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ASSOCIATED STUDENTS OF OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

ASOSU Senate Meeting
Fifth Fall Session of the 84th Senate
October 29th, 2024 | 6:30pm
SEC 354
Zoom: https://oregonstate.zoom.us/j/93577674659?pwd=6scPXXEcIbAIQIY|LNiQT5YoxLLZd4.1
President of the Senate
Zachary Kowash

SEC 288

Roll Call/Quorum ~ 6:30 pm
Sen. Acar - present
Sen. Allen - present
Sen. Becquer — absent
Sen. Durr — present
Sen. Eckman - present
Sen. Gomez Silva - present
Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin - present
Sen. Ikehara — present
Sen. Jones — present
Sen. Karlapati — present (zoom)
Sen. Knox - present
Sen. Lau - present
. Sen. Lewandowski - present
Sen. Morales-Coonrad - present
Sen. Pearson - present
Sen. Raschkes - present
Sen. Rowe — present
Sen. Wright - present
Swearing in of Senators/Proxies
a. There were no proxies to swear in.
Approval of Minutes
a. The minutes were approved as written.
Approval of Agenda
a. Sen. Morales-Coonrad motioned to cut old business from the agenda, Sen.
Lewandowski seconded
Gallery Comments
a. A gallery member asked to speak a prayer.
b. Vice President Kowash: As a reminder, ASOSU does respect freedom of
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expression and values gallery feedback. OSU and ASOSU does not endorse any
one particular religion.

VI)  New Business

a. S.B-84.14 “Updated Fiscal Responsibility Act”

Sen. Eckman: I will put the amendments in the chat, and we can talk
about those as well. One of the primary changes was renaming the
legislation to reflect its current version. This new draft removes sections
deemed unfeasible by budget managers, significantly reducing its content.
Additionally, Parts B and G were added, which the committee initially
debated. Part G serves as a fail-safe mechanism, acting as a backup plan if
other measures don't pass. Part B grants the Senate authority to amend
legislation, particularly during summer sessions, while making sure the
mediation committee is not bypassed. Part C includes a requirement where
2/3 of the Senate must approve if no report is provided by the Budgets
Committee. If 2/3 agree, the process can move forward without the report.
We also reintroduced wage classification, which can be compiled online
or through a public records request. Finally, the Budgets Committee is
now responsible for compiling this report instead of budget managers, the
SAB, or the SFC.

Sen. Pearson: | want to emphasize that, as Eliza mentioned, there was a
split in opinion on the committee regarding sections B and G. Personally, |
believe the vast majority of the amendments are important to implement.
Looking at B and G specifically, I don't think they've had enough
refinement to ensure language that the JC would uphold, given past issues
related to the Senate's amendment power. | have concerns about how B
and G are currently written and believe they should be split because they
address separate items. B and G refer specifically to processes like
mediation and amendment, whereas the rest of the bill deals with reporting
and the information we’ll receive. These are different stages of the
process: B and G cover what is voted on and mediated, while the rest
concerns preliminary information. Regarding the 2/3 provision Eliza
mentioned, having B and G in a separate bill poses no issue. The
remaining items are ready to be voted on sooner and need to be addressed
promptly to initiate necessary work. Since B and G relate to internal
processes, delaying their vote wouldn’t cause significant issues; it would
allow us to refine the legislation more thoroughly. This approach prevents
confusion from voting on two complex items simultaneously and allows
for clearer language. The Budget Committee identified a few unresolved
issues with the language, and separating these distinct items from the rest
of the bill into another piece of legislation would be beneficial.

Sen. Knox: | was one of the Budget Committee members who believed B
and G should remain in the bill. Primarily, | felt Part G was relevant as a
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fail-safe in case of any hold-up. Some of that concern was alleviated when
we added the 2/3 Senate vote clause in Part C, which addresses forgoing
certain requirements. This change lessened my urgency for including G
immediately. I also thought Part B was important to include with G to
avoid imbalance, as the two seem to complement each other. However,
after reconsidering, | realized they address separate issues from the
primary intent of this bill. I now support other committee members' view
that these sections could be removed and placed in a separate bill focused
on internal processes.

Sen. Morales-Coonrad motioned for a 3-minute reading period, seconded
by Sen. Ikehara

Sen. Pearson: I'd like to invite some discussion first, but I’d ultimately
motion to remove B and G from this bill, with the understanding that the
Budget Committee will introduce legislation to refine their wording. This
way, we’re not voting on two separate things at once—the report
information and mediation changes—so each part gets due consideration.
Before | make that motion, I’m open to hearing any thoughts.

Sen. Eckman: Could you also add the amendments that the Budgets
Committee suggested in your motion?

Sen. Lau: | was curious to your timeline for adding those sections back
in?

Sen. Knox: The new amendment in Part C with the 2/3 requirement is that
it eases concerns about delays from this bill. I still think G is important to
the process, but I’'m not comfortable adding G back in without also adding
B. B might be more controversial and need more workshopping, as there
wasn’t full committee consensus on it. | think the timeline would be for
next week.

Sen. Allen: | do support taking G out for now, but this other piece of
legislation would need to be passed next week.

Sen. Morales-Coonrad: So, we would be taking B and G out of this,
correct?

Sen. Rowe: It would be removing them from the bill entirely.

Sen. Pearson: Yes, specifically with the understanding that they will be
re-introduced next week, so that there is a better understanding and
separation. And then within that motion | will be motioning to adopt the
rest of the amendments as well.

Sen. Lau: Reading C another time, is it supposed to be taking the
mandatory report at least two weeks prior to the introduction of the bills?
that might be missing.

Sen. Pearson: Yes, we should also add that.

Sen. Pearson motioned to adopt the amendments while removing section
B and G from the bill.
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Sen. Morales-Coonrad: Coming from an outside perspective, can we get
more of an explanation on why there is the rationale of taking B and G?
Sen. Rowe: These amendments actually change how we vote on fees and
the voting process itself, not the information provided to us. They’re not
about a report; they’re about how we amend and introduce fees to the
Senate, while the rest of the bill just provides information to help the
Senate vote. As B is currently written, if we wanted to adjust something as
small as 5% of 1 cent, that amendment would go to the mediation
committee for each unit and then back to the Senate. After that, it would
be forwarded to the president for veto or approval, which could also
bounce back to the Senate. G, on the other hand, says that if we don’t pass
something, we use last year’s budget. So, B and G change processes, while
the rest of the bill ensures the Senate has the necessary information for a
vote.

Sen. Pearson: To simplify, my view is that B and G don’t fit cohesively
with the rest of the bill, as they address different areas—one being
information, and the other being procedural steps. Since it’s challenging to
vote on these together, separating them makes sense. Second, B and G are
inherently linked, so if one isn’t ready, neither should move forward until
both are fully prepared. Finally, I’d say B isn’t ready. The committee
hasn’t had enough time to fully absorb, refine, and work on the language,
so to ensure it aligns with the Constitution and is effective, it needs more
time for careful consideration.

Sen. Knox: I actually have no objection with them in their current state,
but I understand that some people may support the report information but
not the other sections. People should not have to vote on it all together.
Sen. Morales-Coonrad: For me, I think it's kind of strange to want to
separate parts of a bill that flushes out a system and then put on those
guardrails after. 1 would like to see Budgets work on it and I hope to see it
as one piece of legislation for a smoother process.

Sen. Allen: | want to second what Teaghan was saying, this was taken out
as more of a compromise so that we might be able to work on other parts
of the bill beforehand. By removing it we can streamline our processes a
little more.

Sen. Gomez Silva: | wanted to second what Sen. Morales-Coonrad said. |
feel like if more updates are needed, we should’ve pinned this earlier. I
love the push for more fiscal responsibility—I'm not against that. It just
feels uncertain, especially with removing parts and adding them back as a
separate bill. I think this bill needs a bit more deliberation before it comes
back to the Senate. But I do like the updates.

Vice President Kowash: As a reminder, this is considered as a first
reading. So, we will need 2/3rds.
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Sen. Pearson: | just want to clarify that B and G are additions to the
original bill, which was only about information. It’s not just cutting and
pasting randomly; it’s about keeping similar parts together. The original
focus was on information which is time-sensitive for budget managers,
SFC, SAB’S, and the Budget Committee, as they need it now. The
informational parts are ready and relevant immediately, while B and G
apply much later in the process, specifically for mediation if we’re
rejecting or amending decision packages. We plan to introduce B and G
soon, so separating them doesn’t delay implementation. I believe they’re
important, but they’re not at a stage I’'m comfortable with yet, whereas the
informational parts have an urgency since data needs time to be compiled
and prepared for everyone. That urgency isn’t as strong for B and G right
now.

Sen. Rowe: If B and G were implemented a week before deliberations it
would have the same effect as if it was passed and implemented now. But
if the rest was implemented a week before deliberations it wouldn't
happen. The committee added a section allowing 2/3 of the Senate to vote
to forgo this requirement, which does add a guardrail. Also, next week is
the state of the students so we will not have the chance to have a vote on
that.

Sen. Morales-Coonrad: So, if we remove B and G, is the intended goal to
pass it tonight? I do feel like those of us who do not have complete
knowledge on this bill and the training we are supposed to have. This does
feel like a bit of an insult to the SFC process, especially to the students
that voted in the SFC members.

Sen. Lewandowski: | am not swayed with the idea that now is the only
time to pass this. Without the SFC training it would be strange to pass this
now because some of us do not know how budgets work.

Sen. Knox: The reason that it is important to pass this now is that we did
go over it next week, and | did have senators come and reach out to me
about this. If you did have concerns, | would appreciate it if you all would
reach this out beforehand, so we work on this. With State of the Students,
that puts us at another 2 weeks from today, and it would be nice to do this
right now and allow Budgets Committee time. If you have any questions
on how this modifies the SFC process, this would be a great time to
discuss those.

Sen. Ikehara: From my perspective, after hearing people's opinion within
the SAB’s, it is important to be giving them more time to compile this
information. It is important to make sure that they are able to do that as
soon as possible.

Sen. Pearson: If we’re removing B and G, the process changes are
minimal, focusing instead on the information provided. Budget Committee
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has more work to do, and while there’s an option to forgo these
requirements with a 2/3 vote, | trust the committee to get it done. This
doesn’t affect the SFC's process; it’s about providing clear, accessible
information for senators, SFC members, and students. The goal is
transparency so students can track their fees and see how funds are
allocated, which is crucial given we handle $36 million of student money.
Without transparency, it’s hard to engage students in the fee-setting
process. Providing detailed information is not an overstep of SFC’s role; it
benefits everyone by making information accessible. Students have a right
to know how funds are managed, and this bill formalizes what SFC
already does, ensuring that records go back years so we can track changes
over time. This isn’t disrespectful to the SFC; it actually strengthens the
process by putting it into statute. Time is essential here to help budget
managers prepare; they need months, not weeks, to compile this data
effectively. Including details like stipends also helps us ensure students are
fairly compensated for their work. Additionally, if funds are underspent
for years, this information allows us to address it, ultimately benefiting the
SFC’s decisions with accurate data.

Sen. Rowe: I just want to reiterate that this doesn’t make any changes to
the SFC process or timeline, except for setting a specific requirement to
provide information—maost of which is already provided. This bill just
codifies these practices into statute, rather than relying on tradition from
one SFC to the next. Having it in statute means there’ll be a lasting record,
allowing us to track changes over time, which | think adds real value. This
isn’t disrespectful to SFC; it actually strengthens their authority. It also
gives budget managers adequate time to prepare by setting requirements
well in advance, instead of just weeks before deadlines. Plus, including
details like stipends helps us ensure students are fairly compensated. It
allows us to see if funds, like a $100,000 allocation, are being
underutilized year after year—information that benefits both the SFC and
students. Knowing these details has no drawbacks; it provides support for
informed decision-making.

Sen. Morales-Coonrad: | would just like to say that yes, I wasn’t there
last week, but | did take the time out of my schedule to ask the SFC
members to understand how it would affect their process. Lily, can you
explain how this may affect you all in the SFC?

Sen. Morales-Coonrad ceded 5 minutes to Lily Goodyear

Lily Goodyear: | am talking as myself here and not as the vice chair. This
process exists to ensure all units and budget managers are properly funded
and that budgets account for inflation. Most of the information, about 90%
is public and accessible, much of it included in the BRD report from units,
as well as in the presentations. The discussion around removing Section B



concerns me because it is crucial. If the Senate can’t make a decision on a
budget topic or fee, it could undermine the SFC process. We invest a lot of
time understanding how budget managers and BRDs operate, starting
training as early as June. Even before my role on the SFC, | was invited to
meetings to get familiar with the process. We put in many hours approving
BRDs, asking questions, and collaborating with budget managers,
committee members, and unit liaisons. This ensures we gather all
necessary information. | feel that this bill has not only damaged trust
within ASOSU units but also risks the safeguards we have in place to
maintain accountability.

xxxv. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: | wanted to speak on the trust portion. Reading
Lily's point about the trust between ASOSU and BC units got me thinking.
Last night, | talked to my roommate, who works at the BNC, and she
shared how unsettling it is to consider the uncertainty students might face
if this legislation impacts essential services. It worries her, especially for
resources like the BNC. The BNC is one of the best resources for basic
needs in the state of Oregon, and putting units like this at risk due to
uncertain legislation just doesn’t sit well with me. This feels especially
concerning as we approach SFC deliberations and may not yet have all the
training.

xxxvi. Sen. Gomez Silva: | just want to echo the same concerns because | see
little guarantee that the SFC’s work will be respected. Hearing that unit
leaders might be affected is also concerning, as they’re professionals who
know how to manage their budgets. If checks and balances are needed,
there must be a better way to achieve that without undermining their work
and having them report back to us. It feels like the process should be
reversed—unit leaders and the SFC know what they’re doing.

xxxvii. Sen. Acar: | appreciate Emersons' sentiment that the budgets committee
would be willing to work on this. | wanted to ask about the plan?

xxxviii. Sen. Knox: I understand the concerns, but I don’t see much additional
work placed on budget managers by this bill, aside from meeting with
Budget Committee members to discuss questions. In fact, several budget
managers expressed to me that they want more collaboration with the
Budget Committee. This bill aims to build that relationship. The main
added responsibility for budget managers would be discussing questions
the committee identifies when reviewing the numbers, such as any
noticeable discrepancies—Iike an index being overspent by 100%. The
idea is that Budget Committee members would bring these questions to
the budget managers in a meeting, whether in person or remotely,
allowing for a back-and-forth. The focus is on understanding the context
behind the numbers. Aside from meeting with the Budget Committee once
per term, I don’t see much added work for budget managers, and we tried
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to address this concern in the updated version.

Sen. Acar: | would like to hear the opinions of the budget managers; | was
curious as to see if this would result in a large amount of additional work
for you all?

Sen. Acar ceded time to the budget managers.

Leah Hall Dorothy, Executive Director of Rec-Sports: | often hear
“budget managers can do more work,” but Budget Manager is not any of
our titles; our roles are primarily operational, with budgeting as only a
small part. Over the last three years, the student fee process has added
significant responsibilities and meetings, and this bill adds even more,
asking us to budget down to a line level rather than the index level we
currently use. The university itself doesn’t budget in the way this bill
suggests. The time this new reporting would require is significant, and it’s
important to note that budget staff, including Nicole, Amy, and others,
work hard to create opportunities for current and future students.
However, this questioning and lack of trust in our work is disheartening.
We’re not just budget managers; we support over 22,000 students,
managing funds down to the dollar. Last year, our board debated a
$11,000 decision package with great care. Diving into 63 indexes with
over 55 lines per index takes hours, and while | am happy to explain it all
in detail, it’s discouraging when our work is publicly questioned without
understanding its complexity. I have done this work for 30 years because |
care about our students, but shared governance feels compromised when
floor amendments can undo work that takes months to prepare. | want
what’s best for all students, not just those in this room. I’ve been listening
and contributing for five weeks now, and I’ll keep doing so, but I’'m
concerned about staff capacity for this added work. Every coordinator and
assistant director can bring explain their budget down to the last $100.
When you question it in a public forum without actually understanding the
details, I question whether or not we are in shared governance.

Sen. Rowe: Point of Information, line items are only provided upon a
vote. Second, the smallest amount that it goes down to is $25,000

Leah Hall Dorothy, Executive Director of Rec-Sports: You had said
$10,000 earlier and that had been edited since.

Sen. Eckman: | think, on the most recent version, there may be some
hesitancy around this legislation. From my perspective as someone on the
Budget Committee, and not directly managing budgets, | see this as work
that the committee could handle on its own, especially since much of the
information we need is likely already on the BRD or other templates. This
change wouldn’t alter the SFC’s process; it’s more about providing
additional information that the Budget Committee finds useful this year,
with flexibility to adjust next year based on results. We aim to reduce the
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workload for others, as our purpose is to gain a better understanding of
what’s presented to us. When it’s time to vote, we want to avoid
confusion, even if we’ve received comprehensive information from SAB’s
or SFC. This addition could benefit the Senate without interrupting the
overall process.

Sen. Allen: | want to apologize on behalf of myself and the Budget
Committee if any budget managers felt like they had been treated like an
expenditure—that was never my own intent. This legislation reflects
feedback from budget managers, SABs, leaders, and senators. We
welcome any further suggestions and invite everyone to our meetings. Our
goal isn’t to shift work onto others, we are more than happy to take this on
ourselves. The main intent is to increase transparency and collaboration
between the Budget Committee, Senate, and budget managers, fostering
open discussions on expenditures. Strengthening communication across
units and involving everyone in the process is essential. We’re not
detracting from the SFC process but enhancing overall involvement and
understanding.

Sen. Pearson: There’s been an idea that this bill is somehow an attack
because it asks for more information. But students do want more
transparency, and it’s essential to respect that. For instance, look at what
happened with athletics: the Senate attempted to amend the budget, but the
JC blocked it, despite the Constitution granting fiscal authority. This
showed that students’ wishes weren’t fully represented due to a lack of
critical assessment and transparency—agaps this bill aims to address. We
saw almost 90% of students voting “yes” on $16.65, which is a huge
margin. This initiative came from students’ direct effort, gathering over
1,200 signatures, but due to how the process is laid out, their voices
weren’t fully heard. It’s important to emphasize that accountability is not
an attack. Framing it this way is actually harmful, as it suggests that
students asking where their money is going or wanting more information
are somehow in the wrong. This isn’t about power; it’s about students’
money. The student incidental fee belongs to students, not to the units, and
they should have full transparency around it. This bill doesn’t put units at
risk, either. Removing Sections B and G means there’s no ability for the
Senate to cut budgets, so there’s no doomsday scenario. Instead, it allows
the Budget Committee to gather and provide more information, which
helps everyone. Assuming that this request for more transparency implies
ill will is, frankly, a bit insulting, as students simply want to understand
how their money is used. Moreover, it’s worth noting that the SFC has
fewer elected members than appointed ones, many of whom are connected
to the units they oversee. Imagine if someone wanted to serve as the SFC
liaison and openly stated their intention to critically assess spending—it’s



xlvii.
xlviii.

xlix.
l.

likely they wouldn’t be appointed. We’ve already seen evidence of
students’ preferences not being honored, despite 90% support, because of
the current structure, which highlights the need for critical assessment.
Ultimately, we should ground ourselves in what’s best for students, which
is more information and more accountability. The student incidental fee
exists to serve them, and more transparency in how their money is
managed is a necessary and positive step forward.

Sen. Pearson ceded 5-minutes to Dylan Perfect.

Dylan perfect: I know I'm not the only SFC member here tonight, and I’'m
speaking for myself and the at-large seat I represent. I don’t view this bill
as an insult to the SFC process or the students who elected us, given that
our advisory committee is largely composed of appointed, not elected,
members. When I ran, | understood my role as an advisory one to the
Senate’s fee bills, as stated in the ASOSU constitution, and that’s what I
intend to uphold. I’d encourage everyone to look at this based on its merits
and the goals we aim to accomplish. ASOSU’s purpose is the democratic
representation of students. While certain decisions rest with the
administration and the board of trustees, students, faculty, and staff still
have areas where their influence is vital, and much work has gone into
establishing this structure. For example, when nearly 90% of students
recently expressed a preference, yet the outcome didn’t align, it
highlighted the importance of our core values. Many come to ASOSU to
push for change, yet the “process” often ends up as a barrier. If you ran on
goals like raising student wages or divesting from unethical expenditures,
achieving those goals doesn’t come from simply trusting the
administration to enact them. Saying any amendment to a fee proposal is
an act of distrust goes against democratic norms. Sending bills to
mediation or amending them was common in the past, and shifting away
from that decreases student representation. My main concern isn’t about
respecting an abstract process but about representing the students who
elected me, those who elected the Senate, and those who have and will
continue to vote in upcoming elections.

Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin ceded 5-minutes to Lily Goodyear.

Lily Goodyear, SFC Vice Chair: I think my biggest concern with
removing Section G is that, without that fail-safe, everyone would receive
the same budget as last year. A lot of this information was already shared
with the BRD, and much of it is public information. If G is removed and
the Senate can’t reach a conclusion, everyone would end up with last
year’s funds, without adjustments for inflation. This could leave important
areas underfunded, which impacts not only current students but also our
legacy and the relationships we’ve built.

Sen. Pearson: Point of information, it’s important to note that public
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information isn’t always accessible. Accessing public records can
sometimes cost hundreds or even thousands of dollars. Just because
information is technically public doesn’t mean it’s easily available. If you
try to access certain links in the classified personnel salary reports, they
may lead to a 404 error

Lily Goodyear, SFC Vice Chair: There are free PDFs online actually,
specifically about the information that you are asking for. The lowest
mean and highest hourly wages can be found online.

Sen Hostetler-McLaughlin: As far as | can tell, there are concerns about
the senate getting stuck in a spiral. | do sympathize with those, even
though it seems that they have been considered by budgets and they are
going to be considered next week. I am still in favor of taking those out
today.

Sen. Lau: In the spirit of consensus and the time limit | have a few
alternatives. | do not feel comfortable passing the bill with sections B and
G removed. Another option, instead of including these provisions in our
statutes, would be for the Budget Committee to modify our standing rules
to meet with budget managers, ask specific questions, and present the
findings to the Senate. This way, Budget Committee members could build
relationships with unit managers, gain a deeper understanding of the
budget, and bring back information to the Senate in a clear, digestible
format for those who may not be on the Budget Committee. These are just
some alternative ideas to consider.

Sen. Rowe: This bill doesn’t underfund any unit or create a way to do so.
Currently, we can’t be sure students receive the funds they need without
this information. Workers might be allocated funds but not fully paid,
which | consider a form of wage theft. Students often feel ASOSU doesn’t
do enough or spends too much on fees—this bill won’t increase spending
or cut funds from units. It allows us to work alongside the SFC with more
transparency, so we lose nothing by voting yes. This information would be
accessible to students, avoiding costly public records requests like the one
| needed to make. If Section G is the main concern, we can vote on the rest
separately. Sections B and G are crucial for future wage increases and
ethical investment but can be addressed in the future.

Josh, Gallery Member: | just wanted to share my opinion on this. There’s
nothing wrong with giving people as much information as possible,
especially considering we’re overseeing $36 million. Knowing where this
money goes is crucial, especially if it means reallocating unused funds to
underfunded clubs. This bill doesn’t strip money away; it only addresses
unutilized funds. The main drawback is the added work, but that effort
goes toward informing students, which is valuable. Budget managers are
already doing a great job, so I don’t think this would significantly increase
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their workload.

Sen. lkehara: I think more oversight on how fees are spent and where the
money goes is really important. | used to work for a position funded by the
student incidental fee, and workers weren’t receiving over half of the
salary allotted. Having more accountability and transparency on these
funds would help ensure that allocated wages actually reach workers.

Sen. Knox: It does not seem that we are coming to a consensus tonight, |
ask that people with concerns come to us with them. I do not understand
the concern with section G Lily. Currently, Part G isn’t in the statute, so
this bill would actually add it. Since we haven’t voted to remove it, I think
this bill supports including Section G, addressing the SFC’s concerns. The
bill is structured so information already in the BRD doesn’t need to be
duplicated—only new information would be added. I suggested potentially
removing B and G since they seem most likely to modify the process,
while other sections focus solely on providing information. However, if
people feel strongly about keeping B and G, I’'m open to that too.

Sen Hostetler-McLaughlin: I was thinking of motioning to vote,
motioning to take B and G out.

Sen. Pearson: | would object to that motion.

Sen. Rowe: Can | get a raise of hands that would be comfortable voting on
the proposed amendments. In that case, | would like to make a formal
motion that the information gets sent to the budget managers so that if this
does pass in 2 weeks, there is already some work being done.

Sen. Rowe motioned to forward this information to budget managers so
this information could be requested of them when this bill passes,
seconded by Sen. Pearson. Motion was withdrawn.

Sen. Pearson: Let me just clarify what | think you mean, a formal request
by the Senate that collaborations on these efforts with Budget Committee
begin, even though it has not passed yet.

Vice President Kowash: The budget managers have already provided this
information for you all, but I will send this information over to them.

Sen. Allen: Point of order, we really are not giving them more work to do,
we are doing this work ourselves. We just need the FY25 information.
Sen. Allen ceded 5-minutes to Nicole Hindes

Nicole Hindes, Basic Needs Center Director: Section G seems important
to me. Over the years, we’ve seen students do incredible work that we’re
excited about, but we’ve also seen decisions that were more destructive.
Sometimes our concerns stem from past experiences with students who
made poor choices. | also want to point out that sometimes large student
employment budgets have a reasonable explanation. Understanding the
stories and context behind these budgets is important. Thank you.

Sen. Pearson motioned to refer the legislation back to the Budgets
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Committee, seconded by Sen. Rowe.

Executive Branch Reports
a. The executive branch report was moved to next week.

b.

Committee Reports
a.

Budgets
I. Sen. Eckman: We worked on this legislation
Student Government
i. Sen. Pearson: Met with ethics and compliance counselor from the JC.
Campus Improvements
i. Sen. Karlapati: Meeting with Rachel, the library Budget manager, about
the bathrooms.
Outreach
I. Sen. Lau: Meeting next week.
Standing and Special Rules Committee
i. Sen. Pearson: Meeting next Sunday, show up if you want.

Gallery Comments

a.

Lily Goodyear, SFC Vice Chair: If you have any further questions, I am
available same as Sophia.

President of the Senate Announcements
a. There are no unit tours this week! No winter break meetings.

b.

If you want to schedule a table or room, let me know!

Gallery Comments

a. There were no gallery comments.
Senator Comments

a. There were no senator comments.
Advisor Comments

a. There were no advisor comments.

Adjournment 6:58 pm



