industrial 
action in relation to the development of the technological universities.  A clarification document 
was also provided to IMPACT as part of this process.  The establishment of the technological 
universities will strengthen the skills, research and innovation capacity in the regions and sup-
port economic and social development.

Before we discuss the amendments circulated for today I would like to notify the committee 
that I am also finalising additional amendments which I propose to table on Report Stage.  With 
the permission of the Chair and in the interests of ensuring fairness and respect to the commit-
tee I will mention them briefly.  I intend on Report Stage, subject to the advice of the Attorney 
General and Government approval, to bring forward amendments to provide the Minister for 
Education and Skills with a new power to appoint an investigator to publicly funded higher 
education institutions.  The provision will also require a consequential amendment to the Long 
Title of the Bill.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I welcome the Minister of State and her officials to the commit-
tee today.  I thank the officials for the information they provided when I asked for it.  That is 
very welcome.  I acknowledge that much work has gone on in recent years to get this right.  I 
acknowledge the work of the various institutions, the officials, Ministers and trade unions.  The 
TUI has been key.  It is very important that as politicians we do not interfere in any of the in-
dustrial relations matters that pertain to the Bill.

I look forward to going through the Bill in detail.  It is very welcome.  It needs to happen 
fairly quickly.  The Minister of State mentioned that she will table amendments on Report Stage 
on the investigators and I fully support that.  There is some resistance from certain people but 
we think it needs to happen.  However, I would not like to see the Bill delayed because of that.  
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I got slightly nervous when the Minister of State mentioned the Attorney General’s advice and 
the approval of the Government.  We want to see the Bill go forward and for the institutions that 
are ready to start moving to make progress.  One institution will be ready to start the process in 
March.  We do not want anything to hold that up.

Given that the Minister of State is introducing amendments to the Universities Act I will 
bring forward amendments to allow the Royal College of Surgeons to designate itself as a uni-
versity within the jurisdiction and not just abroad, as has been the case in recent years.  That is 
a bit of an anomaly.  I mention that now but it will be for discussion on Report Stage.

Deputy  Josepha Madigan: I welcome the Minister of State and congratulate her on the 
work she has done on the Bill, which can be a key driver of economic and social progress.  The 
rationale behind the Bill is to strengthen the talent pool in the regions, including Dublin, and 
that is to be welcomed.  I also very much welcome that the Government wants to treble the 
number of apprenticeships available.  We are looking at approximately 73 new areas.  I also 
welcome that there will be 11 major STEM-based projects.  Am I allowed to ask a question?

Chairman: Not at this point.  We are only having statements.

Deputy  Josepha Madigan: That is fine.  I very much welcome the Bill and all the hard 
work the Minister of State has done.

Chairman: Do either of the remaining members wish to make a statement?  No, okay, we 
will move on.

Deputy  Joan Burton: I wish to comment.

Chairman: I beg Deputy Joan Burton’s pardon.  I had written the Deputy’s name down.

Deputy  Joan Burton: It is all right.

Like others, I welcome the Minister of State here today.  This is an enormously important 
Bill for the institutes of technology around the country, for the Dublin Institute of Technology 
and the Cork Institute of Technology which are two of the larger institutes of technology and 
where mergers with other institutes of technology have also been part of the proposals.  As 
someone who worked for a significant period of time as a senior lecturer in the Dublin Institute 
of Technology, I was heavily involved in the original move to the concept of technological uni-
versities and I want to declare my interest.

The issues for the institute of technology sector are that nowadays, the prerequisite is to 
have something that has very clearly a university status.  The work that is done in the colleges, 
in terms of allowing access to third level education all over Ireland, is an important social as-
set in this country but it is also important to employers in terms of identifying people who will 
have, in particular, not only broad educational development but professional development, for 
example, in engineering, in accounting and in other specific professional fields.  That has al-
ways been recognised as a strong merit point with technological universities.

I want to mention a couple of issues which I hope the Minister of State will address in the 
course of the discussion on this.  I note there are a number of amendments being put forward on 
the status of the trade unions in the governance of the university and the students’ union.

Chairman: This is not Second Stage.  We must get into the specific sections.
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Deputy  Joan Burton: I merely want to mention one issue to the Minister of State.

Chairman: Is this in regard to one of the amendments?

Deputy  Joan Burton: Yes.

Chairman: The Deputy must wait until we get to that.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Can I just finish my sentence?  I want to raise the poor terms and 
conditions under which staff, such as assistant lecturers, are recruited.  As these are the principal 
prized postgraduate qualified staff in Ireland, the way they are being treated makes no sense 
from the State’s point of view.  As things stand many of them will get up and leave.  They are 
not being treated in a fair and equal way.

Chairman: I will move on to the Bill.

Technological Universities Bill 2015: Committee Stage

SECTION 1

Chairman: It is proposed that we group a number of the amendments together.  Amend-
ments Nos. 1, 14, 24, 63, 145, 180 and 199 are related and will be discussed together.

Deputy Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 1:

In page 9, line 19, to delete “2015” and substitute “2017”.

The purpose of amendment No. 1 is to amend the Short Title of the Bill by deleting “2015” 
and inserting “2017”.

Chairman: Does any other member wish to speak to this amendment or the other amend-
ments that I have referred to?  There will be no further opportunity to refer to them.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Are these all the same?

Chairman: They are all related.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Are they all related to that point?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Amendments Nos. 1, 14, 24, 63, 145, 180 and 199 are 
all technical amendments.  This includes a number of technical amendments required to delete 
references to certain sections of the Bill that are being deleted due to the change of the process 
for designation.  Institutes of technology are no longer required to merge in advance of making 
an application to the Minister for technological university designation.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Have a number of the institutes of technology specifically requested 
that?  There were a series of mergers mentioned previously as a possibility.  At this stage, is the 
Minister of State aware of which institutions continue to seek collective status and which want 
go-alone status?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: First, there will be no go-alone status.  The whole 
idea is that there is to be consortia.  It is to be that two, three or four institutes of technology 
are to come together.  For example, DIT, Blanchardstown and Tallaght are interested in com-



15 NOVEMBER 2017

5

ing together as a consortium.  Kerry and Cork are also.  We have been told that Athlone is not 
interested at present.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Are the institutions being left to their own devices as to whether to 
go into consortia or is there any incentive or encouragement from the Government or the HEA 
as to where to go or whom to go with?

My colleague, Deputy Troy, will raise the programme for Government commitment.   We 
are deleting from this Bill, probably correctly, the specific provisions about Cork and Tralee, 
and Dublin and Blanchardstown and Tallaght.  That would have given legislative guidance as 
to what was to happen whereas now we are leaving the institutions to their own devices.  My 
question is similar to Deputy Burton’s.  What knowledge has the Minister of State of where 
everything is going and what the regions can expect from this?

The high-profile institutes are Dublin and Cork-Tralee.  Even there, people are asking ques-
tions about it.  There are a lot of questions about Waterford and Carlow, and doubts have been 
raised.  There are a lot of questions about the western alliance too.  People are interested.  
People value their local institute of technology and in many cases hope for it to become a tech-
nological university.  What is the Minister of State saying to those around the country?  Is she 
organising this or are the colleges being left to do as they themselves see fit?

Deputy  Robert Troy: I am somewhat alarmed at what the Minister of State has said in 
regard to the proposed mergers and the ability of certain institutions to go it alone.  The pro-
gramme for Government states:

Technological Universities

  The new Government will support the creation of Technological Universities.  These 
regional institutions will have greater links to industry and will have an enormous impact 
on our capacity to create and retain jobs in regions.  We will prioritise those institutions with 
clear ambitions and plans for the furthering of industry-relevant technological research and 
education.  The requirement of a mandatory merger of existing institutions can be reviewed, 
if a case can be proven, that for geographical reasons, a merger isn’t feasible.

That last line is emphasised, underlined and in bold print in the programme for Government.
I am here very much speaking parochially from the perspective of Athlone Institute of Tech-

nology.  Athlone Institute of Technology has sought to go alone.  The reason it has sought to 
go alone is because of its geographical position in the country and it does not have a natural 
ally.  I wonder why the clear commitment given in the programme for Government is not being 
honoured by the Minister of State here today.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Deputy Byrne asked are the institutes of technology 
going alone, is the Government helping them or are we allowing them to decide themselves.  
For the main part, they have intimated consortia that they would like to be in.  They are not go-
ing alone without any support.  Even yesterday, I announced a budget.  They had a budget last 
year.  There will be budgets built in to support the formation of the technological universities, 
TUs, throughout the country.

I have met many of the institutes of technology, IoTs, and their management.  Of course, 
there are questions.  This is a whole new merger and project.  Of course, there are many ques-
tions to be answered and solutions to be found and ironed out when a merger happens.  Deputy 
Troy asked specifically about Athlone.  It is clearly Government policy to consolidate institutes 
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of technology in a technological universities sector.  We will be building scale and capacity to 
make it attractive for students and staff in the regions where the technological universities are 
located.  Deputy Troy mentioned to me often when I was Minister for Jobs, Enterprise and In-
novation, as did others, that it is very important to have skills and students in the regions.  That 
is one of the reasons we are strongly working to ensure students have opportunities to gain 
a technological university education within their region instead of having to move from the 
places they reside to a certain city and never going back.  We believe it will really strengthen 
the sector by creating universities.  We were advised by the OECD in 2004 as well as in the 
Hunt report about maintaining the binary divide.  We are seeking to ensure that consolidated 
institutes of technology bring students together and create strong universities.  We would have 
a critical mass of students and lecturers in an area.  That will be an add-on for students.

Deputy  Robert Troy: I appreciate the Chairman giving me the opportunity to speak as I 
am not a member.  I have no intention of hogging the committee’s meeting this evening.  The 
Minister of State referenced the Hunt report and another report, both of which were available 
prior to the negotiations for the programme for Government.  What I read out at the outset was 
a clear and unambiguous commitment in the programme for Government in relation to the 
mandatory need for a merger.  The Minister of State has reiterated in her feedback to me that 
this is no longer going to be honoured.  That is a straight question.  Is the Government rowing 
back on the commitment given in the programme for Government?  That is my first question.

I agree that there is an urgent need to advance this critical legislation.  That the first amend-
ment is to change its date from 2015 to 2017 indicates the length of time this has been ongoing.  
I do not want it to get out there that I am trying to say, “Athlone deserves it”.  It is up to Athlone 
or any other institute of technology to make its case based on the required areas of research 
and the level of doctoral or equivalent training among its teaching staff.  If an institute does not 
meet the high test set down, it will not be able to apply for university status.  If it does meet that, 
however, it should not be prevented.  I am making the case strongly because this was inserted in 
the programme for Government with Athlone Institute of Technology in mind.  Given its loca-
tion, there are no nearby institutes with which it can merge.  The only benefit of a merger for 
Athlone would simply relate to scale and the number of students.  It would have nothing to do 
with the quality of the education being provided.  The Minister of State might clarify whether it 
is now the Department’s position that it is rowing back from the commitment in the programme 
for Government or if it is something that can be looked at further down the line?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I ask for time because this is important even though I 
think it was amendment No. 107.  I am happy to deal with it now.

Chairman: We will get to that when we get to it but, to be fair to everybody, we are only 
going to deal with the amendments in the group.  I allowed Deputy Troy to raise it, but we are 
not going to deal with the specific amendment within this group.  Otherwise, we will be jump-
ing all over the place.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I am very willing to answer that.

Chairman: I thank the Minister of State.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Clarifying this is very important for every institute of technology.  Is 
the Minister of State suggesting there is a timeline over which she wishes to see this completed?  
Is there a transition period and how long is it likely to be?  Is there a numbers threshold?  That 
might be what affects Athlone.  Does it mean, in effect, that unless an institute is in a consortium 
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or group, it will not have a pathway to university status, notwithstanding the fact that it may 
meet the other requirements?  This is very important.  As Deputy Troy said, the issue has been 
around for well over a decade.  It was dealt with in the Houses extensively during the period in 
office of the last Government.  It is key for students to know whether they are selecting courses 
in an institute with the option of becoming a technological university by meeting the require-
ments in the Hunt report and the others down the years.  That is very significant and it needs to 
be clarified.

Chairman: There are specific questions which I will ask the Minister of State to reply to 
but this is not Second Stage.  We are dealing with amendments.  When the Minister of State re-
sponds to the general questions the Deputy raises, we will go back to the amendments and start 
to take them in order.  We will not be taking any general questions after that.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I am at the committee’s disposal.  I am very willing.  
I was told we would start with the amendments and go through them, but I notice now that we 
have skipped to amendment No. 107.  I have no problem whatsoever in-----

Chairman: We are not dealing with amendment No. 107.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: It is amendment No. 107 because Deputy Burton has 
asked me to clarify.  First, there is no transition period.  Second, there must be more than two 
institutes of technology in a consortium before-----

Deputy  Joan Burton: Two or more than two?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Does the Deputy want to hear the answer?

Deputy  Joan Burton: Sorry, yes.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: It is two or more in a consortium before we can ap-
prove technological university status.  That is clearly the Government’s policy.  We have spoken 
to many of the institutes.  I refer again to critical mass.  DIT, Tallaght IT and Blanchardstown IT 
together have approximately 27,000 students.  Further down, it is 13,000 or 14,000.  In the case 
of Athlone IT, there are approximately 5,500 students, which means we do not have that critical 
mass for a technological university.  In any event, there must be two or more institutes merging 
as part of a consortium before we will approve technological university branding.

Chairman: That has been clarified and I am going to move on.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 1, as amended, agreed to.

SECTION 2

Chairman: A number of amendments are grouped.  They are amendments Nos. 2, 3, 6 and 
8 to 12, inclusive.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 2:

In page 10, to delete lines 4 to 8 and substitute the following:

“ “applicant college” has the meaning assigned to it by section 35;
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“applicant institutes” has the meaning assigned to it by section 26;

“applicant technological university” has the meaning assigned to it by section 35;”.

Institutes of technology will no longer be required to merge in advance of making an applica-
tion to the Minister for technological university designation.  Only two or more institutes of 
technology defined as applicant institutes in section 39 may apply for such designation.  How-
ever, under section 48, one institute of technology, defined as an applicant college, may apply 
to be incorporated into an existing technological university.  In the context, amendment No. 2 
defines an applicant college, applicant institutes and an applicant technological university by 
relevance to the sections of the Bill.

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 9 and 12 are in the names of Deputies Funchion and Cath-
erine Martin.  Do they wish to address them now?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: My amendment relates to the student union and its definition.  
The wording currently indicates it as a representative body recognised by the institute.  Student 
unions are currently independent and given a mandate by students, and it is really important for 
them to have autonomy from a university.  It is similar to a trade union in the workplace that 
would have autonomy from an employer and be given a mandate from members of the union.  
My amendment, which is similar to Deputy Martin’s amendment, provides a more detailed in-
dication of what is a student union.  Importantly, it stresses the independence of the union from 
the institution.  Having it as another representative body “recognised by the institute” is far too 
vague and I would have serious concerns about what the representative body would be and if 
students want it to represent them.  Students give a mandate to a student union and want that 
body to represent them.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I will be happy to withdraw amendment No. 9.  My amend-
ment No. 11 would define a student union as an independent body representing students.  The 
concern is that it must be recognised by the institute to be a student union, as per the Govern-
ment amendment.  The student union should be an independent body elected by the students, as 
there is a risk it could be left out of procedures if it is not something recognised by the institute.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I support the objectives of what Deputies Funchion and Martin 
are seeking but I wonder if it is necessary.  I will reserve my position until I hear the Minister of 
State’s comments and a case has been made.  What is the procedure or precedent for this?  Has 
this been legislated for in the universities Acts or the Dublin Institute of Technology legislation?  
If it is not, is it necessary to do it in this case?

Deputy  Joan Burton: I want to ask the Minister of State a similar question.  In this legisla-
tion, is there not an implication that the existing institutions within the institutes of technology 
travel with the institute to the new technological university?  If a student union already exists, as 
it does in all the institutes of technology, would it not carry over to the technological university?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: The definition in the Bill, subject to amendment No. 
8, provides clarity on the roles relating to the consultation on disputes resolution procedures 
and nominations to governing bodies.  The definition also includes a reference to other student 
representatives bodies, ensuring the definition includes the possibility of there being more than 
one student representative body in an institution in question.  For example, this might occur for 
postgraduate students.

In terms of the proposed definition, the entire statement relates to the independence of the 
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student union with no corresponding insertions relating to governance or accountability for the 
funding channelled to the student union.  We cannot have a position whereby there is not an 
appropriate balance between autonomy and accountability, particularly when we are seeking to 
strengthen the governance and accountability framework for higher education institutions.  The 
officials have discussed this matter with representatives of the Union of Students in Ireland and 
intend to engage further on the matter, which is important.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I do not see why there is a need to engage further if the 
amendment is agreed today.  There is no point in engaging further if it is already written.  The 
wording of my amendment and that of Deputy Martin does not indicate there can only be one 
student union.  It means “an independent body established by students, with a written consti-
tution ratified by students in a referendum”.  For argument’s sake, there could be two student 
unions.  This is not about having one body with all the say for students.  The concern is that it 
is very vague to have it as an “other representative body recognised by the institute”.  It does 
not state that it must be recognised by students, the student union or student bodies.  It does not 
state what is the representative body.  It is disingenuous to say officials will engage further if the 
decision is made today as there is no point in engaging further because we will have it in black 
and white.  Our amendment is more than reasonable.  It would be a progressive addition to the 
legislation.  We should look to press it.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I am still not content with the Government’s definition of 
a student union.  It could lead to a position where a student union exists and is accepted and 
elected by students but ignored by an institute.  It is a key point.  I am still not convinced by the 
Government’s definition of student union.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I am not convinced by my colleagues, although they make a good 
case.  I would like to wait until Report Stage to further consider the matter.  If they call a vote, 
I would abstain at this point.  I certainly look forward to further discussion on Report Stage.  
They are valid points.

Deputy  Joan Burton: What the student union would seek is, to some degree, consequent 
on the fact that it may be nervous that in a new constitution its autonomous power could be 
diminished.  For example, it might have to have constant reference to whoever is head of the 
institution.  Some of the institutions have a history of being patriarchal.  We need clarity on 
the Minister of State’s approach because, overall, I am quite supportive of Deputy Funchion’s 
proposed amendment.  What is the Minister of State’s attitude to it?  Does she accept it?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: No, I reject the proposed amendment.  The entire 
statement relates to the independence of the student union and no corresponding insertions are 
needed relating to governance or accountability for the funding channelled to the student union.  
We have spoken with the Union of Students in Ireland and we will continue to speak with them.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: It is my understanding that this is the wording that the USI 
would like to see in the Bill.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 3:

In page 10, to delete lines 9 to 14 and substitute the following:

“ “Director”, other than in the definition of “statutory body”, means, in relation to 
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a college within the meaning of the Act of 1992, a person appointed under section 9 of 
that Act;”.  

Amendment agreed to.  

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 4, 5, 7, 13, 15, 16, 18, 67 and 69 to 82, inclusive; 84 to 91, 
inclusive; 93, 94 and 96 to 105, inclusive, 113, 116, 117, 119 and 121 to 143, inclusive; and 149, 
150 and 171 are related and may be discussed together.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 4:

In page 10, line 31, to delete “an institute, a merged institute or a technological univer-
sity” and substitute “an institute or a technological university”.

Amendment No. 4 is a consequential technical amendment which deletes the term “merged 
institute” and substitutes “applicant institute”.  An applicant institute is defined in section 26 
as two or more institutes that jointly may apply to the Minister for an order under section 46.  
The technical amendments in this group arise because of the changes to the application pro-
cess for designation as a technological university.  This approach was decided upon follow-
ing consultations with stakeholders, some of whom had expressed concern that institutes of 
technology could merge, subsequently fail to obtain technological university status and then 
effectively become stuck in that process.  

Chairman: Deputies Byrne and Lawless have amendments.  Deputy Lawless is not here.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Are there any amendments in this group that are in my name only?  
The main changes that the Minister of State is putting forward here concern the halfway house 
that was originally proposed.  It was very unfortunate.  I do recognise the work that has been 
done to allay our concerns and the concerns of many within the sector, the TUI and the institu-
tions themselves that institutions could merge, apply for technological university status and 
then find they did not get it.  There would have been huge uncertainties there about the status of 
degrees or other certification and the status of the institutions themselves.  This was a significant 
point of worry around the time this legislation came through.  For the record, it was a significant 
point of concern and objection on the part of Fianna Fáil at the time so we are very happy that it 
is proposed to change this as part of these amendments.  We think this is the right and sensible 
way to do it.  On that basis, we have encouraged the Minister to proceed with the legislation 
and agreed to facilitate it so we welcome that and think the framework in the Bill is probably 
the best way to allow institutions to fulfill their ambitions to become technological universities 
or to achieve university status.

Amendment agreed to.  

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 5:

In page 10, line 38, to delete “or a merged institute established under section 10(2)(b) or 
section 18(2)(b)”.

Amendment agreed to.  

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 6:

In page 11, to delete lines 1 and 2 and substitute the following:

“ “institute” means—”.
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Amendment agreed to.  

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 7:

In page 11, to delete lines 7 to 14.

Amendment agreed to.  

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 8:

In page 12, to delete lines 2 to 6 and substitute the following:

“ “student”, in relation to an institute or technological university, means—

(a) a person registered as a student by the institute or technological university, or 

(b) a full-time officer of the student union who was first elected to his or her office 
while he or she was registered as a student by the institute or technological university;”.

Amendment put and declared carried.  

Amendment No. 9 not moved.  

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 10:

In page 12, to delete lines 7 to 9 and substitute the following:

“ “student union”, in relation to an institute or technological university, means the 
student union or other student representative body recognised by the institute or techno-
logical university;”.

Amendment put.

The Committee divided: Tá;, 3; Níl, 2.
Tá; Níl;

 Madigan, Josepha.  Funchion, Kathleen.
 McLoughlin, Tony.  Martin, Catherine.
 Mitchell O’Connor, Mary.

Amendment declared carried.

Staon: Deputy Thomas Byrne and Deputy Fiona O’Loughlin.  

Amendments Nos. 11 and 12 not moved.

Question proposed: “That section 2, as amended, stand part of the Bill.”

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I wish to raise an issue relating to definitions in section 2 on 
Report Stage.

Question put and agreed to.

SECTION 3
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Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 13:

In page 12, line 13, to delete “18,”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 3, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 4 and 5 agreed to.

NEW SECTION

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 14:

In page 12, to delete lines 27 to 36, and in page 13, to delete lines 1 to 23 and substitute the 
following:

“6. (1) Other than where subsection (2) applies, on the day appointed by order under sec-
tion 33 or 40, the First Schedule to the Act of 1992 is amended by the deletion from column 
1 of, as the case may be, the names of the dissolved applicant institutes or the name of the 
applicant college specified in the order.

(2) Where the Dublin Institute of Technology is specified in an order under section 
33, or section 40, the following Acts are repealed on the day appointed by that order—

(a) the Dublin Institute of Technology Act 1992;

(b) the Dublin Institute of Technology (Amendment) Act 1994.”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 6 agreed to.

Sections 7 to 17, inclusive, deleted.

SECTION 18

Amendments Nos. 15 and 16 not moved.

Question, “That section 18 be deleted”, put and agreed to.

Section 19 deleted.

SECTION 20

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 17 and 19 are related and will be discussed together.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 17:

In page 18, line 6, to delete “In” and substitute the following:

“(1) In”.

Amendments Nos. 17 and 19 clarify that a region includes more than one region if the cam-
puses of the technological university or applicant institutes in question are located in more 
than one region.  As such, they strengthen the regional mission of a technological university.  
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This clarification was agreed with stakeholders during the consultation process held earlier 
this year.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I wish to raise a number of issues.  Does the term “campus” need 
to be defined in the legislation?  I do not think it is defined.  Many campuses in various regions 
are very important to people.  There are also campuses that will close down at some point or 
change when the Grangegorman campus in Dublin opens.  There are some campuses such as 
Castlebar, part of the Galway-Mayo Institute of Technology, GMIT, that I am very concerned 
to protect.  There are other Dublin Institute of Technology, DIT, campuses that will move to 
Grangegorman.

I want some legislative protection for the campuses that it is intended will stay.  I have tried 
to provide for this in some of my amendments and I will come back on Report Stage with more 
detail in this regard.  I want a provision in the Bill to the effect that Castlebar will remain part 
of GMIT, or whatever institution that body would eventually become part of, and any other 
offshoots around the country.  The regional provision and regional location of campuses in the 
institute of technology, IT, sector is equally critical in the technological university, TU, sec-
tor if an IT is to become a TU.  It is an absolute precondition, a sine qua non, of Fianna Fáil’s 
support for the Bill that not only the regional identity and regional focus, but also the actual 
physical location of campuses and the multidisciplinary range of courses provided in those 
various campuses are retained, while obviously not legislating for the exact courses provided in 
universities.  A little more work needs to go into this, and I think there needs to be a definition of 
“campus” that acknowledges that some in Dublin are to move to Grangegorman but that others 
very badly need to be protected and maintained in the legislation.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Going back to the earlier discussion, I would be grateful if the Min-
ister of State clarified the following.  If, for instance, an institution in some part of the country 
is on its own and does not have an obvious partner, or has a partner indicated by the Department 
but does not want to join with that particular partner, will the Minister of State confirm that the 
institution is free to put forward a proposal to join with an institution, for instance, in Dublin 
or Cork, even though they may not be in the one region, if it is the desire of those institutions 
to so merge?  For the sake of example, suppose Dundalk, Athlone or Carlow wanted to join the 
Dublin technological university.  I know it is a bit of an extreme example, but the Minister of 
State laid a lot of emphasis on the fact that there must be two or more institutions.  Can those 
institutions be selected nationally?  I was a little taken aback that in her reference to Athlone IT, 
which is a significant institution with particular specialisations, the Minister of State implied in 
her previous statement, as I understood it, that its numbers were not sufficient to merit an appli-
cation as one of the two or more institutions.  The same may well apply to Carlow IT if, for in-
stance, it were not able to address the ongoing discussions between it and Waterford IT.  When 
the Minister of State uses the term “region”, does that mean there are options with other parts 
of the country where there are institutions with which they might well wish to be associated?

Chairman: Again, we will not get into amendment No. 106 but it has raised its head again.  
I would appreciate the Minister of State’s response after all Deputies have spoken.  Has anyone 
else indicated?  Does Deputy Byrne wish to come back in before the Minister of State-----

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I do, very briefly, before the Minister of State comes back in.  
Obviously, Blanchardstown and Tallaght are not moving to Grangegorman.  They are also a 
key reason the campuses need protection.  The regional focus applies equally in Tallaght and 
Blanchardstown as it does in Castlebar and Tralee, etc., and I would like the Minister of State 
to address that as well.
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Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Campuses are not defined in the Bill.  However, they 
are dealt with in the strategic plan in section 30 of the Bill.  To clarify, ITs can at any stage be 
stand-alone or apply to join a TU.  For the record, in case anyone thinks otherwise, I have the 
highest regard for Athlone IT.  I have visited it not only as the Minister of State with responsibil-
ity for higher education, but also in my last role.  In any of the messages I got from industries 
and businesses that opened in and around Athlone, Roscommon or Mullingar in particular, I 
heard the highest of praise for Athlone Institute of Technology, so I am a huge fan of AIT.  I did 
not put the critical mass numbers on the record.  TU4Dublin will be 27,880 students; Munster 
TU, approximately 13,495: the Connacht-Ulster technological university alliance, 15,910; and 
TU south east, 14,612.  We believe having a critical mass is really important.  According to the 
figures for Athlone IT that I have before me, there was a student cohort of 4,890 in 2015-16, 
while Dundalk’s was 4,999.  Our plan is to put the colleges and ITs together and create a criti-
cal mass and a choice for students in order that they can go from level 6 right up to doctorate 
level if they so wish.  As I said, at any stage single ITs can apply for technological university 
recognition, but they must be a consortium.

Deputy  Joan Burton: This is very important.  Deputy Byrne asked the Minister of State 
earlier - and I would like it confirmed - whether the Government is actually committing to the 
retention of all the institutes of technology and the campuses in the diverse locations in which 
they exist around the country.  For instance, in Blanchardstown, and similarly in Tallaght, the 
student population is relatively small compared to the mass of DIT.  Many institutions are small 
but absolutely vital in terms of third level educational access for the people who live in the 
catchment areas.  For instance, Blanchardstown attracts not just, as one might expect, a signifi-
cant number of students from the north west of Dublin, but also a very significant number of 
students from Meath, and that has always been the case.  Therefore, I would like the Minister 
of State to give an undertaking that the campuses will remain and that there will not be another 
agenda of slimming down the institutions as a consequence of the merger.  This is a legitimate 
issue for local areas where, particularly if they are trying to attract foreign direct investment, 
having an institute of technology or being part in the future of a technological university is a 
really significant and important draw when trying to attract investment to the area.  The reason 
IBM came to west Dublin in the early 1990s was because people like me were campaigning to 
have an institute of technology, which did happen.  Although small in terms of access to third-
level education in the area, it has been very important.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: The Bill will give that Government support.  If we 
think back to budget 2018, we saw the Government gave a commitment of €200 million in pub-
lic private partnerships to 11 projects in institutes of technology throughout the country, includ-
ing Blanchardstown.  I am happy there is absolute Government support.  This was the budget 
where we showed intent and that we are really serious about making sure we bring into the 
technological sector those institutes of technology that want to do so.  We have also announced 
further budgets and the largest ever for education.  I want Deputy Burton to understand this and 
I assure her Institute of Technology Blanchardstown has also been given grants under public 
private partnerships, which shows our support.  It is real money on the table and real support.  
It is not talk.

Chairman: It is good to hear the Government commitment to the regional authority of the 
various campuses.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 18:
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In page 18, line 16, to delete “dissolved merged institute” and substitute “dissolved ap-
plicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 19:

In page 18, between lines 17 and 18, to insert the following:

“(2) A reference in this Part to a region includes, if the campuses of the technologi-
cal university, or, as the case may be, applicant institutes, are located in more than one 
region, a reference to each of those regions.”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 20, as amended, agreed to.

Section 21 agreed to.

SECTION 22

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 20, 21, 25, 28 to 41, inclusive, 60 and 61 are related.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I move amendment No. 20:

In page 19, between lines 10 and 11, to insert the following:

“(iii) contributes to the promotion of the economic, cultural and social development 
of the State,

(iv) respects the diversity of values, beliefs and traditions in Irish society,

(v) promotes critical and free enquiry, informed intellectual discourse and public 
debate within the technological university and in wider society.”.

This is to address the functions of the technological universities as set out on page 19 of the 
Bill, and that we try to promote critical thinking in public debate.  Diversity of debate and 
values are key aspects of third level education and I see them as core.  The language used in 
section 22 outlines the functions of the universities as collaborating with business, enterprise, 
professions, the community and related stakeholders in the region to ensure that in so far as 
possible innovation activity and research undertaken by technological universities will reflect 
the needs of those stakeholders.  This is in direct contrast with the weak language on page 20 
on promoting broader aims.  The language regarding critical thinking, diversity, free speech, 
and the economic, social and cultural development of the State is only “where practicable” 
rather than “in so far as possible”.  The amendment is to place more emphasis on these being 
key and core aspects of third level education.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I support Deputy Martin’s amendment No. 20.  Amend-
ments Nos. 21 and 25 are fairly self-explanatory.  Amendment No. 21 seeks to include the word 
“learners” because it is absent from the section and amendment No. 25 seeks to include refer-
ence to students and staff.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Deputy Martin proposes to insert a new provision into 
section 22 of the Bill.  This wording is already provided for in section 22(k)(iii) of the Bill.  The 
amendment is therefore not accepted.
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Amendment No. 21 proposes to insert a reference to learners into section 22 of the Bill, 
which deals with the functions of the technological university.  I am of the view that the term 
“citizens” includes all learners and a reference to flexible means of learning is also of assistance 
in broadening the reach of the programmes, so we will not accept this amendment.

Amendment No. 25 was submitted by Deputies Byrne and Funchion.  It proposes to insert 
a reference to learners in section 22.  The section is fundamentally about engagement with 
external stakeholders.  Staff and students are strongly represented on the governing body and 
academic council.  Their roles on these structures are provided for elsewhere in legislation.  
Therefore, it is not necessary or appropriate to include references here.  Therefore, the amend-
ment is not accepted.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I thank the Minister of State for her response.  If students and 
staff are so represented I do not see why we cannot include the words “students” and “staff”.  It 
is literally two words.  It is the same with regard to learners.  Surely one of the main functions 
of any institution where people learn is for learners.  I do not think these are big asks.  It is only 
two words.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: In reply to what the Minister of State said on amendment No. 
20, I see the provision in section 22(k)(iii) which states “where practicable in the performance 
of its functions”.  This is my exact point.  I believe this is weak wording and I wanted to place 
a bigger emphasis on it as being a core part of the university.  My issue is with the language in 
section 22(k)(iii).  I knew it was there, but I have an issue with the weakness of the language as 
I feel it should be a core function of a university.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: We all have different concerns about the functions of a techno-
logical university, and it would be fantastic if we could all, even privately or in a public session 
that is not part of the legislative process, sit around and go through it.

Chairman: Have a debate about it.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: The Minister of State will come in with her responses to all of 
our amendments.  Committee members have raised good issues, and perhaps there is something 
to which we could all agree on Report Stage that could be drafted by the Government.  This 
is what I suggest.  Deputies Martin and Funchion have raised issues.  It is not a function of a 
technological university in this section to promote gender equity, for example.  I know there is 
provision regarding gender equality slightly further on.  As far as I know, it is a function of the 
DIT legislation that gender equity is promoted.  Perhaps someone can highlight it if I am wrong 
and I would be delighted to hear it.  It is something that has to be included.

There is huge emphasis, and perhaps it is proper emphasis, on business and enterprise and 
developing an entrepreneurial culture, but there are many courses which do not relate to busi-
ness and enterprise and a lot of academic disciplines that do not, such as social care, social work 
and education.  There are many areas.  I am thinking in particular about art and design also.  As 
far as I know, the institute of art and design would qualify under this legislation to seek to be 
part of a consortium.  There is art for art’s sake, and design for design’s sake and they are very 
important.  They should not necessarily have to be about the needs of business.  There is also 
culture agus an Gaeilge freisin.  Some of this can be part of a strategic plan, but we need to 
give more of an emphasis.  The cultural and social development of the State is mentioned, but 
business and enterprise are emphasised and they seem to be what hit one and what come out.
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There is another amendment in my name and that of my colleague, Deputy Lawless.  My 
understanding of his proposal, and he is our science spokesperson, is there such a thing as sci-
ence discovery for the sake of science discovery.  It might not necessarily be directly relevant 
to a local employer in Blanchardstown but it could benefit the State hugely.

I have a slight concern with the reference to the community in the region.  I spoke to the offi-
cials and they helpfully advised that this wording came from the Parliamentary Counsel.  There 
seems to be many communities in the regions that these institutions are serving.  That relates 
to amendment No. 29.  I urge the Government to reconsider that.  The purpose of Committee 
Stage is for us to go through the Bill line by line but it would be helpful for the Government 
to at least consider the points we are making and come forward with an amendment on Report 
Stage which we could hopefully all buy into.  Issues have been raised and the legislation has 
been lying around, as it were, for quite some time.  There are many functions of a technologi-
cal university that are not listed or emphasised.  We would be doing well to do that bit of work.

Chairman: We are possibly at a disadvantage because we are coming to this not having had 
the opportunity to discuss it at an earlier Stage-----

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Second Stage.

Chairman: Yes, on Second Stage.

Deputy  Joan Burton: With respect to section 22(1)(b), I would like an assurance from the 
Minister of State that citizens-----

Chairman: We have not reached amendment No. 22 yet.  We are dealing with amendments 
Nos. 20, 21, 25 and 28 to 41.

Deputy  Joan Burton: No, I am referring to section 22.

Chairman: The Deputy has a question on the section, not on an amendment to the section.

Deputy  Joan Burton: No, it is on the section.  I seek an assurance from the Minister of 
State on an aspect of it.  The section refers to, “education and training that reflect the needs of 
citizens, business, enterprise”, and so on.  Will she give an assurance that citizens within that 
meaning include people who are residents of the area as opposed to some precise constitutional 
meaning of a passport holder.   The institutes of technology have a long tradition of catering 
for people who are residents of Ireland and who may well one day become citizens.  They may 
be people who have refugee status, leave to remain in Ireland or another status but they are 
not technically a citizen.  I seek reassurance that the word “citizen” in this context does not 
mean a passport-holding citizen of the Republic.  I believe that must be the case because, under 
European law, these institutions would have to be open to people from other European Union 
countries.

Chairman: Strictly speaking, the Deputy’s query should be answered at the end of section 
22 and the amendments to it should be dealt with first.  The Minister of State might respond to 
the amendments.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I had read my speaking notes to the amendments down 
as far as amendment No. 25.  Regarding amendments Nos. 20 and 21 in the names of Deputies 
Catherine Martin and Funchion, respectively, we are very willing to consider those for Report 
Stage.
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Deputy Thomas Byrne spoke about us sitting down and discussing the different issues.  The 
Department officials will talk to the Deputy about his various issues.  We will definitely come 
back on Report Stage, with the officials having talked about those two particular amendments.  
Deputy Thomas Byrne went on to speak about amendment No. 28.  I did not yet respond to it 
but I can do so.  

Deputy Burton spoke on section 22 and raised the matter of the definition of a citizen.  A 
citizen is not defined in the Bill.  We used the word “citizens” because that was the word the 
Parliamentary Counsel advised us to use. 

Deputy  Joan Burton: The Minister of State is confirming that it is a generic term that ap-
plies.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I absolutely am.

Deputy  Joan Burton: That is fine.  I thank the Minister of State for that.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: The Deputy can be comfortable in that respect.  We 
want everyone to get the very best from this education provision.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I suggest that the Minister of State and her officials would take on 
board what has been said and the various points that have been raised here.  In the context of 
Deputy Burton’s question, the word “people” is probably a better one to use.

Deputy  Joan Burton: I am not a lawyer at the Bar, so I will leave that to the Deputy.

Chairman: One voice at a time, please.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I suggest the Minister of State would take on board the various 
issues we have raised and show us a draft proposed Report Stage amendment before the Bill 
is taken on Report Stage.  Once the Government has issued its amendments, it is almost a case 
of game over because the decision has been made.  If the Minister of State’s draft proposed 
amendment for Report Stage could be issued to all members of the select committee we would 
revert to her on it.  We should not be dividing on an issue related to the functions of a techno-
logical university.

Deputy  Josepha Madigan: We could consider certain amendments.

Chairman: To clarify-----

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I was not finished.

Chairman: The Deputy should hurry up.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: We are creating universities here.  It is probably one of the most 
important tasks we will ever do as Members of the Oireachtas.

Chairman: Absolutely.  I completely agree with the Deputy but we are dealing with the 
amendments.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Yes, but I am proposing a way to deal with all the amendments and 
the issues we have all raised regarding them and that pertain to the section.  We cannot ignore 
the section and the specific items that have been raised by individuals.  I propose that the Gov-
ernment, having discussed the amendments with the Parliamentary Counsel and the officials, 
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would come back to us with a draft proposal that we all buy into.  That is all I am suggesting.

Chairman: I will ask the Minister of State to take that on board.  I will return to the amend-
ments, unless the Minister of State wants to respond to a particular issue.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I am taking that on board.  I have said that we will 
look at amendments Nos. 20 and 21.  That is what I am saying.  I am taking on board what the 
Deputy proposed but we do not want to unravel everything that has been put together here.  The 
function of this select committee meeting is for us to through the Bill amendment by amend-
ment.  I am willing to deal with Deputy Thomas Byrne’s amendment where he proposes the 
inclusion of the words “scientific discovery”, if he so wishes.

Chairman: How stands Deputy Martin’s amendment No. 20?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We will revert to the Deputies on amendments Nos. 
20 and 21.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I will withdraw amendment No. 20 on the basis of what the 
Minister of State has said.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I move amendment No. 21:

In page 19, line 11, after “of” where it secondly occurs to insert “learners,”.

The Minister of State indicated that she would come back to us on this amendment for Report 
Stage.

Chairman: Yes.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I will withdraw the amendment until we come to deal with 
this matter on Report Stage.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I thank the Deputy for that.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 22, 23, 26, 27, 59, 68, 83, 92, 95 and 144 are related and may 
be discussed together.  The first amendment in this grouping, amendment No. 22, is in the name 
of the Minister of State.  Does she wish to speak to this amendment?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 22:

In page 19, line 12, to delete “the professions and other stakeholders” and substitute “the 
professions, the community and other stakeholders”.

Amendment No. 22 inserts a reference to the “community” in section 22.
Amendment No. 23 in Deputy Funchion’s name proposes to insert a reference to the “social, 

cultural and community activities”.  I am amending this provision to include “the community” 
which is broad enough to include, social, community and cultural activities.  The Deputy’s 
amendment is therefore not accepted.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: This amendment is similar to the earlier amendments, in that 
it expands it.  As we are dealing with new legislation covering higher education and third level 
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learning, we should try to make it as progressive and inclusive as we can.  I do not see a major 
difficulty with the inclusion of words such as “students” and “learners”.  I do not see why it 
would have to be looked at again.  The amendment proposes that the provision would expand 
to include “those involved with social, community and cultural activities”.  I consider that is 
more than reasonable and that it is being as broad and as inclusive as possible, which is what we 
should be trying to achieve in all aspects of learning, particularly at third level.  The amendment 
proposes a few extra words with respect to the Minister of State’s own amendment.  I ask the 
committee to accept this amendment.

Chairman: Deputy Thomas Byrne has amendments tabled in this grouping.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Deputy Funchion has just spoken to amendment No. 23, has she 
not?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: Yes, only on amendment No. 23.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: My concern with all these individual amendments is that we are 
all ticking the boxes with individual sectors that we all have been talking to people in, and they 
are all very good in their own way, but, with respect to the point I made regarding the previous 
grouping of amendments, we need to have a comprehensive approach.  I have no difficulty with 
Deputy Funchion’s amendment.  I have an amendment tabled covering the area of science.  The 
problem is that I am losing track of all of these amendments.

Chairman: Amendment No. 27 is in the Deputy’s name.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: We have proposed a deal on the area of science.  The earlier point 
I made about communities is relevant here as well.  The Parliamentary Counsel may have ad-
vised the use of the word “community” but they are communities and perhaps the phrase to be 
used should be “the diverse communities”, which would cover nearly everybody.  It is almost as 
if professions, business and enterprise are first, which is perhaps as it should be, but it seems to 
relegate everyone else.  I do not have a difficulty in this regard.  The only issue I do not want to 
change is the criteria for selection of the university, which are set out later in the Bill.  It would 
be unfair to change these.  The proposal in respect of the functions would not affect any of the 
current plans.  We must get this important section right.  Deputies have different perspectives on 
the Bill and various ideas will have occurred to all of us.  We have also been lobbied on various 
issues.  It would not do any harm if the Minister of State were to listen to the points we make, 
examine the amendments and revert to us with a composite change on Report Stage.  If she 
listens to the views of the Deputies, we will solve many of the issues that have arisen. 

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We will consider the issue the Deputy raises and con-
sult Deputies before Report Stage.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: On a point of clarification, did the Minister of State agree to 
consider amendments Nos. 23 and 27 before Report Stage?

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I ask that all the amendments, including those proposed by the 
Minister, be withdrawn on the basis that the Minister of State has agreed to table further amend-
ments on Report Stage.  If we agree to withdraw our amendments on the basis that the Minister 
will table an amended text on Report Stage, the Minister of State should also withdraw her 
amendments.  Deputy Funchion and I have already withdrawn some of our amendments.

Chairman: I must deal with all the amendments in order.
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Deputy  Thomas Byrne: While it is a matter for the Minister of State, my view is that none 
of the amendments to this section should be passed at this stage on the basis that she has agreed 
to table a comprehensive amendment on Report Stage.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I agree with the Deputy.

Chairman: I must still deal with the amendments in sequence.  It will be a matter for the 
Minister of State to decide whether to press or withdraw them.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I oppose the amendment because it conflicts with my amend-
ment.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I, too, oppose the amendment on the basis that all amendments to 
the section should be withdrawn.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: On a point of clarification, the Minister of State indicated she 
will engage with Deputies on this matter.  When or how will this be done?  Will she appear 
before the committee again?

Chairman: The engagement will not be on Committee Stage.  It is a matter for the parties 
involved to decide how it will be done.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: If the engagement is to be meaningful, the Minister’s amend-
ments should also withdrawn, as Deputy Byrne has proposed.  Otherwise, our amendments will 
be withdrawn and the Minister’s will pass.

Chairman: That is a matter for the Minister of State to decide.  She indicated she would 
press amendment No. 22.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I will withdraw amendment No. 22.  I have agreed to 
discuss amendments Nos. 21, 23, 27, 59, 68, 83, 92 and 95, all of which are to section 22.

Chairman: Amendment No. 144 also belongs to this group.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I suggest that the Office of the Parliamentary Counsel take ac-
count of all the comments made on the proposed amendments, including Government amend-
ments.  I ask that we be shown a draft of a new section 22 before Report Stage.  The parties 
could then agree to support the section and avoid any hassle.

Chairman: I still have to deal with the amendments in sequence.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I move amendment No. 23:

In page 19, line 12 to delete “the professions and other stakeholders” and substitute 
“professions, and other stakeholders including those involved with social, community and 
cultural activities”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 24:

In page 19, line 32, to delete “sectors, as it sees fit, of” and substitute “sectors of”.
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Amendment agreed to. 

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 25:

In page 19, line 34, after “with” to insert “students, staff,”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 26:

In page 19, line 34, to delete “the professions and related stakeholders” and substitute 
“the professions, the community and related stakeholders”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 27:

In page 19, line 34, after “professions” to insert “, the Irish language, cultural, artistic 
community”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 28:

In page 19, line 40, after “stakeholders” to insert “with due regard to the opportunities 
presented by basic research for scientific discovery”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 29:

In page 20, between lines 10 and 11, to insert the following:

“(i) developing and promoting strong social and cultural links between the techno-
logical university and the community in the region in which the campuses of the techno-
logical university are located,”.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I agree with Deputy Burton that a definition of the term “citi-
zens” is required.  In the same way, a definition of the term “community” is also necessary as it 
is used frequently in the text.  I do not know whether that should be noted or if I need to make 
a request to that effect.

Chairman: The Deputy’s point is noted and we can deal with it on Report Stage.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We will withdraw the amendment and revert to Depu-
ties with a definition of the term “community”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 30:

In page 20, line 11, after “subsection (4)” to insert “and section 23”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 31:
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In page 20, line 24, to delete “and”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 32:

In page 20, line 25, after “education” to insert “and training”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 33:

In page 20, line 26, after “located,” to insert “and”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 34:

In page 20, between lines 26 and 27, to insert the following:

“(V) organisations representing the social and cultural interests of the community in 
the region in which the campuses of the technological university are located,”.

Chairman: Does the Minister of State propose to press the amendment?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: No, I will withdraw it.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Why does the Minister of State wish to withdraw the amendment 
given that it appears to be broad and positive?  It makes a commitment to the regions in which 
the campuses are located.  Does the Minister of State intend wording this provision more broad-
ly?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I am withdrawing the amendment on the basis of what 
we have agreed.  The purpose of the amendment was to insert a requirement on technological 
universities to serve the community and public interest.  We will define the word “community” 
by introducing an additional requirement to foster close and effective relationships.  We will 
review the provision and define the term “community”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I move amendment No. 35:

In page 20, line 28, to delete “where practicable” and substitute “promotes”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 36:

In page 20, line 29 to delete “and social” and substitute “, social, scientific and techno-
logical”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I move amendment No. 37:

In page 21, to delete lines 21 and 22 and substitute the following:
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“(i) be established following consultation with trade unions and staff associations 
representing employees of the technological university where the matters in dispute re-
late to staff, or with the student union where the matters in dispute relate to students,”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 38:

In page 21, line 21, to delete “a trade union” and substitute “each trade union”.

The purpose of the amendment is to provide that technological universities will be required to 
consult with each trade union on the development of dispute resolution procedures.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I move amendment No. 39:

In page 21, line 26 after “appropriate” to insert “as agreed by all parties listed at sub-
paragraph (i) above”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 40:

In page 21, to delete lines 33 to 37 and substitute the following:

“(8) For the purposes of subparagraph (i) of subsection (1)(h) “involvement”, in 
relation to a programme may include—

(a) developing, with the technological university, the curriculum of the programme,

(b) contributing to assessment, as required by the programme, of the progress of the

student, or

(c) providing a work placement for a student registered on the programme.”.

This is a technical amendment to insert a better definition of “involvement” as advised by the 
Office of the Attorney General during the drafting process.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 41:

In page 21, between lines 37 and 38, to insert the following:

“(9) In subsection (1) “providers” has the same meaning as it has in section 2 of the 
Act of 2012.”.

Amendment agreed to. 

Question proposed: “That section 22, as amended, stand part of the Bill.”

Deputy  Catherine Martin: Is it the case that the amendments we have withdrawn will be 
engaged with by the Minister of State and her officials?

Chairman: Amendments were withdrawn on the basis of having further engagement with 
the Minister and officials on them.
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Question put and agreed to.

SECTION 23

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 42, 53, 54 and 151 to 157, inclusive, are related and may be 
discussed together.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 42:

In page 22, line 12, after “staff” to insert “, or a student”.

This is an important section on academic freedom and my amendment seeks to include stu-
dents.  If the Minister of State believes students should not be included, I am willing to hear 
the case.  The case has been made by the students’ unions that they need this provision.  I can 
see arguments for it, but I understand students are subject also to disciplinary regulations.  I 
do not want to legislate for something that is not necessary or could be counter-productive.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: There is currently no protection for student academic freedom 
in the legislation.  That is why I tabled this amendment.  I may table an amendment on Report 
Stage to protect collective academic freedom.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: It is important that students are mentioned in this provision.  
Several of us had a similar thought process.  I hope the committee will support this amendment.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: Deputies Thomas Byrne, Catherine Martin and Fun-
chion propose to insert “or a student” after staff regarding academic freedom.  The principle 
of academic freedom is a defining characteristic of high-quality higher education and research 
across the world.  The Bill rightly ensures academic freedom will apply in technological univer-
sities in the same manner as it applies in universities.  However, it is understood internationally 
that academic freedom applies to the academic staff of higher education institutions.  Both this 
and the Universities Act 1997 reflect that understanding.  Extending academic freedom to stu-
dents would put technological universities in a different position from their peers, both within 
the State and internationally.  It is believed this would not be appropriate.

In addition, the whole doctrine of academic freedom is based on protecting the security of 
employment of academics’ tenure.  As students are not employees, their time in a higher educa-
tion institution is, by definition, limited.  There are appropriate policies in place in institutions 
to protect students.  There are separate policies and procedures which govern students’ rights to 
expression and to offer them protection in this regard.  This includes the right of free expression.  
Any claim that this right is being restricted or the fear that voicing a contrarian opinion would 
invite academic retribution can be better challenged through the existing charters and policies 
which set out a detailed process for consideration and redress where necessary.  Such policies 
and processes have already been agreed with student representatives at local level and have 
been adopted formally by each of the academic councils.

Amendment No. 54 relates to the suspension or dismissal of a member of staff of a tech-
nological university.  This is drafted in accordance with similar provisions which apply to uni-
versities, institutes of technology and the Dublin Institute of Technology under the relevant 
legislation.  It provides that a technological university may suspend or dismiss a member of 
staff only in accordance with procedures established, following consultation with the relevant 
trade unions and staff associations.

The purpose of amendments Nos. 151 and 152 is to mirror the provisions contained in the 
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Water Services Act 2014 and the Roads Act 2015, which relate to the terms and conditions of 
service of staff members.  This wording was sought and agreed with the trade unions and stake-
holders during the consultation process.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I accept the Minister of State’s response.  It would be a bit odd if 
the Universities Act was different in this regard and I see the Minister of State’s point.  I do not 
see the need for the amendment.  If someone can point me to international examples between 
now and Report Stage I will reconsider, but the Minister of State has made a convincing case.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I want to press my amendment.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I too want to press my amendment.

Deputy  Joan Burton: Since the Bill was drafted, at institute of technology and university 
levels, there has been the development of a whole cadre of postgraduate students of various 
kinds who also may be in employment positions, giving tutorials or lectures in their respective 
institutions.  A feature of their situation is that they may lack protection because they may not 
be staff per se or students per se.  Their status is a difficulty for many of these young people.  
Adding the word “student”, as proposed in this amendment, may provide some extra provision 
for this category of person.  There might be an opportunity to discuss this later, as the Minister 
of State has agreed to discuss other items.

It is a technical area.  I worked for a long time as a senior staff member in an institute of 
technology.  I am concerned at the conditions under which some postgraduates are working, 
their status and the fact that they may have little protection.  For example, in regard to campus 
companies, they may have very little protection in terms of their status.  The Minister of State 
may be able to reassure us that all of this is accounted for but it is a newer and concerning devel-
opment in the context of third level institutions.  Will the Minister take a look at this provision 
with a view to advising us on how student staff will be affected by it because as things stand 
they tend to have a very low threshold of rights in all the third level institutions?

Chairman: I invite the Minister of State to comment on amendment No. 42.

Deputy  Joan Burton: The point I am making is that I support amendment No. 42 because 
it seeks to add the words “a student” and this is a category of people both studying and working.

Chairman: We understand the point the Deputy is making.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I am rejecting the proposal to insert “a student”.  I will 
examine the issue raised by Deputy Burton in regard to the institutions of technology but I am 
not prepared to water down the principle of academic freedom.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Trinity College and, perhaps, the institutes of technology, have 
policies on academic freedom which go into some detail on the issues of students’ responsibili-
ties and rights and also the fact that postgraduate students inevitably will have more rights than 
other students.  In my view, it is too complex to provide for this in legislation.  I do not know 
if it is stated anywhere in legislation that technological universities, TUs, are required to state 
their policy on academic freedom in their strategic documents.  Perhaps it is in those documents 
that all these sorts of issues could be thrashed out.

Chairman: Is the amendment being pressed?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: Yes.



15 NOVEMBER 2017

27

Amendment put.

The Committee divided: Tá;, 3; Níl, 5.
Tá; Níl;

 Burton, Joan.  Byrne, Thomas.
 Funchion, Kathleen.  Madigan, Josepha.
 Martin, Catherine.  McLoughlin, Tony.

 Mitchell O’Connor, Mary.
 O’Loughlin, Fiona.

Amendment declared lost.

Section 23 agreed to.

Section 24 agreed to.

SECTION 25

Chairman: Amendments No. 43, 45 to 47, inclusive, 49 to 52, inclusive, 181 and 182 are 
related and may be discussed together.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 43:

In page 22, lines 25 and 26, to delete all words from and including “A” in line 25 down 
to and including line 26 and substitute the following:

“A governing body, where the technological university concerned was established 
by an order under section 33* on an application by not more than 3 applicant institutes, 
shall have not fewer than 14 and not more than 22 members and shall consist of—”.

Amendment No. 43 and the related amendments will provide that the minimum membership 
of a governing body will be 14 and the maximum 22.   In the case of four or more institutes of 
technology merging to become a technological university, the minimum membership will be 
15 and the maximum 26.  The provisions also set out the composition of governing bodies and 
include a competency framework for external appointments.

Chairman: Does the Minister of State wish to speak on any of the other amendments 
grouped with amendment No. 43?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: No, I am happy enough.  I will perhaps wait until I 
have heard the contributions of the members.

Chairman: Deputy Catherine Martin has an amendment in this group.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I am sorry, is that the amendment on greater student represen-
tation on the governing body?

Chairman: No.  Amendment No. 44 is not included in this grouping.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: Amendment No. 44 is ruled out of order, is it not?

Chairman: Yes.  The Deputy’s amendment is No. 47.
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Deputy  Catherine Martin: Yes, but on amendment No. 43 I want to bring a query to Re-
port Stage.  Will there be four academic staff on these larger governing bodies of 15 to 26 mem-
bers?  I would also like to ask about the need for community representatives on the governing 
body.  I know in Waterford Institute of Technology there is a counsellor on the governing body 
to represent the community.  I will be raising that on Report Stage.

Chairman: Do any other members wish to speak?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: On a point of clarification, why was amendment No. 48 ruled 
out of order?  As I understand it, it should have been in this group of amendments.

Chairman: The Deputy would have received a letter explaining the decision.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: The letter only said it was ruled out of order because of a 
potential cost to the Exchequer.  Can we get more detail than that?

Chairman: We cannot deal with amendments which would result in a charge or potential 
charge on the Revenue.  Amendment No. 48 sought to provide that “at least two but not more 
than 3” undergraduate students would be members of the governing body of a technological 
university.  The amendment has the potential to change the overall membership of the body.  
Members of the body may be paid allowances in respect of remuneration and expenses as the 
Minister may determine, therefore any increase in membership could impose a charge on the 
Revenue and the amendment is therefore ruled out of order.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: Is the difference between my own amendment and that of 
Deputy Martin that she has specified “at least one but not more than 3” and I specified “at least 
two but not more than 3”?  Is that why it has been ruled out of order, because that is the only 
difference?  Is “at least two” the section that results in the amendment being deemed a potential 
cost to the Exchequer?

Chairman: Deputy Martin’s amendment is No. 47 but she also had amendment No. 44 
which was also ruled out of order.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I know that but, with the exception of that word, amendments 
Nos. 47 and 48 are exactly the same.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: My amendment, No. 44, was ruled out of order but my other 
amendment, No. 47, is quite similar to Deputy Funchion’s but has not been ruled out of order 
while hers has been.

Chairman: The numbers are lesser.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: Deputy Martin’s specifies “at least one”.  I am happy to ac-
cept that, I just wanted to be clear on the reason.  I will support Deputy Martin’s amendment.

Chairman: Every extra member on a governing body adds to the cost in terms of expenses.   
We had this discussion earlier and it is important to bear in mind that we cannot accept amend-
ments which pose even a potential charge.  Is that okay?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: Yes.  I will therefore support Deputy Martin’s amendment.

Chairman: We will keep going for another six minutes when there will be a vote in the 
Dáil.  We will return to amendment No. 43.
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Amendment agreed to.

Chairman: Amendment No. 44 has been ruled out of order.

Amendment No. 44 not moved.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 45:

In page 22, line 31, to delete “elected” and substitute “the number of whom shall be 
determined, and who shall be elected,”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 46:

In page 22, between lines 34 and 35, to insert the following:

“(e) one member of the academic or non-academic staff of the technological university, 
elected by the academic and non-academic staff of the technological university,”.

Amendment agreed to.

Chairman: Does Deputy Martin wish to move amendment No. 47?

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: There is a vote in the Dáil.

Chairman: We can hold on for another minute or two.

Deputy  Catherine Martin: I move amendment No. 47:

In page 22, line 35, to delete “at least one but not more than 2” and substitute “at least 
one but not more than 3”.

Amendment put and declared lost. 

Chairman: Amendment No. 48 has been ruled out of order.

Amendment No. 48 not moved.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 49:

In page 22, line 36, to delete “nominated” and substitute “the number of whom shall be 
determined, and who shall be nominated,”.

Amendment agreed to.

  Sitting suspended at 7.20 p.m. and resumed at 7.35 p.m.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 50:

In page 23, line 6, to delete “2 external members” and substitute “3 external members”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 51:

In page 23, between lines 9 and 10, to insert the following:
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“(2) A governing body, where the technological university concerned was established 
by an order under section 33 on an application by not fewer than 4 applicant institutes, 
shall have not fewer than 15 and not more than 26 members and shall consist of—

(a) the president,

(b) a chairperson, (in this section and Schedule 1 referred to as the “chairperson”) 
who shall be an external member, appointed by the governing body,

(c) at least one but not more than 3 members of the academic staff of the tech-
nological university, the number of whom shall be determined, and who shall be 
elected, by the academic staff of the technological university,

(d) one member of the non-academic staff of the technological university, elected 
by the non-academic staff of the technological university,

(e) at least one but not more than 3 members of the academic or non-academic 
staff of the technological university, the number of whom shall be determined, and 
who shall be elected, by the academic and non-academic staff of the technological 
university,

(f) at least one but not more than 2 undergraduate students of the technological 
university, the number of whom shall be determined, and who shall be nominated, by 
the student union in accordance with its own procedures,

(g) one post-graduate student of the technological university, nominated by the 
student union in accordance with its own procedures,

(h) at least 3 but not more than 9 external members, at least one of whom has ex-
pertise in standards and practice in higher education outside the State, nominated by 
a committee of the governing body comprising the chairperson and 2 other external 
members of the governing body formed for that purpose,

(i) 4 external members nominated by the Minister, and

(j) one external member nominated, in accordance with its or their own proce-
dures, by the education and training board or boards in whose education and training 
board areas the campuses of the technological university are located.”.

Amendment put and declared carried.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 52:

In page 23, line 17, after “(1)(g)” to insert “or (2)(h)”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 25, as amended, agreed to.

SECTION 26

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I move amendment No. 53:

In page 24, between lines 12 and 13, to insert the following:
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“(7) Unless he or she resigns, retires or is removed from office, a president shall 
hold office for such a period as the governing body, with the consent of the Minister, 
determines but the period shall not exceed 10 years from the date of the president’s first 
appointment.”.

It would be good practice if we were to provide that the period in office of the president of a 
technological university were not to exceed ten years.  Apart from that, the amendment is self-
explanatory.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I disagree with the Deputy.  Therefore, I will vote 
against this amendment.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I agree that term limits should apply to the presidents of these 
institutions.  Some people have suggested that the limit should be seven years.  This amendment 
proposes a limit of ten years.  I think there are good reasons for this proposal.  Term limits are 
standard practice in the original universities.  I think the Provost of Trinity College has a term 
of ten years, which is considered to be lengthy enough.  I think this should be looked at again.  
There are issues about other senior management personnel remaining in place for lengthy terms.  
We will have to come back to this issue.

Chairman: I remind Deputies that this amendment was discussed with amendment No. 42.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I am sorry.

Chairman: I will put the question.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Okay.  We will come back to the matter on Report Stage.

Amendment put.

The Committee divided: Tá;, 2; Níl, 3.
Tá; Níl;

 Funchion, Kathleen.  Madigan, Josepha.
 Martin, Catherine.  McLoughlin, Tony.

 Mitchell O’Connor, Mary.

Amendment declared lost.

Staon: Deputies Thomas Byrne and Fiona O’Loughlin.

Section 26 agreed to.

SECTION 27

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 54:

In page 24, between lines 29 and 30, to insert the following:

“(5) A technological university may, in accordance with procedures established by 
the technological university following consultation with each trade union or staff asso-
ciation recognised by it, suspend or dismiss a member of its staff.”.

Amendment agreed to.
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Section 27, as amended, agreed to.

SECTION 28

Chairman: As amendments Nos. 55 to 58, inclusive, are related, they may be discussed 
together.

Chairman: I stated that after the vote we would go into private session to discuss whether 
we will carry on this evening or regroup.  We will now go into private session.

The select committee went into private session at 8.04 p.m. and resumed in public session 
at 8.06 p.m.

Chairman: We will move to amendment No. 57 in the name of Deputy Funchion.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I move amendment No. 57:

In page 25, line 25, after “appropriate” to insert “, not fewer than two to be nominated 
by the students’ union”.

Amendment put and declared lost.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 58:

In page 25, between lines 25 and 26, to insert the following:

“(c) in making regulations under section 28(2) the governing body shall have 
regard to the objective that at least 40 per cent of members of the academic coun-
cil shall be women and at least 40 per cent shall be men.”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 28, as amended, agreed to.

SECTION 29

Chairman: Amendment No. 59 has already been discussed with amendment No. 22.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 59:

In page 26, lines 14 and 15, to delete “the professions and related stakeholders” and 
substitute “the professions, the community and related stakeholders”.

I will withdraw the amendment because the word “community” has already been inserted in 
the Bill by means of amendment No. 22.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 60:

In page 26, to delete lines 34 to 38 and substitute the following:

“(4) In subsection (3), “involvement” shall be construed in accordance with sec-
tion 9(8).”.

Amendment agreed to.



15 NOVEMBER 2017

33

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 61:

In page 26, after line 38, to insert the following:

“(5) In subsection (3), “programme” means a programme of education and train-
ing.”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 29, as amended, agreed to.

SECTION 30

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 62, 64 and 65 are related and will be discussed together.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 62:

In page 27, to delete line 18.

An insertion is being made into section 30 which provides for strategic plans of a technologi-
cal university to strengthen the regional links between a technological university and the area 
in the strategic development plan for a technological university in line with views expressed 
by stakeholders during the consultation process.

Chairman: Deputy Thomas Byrne has an amendment in this group, namely, amendment 
No. 64.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I acknowledge that the Minister of State’s amendment No. 65 
goes some way towards dealing with the issue.  I have raised some of the points relating to this 
matter previously.  The word “community” is in there somewhere as well.  The point is that 
the plans of the technological university, TU, to provide programmes of education and training 
should meet the needs of citizens - Deputy Burton made a fair point about that word - business, 
enterprise and the professions.  I am a member of a profession.  Where do the arts and culture, 
particularly courses not of a business, enterprise or professional nature, fit in?

I will not press my amendment because it includes a flaw but I will speak on it.  In the 
amendment, I have added in the plans of the TU “to retain, maintain and develop the existing 
campuses of its applicant institutes including but not limited to its existing programmes of edu-
cation, training and research”.  I have not taken account of campuses that may well be closing 
in the city of Dublin but I want to ensure that there is some protection for Blanchardstown, Tal-
laght and the regional institutions.  This is my party’s main point.

In this amendment, I am probably too restrictive in the context of the programmes relating 
to education, training and research.  I do not want to legislate to retain an exact range of courses 
as universities should have the academic freedom to provide the courses it wants to provide.  
Can the Minister of State assure us that if an institution becomes a TU, a multidisciplinary range 
of courses will be available?  Can she assure us that institutions such as that in Blanchardstown 
will not turn into a specialised college for a specialised subject but will be similar to now, with 
a range of courses provided to meet the needs of the community in the surrounding area?

Paragraph (g) of amendment No. 64, to which I will return on Report Stage, concerns what 
we want to be included in the strategic plan.  It is proposed that the plans of the TU will ensure 
the geographic names of its various campuses are maintained in its nomenclature relating to 
each campus.  This means the Blanchardstown institution will be called the TU for Dublin at 
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Blanchardstown, with the other the TU for Dublin at Tallaght, similar the TUs in Tralee or Cork.  
This is the case for the various campuses of the University of Ulster.  Deputy Lahart raised the 
issue in respect of Tallaght and pointed out that some people want it to be called TU Tallaght.  
That is not going to happen because it is going to be part of one body.  The name “Tallaght” 
should be retained somewhere, however.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: TU4Dublin is committed to fully-serviced campuses.  
There is a commitment in budget 2018 for €200 million regarding a PPP project in this regard.  
The institutions of technology need to come together to decide on a name.  We are not imposing 
a name but I think it is very important that the different institutes - Tallaght, Blanchardstown, 
etc. - keep their names.  We want them to progress and we do not want to freeze everything.  I 
hope the TUs can improve their offers of programmes because we want them to be more attrac-
tive.  We want them to be centres of excellence and we want students to choose to go to TUs.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 63:

In page 27, line 20, to delete “2012.” and substitute “2012,”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 64:

In page 27, between lines 20 and 21, to insert the following:

“(d) the plans of the technological university to provide programmes of educa-
tion and training that meet the needs of citizens, business, enterprise, the professions, 
the community and other stakeholders in the region in which the campuses of the 
technological university are located,

(e) the plans of the technological university to develop and promote strong social 
and cultural links between the technological university and the community in the 
region in which the campuses of the technological university are located,

(f) the plans of the technological university to retain, maintain and develop the 
existing campuses of its applicant institutes including but not limited to its existing 
programmes of education, training and research, and

(g) the plans of the technological university to ensure the geographic name of its 
various campuses is maintained in its nomenclature relating to each campus.”.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 65:

In page 27, between lines 20 and 21, to insert the following:

“(d) the plans of the technological university to provide programmes of educa-
tion and training that meet the needs of citizens, business, enterprise, the professions, 
the community and other stakeholders in the region in which the campuses of the 
technological university are located, and

(e) the plans of the technological university to develop and promote strong social 
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and cultural links between the technological university and the community in the 
region in which the campuses of the technological university are located.”.

 Amendment agreed to.

 Section 30, as amended, agreed to.

 Sections 31 and 32 agreed to. 

SECTION 33

Question proposed, “That section 33 stand part of the Bill.” 

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: How does the position on borrowing for a TU compare with the 
current position?  At present, there is an unsatisfactory arrangement in that, under the fiscal 
rules, the institutes of technology cannot borrow for, say, housing, whereas the universities can 
and this is holding the institutes back.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: As the Deputy knows, there is a difference between 
the institutes of technology and TUs but we will need to agree a borrowing framework into the 
future.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Will there be a difference?

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We need to agree it.  I am not saying what will be the 
outcome.  TUs may be able to borrow but that has not been agreed.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I presume the Minister will discuss this matter with the Minister 
for Finance.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We certainly will.  We have already been in discus-
sions with him.

Question put and agreed to.

Sections 34 to 37, inclusive, agreed to.

SECTION 38 

Chairman: Amendments Nos. 66, 106 to 112, inclusive, 115, 118 and 120 are related and 
may be discussed together.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 66:

In page 32, lines 4 to 6, to delete all words from and including “(1) The” in line 4 down 
to and including line 6 and substitute the following:

“(1) The applicant institutes concerned shall, in relation to an application for an order 
under section 33, jointly comply with the following criteria (in this chapter referred to 
as “eligibility criteria”):”.

Amendment No. 66 provides that eligibility criteria shall be jointly complied with in an appli-
cation for an order under section 46 for TU designation on which application is made jointly 
by two or more applicant institutes.  Therefore, the various numerically-based criteria - such 
as the requirement that at least 4% of students be registered on a programme which leads to 
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an award of at least honours bachelor’s degree level or research students be registered on a 
programme which leads to at least master’s degree level - are required to be met jointly by the 
consortium rather than by individual institutions within the consortium.  These amendments 
are required in light of the fact that applicant institutes will not have merged at this stage in 
the process, whereas previously they would have had to merge before proceeding to apply for 
designation.

Does the Chairman wish me to discuss amendments Nos. 106 and 108?

Chairman: Deputy Troy is not present to move amendment No. 107.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Which amendment is mine?

Chairman: I am not sure.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I have received many representations, including from party col-
leagues, to make substantial amendments to section 38.  I have also received well-meaning rep-
resentations from many academics to change it.  However, I have considered it very carefully 
from a Fianna Fáil point of view and we are not putting amendments forward.  The eligibility 
criteria were set down a number of years ago and TUs, in particular the TU for Dublin and that 
for Munster, have been working towards implementing them and if we were to put amendments 
down now and they were passed, it would knock the whole thing on its head.  I did not think 
it fair to change the eligibility criteria though I thank the people who made submissions to my 
party on it.  It is too late to change it now.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: We will accept amendments Nos. 111 and 112, which 
were tabled by Deputy Thomas Byrne.

Chairman: Those are the two amendments to be moved by Deputy Thomas Byrne.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I discussed this matter with the Minister of State’s officials.  I 
forgot about those amendments.  They are not to change the criteria but, rather, to consider the 
internationalisation of the advisory body and ensure that there would be two international sug-
gestions from the HEA and QQI.  As I should have said earlier, that will hopefully satisfy some 
of those with concerns about eligibility.  The eligibility criteria are very strong but the more 
the process is internationalised, the more seriously people will take it and the more respect the 
institutions will attract, which is what universities are all about.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 67:

In page 32, line 7, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 68:

In page 32, line 18, to delete “professions and” and substitute “professions, the com-
munity and”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 69:
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In page 32, line 19, to delete “the merged institute” and substitute “the applicant insti-
tutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 70:

In page 32, line 21, to delete “the merged institute has a plan” and substitute “the ap-
plicant institutes have a plan”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 71:

In page 32, line 22, to delete “it would” and substitute “they would”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 72:

In page 32, line 24, to delete “its research” and substitute “their research”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 73:

In page 32, line 26, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 74:

In page 32, line 39, to delete “the merged institute has” and substitute “the applicant 
institutes have”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 75:

In page 33, line 1, to delete “it would” and substitute “they would”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 76:

In page 33, line 3, to delete “proportion of its” and substitute “proportion of their”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 77:

In page 33, line 5, to delete “staff of the merged institute” and substitute “staff of the 
applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 78:
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In page 33, line 10, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 79

In page 33, line 23, to delete “merged institute provides” and substitute “applicant insti-
tutes provide”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 80:

In page 33, line 25, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 81:

In page 33, lines 26 and 27, to delete “a merged institute demonstrates” and substitute 
“the applicant institutes demonstrate”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 82:

In page 33, line 28, to delete “it carries out innovation activity and conducts” and substi-
tute “they carry out innovation activity and conduct”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 83:

In page 33, line 31, to delete “the professions and” and substitute “the professions, the 
community and”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 84:

In page 33, line 32, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 85:

 In page 33, line 33, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 86:

In page 33, line 39, to delete “merged institute has” and substitute “applicant institutes 
have”.

Amendment agreed to.
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Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 87:

In page 33, line 40, to delete “it would” and substitute “they would”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 88:

In page 34, line 3, to delete “the merged institute demonstrates” and substitute “the ap-
plicant institutes demonstrate”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 89:

On page 34, line 4, to delete “merged institute has, at the time it applies” and substitute 
“applicant institutes have, at the time they apply”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 90:

I, page 34, line 6, to delete “demonstrates” and substitute “demonstrate”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 91:

In page 34, line 7, to delete “it has” and substitute “they have”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 92:

In page 34, line 9, to delete “that it has strong links with business, enterprise, the profes-
sions and” and substitute “that they have strong links with business, enterprise, the profes-
sions, the community and”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 93:

In page 34, line 10, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 94:

In page 34, line 12, to delete “it has” and substitute “they have”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 95:

In page 34, to delete lines 18 to 21 and substitute the following:

“(iv) that they develop, and have procedures in place to further develop pro-
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grammes that respond to the needs of business, enterprise, the professions, the com-
munity and other stakeholders in the region in which the campuses of the applicant 
institutes are located,”.

Amendment put and declared carried.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 96:

In page 34, line 22, to delete “that it” and substitute “that they”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 97:

In page 34, line 23, to delete “provides opportunities for staff and students of the merged 
institute” and substitute “provide opportunities for staff and students of the applicant insti-
tutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 98:

In page 34, line 27, to delete “provides” and substitute “provide”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 99:

In page 34, line 29, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 100:

In page 34, line 30, to delete “collaborates” and substitute “collaborate”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 101:

In page 34, line 32, to delete “programmes.” and substitute “programmes;”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 102:

In page 34, between lines 32 and 33, to insert the following:

“(l) that they develop and promote and if an order is made under section 33 have 
procedures in place to further develop and promote, as a technological university, 
strong social and cultural links between the technological university and the com-
munity in the region in which the campuses of the technological university will be 
located.”.

Amendment agreed to.
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Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 103:

In page 35, line 8, to delete “with the merged institute,” and substitute “with one or, as 
the case may be, more than one of the applicant institutes concerned,”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 104:

In page 35, lines 13 and 14, to delete “a merged institute” and substitute “the applicant 
institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 105:

In page 35, line 17, to delete “a merged institute” and substitute “the applicant insti-
tutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 38, as amended, agreed to.

Chairman: I propose that the committee now adjourn.  We will consult the Minister of 
State’s office.  It is better to conclude on the section in order to avoid any confusion.  We will 
confirm that.  The committee will resume proceedings at 5 p.m. on Wednesday next.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: There are five minutes remaining should the Chair 
wish to continue.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I am willing to stay if the Minister of State, the Chairman and 
Deputy Funchion are also willing to do so.  If the Chairman and the staff------

Chairman: The Deputy need not worry about that.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Another 30 minutes would allow us to complete the amendments.  
I know the Chair has somewhere to go.  I would be happy to take her place as, I am sure, would 
either of the other Deputies.  I am not trying to take her job.

Deputy  Tony McLoughlin: I propose that Deputy Thomas Byrne take the Chair and that 
we continue.

Chairman: Can we have agreement that Deputy Thomas Byrne will take the Chair?

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: We made an agreement when Deputies Catherine Martin and 
Madigan were in attendance that we would adjourn.  Now that they have left, I think it would 
be fair to them if-----

Chairman: That is a fair point.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: Deputy Funchion is correct.

Deputy  Kathleen Funchion: I do not mind staying until 8.30 p.m., as agreed, but in fair-
ness to Deputies Catherine Martin and Madigan-----
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Chairman: That is only four minutes away.  I thought it would be easier to adjourn when 
there was a break between sections but we will continue.

SECTION 39

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 106:

In page 35, line 24, to delete “(1) A merged institute may apply to the Minister for an 
order under section 46.” and substitute the following:

“(1) Two or more institutes (in this section referred to as “applicant institutes”) may 
jointly apply to the Minister for an order under section 33.”.

Amendment agreed to.

Amendment No. 107 not moved.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 108:

In page 35, line 25, after “application” to insert “by applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Amendment No. 109 not moved.

Section 39, as amended, agreed to.

NEW SECTION

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 110:

110. In page 35, between lines 26 and 27, to insert the following:

“Requirements on application under section 26

40. An application by applicant institutes under section 26 shall include informa-
tion—

(a) demonstrating compliance by the applicant institutes with the eligibility cri-
teria,

(b) demonstrating that plans and arrangements are in place for managing aca-
demic, financial and administrative matters arising on the making of an order under 
section 33, and

(c) to enable the Minister and advisory panel to have regard to the matters re-
ferred to in section 31(2).”.

Amendment agreed to.

Section 40 deleted

SECTION 41

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 111:
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In page 35, line 38, to delete “at least one” and substitute “at least two”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Thomas Byrne: I move amendment No. 112:

 In page 36, line 8, to delete “at least one” and substitute “at least two”.

Amendment agreed to.

Deputy  Mary Mitchell O’Connor: I move amendment No. 113:

In page 36, line 13, to delete “merged institute” and substitute “applicant institutes”.

Amendment agreed to.

Amendment No. 114 not moved.

Section 41, as amended, agreed to.

Progress reported; Committee to sit again.

The select committee adjourned at 8.30 p.m. until 5 p.m on Wednesday, 22 November 2017.


