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I) Roll Call/Quorum ~ 6:30pm 

a. Sen. Acar - present 

b. Sen. Allen - present 

c. Sen. Durr - present 

d. Sen. Eckman - present 

e. Sen. Gomez Silva - present 

f. Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin – present, on zoom 

g. Sen. Jones – present 

h. Sen. Karlapati - present 

i. Sen. Knox - present 

j. Sen. Lau - present 

k. Sen. Lewandowski - present 

l. Sen. Morales-Coonrad – present 

m. Sen. Pearson - present 

n. Sen. Raschkes - present 

o. Sen. Rowe - present 

p. Sen. Wright - present 

II) Swearing in of Senators/Proxies 

a. There were no Senators or Proxies to be sworn in. 

III) Approval of Minutes 

a. The minutes were approved as written. 

IV) Approval of Agenda 

a. Sen. Rowe motioned to change “SB-84.12” to “S.B-84.11” and to remove 

“Discussion on the reconsideration of the veto of S.B-84.06” from the agenda, 

Sen. Pearson seconded. 

b. Vice President Kowash: Also, apologies, I was using the wrong math to count. 

S.B-84.06 was not mentioned in the opinion today, and it looks like it still stands, 

so we will not have to discuss that today.  

https://oregonstate.zoom.us/j/93577674659?pwd=6scPXxEc9bAiQlYjLniQT5YoxLLZd4.1


V) Gallery Comments 

a. Nick North: Hello everyone, I just wanted to come today and introduce myself. I 

am the Interim Director and the budget manager for the ASOSU unit. I am from 

Ohio, but I have been in the PNW for a while now. I have mostly focused on 

housing, but I am excited to work with you all. Some other fun facts about me are 

that I love volleyball and Katan. You are always welcome to meet with me if you 

have any questions. 

VI) Fox Perez, Daily Barometer Beat Reporter: Hello everyone, my name is Fox Perez, 

and I am this year's Bet reporter for the Daily barometer. I am looking forward to 

working with you all. 

VII) New Business 

a. Confirmation of Sarah Khan as the 2024-2025 Student Experience and 

Engagement SFC Liaison 

i. Vice President Kowash: Sarah would you like to introduce yourself or 

say a few things? 

ii. Sarah Khan: Yeah, of course, hello everyone. I was a senator last year; 

this year I have been focusing within the cultural centers. I have 

previously been a member of the SAB but am now running for the liaison 

position. 

iii. Sen. Pearson: What led you to joining the SAB? 

iv. Sarah Khan: Same thing as last year, I want to elevate voices that are not 

heard, I joined the SAB more to advocate for what students wanted and for 

what I wanted to see happen. 

v. Sen. Pearson: Can you tell us about your experiences with parts of SEE 

that are outside of just the cultural centers. Maybe involvement with other 

groups or clubs on campus? 

vi. Sarah Khan: I have a lot of experience on the administrative side and 

have put on multiple events with various groups on campus as well 

connected with student staff. I have worked for them for 3 years now. 

vii. Sen. Rowe: What ae some changes you want to see this year, whether 

within ASOSU or within SEE? 

viii. Sarah Khan: I have noticed that there is a need for communication, and 

that is my prime concern, and this is what I want to see more of this year 

with being in the SFC.  

ix. Sen. Pearson: How will your experience as Senator help build or 

influence your role as liaison?  

x. Sarah Khan: I realized that a lot of ASOSU functioning was very 

inaccessible, at the time I did not understand how the SFC process worked 

at all, and there needs to be a better bridge of connection. Having been a 

senator now, I have a greater understanding of how all of ASOSU and the 

SFC work and am able to communicate these insights better. 

xi. The candidate was put into a waiting room and the Senate moved into 



deliberations. 

xii. Vice President Kowash: Who would like to start us off 

xiii. Sen. Rowe: I think she is very qualified; I will be sitting out of this vote 

simply because I believe this student was involved in some allegations 

made in the past. I will not vote nay, as I am hoping it is water under the 

bridge.  

xiv. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: I think given her experience she would be really 

beneficial, especially with people that do not know much about the SAB at 

this time, her experience will be really valuable.  

xv. Sen. Gomez-Silva: She is a person that is always wanting to improve, and 

she seems very ambitious. I think she is qualified for the role. 

xvi. Sen. Morales Coonrad motioned for a vote, seconded by Sen. Gomez-

Silva. Sarah Khan was confirmed as the 2024-2025 Student Experience 

and Engagement SFC Liaison with 12 ayes from: Sen. Acar, Sen. Allen, 

Sen. Eckman, Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen. Jones, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, 

Sen. Lau, Sen. Lewandowski, Sen. Morales-Coonrad, Sen. Raschkes, and 

Sen. Wright; 3 absentions from: Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen. Durr, 

Sen. Pearson, Sen. Rowe. 

b. Confirmation of Kayla Ramirez as the 2024-2025 Basic Needs Center SFC 

Liaison 

i. Kayla Ramirez: I work at the Basic Needs Center as a peer navigator, I 

have background in peer education and a lot of community-based outreach 

and activism. If you have any questions, I am happy to answer them. 

ii. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: In your role, what drove you to apply for this 

position? 

iii. Kayla Ramirez: I have always valued student voices, the BNC is almost 

entirely funded by student fees, so when this was brought up, I thought it 

would be a good opportunity.  

iv. Sen. Pearson: How will your experience as a peer navigator inform your 

role as a liaison? 

v. Kayla Ramirez: It is a unique position, and you have to be able to deal 

with these difficult situations. These folks are trying to access their basic 

needs, and I feel like that will influence a lot of things I bring to the table 

when dealing with students who are struggling and have no other resource 

to turn to. A lot of schools do not have resources like the BNC, but OSU is 

one of those schools that does offer them, and that will shape the way I 

approach the board.  

vi. Sen. Lau: I know the BNC does not have a SAB (Student Advisory 

Board), would you be open to having a more robust SAB and adhering by 

public meeting law? 

vii. Kayla Ramirez: I have a meeting tomorrow to talk about that but yes 

100%. 



viii. Sen. Rowe: Are there any changes you are hoping to see within your unit 

or within the student free process? 

ix. Kayla Ramirez: Building a stronger connection with ASOSU, and I feel 

as though this is reciprocated, and I hope that I can build on this within the 

position. 

x. The candidate was put into a waiting room and the Senate moved into 

deliberations. 

xi. Sen. Pearson: I think that Kayla is qualified and has a lot of experience 

that will be very applicable to this liaison position, I think she is very good 

fit for the role 

xii. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: I think their passion for the work in this position 

is obvious. I know their work ethic is incredible and know that they would 

do well.  

xiii. Sen. Lewandowski motioned for a vote, Sen. Wright seconded. Kayla 

Ramirez was confirmed as the 2024-2025 Basic Needs Center SFC 

Liaison unanimously with 16 ayes. 

VIII) Committee Reports 

a. Budgets: 

i. Sen. Eckman: Met before this meeting, mostly discussing a piece of 

legislation we hope to introduce at the next meeting. Drafting a letter to 

the new budget manager. 

b. Student Government: 

i. Sen. Pearson: Figured out when we are going to be meeting, figuring out 

where we will be meeting. Will be having a work session this week, so we 

can work on code of conduct. Working on clarification on signatory 

clarification, fleshing out presentations and the statutory compliance. 

Working on re-examining the position of the ethics and compliance 

counselor, and looking at the previous system and comparing them 

c. Campus Improvements: 

i. Sen. Karlapati: Still waiting on updates from other people and groups. 

Hopefully we will have more by the next meeting. We talked about bo and 

how it is affecting people on campus but community members as well. 

d. Outreach: 

i. Sen. Lau: Had meeting last night where we discussed feedback on a 

survey form, regarding scooters, parking, student wages, and athletic 

tickets. Brought it to the tabling event at the black connect, got good 

engagement and some people registered to vote. We want to spend more 

time tabling at other places on campus. We talked more about the physical 

student suggestion location and put our contract with creative studio to 

use. Thank you to everyone that participated in Fall into Service, had six 

senators come and help with some weeding, looking to do another event 

like in Winter and Spring terms.  



e. Standing and Special Rules Committee 

i. Sen. Pearson: Figured out meeting schedule, Sundays at 1pm bi-weekly. 

The goal is to get everything ironed out to propose, expect to see those 

changes hopefully soon, maybe late this month or early next month. From 

there transitioning to meeting as needed, so we can be ready to meet if 

there is something that needs to re-reviewed.  

IX) Gallery Comments 

a. There were no Gallery Comments. 

X) Old Business 

a. Discussion on the reconsideration of the veto of S.B-84.03 

i. Sen. Rowe motioned for a 10-min reading period, seconded by Sen. 

Pearson. 

ii. Sen. Rowe motioned to hear the reconsideration of both, Sen. Pearson 

seconded. The motion passed with 12 ayes from: Sen. Acar, Sen. Allen, 

Sen. Durr, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. 

Lewandowski, Sen. Morales-Coonrad, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, and 

Sen. Rowe;2 nays from: Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen. Wright;1 abstention from: 

Sen. Jones 

iii. Sen. Pearson: This is just housekeeping, as it has been in effect this entire 

time. I know there are things like the JC opinions, and this has created an 

administrative salad. I do not think that there are risks associated with it 

because it was already, when it was in effect, the hiring of positions had 

already occurred 

iv. Sen. Gomez Silva: I do understand what you are saying, and I have 

spoken to senators regarding this and some of my concerns. There are 

ways to allocate this fee in a better way instead of taking it from the 

administrator's salary allocations. I like how well the bill is written and 

agree with some of the things within it, but there are better ways to do this. 

v. Sen. Wright: I have some questions and want this to be clarified, will this 

take someone's salary that is already employed? And then next year it 

would effect the employment of this position? 

vi. Sen Pearson: When we originally passed and overrode this measure, the 

intent was to explore alternative funding options to keep the position 

within student government but structured so it directly serves and responds 

to students. It's a position where there's no authority coming from an 

outside office, but rather directly within student government, and we have 

been setting up meetings to develop a follow-up bill that solidifies this 

pathway. Given that the position was unfilled during these discussions, 

there’s no risk of revoking anyone’s salary, and it will likely continue 

being funded the same way it was before the JC opinion. The goal is to 

either incorporate this position into the student fee structure or establish a 

separate process to ensure it is directly accountable to students. We aim to 



maintain transparency and avoid any conflicts of interest. The goal here is 

not to take away the role or salary but rather to find a path that ensures 

reporting to students while avoiding the risks identified in past Senate 

discussions. This follows the plan we were working with for the Advocate 

Model Development Task Force from 2022. 

vii. Sen. Wright: So, you want this position now to assist more students? 

viii. Sen. Pearson: Yeah, we want the reporting structure to shift so these 

positions report directly to student government, to avoid conflicts that 

arise when advisors report to others with interests that may be different. 

ix. Sen. Lewandowski: Obviously there have been concerns about this bill, 

so where did those stem from? It sounds like you are saying there would 

not be any implications, but it seems like there could be.  

x. Sen. Rowe: The concern is that we passed this bill to allow more time to 

re-evaluate the position, but the position was hired before. The worry is 

whether someone would be fired if this bill is passed, but the answer is no 

- we don’t control operational decisions. There could be a risk of running 

an index negative, so a follow-up bill would be needed.  

xi. Sen. Pearson: I just want to amend a piece of information just stated, 

rather if we don’t do anything after passing this, the question would be of 

the funding for this year. If we didn’t make any changes, we would just be 

reallocating it again. The goal would be to work with the SAB to create a 

different reporting structure and for it to be allocated in a different matter.  

xii. Sen. Wright: Do you want the job to change, or money to change? From 

what I have heard it seems like we want the fees to change and then the 

position.  

xiii. Sen. Rowe: The goal would be to work with the person, Gabi, and change 

who this person reports to. There is a natural occurring conflict of interest 

if you are funded by the student fee. You work closely with everyone 

who’s salaries depend on the student fee, so this would change the advisor 

so that there is no conflict of interest. If we pass this, we could basically 

go back on it, and it would be passed during the SFC process. By 

overriding this veto, it gives the Senate the option to reconsider where this 

position reports and figure out how changes could happen. 

xiv. Sen. Wright: Are there not positions that already have conflicts of 

interests like that? 

xv. Sen. Rowe: There are, but since that money has been allocated for a long 

time, we feel it would be tougher to change that. 

xvi. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: I know that Sen. Pearson said that if this passes 

there will be a little bit until there is a path made for funding from a 

different place, correct? How can we assure any sort of stability between 

passing this bill and creating this path, and it would not jeopardize this 

person's job? 



xvii. Sen. Pearson: There was no instability when it was introduced, the job 

position was hired while it was in effect, and prior to the writ being 

introduced to the JC. It is because of the lack of operational control, it is 

still being funded from those indices that we do not have control over. If 

we don’t have operational control, decisions could be made about the 

position without any involvement of the students. The role can still exist, 

but we want to use this time while it is still being funded, to go in and 

reconfigure a new path. This would mean ideally, when it comes to hiring, 

if an advisor left the position and there was another hiring process we 

would have more direct control. We would have direct input saying that 

there was an advisor that everyone liked, and we would be able to protect 

that position in the case of firing. Ideally, we want to implement the 

advocacy model recommended by the 2022 ASOSU task force instead of 

the current advisor model. The position is already funded and budgeted 

for, regardless of whether students are directly paying for it, as the 

university made this decision without us. Our goal is for future operational 

decisions to be controlled by students to prevent conflicts of interest 

between students holding the university accountable and shared 

governance. Past issues arose because advisors reported to the university, 

creating conflicts that the advocacy model was meant to address. We want 

to protect both students and these positions from those harms. 

xviii. Sen. Allen ceded 5-minutes to Dylan Perfect 

xix. Dylan Perfect: In 2022, I was the Vice President and part of the task force 

that developed the advocate model, which was included as part of our 

budget ask for that year. To provide context, ASOSU has a subunit model, 

where some offices like the Office of Advocacy or Safe Ride operate 

independently, separate from direct student government control. This is 

important because the student government doesn’t have statutory control 

over these subunits, even though they fall under the broader ASOSU 

umbrella. The intent of the 2022 model was to address conflicts of interest 

that arise when advisors report directly to university departments that the 

student government is supposed to hold accountable. At the time, student 

government had leverage over advisor funding, which allowed us to 

reshape positions or explore alternate models, such as working with the 

Oregon Student Association to place a full-time staffer on campus or 

hiring student positions to support advisors. However, funding now goes 

directly to the Division of Student Affairs, limiting our ability to influence 

how those resources are used. This is why we want to shift the funding 

back under student government’s control, either through defunding and 

reallocating or through the next budget cycle, so we can have the 

flexibility to better align the position’s objectives with student needs and 

prevent the current model’s inherent conflict of interest. 



xx. Sen. Lewandowski: I am still confused and feel that none of the questions 

asked have really been answered about its implications. 

xxi. Sen. Lewandowski ceded 5-minutes to President Schlotter 

xxii. President Schlotter: I’ll separate my responses into two sections: one 

focusing on the Advocate model and the other addressing logistical 

concerns related to this bill. In 2022 when this advocate model came up, a 

lot of work went into it, I was told at the time that you guys went to the 

college of public policy and worked with professors and asked if anyone 

was interested, is this true Matteo? 

xxiii. Matteo Paolo: Technically, it was not a full-time job, it was only 4-hours 

a week. I do not know if it would have been different if it was full-time. 

xxiv. President Schlotter: Thank you for the clarification. Also, there have 

been outside contractors that have been mentioned that are no longer 

involved and are currently dissolving. I can’t speak on it in detail, but 

some of the outside lobbying groups faced legal issues due to their 

independent status from universities and will no longer be with us. This 

removes those outside contracting options. Now, if we want this position 

to report to student government, we need to acknowledge the 

disagreement here. I represent one branch of student government, you 

represent another, and we have a third branch. We can’t even agree on 

where the funding should come from, let alone what the person should be 

doing. Having a faculty position that is accountable to nearly 50 student 

representatives is unrealistic, and there is no way it would make everyone 

happy. That’s why there needs to be an external entity serving as the direct 

supervisor. Someone previously advocated for the advocate model but 

argued against it when the fee proposal went to the 83rd Senate, saying it 

ultimately didn’t work. Keri, last year how many hours did you work? 

xxv. Keri Simonet: Especially during the SFC process and DC trip planning – 

on average 60-65 hours a week. And I was not able to do everything I 

would have liked. 

xxvi. President Schlotter: I ask you if that is acceptable or not, as a pro-labor 

senate, and reflect on that. Then I would like to move onto logistical 

concerns. This allocation was approved by the 83rd senate and was signed 

by all players including the university President and Board of Trustees. 

Her position still exists and is paid for. And the second you re-override 

this, if they sign it, they can take away her job, and that is the reality. 

xxvii. Sen. Karlapati: I had a question for Audrey, when this was on the floor, I 

was confused back then how we went through with the process of hiring a 

new advisor knowing this would potentially take away their opportunity? 

xxviii. President Schlotter: As I mentioned, the 83rd Senate passed it, and it was 

signed by the presidents and the Board of Trustees. I can’t speak to the full 

process since I wasn’t involved, but until the Board approves your out-of-



cycle request, the money is still within our budgets. It hasn’t been placed 

on their agenda yet. 

xxix. Sen. Wright: If we are still talking about conflict of interest for this 

position, would it not still be a conflict of interest for students to be 

selecting and influencing the fees. I feel like there will be conflict 

regardless. 

xxx. Sen. Rowe: The main point is that if current advisors employed under the 

department advising ASOSU receive directives from someone up above, 

like being told to support a specific position, and choose not to follow it, 

they risk disciplinary action by the same university that student 

government often opposes. This is why we exist—to advocate on behalf of 

students for issues not yet addressed by the university. We have some 

options to either contract the position directly under student government, 

which would make it more accountable to students while still providing 

long-term stability or place it under a department like the ombuds. 

However, we can only explore these options if the veto is overridden. If 

it’s not, the funding will remain as it is for the next year, and making 

changes would be much harder. The position will then continue to exist as 

is under the current structure until the funding is reallocated. 

xxxi. Sen. Wright: Can someone also tell me the key benefits of doing this? 

xxxii. Sen. Pearson: Yeah absolutely, I also wanted to amend a couple things 

that Sen. Rowe said. I think the idea of direct orders to lobby is unlikely. 

Instead, it’s more accurate to focus on the systemic bias and conflict of 

interest within power structures. Even without direct orders, it’s difficult 

for someone in a job to go against their boss because it can impact their 

relationship, treatment, and employment. Rather than imagining a scenario 

where someone is being directly ordered to lobby, it’s more realistic to 

consider a situation where the advisor knows their boss’s opinion. This 

creates a conflict when students ask for support, and the advisor knows 

their boss is invested in the opposite outcome due to their university 

position. With a direct student reporting line, there’s no third-party 

influence. The advisor’s role is clearer to help students achieve their goals 

in student government. Employees naturally want good performance 

reviews, career advancement, and positive working relationships. If the 

advisor reports to students or a neutral third party, external influences are 

removed, allowing for objectivity and job security. In 2021, I believe there 

were concerns about advisor involvement and a potentially bias committee 

investigating a president. The benefit of shifting the reporting line is 

neutrality and job security. This ensures advisors aren’t pulled between 

serving students 

xxxiii. Sen. Wright: I do think that this is needed to be taken seriously if 

someone job or pay is in jeopardy. 



xxxiv. Sen. Wright ceded 5-minutes to President Schlotter 

xxxv. President Schlotter: I just want to share the shared governance model 

framework; Zach hopefully will share it with you all. 

xxxvi. Sen. Wright ceded 5-minutes to Dylan Perfect 

xxxvii. Dylan Perfect: There have been real world scenarios, I did want to declare 

about some of the limitations. This bill was originally passed under the 

rules upheld by the senate. Following the passage of this bill, I reached out 

to the Vice Provost of Student Affairs and the Office of the Dean of 

Students to set up a meeting. To date, I do not think a meeting has been 

offered to Senator Rowe either, who has more stake in it than I do. What I 

can say is, there is the issue. At this time no one had been guaranteed a 

job, essentially the office of the vice-provost of student affairs went ahead 

when this was being considered. Since July, we’ve been trying to 

understand why there wasn't deference to shared governance in this 

decision. The decision to pass this bill was made by a democratically 

elected student body, which makes the mandatory incidental fee request to 

the Board of Trustees. Despite this, the administration proceeded, even 

knowing the potential funding risks. Students involved in the interviews 

made this transparent to candidates, but it still puts student government in 

a position where we’re forced to accept the outcome. If nothing else, I 

attribute this issue to the Vice Provost, not to the legislation or the Senate. 

xxxviii. Sen. Wright: Can it also be that they hired this position in consideration 

of a staff member that needed help? 

xxxix. Sen. Acar: I acknowledge the concerns that we have had in the 

administration, however, at the same time if there is a possibility that 

someone will lose their job, I do not feel comfortable with this.  

xl. Sen. Pearson: I wanted to provide for context, that the Board of Trustees 

is required to approve any changes in the fee that are less than 5%. Legally 

by Oregon law they must pass this, since it is far less than the 5%. Upon 

this override of this veto, there was no question regarding the status of the 

funds, the fact that they were in the budget. The lack of operational control 

is why it was hired in spite of the funds being there. The funds had not 

been charged yet, let alone allocated or spent. It was still hired, and where 

does that leave us? We have heard a lot about these risks being taken, they 

were already paying for it prior to it being overturned. The unit itself 

besides the indices was funding this bill. I care very much about the 

protections of labor; I cannot see the future where this is overridden and a 

position is actually removed.  

xli. Sen. Rowe: The financial aid office has already approved, and the contract 

will already be pulled from the reserved funds. No one will be fired if we 

vote aye or nay. This will be the same position as if the position would 

already be hired. 



xlii. Steve Hoelscher: I serve as the advisor for the incidental fee process in 

my role, the institution does not make changes until the Board of Trustees 

takes an action on anything. There would be no changes, until the board as 

the official body has the ability to make the change. Our Board of 

Trustees, while there are no track records of them not adhering to or 

approving our requests, there are enumerated reasons why the board 

would reject them. Each of you can look at the Oregon Revised Statute, 

where you can see the numerous reasons they can not accept proposals. 

xliii. Sen. Lau: The 5% is before it must be brought to the higher education 

committee. 

xliv. Steve Hoelscher: The first reason is if you are all proposing something 

that could break the law. Or second, if the allocation conflicts with a pre-

existing contractual financial commitments. Does the commitment made 

represent a financial commitment to the students of Corvallis? That is a 

reason the board could request a proposed change, and there is the 5% 

threshold. Then, if the fee is not reasonably related to the education 

instruction service of students. So, there are enumerated reasons by which 

the board could reject a request, and with this in mind, I would implore us 

to move towards a vote keeping that we have already had many hours of 

discussion on this over the summer.  

xlv. Sen. Karlapati: Last year I thought that we could not pay for the fund 

balance, or we can’t pay for salary from the fund balance? 

xlvi. Sen. Rowe: We can't dedicate fund balance to initiate salary pay, if an 

index runs negative it automatically runs from the fund balance. So if we 

have say $200 left over, we cannot start paying someone 5 hours a week to 

do something, it is not sustainable.  

xlvii. Sen. Acar: I do not know who would be able to provide this information, 

but let's say we override this veto, is there a real chance that someone 

loses their job? 

xlviii. President Schlotter: Within legality yes, and within my knowledge 

xlix. Sen. Gomez Silva: We need to realize that there are risks, and there is 

definitely a better path to represent the students and to re-allocate different 

fees. I know that there has been excessive feedback on our concerns, but I 

do not think it is fair to pass this bill while there is someone that could 

possibly lose their job. 

l. Sen. Gomez Silva ceded 2.5-minutes to Dylan Perfect 

li. Dylan Perfect: I want to make sure that we are being precise here, if we 

are defunding an index, there is a case that the position could not be 

continued. However, the reason we are in this situation and what could be 

done to remedy that, is because the only remedy isn’t to not continue with 

the contract. Part of what has been on the agenda for that meeting is 

determining where the funding for that position will go moving forward. 



In terms of salaries, that is not on the higher end. This bill was passed in 

July, and it was the decision to proceed with hiring the position even with 

the full knowledge that this could be in jeopardy after the board meets. I 

think there is a fair case you made to identify and maintain continuity in 

that offer of employment and that the inability to coordinate with the 

Student Government is what has led to that ambiguity today, that has to be 

kept in mind. I would also like to say that none of us in the gallery today 

have passed the bar, and any speculation about legal challenges is 

speculative.  

lii. Sen. Pearson: I would like to reiterate a couple of points. When this bill 

first passed, we did this the right way, and they hired the position anyway. 

They hired the role regardless of what the student government had done. 

This bill does set us up to create that better path, the university going 

ahead and ignoring that, and putting someone’s job in jeopardy. This bill 

was in effect. It is not just a commitment. Regardless of the outcome, it is 

the university and the administration that put us here. It is not the 

introduction of this bill, or the veto override, it is the acts of the university. 

The hiring process continued despite numerous objections from members 

of the Student Government, I was there at the hiring lunches and made 

sure to communicate to the candidates to let them know what is happening 

behind the scenes. At the very least, this threat of unemployment is a 

perfect example of the risk that not changing this poses, so regardless of 

the outcome, I encourage everyone that we should focus on the fee 

deliberation cycle, advocacy to the SAB boards, to prevent this from ever 

happening again. 

liii. Sen. Morales-Coonrad ceded 5-minutes to President Schlotter 

liv. President Schlotter: I talked to you all last week in saying that I would 

support you no matter what. I will not always agree with you, but there is 

ASOSU representation within admin working on where this money goes 

and what happens, right after the veto got overridden. I will support you 

guys and the decision you make to administration despite this, I will 

always back you up. In the eyes of the students, we are ASOSU, and when 

they hear about ASOSU they think of us all together. 

lv. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: I have a question for Keri, when years roll over 

do you resign contract every year? 

lvi. Keri Simonet: No, it is not a year to year.  

lvii. Sen. Morales-Coonrad: When you are planning to try and find another 

path surrounding this, could there not be a way to go about this that would 

go into next year, and would take effect next year? Is that something that 

can be done in the next session? 

lviii. Sen. Pearson: I truly do not believe that it would impact someone's job, in 

the event that we do override this, I wouldn’t be advocating for it if it did. 



What is necessary is a structural change to how the position is put 

together. We do have a rushed schedule this year, and that is my 

perspective.  

lix. Sen. Jones ceded 5-minutes to Nick North 

lx. Nick North, Interim Director: I have not met with my supervisor yet. 

Structurally as the budget manager, these decisions were before me, but I 

do remember Keri talking about the number of hours she works. There is 

this operation piece where the work of advising this group requires 

additional support and to prevent burn out. As the budget manager my job 

is to ensure that the funding works and fits, if the funding is not there I 

have to re-allocate it. This means cutting services or travel, to make the 

balance, and that is my job. We have the budget and plan, but they are 

always going to change, and that is where the operations come in. And 

that is where I wanted this clarification to be. 

lxi. Sen. Durr: Basically, what I have been hearing is a lot of uncertainty on 

how we are going to vote and whether the job will be jeopardized, and 

unfortunately that is true. The issue with this vote is that the senate should 

not be in this position. Now we are voting on whether we want this person 

in the job to continue keeping the job potentially. I went to a lot of senate 

meetings last year, and one thing I took away is that the senate should 

follow the process, and personally the process here is that someone was 

hired under the pretenses. I am still thinking of this in regard to the first 

time I voted on this. I am not convinced that we should vote based on the 

position that we are in now. 

lxii. Sen. Durr motioned to vote; Sen. Morales-Coonrad seconded. The motion 

failed with 4 ayes: Sen. Durr, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen. Pearson, 

Sen. Rowe; 8 nays from: Sen. Eckman, Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen. Jones, Sen. 

Lau, Sen. Lewandoswki, Sen. Morales-Coonrad, Sen. Wright, Sen. Acar; 4 

absentions from: Sen. Allen, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Raschkes. 

lxiii. Sen. Morales-Coonrad motioned for a 10-minute recess; Sen. Gomez 

Silva seconded. 

b. Discussion on the reconsideration of the veto of S.B-84.11 

i. Sen. Rowe: I went into this meeting hoping that it would be quick, and we 

would be out in an hour. This bill is significantly less serious to the 

operation of the students than the prior bill. It seemed agreed upon by 

most of the senators from the last meeting, and the fact that retroactively 

affecting vetoes. I have heard a lot of cool initiatives from you all, and I 

think we should start to focus on this. 

ii. Sen. Rowe motioned to override the veto of S.B-84.11, Sen. Gomez Silva 

seconded, the veto override passed with 12 ayes from: Sen. Acar, Sen. 

Allen, Sen. Durr, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. 

Lewandowski, Sen. Morales-Coonrad, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. 



Rowe; 3 nays from: Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen. Jones, Sen. Wright. 

XI) President of the Senate Announcements 

a. Setting up 1 on 1s with you all, I will send out a Calendly link for this to get set 

up. 

b. We have to have an Office of Institutional Diversity training, and training 

regarding meeting each other in the middle past disagreement. Looking at a 2-

hours, between now and week 7.  

c. Other than that, we are really racing by these meetings, and that concludes my 

announcements. 

XII) Gallery Comments 

a. There were no gallery comments. 

XIII) Senator Comments 

a. Sen. Rowe: I got in a meeting with a ton of you and had 1 on 1’s, I want to 

encourage senators to get started on stuff sooner rather than later if at all possible. 

If you don’t, there will be a point where we will be running out of time. I will 

draft a poll this week, to determine our SFC schedule alongside the student fee 

committee, deciding how many meetings and how long. We will officially vote on 

it next week.  

b. Sen. Morales Coonrad: POC politics and law holding voter registration 

education event, location and food to be decided. Will be using the ASOSU code 

to register people, and it would be great for ASOSU to show up. 

c. Sen. Durr: Service with the senators was great, Camryn had a good idea that we 

should do that again but with the whole senate. That would be great, and we got to 

meet people, and it was cool to interact with people. Adison also mentioned that 

we should do a “fun” event, such as something that is an entertainment thing. 

Perhaps a paintball game, but we can workshop the idea, maybe bowling.  

d. Sen. Durr ceded 5-minutes to Angelo Arredondo 

e. Angelo Arredondo, FRC SFC Liaison: I am the OSA legislative chair and 

member of the OSA board. I just wanted to clarify some stuff tonight. The 

dissolvement of the board was mentioned, and this was not something that was 

supposed to be motioned publicly. We wanted to talk about the dissolvement in a 

public statement when we were ready. The claim made was completely wrong 

and that is not a reason why we are dissolving. It is due to reasons of reporting 

structure and funding; it is not because of the reasons mentioned prior. I do not 

think this was said in malice, but it is also not true. An OSA member sadly passed 

away, he and our current executive director had been the targets of hateful 

comments, honestly because of misinformation, and I do not think those two 

deserve to be negatively talked about. I just wanted to set the record straight on 

that.  

f. Sen. Gomez Silva: Happy week to everyone, it has been a tough week already, 

but I know we are going to continue to do good work. There is a community 

service event this Saturday at the Avery Rose Garden if you all want to show up, 



have a good night! 

XIV) Advisor Comments 

a. Keri Simonet: I just want to say that that was a difficult conversation to have 

tonight, but it was respectful to each other, and I believe that conversation was 

really well done. It also really does warm my heart to see everyone in a room 

together laughing with each other. There is a paint splatter place in Albany, so 

there are several different things to do. You all also have to do at least 1 

informational tabling event per term, keep that on your radars.  

Adjournment 

Meeting adjourned at 8:57 p.m. 


