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President of the Senate  

Zachary Kowash 

SEC 288 

I) Roll Call/Quorum ~ 6:33 pm 

a. Sen. Acar - present 

b. Sen. Allen - present 

c. Sen. Becquer – absent 

d. Sen. Durr – present 

e. Sen. Eckman - present 

f. Sen. Gomez Silva – present (joined late) 

g. Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin – proxy  

h. Sen. Ikehara – present 

i. Sen. Jones – present 

j. Sen. Karlapati – present 

k. Sen. Knox - present 

l. Sen. Lau - present 

m. Sen. Lewandowski – present  

n. Sen. Morales-Coonrad – absent 

o. Sen. Pearson - present 

p. Sen. Raschkes - present 

q. Sen. Rowe – present 

r. Sen. Wright - present 

II) Swearing in of Senators/Proxies 

a. Yasmina Cooper was sworn in as a proxy for Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, they will be 

to referred to as Sen. Cooper from this point.  

III) Approval of Minutes 

a. The minutes were approved as written. 

IV) Approval of Agenda 

a. Sen. Pearson motioned to move the consideration on the veto on SB-84.14 until next 

week's meeting, Sen. Rowe objected. Motioned rescinded. 

b. Sen. Rowe: Is that something that budgets decided on as a whole and agreed on? I was 

going to suggest that we do a quick strawpoll vote, and if it seems that people want to 

override the veto, we can do that this week. Otherwise, we can wait until everyone is here 

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


next week.  

c. Sen. Pearson: Yes, that sounds reasonable. 

d. Sen. Knox: We can always discuss the other item first and then see what time left we 

have for that discussion, that would be my preference.  

i. Sen. Eckman motioned to move the discussion on the veto of SB-84.14 to the 

bottom of the agenda, seconded by Sen. Rowe. 

V) Gallery Comments 

a. A gallery member asked to speak a prayer. 

b. Vice President Kowash: As a reminder, ASOSU does respect freedom of expression and 

values gallery feedback. OSU and ASOSU does not endorse any one particular religion. 

VI) Executive Branch Reports 

a. Nathan Schmidt – Chief of Staff 

i. Nathan Schmidt, Chief of Staff: I am Nathan Schmidt, your Chief of Staff for 

this year. This has been a very productive term for our executive team. I have 

helped oversee international student outreach efforts, expenditure requests, staff 

support, and office organization and inventory initiatives. In the early weeks of 

this term, I worked with the ASOSU President to facilitate a residence hall voting 

drive, registering over 166 new voters throughout our 16 residential 

communities, beating UO. Through this role I got the chance to plan and take 12 

international students to the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde to learn 

about indigenous culture in the pacific northwest. As Chief of Staff, I also serve 

as the director of the marketing team. Our team is working to greatly increase 

ASOSUs presence online and outreach efforts to students. Finally, my favorite 

part of the job, getting to see our executive staff every day and working with such 

talented and incredible individuals. One thing I was not expecting though was the 

1-on-1's. I have an insane number of 1-on-1's. Some weeks it can be upwards of 

13. In these meetings I get the chance to work with our executive members and 

check in on the incredible work they do within ASOSU. These meetings, while 

numerous, are extremely special to me. I get a chance to learn about our 

executive members' communities, their wants, what drives them in ASOSU, and 

I am very grateful for the work they do. I have learned that as Chief of Staff you 

live vicariously through your executive staff. This job has been one of the best 

experiences I have ever had within ASOSU. Thank you.  

b. Nalani Knowles – Social Media Coordinator 

i. Nalani Knowles was not able to make the meeting tonight, she will give an 

executive report at another time.  

c. Lauren Camou – Presidential Affairs Director 

i. Lauren Camou, Presidential Affairs Director: Good evening, ASOSU 

Senators, I am Lauren Camou, the Presidential Affairs Director. I serve on the 

Executive Cabinet to give administrative support to our ASOSU President, 

Audrey Schlotter, assisting her in platform policies, legislative advocacy, and 

affairs coordination. Recently, I worked with Vice President Kowash, Katelyn 

Banks, and members of the Student Athletics Advisory Committee to formulate a 

recommendation for the Fiscal Year 2026 Student Athletics Tickets 

Memorandum of Understanding. I was the point-person in organizing the State of 



the Students Address event and the SEC Open House. I am currently serving on 

the Committee for planning the DC Legislative Lobbying Trip in Spring Term. 

Alongside these responsibilities, I am the Team Director for the Presidential Pilot 

Program initiatives. This means I am working with her and involved stakeholders 

to plan the 24-Hour Library Study Space during finals week, and I lead the 

International Affairs Coordinators, Alena Makarova and Olabisi Olajubutu, and 

the Disabled Student Affairs and Campus Accessibility Coordinators, MaKenna 

Brooks and Marina Ketrenos, on the executive staff through their efforts and 

endeavors. If you have anything you would like to discuss or address, I am happy 

to answer your questions and engage in candid and respectful conversation. 

d. Gabriel Julum – Veteran and Military Affairs Coordinator 

i. Gabriel Julum, Veteran and Military Affairs Coordinator: Hello, I am 

Gabriel Julum, and like he said I am the Veteran and Military Affairs 

Coordinator. Throughout this term, one of the big things that I am working on is 

going to be Veterans week. We have five days and five events throughout 3 

student veteran organizations: The Student Veterans Association, The PAVE 

Team (Peer Advisor Veteran Education), and the Holcomb Center. We are also 

hosting a toy drive with our nontraditional student affairs coordinator throughout 

the next couple weeks for the holiday season, and that will be finishing out our 

work this term. Finally, as part of the Policy Team I have been working on HR 

7543 “Guard and Reserve GI Bill Parity Act of 2024” a bill introduced to make 

sure that all days of service for veterans are being counted towards the GI Bill , 

which historically has not been the case.  

VII) New Business 

a. Review of 2025 ASOSU Elections Packet (per Title VIII § 8(b(iii)) 

i. Vice President Kowash: You can find the packet in the teams; we reviewed it in 

committee on Monday. I want to start off by giving a little background, I am the 

chair of the Elections Committee so this was the work of me and my team. As for 

some of the changes that were requested but looked like they maybe did not 

change. First off, in the ASOSU senators' description I expanded on the current 

pay hours, including summer hours and pro-temp and committee chair hours. I 

also expanded upon the senate's role in the Student Fee Committee process by 

pasting from the statutes. I had a hard time defining “great harm” to the student 

body as seen in the “Campaign Rules and Violations” section, and that is because 

that little blurb is included in the statutes. If senators would like to put in 

legislation to define “great harm” I think that would help, but also this is not the 

only information that candidates will receive during the election. I am hoping 

that candidates next term will not be violating this, or even getting close to it, but 

I would also hope that you all would trust me to not use this provision to use my 

power discriminately against different candidates. The Elections Committee 

meetings are at 9 am on Monday, we would love to see you there. In minor 

offenses, our advisors will be communicating with student affairs offices in order 

to let them know what the policies are on their end for putting up candidate 

materials. I also added a minor offense from senator feedback regarding finance 

limits, this creates a hard cap of 300 dollars as a minor offense, and if they 



exceed it on both financial statements then that would be 2 minor offenses, and 

only one more to being disqualified. As for page 10, Campaign Finances, a line 

that says candidates are prohibited from using their finances for other candidates. 

I definitely see how that might play into effect, especially regarding slates, but 

candidates will be able to split costs without violating this provision as long as 

they are not giving money. I also do not know how much we would be able to 

control that.  

ii. Sen. Pearson: I am going to take some issue with the candidates who are 

prohibited from using their finances for other candidates. I think that it is not 

feasible to uphold. Let's say someone gets candy to pass out and they are tabling 

with it along with other people they are running with. At what point is it realistic 

to actually enforce this idea. I also cannot see the actual benefit of its 

implementation and cannot see the actual material impact that its removal would 

have. For another example, say that someone is running an Instagram ad from an 

account that promotes an entire slate. Even if it is just containing a singular 

candidate, implicitly there is attention directed to that account and ergo to those 

candidates. It just does not seem feasible to actually implement it. I think that we 

need to have practicality in what is there and would strongly petition for it to be 

removed. 

iii. Vice President Kowash: There is not anything specific about candidates sharing 

finances in either of the offenses, so I was of the opinion to keep it in there as it 

ensures that all of the candidates are going off of the same playing field. I totally 

see what you are getting at, and I was going to expound on it during the info 

session and say that splitting costs is fine between 2 tickets if they are working 

together, but try not to donate it all to someone. I know it is unlikely to happen. 

iv. Sen. Pearson: I think that in that case what is written is not an acceptable 

reflection of what is intended. It should just say everything should be tabulated 

and it is unclear in how it is written.  

v. Vice President Kowash: Little caveat, all candidates must attend an info session 

or watch the zoom recording, and hopefully they will catch the part in which I 

talk about that, but yeah it does seem like it doesn’t reflect anything other than 

just having it here.  

vi. Sen. Pearson: In that case, if there is a poster that contains 3 people running for 

different positions, is that permissible? If there is a poster that contains or 

promotes multiple people that are running for senate, is that permissible? 

vii. Vice President Kowash: I would say that it is if each candidate is paying their 

fair share of it, just to make sure that everyone is not having a leg up monetarily. 

These elections should be based on your own merit and your own ability to make 

changes to the student body and sometimes that kind of thing might get in the 

way, especially if someone has more resources. 

viii. Sen. Rowe ceded 2 minutes to Dylan Perfect 

1. Dylan Perfect: I wanted to address a procedural point as a member of 

the constitutional convention that recently changed the ASOSU 

constitution. This is a pretty significant procedural departure from how 

the rules and procedures were established for the better part of about 20 



years. For a long time, the elections committee had unilateral authority to 

establish the election rules for that elections cycle because the 

constitution ceded this to the statutes and the statutes gave the ability to 

make those decisions unilaterally. That is no longer the case, in Article 4,  

Section B, Subsection C, Paragraph 1 of the ASOSU constitution it states 

that it shall be the duty to set election committee to set election dates, 

deadlines, and to propose these rules to the senate for the passage of 

statutes. I would like to make sure that it is clear that the approval of the 

elections packet as a check on the elections committee by the senate, is 

essentially ratification or approval of a descriptive document for the 

benefit of candidates. Those would need to be codified in statute again 

just based on that provision that is verbatim Article 4, Section B of the 

ASOSU constitution. I would encourage you to comply with that 

constitutional provision if there are changes to campaign finance 

regulations or changes to any of the requirements. The senate approving 

those without opportunity for a veto by the President I do believe would 

be unconstitutional. I am simply saying that there is an unconstitutional 

implication there. 

ix. Sen. Rowe: The rule to have this, is it codified in statute? 

x. Vice President Kowash: I don’t believe so, I think it was just in the elections 

packet from last year and I figured if it aint broke don't fix it, and so I fixed the 

parts that need rewording. 

xi. Sen. Rowe: So, if it is not in the rules, I would be inclined to just not have it 

there, because it isn’t in statute. Maybe we can pass it in statute before 

campaigning opens, but otherwise I would just be inclined to say that it shouldn’t 

be in. 

xii. Sen. Eckman: I had a few small changes. For the VP, President, and SFC Chair I 

believe in our current compensation levels they have different hours during the 

summer. Also, under the President it says that they would be a member of the 

advisory board which I believe no longer exists in its current state. So maybe 

under the Vice President or President putting the Student Athletic Ticket 

Recommendation Committee instead?   

xiii. Vice President Kowash: That is true, and I will make those amendments really 

quickly.  

1. Sen. Rowe motioned to make the changes made by Sen. Eckman, Sen. 

Pearson seconded. 

2. Sen. Pearson motioned to remove the line about sharing finances, 

seconded by Sen. Rowe. 

xiv. Sen. Rowe: I think we could add a rule there if we wanted before the election 

opens. 

xv. Vice President Kowash: For a little bit of info, registration will open on 

December 6th and so we would need to pass the elections packet a week before 

some date. Is it the campaigning period date? 

xvi. Sen. Pearson: I think it is before registration presumably, but statutory changes 

should be fine after I imagine. 



xvii. Vice President Kowash: Perfect, then I can just re-publish that once those 

changes are made by senate. Any other amendments we would like to make? Any 

more discussion or I would entertain a motion to vote? 

xviii. Sen. Pearson: One last thing, is there a reason that campaigning in classes is left 

to the discretion of the instructor and the elections committee? 

xix. Vice President Kowash: So, our committee was going to go ahead and do that to 

all of the classes anyway, so that would mean that yes go ahead. Candidates have 

to submit any marketing materials to us 48 hours in advance to review, I would 

assume that is part of that. The more people getting ASOSU’s name out there, the 

better. 

xx. Sen. Pearson: In that case, maybe should that be “is left to the discretion of the 

instructor”. With leaving it like it is now, my only worry is that without 

elaboration there is potential for it to be applied asymmetrically.  

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to strike “and the elections committee” and have 

it just be “up to the discretion of the instructor”, seconded Sen. Ikehara.  

xxi. Vice President Kowash: I think I am still going to require candidates to let us 

know when they are going to classes, just in case one of them has gotten 7 

different candidates coming to speak. 

xxii. Sen. Pearson: I would kind of push back on that because then it would require 

people to report if they are speaking in just their own class. If someone is taking 

it upon themselves to go to a ton of classes, I don’t see the actual benefit of there 

being a lot of tabulation on who is going where.  

xxiii. Vice President Kowash: I also think the tabulation will make much more work 

for the elections committee to keep track of all that and candidates are able to go 

to clubs and organizations to present and those can be over 200 people. Any 

other changes? 

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to vote on the Elections Packet, seconded by 

Sen. Allen. Motion rescinded by Sen. Pearson. 

xxiv. Sen. Rowe: Can we make a tentative approval this week and make a final one 

next week? We made some last-minute adjustments and I want to make sure that 

none of those cause any issues in the future. 

xxv. Sen. Durr: I would just say that Zach did ask us to get it over tonight, and I 

understood everything that was changed. I would prefer getting this through. 

xxvi. Vice President Kowash: As the Chair I would say that all of this looks good, 

and we have our Vice Chair giving it a thumbs up as well.  

xxvii. Sen. Pearson: I am going to rescind my motion. I would prefer a tentative 

approval as well. There is a part of the constitution that makes it complicated.  

xxviii. Vice President Kowash: Quick note, if it does pass provisionally i am still going 

to go ahead and distribute this election packet to people, because I need to have 

those info sessions. If there is an issue, we can always update it later on, but at 

this point I need to be able to do my job. 

xxix. Sen. Rowe: I think the concern is that as it is written in the constitution, once you 

print the packet, if you make any changes they need to be approved by all of the 

candidates. So, we can provisionally approve it for the time being. 

xxx. Sen. Knox: I am confused about this provisional vote, is the idea that there will 



be something different than what we are approving now? 

xxxi. Sen. Pearson: Because Article 4 Paragraph A. I do not anticipate any changes, 

but the benefit would be to be able to modify the statutes in such a way that 

codifies the issue that we just talked about.  

xxxii. Sen. Knox: Is that a conflict that we know of or does that just need to be double-

checked? 

xxxiii. Sen. Lewandowski: I would say that we talked about these things within the 

committee meeting, and I believe that they are pretty small. Zach can clarify in 

the info sessions what we have talked about, and I do not understand why we 

would have to wait to pass this. 

xxxiv. Sen. Pearson: We cannot change the rules and procedures in the constitution and 

that is the part that we need to clarify. The goal of the provisional vote would be 

to approve it, but if we need to put something in it, or clarify, we can if we need 

to. 

xxxv. Sen. Lewandowski: Could we not just clarify when people ask? We have not 

seen what people may interpret it as yet? I think we could just address these 

issues as they come rather than focusing on them right now. 

xxxvi. Sen. Pearson: In general, I would agree, but it explicitly says that we cannot 

address things as we go without running it by every single candidate. 

xxxvii. Sen. Allen: I am confused on why we would need to provisionally pass it if we 

are trying to do the info session next week and then we have finals and then 

break. We are actually putting pressure on ourselves and the committee to shrink 

the timeline, and I do not think that is fair or equitable for them either. 

xxxviii. Sen. Rowe ceded 1 minute to Dylan Perfect 

1. Dylan Prefect: There has been a pretty significant paradigm shift here 

tonight in regards to the constitutional provision that I shared. The packet 

authored could include binding changes on the rules themselves and we 

pretty quickly we shifted to the understanding of the rules that already 

exist. I think taking the due diligence to ensure the packet has been 

cleared of any changes to rules or discrepancies codified in statute, so 

that candidates aren't informed of a requirement that could be different to 

those in statute, I do believe that that could be warranted. If there is a 

desire to codify any of those changes that could potentially be in peril 

depending on how it is interpreted. It sounds as though, based on what 

Zach said, in the event of approval things could be printed and in the 

event that there was any incorrect information the candidates could be 

informed without triggering that constitutional provision.   

xxxix. Sen. Rowe: If we wanted to clarify, and approve this packet today, then we 

cannot do that unless all of the candidates approve. If we tentatively approve then 

it continues, and we can rubberstamp it next week.  

xl. Sen. Allen: I think it is far to say that almost everything could be left to 

interpretation. Since we have to get this out before next week, would we be 

maybe looking at a special meeting?  
xli. Vice President Kowash: Yes, or we would have to vote over zoom because it 

has to be printed by the 1st day a candidate may file. 



xlii. Sen. Pearson: If the date to do it starts on the 6th and we have a meeting on the 

3rd. If it is something we have already talked about, if we met on the third there 

would be zero candidates, ergo we could still do it in a single reading. With that 

in consideration I will motion for the approval of the packet. 

xliii. Sen. Allen: Just to clarify, this is the official approval, not provisional? 

xliv. Sen. Rowe: It is official, but since there will not be any candidates next week we 

could still change it without having to inform all the candidates. 

xlv. Vice President Kowash: Oh also, any senator that is filing for candidacy next 

term has to abstain from this vote. So, if you are running for a position within 

next year's elections, abstain. Sorry, I should have pointed that out earlier. 

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to officially approve the Elections Packet, 

seconded by Sen. Knox. Motion passed with 7 ayes from: Sen. Acar, Sen. 

Jones, Sen. Lewandowski, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. Rowe, Sen. 

Wright; and 9 abstentions from: Sen. Allen, Sen. Durr, Sen. Eckman, 

Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen. Ikehara, Sen. 

Karlapati, Sen. Knox, and Sen. Lau. 

VIII) Committee Reports 

a. Budgets 

i. Sen. Eckman: Met earlier today and discussed further options if the veto is not 

overridden on SB-84.14, we also talked about pay compensation model for next 

year. 

b. Student Government 

i. Sen. Pearson: We have been working on reviewing JC applcations and provided 

an initial recommendation to have one candidate approved before break. We will 

pause and have the other recommended during winter term just so there can be a 

greater search for students. We want more students to have access to these 

opportunities but also marrying that idea with the expectation that there does 

need to be additions to the JC.  

c. Campus Improvements 

i. Sen. Karlapati: Finished writing during our last meeting legislation regarding 

endorsing the library's initiative of adding the door flaps. It will hopefully be on 

the agenda for next week or week 1 of next term. 

d. Outreach 

i. Sen. Lau: Thank you to all the members of outreach who took over tabling this 

week, if anyone who took part in tabling can speak on that? 

ii. Sen. Rowe: We got a couple people it was pretty chill. 

e. Standing and Special Rules Committee 

i. Sen. Pearson: We did not meet quorum last time, we will have a meeting on 

Sunday. Maybe moving for special meeting for considerations surrounding the 

vetoed bill, but we will consider still having that meeting after tonight's vote on 

SB-84.14 if we get to it.  

IX) Gallery Comments 

a. There were no gallery comments at this time. 

X) Old Business 

a. SB-84.16 - “Working Group on Social Responsibility in Fee Allocations”  



i. Sen. Ikehara: I just wanted to thank everyone for coming out tonight and I 

wanted to ask everyone if they could try to put a trigger warning on anything that 

could be considered triggering.  

ii. Sen. Pearson: I wanted to start things off by addressing some emails that were 

sent out to everyone that was in my opinion lobbying against this item. I wanted 

to share this document or excerpt because I believe it starts to tackle a couple of 

the concerns included not only in the emails but also something I have also heard 

regarding this item. This is an excerpt from the CIA’s Simple Sabotage Field 

Guide, this is their own directions on how to disrupt radical-end important 

movements. I think this is a very salient document to look at when we are seeing 

some of the ways that the CIA itself suggested to dismantle power and activism 

used in regard to this bill. We have heard a lot in the emails, which I will 

contextualize for the gallery; communication was sent out by our Senate pro-

tempore Adison to discuss things with budget managers. Then all of the senate 

and I believe up to 60 other people were cc’d in responses to the email that were 

citing a lot of procedural concerns. All the ideas of process, process, process and 

rushing things, not only is this directly in line with what the CIA recommended 

to try and disrupt movements, but also when there is this idea that the process is 

more important than a genocide, we need to recontextualize what we are actually 

discussing and the severity of the issue. I think the emails were not in necessarily 

good faith and did not need to be sent out to 60 people in what, in my opinion, 

seems to be an attempt to shame senators using the process as a means. For now, 

I will just end with an encouragement to support this legislation. 

iii. Sen. Gomez Silva: Good evening, I just wanted to remind everyone to also be 

respectful of what everyone is saying. I personally do like the concept of this bill, 

there are just some things that need to be looked at. I have a letter from Sen. 

Morales-Coonrad that I will read for you now. He says, and I quote: “Since I am 

not able to join you today, I would still want you all to hear my message 

regarding SB 84.16. I am supporting this piece of legislation as I believe that we 

should do our best to invest in companies that do not participate in violations of 

basic Human Rights. I say this as an individual who has family who have and 

still are working in the fields here in the United States. Being a family member of 

Farmworkers, we are faced by the realities of unfair work environments that 

produce much of the food that we eat today. I would love to see this legislation 

invest in companies that support local businesses that could benefit from the 

exposure and consumption that OSU could bring to them, as well as create an 

environment of supporting those working hard to produce the food that we eat. 

With this piece of legislation, I can see a future where we make sure that 

communities within OSU know that they can exist at this university without 

negative impacts to their own community. I know that much of this legislation is 

focused around the ongoing genocide in Palestine, and I think that it is important 

that we do not support companies funding this issue. We have an unspoken 

necessity as student leaders to make sure that the money that we allocate not only 

benefits the students, but also make sure that we are supporting the communities 

they come from. Many issues marginalized folks face here in the United States 



are linked to the Genocide in Palestine and the issues of settler colonialism, 

proving that we must stand up for each other. In the way that we showed 

solidarity with the Graduate students, I am asking you to stand in solidarity with 

the communities who have a linked fate to the Genocide in Palestine. To the 

Jewish community on campus. It pains me to know that there is this fear that 

actions might be taken to harm the community here on campus. I know that the 

other senators agree with me when I say, we will NEVER stand by idly if some 

injustice were to ever happen on campus. No student, group, or community on 

campus should ever feel marginalized or scared to exist in these spaces. The 

feeling of being marginalized is a feeling many of us students of color have felt 

before, and believe me when I say, the fear you have is something I was born and 

raised with. I would never ever support legislation meant to ostracize a group 

from the greater OSU community. I support the legislation and I believe in the 

goal of creating a fiscal future where we do not support the violation of Human 

Rights” 

iv. Sen. Raschkes: I am going to read the speech I wrote in terms of my opposition 

towards this bill: I'm deeply disappointed by the Senate's comments in last week's 

meeting, as they seemed disconnected from reality. There are no small businesses 

capable of replacing HP in terms of job creation, joint research, and 

collaboration. When asked, no one in the Senate could identify a local small 

business or mom-and-pop shop that could fill this role. Aligning with your stance 

on the political issue does not reflect neutrality. Divestment frequently conveys a 

moral or political judgment against a company or industry, positioning the 

institution on one side of the debate and making it appear as though it is taking a 

definitive stance rather than remaining impartial. Divesting from companies isn't 

considered neutral because it inherently involves making a moral, ethical, or 

political judgment that aligns with one side of an issue. This act communicates a 

clear stance on the practices, policies, or values of the companies or industries 

being divested from, which can be seen as endorsing one perspective over others. 

In essence, divestment is an active decision that prioritizes certain values or 

beliefs over others, making it inherently partisan rather than neutral. Institutions 

aiming for neutrality typically foster open dialogue and critical thinking on all 

sides of an issue, rather than making unilateral decisions that align with a 

particular perspective. I was particularly disheartened by the divisive rhetoric, 

claiming support for businesses owned by people of color and underrepresented 

minorities while implicitly excluding others, which comes across as 

discriminatory. Singling out one racial group in such a manner is inherently 

unfair. This just displays that some people or groups are more equal than others. 

Instead, we should support businesses based on their mission, the quality of their 

products, and the services they provide—not the race or ethnicity of their owners. 

It's troubling to see ASOSU operating with a herd mentality, seemingly more 

focused on avoiding backlash and ostracism than on doing what is right. This 

disconnect from the real-world implications of their statements illustrates how 

ASOSU exists in a bubble, detached from the realities around us. The reality is 

that the only country in the Middle East where LGBTQ individuals are safe, 



where women have more rights compared to neighboring countries, is currently 

being under attacked. I’m not claiming any country is perfect, but the differences 

in this scenario are stark and undeniable. Additionally, I’d like to iterate that 

there is no small or local business that has the resources or in the infrastructure to 

provide an alternative in terms of giving the opportunities it provides to students 

such as jobs, joint research, funding, and more. As a STEM-focused university, 

OSU thrives on opportunities like these, and it’s absurd to jeopardize them for 

the sake of personal political agendas. Once again, I’m not here to claim that any 

country is perfect, but in this situation, the differences are clear. It’s surprising 

that the Senate cannot seem to grasp this. It’s heartbreaking to see ASOSU 

prioritize personal agendas over the students they are supposed to represent. 

Some members of the Senate seem more focused on advancing their own 

political goals, telling people what they want to hear, and catering to their base 

rather than addressing the real needs of the student body, because of that, I’m 

sure that they will make great politicians one day. ASOSU claims to support 

LGBTQ people, yet I’ve had LGBTQ students approach me to express their 

gratitude for standing up for them. They’ve shared that they feel unwelcome, 

attacked, and ostracized on this campus simply because they are Jewish. 

Similarly, women have told me they’ve been targeted for the same reason. 

ASOSU asserts its commitment to diversity, equality, and inclusion, yet we are 

promoting support for non-white businesses while overlooking the concerns of 

Jewish individuals who feel threatened and face antisemitism on this campus. 

ASOSU also claims to champion sustainability, yet they oppose HP, a company 

with significant sustainability initiatives. Carbon Emission Reduction: HP aims 

to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions across its entire value chain by 

2040, accelerating its previous target by a decade. This commitment involves 

reducing emissions by 60% by 2025 from a 2015 baseline. Supplier Engagement: 

HP collaborates with suppliers to enhance sustainability practices, focusing on 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving energy efficiency throughout 

its supply chain. This glaring inconsistency highlights how far removed ASOSU 

is from the realities of the student body’s needs and concerns. I will continue to 

be a voice for those on this campus who feel attacked, forgotten, or overlooked—

those who are afraid to speak out and share their opinions. It’s deeply unfortunate 

that some students feel too intimidated to give their testimony to the Senate 

because they believe their concerns will be ignored or fear being attacked for 

speaking up. Hearing that I’m seen as the only senator who listens and is 

reasonable is both humbling and troubling. I will gladly be their voice, ensuring 

their perspectives are heard and bringing forward the viewpoints that have been 

seemingly forgotten. 

v. Sen. Rowe: At the request of multiple senators there is a desire to have more 

people on the appointments committee. Once it is set up, the senate Budgets, 

Outreach, and Student Gov Committee chairs could all appoint people for the 

committee, we could include Campus Improvements on there as well if we would 

like. This would make the appointments more well-rounded. I am not going to 

motion for this yet. I also then wanted to move to public comment as people have 



been waiting for a long time. Maybe after the current speaking order we will 

move to public comments, 3-minutes per person? 

vi. Sen. Durr: I was just going to ask about public comment. I do not have a long 

response to what was said earlier, but I can confidently say that I have been 

acting in the best interest of students with my votes. 

vii. Sen. Pearson: I wanted to address some of Sen. Raschkes comments. Starting 

with the idea of divestment as an active decision, I disagree because it is not like 

you can just trip and fall and buy 3k computers for HP. Ultimately, we should be 

thinking through our decisions, and we should be considering their implications. 

He mentioned that there is a disconnect from reality in how senators are voting 

on this issue, but I think there is a disconnect from reality if someone thinks their 

purchases have no material impact. We have seen this through movements such 

as the one supporting the abolishment of the apartheid in South Africa. We 

should be making active critical decisions about our investments. I would 

encourage you to look at the gallery. If we think these students do not actually 

care about this issue then why do we have seen more engagement on this issue 

than any other? If more evidence is needed, it can be seen though the fact that 

there was an encampment, it was a student movement that is still fighting for the 

same goals. There have been numerous petitions and calls to the university for 

there to be divestment. Anecdotal stories can be equally applied in the opposite 

direction, I appreciate hearing that, but it is not a representative sample. The last 

thing I want to address is that I disagree that there is no homophobia or misogyny 

in the state of Israel. When there is this idea that because there are these identities 

then we shouldn’t do anything about a genocide. I think that is a pretty clear 

weaponization of causes against one-another when there are in fact queer 

Palestinians, and they are being murdered. The weaponization of the identities, 

and some of individuals who are here, used in a way to suggest that there are 

women and queer people are opposed to this legislation in general. And while I 

think that whatever identities I may have, and that I am in a place of privilege 

due to a lot of factors. Trigger warning, as a queer woman, if people put the most 

homophobic and misogynistic baby in front of me, I do not believe that it 

deserves to die. No child should be killed regardless of this, and using the idea 

that there might be some homophobia somewhere as a justification for mass 

atrocity is a disgrace not only to the mass acts of violence but also to the queer 

and feminist movements that you claim to be upholding, to utilize these to justify 

doing nothing about a genocide. 

viii. Sen. Allen: I was sent some amendments that I was hoping we could bring 

forward, and as someone who represents all students not just one side, as much as 

I may have my own opinion, I think it is important that we are listening to other 

people as well even people with differing opinions to us. I will send these 

amendments in the chat. One of the main reasons I decided I would sponsor these 

amendments is because it allows for other groups to use this bill and clears up 

some of the language to make that possible. It also allows for the appointments of 

the committee to be more opened up and includes the SFC Chair and the 

President of the Senate. It is largely a compromise, but it is important we 



evaluate everyone on this campus and making sure that no one feels excluded 

1. Sen. Allen motioned to make these amendments, objected by Sen. 

Pearson. The motion was rescinded by Sen. Allen. 

2. Sen. Allen motioned for a 2-minute reading period. 

ix. Sen. Pearson: I wanted to give an explanation for my objection to these 

amendments. I see it as a move towards erasure, it erases the reasons for this bill, 

and the fact that most of the cuts are in the whereas section I found to be 

particularly concerning. The text is largely fine and already serves to do what you 

described and target numerous ethical causes. This bill represents the follow up 

to a resolution that has already been enacted, which is the official position of the 

ASOSU, and we should not be stripping things of their context when that context 

is a genocide. If people do not want to see that included, then at the end of the 

day that is the erasure of oppression and erasure of the suffering of people. It is 

harmful to say that we like the idea of what it will do but we do not need to 

address what it came from. I think it would be doing a grave disservice to 

students and to the pursuit of justice in general to erase the suffering of people 

for the sake of making a bill less controversial. We must confront controversy 

and make the choice to take a stand and do what is right as opposed to taking a 

step back and try to make things more smooth. For the 3rd amendment, I have 

great concerns about the committee not having any sort of control with section D 

and it is ultimately harmful because there is no method of self-regulation. I think 

overall this does not serve to benefit this bill but to contribute to an erasure that 

has been ongoing for over 7 decades. When it comes to the idea that we should 

be listening to all sides, I think we should be hearing all students simultaneously. 

If the perspectives we are listening to fundamentality disagree with the purpose 

of this legislation and the resolution, there is not an obligation to weigh all 

perspectives equally but to consider all students and all their opinions. For 

comparison, if it was a committee specifically targeting climate change, would 

we consider all perspectives equally? Even if there was someone who says 

“well ... we really need to consider the perspectives of those who believe we 

shouldn’t have this committee at all, and they should be equally included on the 

committee”, I do not think that is true. I do not think that erasing the entirety of 

the context of this bill will serve to do anything except for defang it and take a 

weaker stance when we should be taking a just stance. 

x. Sen. Allen: First of all, I want to say that I am removing my own personal bias 

from this bill altogether and will rescind my motion just to enter gallery 

comments. 

xi. Sen. Karlapati: I wanted to talk about this bill really quick before we got to 

gallery. I know Mercedes rescinded her motion, but I agree. It is not to do with 

the fact that its specifically about the genocide in Palestine, because I did vote 

yes on the divestment bill last year, this is purely about how this bill has been 

introduced. I personally think it is still targeting because it does call for an 

emphasis on a certain topic. I spoke with Adison about it, and I felt it would be 

more comfortable if it included more conflicts with the genocide still included. 

My other concern is that this bill includes three different parts, and inherently I 



do not feel comfortable voting on 3 different things in the same bill just for the 

sake of doing it faster. 

xii. Sen. Acar: I agree that this bill can and should be used to address other ethical 

concerns, and we should have other considerations. Adison's amendment is going 

to add more people who can appoint and that addresses that specific issue. That is 

just what I think. This is a little late, but I wanted to make a note about the 

comments about climate change in terms of what we want to prioritize. This is 

from the UN from June of this year. There is an estimated 39 million tons of 

debris from this conflict. For every square meter of the Gaza strip there is around 

107 kilos of debris, and in first 120 days of this genocide there was an estimated 

420,652 tons of CO2 being emitted from war activities. If climate change is 

going to be your MO, this is something to think about. 

xiii. Sen. Lau: I think echoing what Katya is saying. I get the intent, but for me some 

of the whereas statements are coming off as very specific to one conflict. One 

suggestion I do have that we could explore is taking from an old resolution that 

we passed last year talking broadly about divestment with ties to crimes against 

humanity. If we cannot reach a consensus about removing the whereas 

statements, at least adding more emphasis on the purpose of this legislation as 

putting forth divestment calls for groups and organizations across the world. 

xiv. Vice President Kowash: It is gallery comment time. Please come up when your 

name is called.  

1. The senate moved into gallery comments 

2. Gallery Member, Lars: Hello, thank you for your time and for your 

work on this bill. I would like to express my strong support for SB-84.16 

not only because of the importance of ending the genocide being carried 

out by Israel, but also because students need a voice in how their money 

is used. As someone who has been involved in youth climate groups in 

the past five years, I understand the difficulty it takes to get divestment 

demands to policy makers. I know this because the OSU Climate 

Movement secured a major divestment victory in 2019 only for the 

university to renege on their side of the deal. I know this is because we 

have climate criminals on the foundation Board of Trustees, like Darald 

W. Callahan who was the executive Vice President of Chevron. This bill, 

unlike the efforts of 2019, is actually accountable to students who care 

about Palestinian rights, climate change, and ethically using their money. 

This bill is also sanctioned by a previous resolution which had passed 

last spring. This bill is a major leap forward not only for holding Israel 

accountable on campus, but for a variety of other major ethical issues. 

We need to follow through on what was already voted on democratically, 

and I urge you to vote yes and follow through on your words with actions 

by passing the bill as is. 

3. Gallery Member, Elana: Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. 

I don't want to repeat everything my peers have said about the Israel-

Palestine conflict because I know that will not bring anything new to this 

conversation. I do want to discuss the blatant disregard of all the Jewish 



students bringing their concerns of antisemitism occurring on campus in 

response to this bill. If any other minority were to tell you that they were 

experiencing discrimination, or that something written has discriminatory 

implications, you wouldn't deny it. You would apologize and ask what 

you could do to change your behavior going forward. Why do some of 

you not listen and deny it when us Jewish students inform you that 

something is antisemitic. As a Jewish student on campus, I have had 

several personal encounters with antisemitism over the past year. Per 

instance, last spring I was excluded from my close-knit friend group 

simply because I am Jewish with some saying my identity made them 

uncomfortable. As a member of the LGBTQ community, I have felt 

reluctance to attend events organized by the Pride Center due to previous 

experiences of antisemitism from people I once considered friends within 

the community. I have also noticed that while the pride center promotes 

events from other minority groups, it rarely highlights events hosted by 

Jewish groups on campus. This excludes and has made me feel further 

alienated within the LGBTQ community and I am not alone in this 

feeling. Others have shared similar concerns with me, expressing their 

own hesitation about attending events because of these experiences. This 

is not okay. Students should not feel excluded from communities on 

campus. The reason I am bringing this up is because of the way this bill 

is written. It doesn’t specify how this committee will be formed, who can 

be a part of it, and if different perspectives will be represented fairly. 

This bill singles out Israel specifically and does not bring up any other 

ethical topics, and Jewish communities on campus were also unaware of 

this bill until less than 24 hours before the first reading. These facts make 

this seem less like a bill for an ethical committee, and instead a 

committee to discuss the Israel-Palestine conflict that will exclude the 

majority of Jewish student voices.   

4. Gallery Member, Zack: Good evening, I am an undergraduate at OSU 

and I am here tonight to talk about SB-84.16. This resolution proposes a 

working group aligned with the BDS movement, which is a movement 

that has been criticized for creating an environment that is hostile to 

Jewish and Israeli students. While the resolution may appear focused on 

ethical spending, the reality is that it is one-sided targeting of Israel and 

marginalizes Jewish students and those who support Israel. Universities 

should be spaces where global issues are discussed thoughtfully and with 

little bias, not where one perspective dominates and excludes others. This 

resolution sends a message that Jewish students are not welcome here if 

they have a view that is pro-Israel. That is not the kind of community 

that OSU or any university should stand for nor foster. Jewish students 

have a right to feel included and safe on camps, just like any other group 

without fear of harm. Passing this resolution would undermine a sense of 

safety and inclusion in a community that has long contributed positively 

to our campus and many campuses around the United States and the 



western world. Let us reject this divisive bill and instead commit to 

understanding collaboration regardless of our views. Finally, even if this 

resolution does get passed, I doubt it would have any real-world effects 

due to our recent election. Our recently elected members into the United 

States Government have promised to clamp-down on anti-Israel and 

antisemitic sentiments by taking away accreditation for schools that 

allow strong anti-Israel sentiments. This has already been done by NYU 

and other New York state and city schools. By placing measures on the 

word “Zionist” which is considered an antisemitic phrase by the state of 

New York due to its use as a substitute or code-word for Jewish or Israeli 

peoples, and the exclusion of Zionists in certain activities. I believe that 

even if this bill does get passed, it would be really useless. Thank you. 

5. Gallery Member, M Angster: I am a spiritual advisor here at OSU and 

would like to speak on the resolution SB-84.16. I have talked before the 

ASOSU countless times on the issue of antisemitism and frankly it is 

exhausting, demoralizing, and unethical to have to be back again and 

again. I gave a very similar speech before the previous ASOSU and feel 

the need to repeat myself. The majority of Jewish students are 

experiencing a sense of prejudice from seeing the resolution falsely claim 

that the only Jewish state is an apartheid regime that commits ethnic 

cleansing on others. I believe that the appropriate response for student 

government is to put this to aside, or to amend it to the point where it is 

accepted by the Jewish community on campus. A community that does 

not want to be forgotten and one that you all promised to represent. As 

ASOSU, the senate has the power to focus on investing in decent 

dialogue rather that divesting from cultural groups on campus. However, 

yet again BDS legislation is up for consideration and Jewish students are 

forced to once again fight for the moral legitimacy of the only Jewish 

state. I also want to acknowledge the repercussions of enacting a bill of 

this structure. At MIT, the graduate student union passed legislation 

adopting BDS which ultimately turned into a lawsuit in which the union 

paid a settlement to Jewish students for violating discrimination laws. At 

UC Santa Barbara, a similar issue emerged after the student government 

passed a BDS bill which violated university neutrality rules and now puts 

the school in jeopardy of losing federal funding. Issues like this are not 

uncommon. Therefore, it is not just in the interest of the Jewish student 

population but the OSU student population as a whole for BDS not to 

pass here. I close again by citing the ASOSU mission statement “We 

exist as an organization to promote academic excellence, encourage the 

intellectual, social, cultural, and physical development of the student 

body” The evidence is clear, passing these resolutions will do far more 

damage to Jewish students than it will help Palestinians, if it does any 

help at all. So, I ask, please do right by your mission statement and keep 

the Jewish students that you represent in mind. Scrap the resolution and 

create a campus that comes together instead of dividing us further. Thank 



you.  

6. Gallery Member, Adrian: Thank you for letting me speak tonight. For 

one thing, I am tired of hearing the claim that Israel is an island of free 

rights in a sea of hatred. Israel does not allow for gay marriage and 

makes gender transitioning difficult. It has decriminalized gay sex but so 

have many other countries in the area. I will agree that people will move 

to Israel from nearby states in order to escape discrimination there, 

however the Israeli government treats these people as illegal immigrants 

first, and as refugees second. Last year, over 3 thousand hate crimes 

towards LGBTQ people were recorded in Israel. I would like to contrast 

this with a similar statistic from Gaza, however considering the 

intentional destruction of journalism there, I have nowhere to collect this 

statistic. As for the West Bank, the vast majority of violence is 

perpetrated by the IDF. Israel does not spare Palestinians from violence; 

it barely offers to spare Israelis from violence. This is not a gesture of 

loving allyship, it is a pinkwashing of colonial power. Furthermore, I 

have been informed by others that my opinion on Israel puts me in 

agreement with the German military during WWII. I find this claim 

rather amusing as German officers in 1942 did not voice any criticism 

towards the Israeli government. This is because the state of Israel did not 

exist. I urge you to support this bill, stand against propaganda, divest 

from collective punishment, and act independently from fascism. The 

war machine does not need your money. Thank you.  

7. Gallery Member, Zimmer: Hello. I am here, again, as a student at OSU 

to voice my continued support for this bill. I support this bill because I 

want the money I pay for this school to be spent ethically. In my life, as a 

professional and a consumer, I have the power to control where my 

money and labor go. This is not a power I have at OSU. I have no control 

to make sure that the money I spend to get an education is being used 

ethically. My only choice would be to unenroll from OSU. I believe that 

education should be pursued in order to improve the world we live in, 

and I do not believe that I should have to make these moral concessions 

on deciding whether I simply want to receive an education. I know a lot 

of conversation has been had about this bill, there has been protest on a 

particular ethical issue as this bill is a direct follow-up from a past 

resolution passed by the ASOSU Senate. I believe that this bill, without 

any amendments, has the power to do much more than addressing all 

ethical concerns students may have about how their money is spent. I 

hope that you as senators and representatives of the student body will 

represent the divine hope to ensure the money that I entrust you is spent 

how the students want it to be. Thank you. 

8. Gallery Member, Dylan Perfect: I wanted to share some testimonies 

today. I did want to address some points brought up by previous 

speakers, as well as a piece of information that I am surprised has not 

been brought up yet. Since this bills first reading, on Thursday the 



International Criminal Court issued a warrant for the arrest of Benjamin 

Netanyahu, as well as a senior official of Hamas, for crimes against 

humanity. I think this is a very pivotal moment in this geopolitical story 

and I wanted to share an anecdote that surely is isolated on its own, but 

for me was also impactful in terms of the legitimacy of the International 

Criminal Court and who were the justices that reached this decision. One 

of them was Theodore Meron, a 94-year-old Holocaust survivor and an 

International Criminal Court judge who was held in a Nazi camp during 

WWII. He had immigrated to Palestine after the war ended, there was no 

state of Israel at that time, and in the 60s and 70s worked for a couple 

years in Israel’s equivalent of the state department as a lawyer, and later 

an ambassador to Canada. He has quite literally worked for the Israeli 

state. More recently he presided for several years over the war crimes 

trials in the early 2000’s of the former Yugoslavia. Judge Meron is 

someone to keep in mind in terms of how the ICC made its decision. I 

also wanted to provide some clarity on this bill. I think we need to 

comment on the bill as it is written. The bill specifies how the committee 

will be constituted, contrary to what a previous speaker said. It does not 

violate viewpoint neutrality, there is no proposal here to defund student 

organizations on the basis of the viewpoint, and that includes Hillel, 

TPUSA, and all other sorts of organizations. It also does not endorse nor 

mandate the BDS movements divestment list, the working group is 

entirely free to determine vendors for procurement based on its 

deliberations. Finally, I know that it has been said that Israel has been 

singled out. I want to identify that this is not an irrelevant distinction. 

The US has a special relationship in providing the majority of support for 

the lethal weaponry in which international tribunals have been 

investigated for genocide. Thank you.  

9. Gallery Member, Dawson: I am here to voice my support for SB-84.16. 

I think it is essential that students have a voice in how our institution 

invests, but also that this institution invests in a way that is consistent 

with our values. We have heard many times that we should seek to 

remain impartial and not political, but I disagree. To do so is not only 

impossible, as many senators have pointed out, but it is not something 

that we should strive for. Every movement for human rights in history 

has been deeply political and divisive, and genocide is no different. We 

also cannot afford to delay and push back this kind of movement, or any 

movement for change. We are at a time when the entire world is calling 

for it and when our government seems to be the only obstacle. I want to 

once again urge support for this bill tonight, and I hope that this 

institution and our government here becomes a driver of change. Thank 

you. 

10. Gallery Member, Sophia: Hello, I am a 3rd year student. I have been 

working at a local social justice organization for the past 2 years, which 

just so happens to attract a significant number of pro-Palestine students. I 



spent much of last year biting my tongue as I resisted the urge to oppose  

massive anti-Israel and antisemitic commentary on campus, because as a 

Jewish person that is what we do, right? When I take my 93-year-old 

Holocaust surviving grandmother out to lunch, she still asks if we are 

going somewhere where she can wear her Star of David. When I get 

ready to go to class, work, club meetings, and other activities I ask 

myself if this is somewhere I can wear my Star of David, because as a 

Jewish person I am fighting the same hate and antisemitism that took my 

grandmothers family from her a century ago. I know the authors of this 

bill did not write it in order to incite antisemitism. I know that the senate 

members would never deliberately foster an environment on campus that 

is unsafe for minority groups. However, this is the fourth time Jewish 

students have gathered to inform you that passing this bill will not have 

any effect on the Middle Eastern conflict that is older than anyone in this 

room. It will not ease the sorrows of civilians suffering the direct effects 

of said conflict. Passing this bill only serves to ostracize Jewish students, 

a minority group on campus, and make it clear to them that the Oregon 

State Student Council does not care for their safety and their ability to 

express their Jewish identity on campus. Last year I felt so unbelievably 

isolated as a Jewish student. I did not wear my Star of David, I did not 

have a Jewish community, and I did not feel like anyone understood the 

complex emotions I experienced as the encampment took over Oregon 

State. This year that changed. I met a Jewish professor that shared with 

me her experience applying to be on an ethics council eerily similar to 

the one proposed in this bill. This professor is Jewish, has an Israeli 

partner, and is raising Jewish children. Yet she was rejected from said 

council on the basis of “lacking qualification to give input into the 

polarizing cultural issues such as the Israel-Palestine conflict”. I worry 

that with this special ethics council created by the senate through this 

bill, personal selection will be made with an agenda. An agenda similar 

to the one that prompted the authors of this bill to only consult Midvalley 

Jews for Peace, the only Jewish affiliated group that they knew would 

endorse the bill in order to claim that a Jewish organization was 

consulted in its writing, but that might just be a coincidence. Finally, I 

would like to state that as someone who occupies a student leadership 

position within a campus affiliated organization. If someone came to me 

and told me that my words, my actions, or my organization made them 

feel uncomfortable, it would not take me four meetings for me to hear 

them. It would not take them, and a dozen others who feel similarly 

unsafe, begging to be heard. So please senate, do not let my words fall on 

deaf ears, please hear me when I say that passing this bill is promoting 

antisemitism on campus. Thank you.  

11. Gallery Member, Masha: When writing my statement, I had a hard 

time because I feel like I have said everything I have to say about this 

issue. The only thing I have left to say to you is to be brave and do 



something that you know will be a small but significant step towards a 

better world in academia standards. As an Israeli Jew with Palestinian 

ethnic background, I get shit for both aspects of my identity. Both 

antisemitism and islamophobia are rising, and I am scared of the reaction 

I will get when telling people who I am and where I am from. The world 

is at a scary point in time where we are on the tipping point between 

progress and regress. This bill would be a drop in the bucket of progress, 

and I think that is an important enough thing to fight for, which is why I 

am here to ask you to pass it. Divestment doesn’t make students unsafe, 

war, missiles, and bombs make students unsafe. It is time we show that 

we will not give our financial and moral shelter to corporations that fund 

war crimes. We can be using that money to invest in medical research, 

small BIPOC owned businesses, the options are vast. This has exactly 

nothing to do with identity and religion, and everything to do with taking 

a step towards making a better more democratic university that we can be 

proud of. It is time to stop feeding the war machine and start feeding the 

people. Thank you.  

12. Gallery Member, Ben Adams: Full disclosure, I am the person who 

helped write and negotiate the compromise resolution language and I 

wanted to speak to that specifically. I have trouble understanding why 

these amendments are not satisfactory to people who were advocating for 

this bill. The only thing that this does is make sure that the selection of 

the committee represents all three branches of government, and removes 

some language that specifically pre-judges what the purpose of the 

committee is. I have been told over and over again that this legislation is 

supposed to be a general ethics committee and not for targeting one 

country. Senators should consider that most people here do not have a 

problem with ASOSU considering divesting from Israel, the problem is 

that Israel is the only country that is ever talked about here. If this 

committee is formed on an equal basis, and one of the countries 

considered is Israel I think that would be a successful operation. 

However, the dynamic that has been fostered is one where Jewish 

students are just cut out of the process, and their concerns are laughed at. 

We have had someone in this meeting accuse people who were trying to 

talk to their senators of using CIA tactics. That is a hostile environment. 

You may feel like there is nothing inherently antisemitic, but in that case 

can you understand how people may feel that way when this is the 

environment in which they come into to talk; where they do not feel very 

represented because every time they come and talk they are accused of 

heinous things. I also want to say that this is not something that would be 

given to any other minority group. If we had a committee that was 

designed to ensure that what we had fair labor standards, that would be 

great. It would not be okay if the whereas language exclusively 

mentioned China and exclusively talked about Chinese violations of 

labor standards. I think it would be completely reasonable for Chinese 



students to come and say that they do not like the exclusivity. I think 

there is a lot more agreement in this room than people give us credit for, 

but when we frame everything as either pro or anti-genocide as opposed 

to how we want to address ASOSU’s moral purpose in this world, it 

flattens everything into a useless debate. We can pass a version of this 

resolution that is good, and that everyone can live with. Thank you.  

13. Gallery member, Allie: Really what Ben said is a lot of what I had to 

stay. I think that one of the biggest misunderstandings here is that Jewish 

and pro-Israeli students are not here saying you should not divest from 

genocide, we are here saying that you are not listening to our narrative, 

and you are not understanding that this is a war, not a genocide. If you 

gave us the space to discuss what is going on instead of stating these 

things as if they are fact when literally the highest court in the world did 

not even rule that this is a genocide. I think it is not just that we are 

feeling uncomfortable, it is that all of this is based on misinformation, 

and you are not giving us the opportunity to explain to discuss anything. 

I think the least that you can do in service of having a more 

understanding and balanced dialogue about these issues, is just removing 

the language that targets any specific issue and creating a committee that 

will assess each issue on its own merit.  

14. Gallery Member, Annalie: As far as for what I am reading into this bill 

is that people are saying we need to get rid of the language that talks 

about genocide and make it more general. Fine do that, but do that in a 

different bill. If someone really cares about having an ethics committee 

for these funds, then why has no one else stepped up and done that. What 

i think is incredibly important in this legislation right here is that it is 

addressing a genocide that is currently happening and has been 

happening. Over 40 thousand people have been killed by US made 

bombs and if that is not a priority right now then I do not understand 

what you are prioritizing in saying lets make this a general ethics 

committee. My suggestion is to let there be a committee addressing the 

genocide happening to the Palestinian people, and then in the future 

make a general ethics committee. Poeple are also saying that this bill 

targets Jewish students in its language, but Israel is only talked about 

three times. What is talked about is the genocide that is happening 

against the Palestinian people. If that is not the thing that is at the 

forefront of what people are worried about, of people being murdered? 

Then I do not know where your priorities lie. The point of this bill is to 

do what you can to prevent the murder of other people, the destruction of 

lives, and what can be done to prevent hate and discrimination at OSU I 

100% support, but this bill serves to pull as many funds away as possible 

from what is funding the killing of other people. That I hope remains a 

priority of what everyone is talking about in this discussion. Thank you. 

xv. Sen. Durr motioned for a five-minute break, seconded by Sen. Gomez Silva. 

1. Sen. Allen ceded 3-minutes to a Gallery Member 



2. Gallery Member, Kali: I strongly urge you all to vote yes on SB-84.16 

tonight. I am an OSU alum with 2 degrees. Both times I had attended 

OSU, the overall general view of ASOSU’s role on campus was that it 

was an impotent governing body that has no importance or affect on the 

students. Last year the senate surprised me by passing the resolution in 

support of the OSU-Palestine Coalitions divestment demands. This body 

did something myself and other alumni would have never thought 

possible, and passing this bill tonight would be another foot forward in 

working towards progress with tangible change that will also show the 

students you serve that you are not afraid to do the right thing and give 

them the power to decide where their student fees go. Like Masha said 

earlier, be brave. Thanks. 

xvi. Sen. Rowe: I would like to strongly urge the senate to not adopt the other set of 

amendments. With the appointments committee and the timing, I think there are 

other compromises, and amendment would not make the committee happen at 

any time to make a recommendation this year and would push it back to next 

year. Time is of the essence. I understand that we do not have a lot of time to talk 

about this bill, but I think that these amendments would reduce the capability to 

actually do anything. If we do not have any recommendations then everyone 

loses out. That is the biggest reason I think these amendments should not go 

through. The other thing is that all the information in the whereas clauses we 

have already talked about. We have already passed a resolution acknowledging 

and endorsing our position. I think there is a lot of coherent stuff, and there is 

also some irony in people saying that they support the cause, but they would like 

to not acknowledge it. I think those are some things to consider. 

xvii. Sen. Pearson: I would like to echo what Adison said, and I think the 

amendments would be an act of erasure. We already have an official stance, and 

we should follow through on that resolution, it is our job that we follow through 

with legislation. It is critical that we implement the amendment proposed by Sen. 

Rowe, and that we do not adopt any that erases tragedies just for the idea that 

there is no controversy. I wanted to address a few things that have been said. I 

did put one quick fact check in the senate chat earlier. I did do some research into 

any lawsuits that occurred as a result of student government passing things and 

found that cases that were cited as a being a lawsuit was actually a lawsuit over 

union dues and not about the passage of legislation. And the other was about an 

encampment. Moving on to something said about the CIA field menu. I 

understand that gallery does not have full context, and what was brought up 

within those email chains. If anything that was within the field menu resonated 

with you, that is an interesting observation that I will give no comment on. 

Moving on to this idea of this elimination of bias, the fact of the matter is that the 

implementation of ethics is biased. It is inherently political, there is no such thing 

as true neutrality. Neutrality is biased, our current state is biased in what it 

chooses to ignore and not to say. There is not a world in which someone can just 

decontextualize themselves. That is just not possible, and this is not even a new 

idea, there is plenty of philosophical backing. There is great academic history 



that builds up to the fact that you can claim that anything is biased. We should 

not demand that it be neutral or that we erase a genocide or the acknowledgement 

that something is happening. And claims within the Jewish community stating 

that this would be antisemitic to implement, but I am someone who will stand 

against the conflation of Zionism with antisemitism. It is my firm belief, as 

someone who has done a lot of research, that I will never stand for the idea that 

Zionism is conflatable with Judaism. The idea that condemning a genocide is 

inherently antisemitic, causes that the genocidal regime is essential to Judaism 

and I will never believe that and will never accept that idea. Combatting a 

genocide is not combatting a religion. I think that rejecting the piece of 

legislation would do great harm to Palestinians students who have families who 

are suffering. Rejection is not an act of neutrality either, and the act of neutrality 

would be to divest. To the idea that if we do something it won't even matter: It 

will matter to the students whose families are suffering. I want us to think about 

any movement ever throughout history. I am a vegan and the day I went vegan; 

meat did not stop being eaten by everyone in the world. Veganism, like 

movements for any sort of change, and obviously for the one that is way less 

important than this one that we are talking here, is about collective action. It is 

not just the encampment on this university or the stances that our student 

government do, but of what they have all done together. It all matters together; it 

is so many universities and students across the world calling for change and we 

can be brave and take part in that, or we can try and erase that from what we are 

doing and cave into cowardice. I urge us all to be brave today. 

xviii. Sen. Eckman: I guess I have a slightly different perspective beyond the intent of 

the ethics committee as I believe it can be framed as an all-encompassing ethics 

committee. I think there could be a slight bit of confusion as to which one this 

legislation is leaning towards. I do not think this is a personal issue with this 

legislation, my issue is the way that appointments are done and even with the 

proposed amendment which would take affect after the committee is formed. 

There should be a process in which there is an open application at which 

members are selected at random though a lottery process. This would also 

remove the time barrier for the appointment process. Everyone would have an 

equal chance if they are interested in being part of this committee and creating a 

recommendation to the senate. 

xix. Sen. Ikehara: I want to start by saying I do support the bill and the intentions. 

One of the big arguments brought up against this bill is that we should be 

impartial, and in my opinion that would lead us to do literally nothing. If we 

chose to be impartial, we would do nothing and not serve any function. This 

movement to be impartial raises the history of real issues that disproportionately 

affect people of color and the systemic oppression that comes with these 

identities. By us not passing this bill, we are still taking a stance regardless of 

what we do. Also in regard to the proposition to leave out specific parts on the 

current genocide in Gaza, I think that this contributes to the pattern of silence that 

is currently surrounding a lot of conversations on genocide and the lack of 

knowledge and recognition of these terrible atrocities. To do this we would 



continue to go along with this pattern of silence. There were comments that are 

saying we only do not care when bad things happen to Jewish people, but if it 

were some other identities we would apologize. Personally, as someone with 

multiple intersecting identities I have not found this to be the case while I have 

been here at OSU. Lastly there were some comments about not doing anything, 

and how doing this would not end up doing any actual good. I think that us trying 

to do something rather than nothing will ultimately lead to something better than 

the status quo and can show support and create a better future for students here. 

Thank you. 

xx. Sen. Allen: I have a few different points. We can follow through without causing 

unintended harm to other students on campus. I am not in favor of saying we are 

not acknowledging this at all, we have already taken a stance, but it is important 

that we listen to other people. Students in the gallery have said that talking about 

genocide is not what they are against, they are against feeling isolated as a result 

of the language in this bill. I feel like focusing on a singular issue effectively 

shuts out the possibility of long-term sustainable, ethical, divestments. In 2024 

alone there has been, according to genocide watch, 12 other human rights 

violations and crimes against humanity, and we should address them all. There 

are many other genocides occurring, against various people, and to acknowledge 

all of them. Having the bill only speak on one issue kind of shuts those issues out 

as well. Also, it is not our place to speak on what is antisemitic if we are not part 

of those groups. 

xxi. Sen. Durr: First, I did like the idea of having a lottery system for the committee. 

However, I do not know if I would feel comfortable with people staying on the 

committee for 2 years if it is random chance that they get on it. I do think that it 

would be more amenable to more groups of people if it was not somebody 

choosing. I am still hung up about this timeline. So, in the best-case scenario it 

gets passed tonight, and the committee would have until January 11th to give the 

recommendation. It really comes down to a difference of if the committee would 

be able to get a fully actualized recommendation by January 11 because of how 

many moving parts there are of divestment. Personally, I think there are at least 8 

things that I would like to see from the committee report: What the company 

provides for the school, how much they provide, what we pay for these, what we 

propose to cut back funding for, how cutting this would impact students, what 

would be a replacement, the cost of the replacement, and where we can get the 

funds for this replacement. I cannot say with confidence that I think a committee 

would be able to provide that in five weeks. Regarding the talk of the whereas 

statements, I think it is important to include some of the statements that were left 

out, as it tells the story of how we came to this conclusion. I will say this is the 

first time I have seen 3 pages of whereas statements against 4 pages of bill, it is a 

bit unorthodox. I don’t think know if cutting some would be the right thing, but 

we have heard and touched on all of these statements before. As far as the other 

change about removing the line about calling for OSU to divest from the Israel-

Palestine war, instead of cutting that I would be in favor of adding to it. This 

committee was brought on because of the conflict, but it would be good to add 



more. It says “including by not necessarily limited to” and adding to that would 

help solve quite a few issues, and this could be a very quick amendment.  

xxii. Vice President Kowash: It is now 9pm, and we have 1 more hour to finish up 

discussion. So far, no amendments have been adopted, so I recommend getting 

there.  

xxiii. Sen. Rowe: The reason I really like this bill, and it has been proposed the way it 

has, is because the committee has a variety of options. If the committee could put 

together the 8 things that would be great, maybe they can, or maybe they can get 

pretty close. In that case they could provide a nonbinding recommendation, and if 

the units cannot make that happen then oh well. However, the odds that there is 

some change is so much greater if this bill does pass. This does give us a chance, 

even with such a short timeline, and sets up a committee whose job is to work on 

ethical stuff. This will give us an opportunity to hone this committee and is a 

great step in the right direction. If we still pass this, it would set us up for success 

going forward. I have written this amendment that elaborates on the place you 

were just referring to, which could give the committee a broader expanse in other 

options. Lastly, a senator found a proxy part way through the meeting and was 

hoping that they could have them join, so I am going to motion to amend the 

special rules. This will only affect this meeting. 

1. Sen. Rowe motioned to amend special rules to say, "Senators shall 

inform the President of the Senate or the President Pro Tempore of who 

their proxy is going to be during any point of the meeting", seconded by 

Sen. Pearson. Objected by Sen. Allen. 

xxiv. Sen. Allen: We only have an hour left, and if it is only for this meeting, as you 

just mentioned, that seems unfair for everyone in the future.  

xxv. Sen. Knox: We have also been discussing this for 3 hours, and this person has 

not been here for all of these discussions, that would be my concern. However, I 

also do not want to deny someone of their vote. 

xxvi. Sen. Rowe: I am in favor of always having their vote counted, but if the senate 

feels differently then the senate feels differently. 

xxvii. Vice President Kowash: I don’t know if I should give an opinion on this, so I 

am jst not going to. 

xxviii. Sen. Eckman: You could always recuse your chair for a few minutes if you 

wanted to do that. 

1. Vice President Kowash recused his position to make a statment, Sen. 

Rowe appointed as temporary President of the Senate. 

xxix. Zach Kowash: I think that changing things in the middle of the meeting would 

mean another vote and think that would be very strange, especially considering 

problems that took place last year. I would have personally preferred if the 

senator would have found a proxy and just let me know that they would be 

coming later, but if senate feels this is a worthy thing, I cannot stop that, so it is 

up to you all. 

1. Vice President Kowash resumed his position as President of the Senate. 

xxx. Sen. Pearson: This would be essentially just for this meeting, and making an 

exception. When we did discuss this rule in the Special and Standing Rules 



committee, I was definitely more in the favor of leniency and having it be more 

of an option for people to have that later proxy. 

xxxi. Sen. Karlapati: I agree with what Teaghan was saying, and do not know how 

comfortable I would feel with someone jumping in after we have been discussing 

it for the past few hours. It feels like we are making a special rule for a special 

cause, and does not feel like it is very long living. 

1. The Senate did not show support for the motion that was objected above. 

xxxii. Sen. Rowe: I think we have been caught up in almost a procedural definitions 

debate when we should be speaking about the impact. Can someone name a 

nation that has killed 50k people that the United States has paid billions of dollars 

to? Are there any other nations anyone can name that we pay billions of dollars 

to? The point being made is that I think people are going, “well we don't have to 

mention this” or “Well, it will take some extra time”, but at the end of the day we 

must think about what this bill is trying to do. This bill is trying to make change, 

and it is trying to do it in a way that is efficient. A lot of people here would 

consider themselves allies of the encampment or its notions, or at least that they 

are allies with the people of Palestine, and yet, when push comes to shove, we are 

voting in favor of the process. The moment it becomes material change, it is too 

scary, and I think that is disappointing and what stops actual social change time 

and time again. What is stopping this change is the people not willing to take 

action, elected people in particular. We are potentially stopping this progress, and 

frankly I am disappointed and would really like to see if the senate would like to 

vote on some of the compromise amendments I proposed. I encourage you all to 

look into the gallery and see who has been advocating for what, and why that is 

important. Thanks. 

xxxiii. Sen. Pearson: Adison, I think your statement is powerful and critical for us to 

consider. I was sad to hear some whataboutism being employed. When we are 

talking about other causes, not only does nothing in the writing prevent the 

committee from going beyond just the issue that is most directly specific, and the 

very intent of this legislation is for it to be long-term. This is to be something that 

hopefully does see an end to the genocide in Palestine, and so that we can enforce 

accountability in how our money is spent. Something that made me particularly 

upset was to hear a list of other ongoing genocides be read as a means to 

encourage that we talk less about the genocide in Palestine within this bill. We 

cannot just bring up these issues when they are contextualized as a response to 

discussing one. As someone who personally knows someone in Myanmar, an 

OSU student who I worked quite closely with. Someone who could not return to 

school here and had to leave the organization he was the President of because of 

what is happening there. He is so much more than something to be brought up as 

a talking point. All the crises mentioned are important, we should be advocating 

for them all not as a response, but in their own right. It is doing a massive 

disservice to have them only be focused on when contextualized by a statement 

that we should not be focusing on something else. There is room for our attention 

to be on multiple issues, and we do not have to erase the genocide in Palestine 

through striking the acknowledgement of it within this bill. That is an active step 



and active removal, and that is erasure. We should not engage in whataboutism 

instead of engaging in the actual pursuit of material good. I think that we need to 

focus on what will do material good, and that is not erasing genocide. That is 

having it soon and striving to do material good and not holding ourselves back 

with this circular black hole that we orbit around of the concept of the process. 

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to adopt the amendments introduced by Sen. 

Rowe; seconded by Sen. Rowe. The amendments have been added to the 

bill. 

xxxiv. Sen. Knox: I think that all testimony given on this bill speak to the strong 

feelings students across campus have on this issue. With that in mind it, I think it 

is important that students have a venue for dialogue regarding ethical spending. 

The senate has voted on this matter and has established its position in support of 

divestment and this bill has arose in relation to human rights abuse taking place, 

so in my view the author is giving context and I think it is not necessarily an 

inaccurate characterization of this issue and is relevant to the formation of the 

bill. However, that being said that last year's senate did pass SR-83.08 alongside 

faculty senate as well as SR-84.10, which was a call for OSU to re-evaluate its 

monetary contribution to companies with ties to crimes against humanity. We do 

want to include references to ASOSU’s historical actions in divestment, and I 

like the idea that we include references to the other issues to give a full 

background on ASOSU’s stance. If the intent is to address all ethical issues, I 

think that should be clear in the whereas statements. We should not, in my 

opinion, falsely advertise the committee as such. To the concern on erasing the 

genocide in Gaza, I do not think that removing those has been the reason that we 

have all been here. When it comes to the actual enacted section, I do not think it 

should have references to specific conflicts in the ASOSU statutes if it is 

intended to address multiple ethics issues. In section E, it references SR-84.03 as 

the objectives of the committee. In my opinion, if I read the statutes, I should not 

be required to go digging to find out what the specific objectives should be. I feel 

like the statutes should be self-explanatory. That would be my preference. My 

largest hold up with the bill is the appointments process, even with the 

amendment that was adopted, the pro-temp is the one who appoints all the people 

to the committee. All the others require confirmation of the committee as a 

whole, which may leave room for an echo chamber. It has also been expressed by 

other proponents that the purpose of the committee is not necessarily to debate 

ethical divestment, but to act as a taskforce to divest from conflict, and that those 

on the committee should be dedicated to divestment. It is a valid concern that 

some people would not necessarily be willing to put in the same amount of work. 

xxxv. Sen. Rowe: Clarification, the committee should include people who consider war 

crimes unethical and the members must want to apply regulations equally across 

the board. That was the biggest thing that is important when having people on 

this committee. 

xxxvi. Sen. Knox: It is supposed to be an independent body, and if only one person 

appoints then it is their version of ethics that portrayed in the committee's 

makeup. When it comes even to the definition of ethics, ethics is related to 



beliefs of what is right and wrong, ethics are not necessarily black and white and 

there can be a lot of nuances to an issue. Some people may agree on an issue but 

disagree on the best action that can be taken. As a representative of the student 

body, I believe that the word “erasure” could be applied if all students are not 

given an equal opportunity to serve on this committee and have their voices 

heard. Nothing against Adison personally, but I don’t think one person having the 

sole appointing power at the formation of this committee allows all students to 

have an equal opportunity. Outside of my personal views on what should be 

done, this committee should be in fact independent from the senate. 

xxxvii. Sen. Allen: I would second the idea of having the appointment process be more 

of a lottery, as it does play well with the time constraints that we have, and it also 

removes the fact that students may be excluded from the committee if they do not 

have the same exact opinions. Having one person appoint majority does, or 

could, cause a lot of issues later down the road. Adison you made a point about 

there not being any repercussions for groups not following the committees 

suggestions, but last week you were saying that there would be repercussions? If 

you could speak to that a little bit. 

xxxviii. Sen. Rowe: Just a clarification, I will likely not appoint the majority. The 

committee has a lot of options on what to recommend, it will collect information 

and present that to the Senate. The recommendation could include financial 

repercussions. It could say that if you spend over $1000 on this company we will 

subtract $100 from administrative supplies, that could be a penalty. It could also 

be that there is no financial penalties, or they must provide a list of reports to 

prove where you spent money and anything in between. Ultimately, the senate 

would be able to amend whatever recommendations come forth and it has no 

binding power until the senate passes it. I hope that clarifies that there is leeway 

for it to happen in any of those ways. 

xxxix. Sen. Allen: That does clear it up a little bit, but my concern is that what if we 

have a senate in the future that does not have the best intentions. What if they 

pose a large threat to unit budgets because they want to sway units to do 

something that maybe we all here would not agree with, but because they have 

that power to do so because of this legislation. How do we go about that? We 

wouldn't be in the office, so how would we control that?  

xl. Sen. Rowe: Two things. One, they are the elected representatives of the students 

at the time, and they represent the elected student body. Second, if they felt that 

way, they could just pass this bill anyway, and then do it. This bill also allows us 

to look at things before anything actually happens. I think it does the opposite of 

what your concern is. If we have a taskforce of people who care and are doing 

this investigation into units all year round, this will give us better information 

even with a malintent senate. 

xli. Sen. Allen: Let me clarify, I am not like hoping that we have a senate with 

malintent, but it is very possible for people to represent themselves one way in 

elections and then come forwards and be a completely different group of 

individuals than what the students meant to elect. My fear is that in the future a 

group of those individuals came forth, and we had this legislation in statute, then 



they would be able to maybe cause harm to students in a way that maybe we 

would not want to see. We cannot predict the future, we can be hopeful, and so I 

am a little worried about having the Senate be able to threaten such repercussions 

on units.  

xlii. Sen. Rowe: We can already threaten repercussions, but all this committee does is 

information gathering. This doesn't enable to senate the power to make those 

threats, that is not the power of the committee itself. The biggest thing is that if 

there is a malintent senate, then this committee has no bearing on the capability 

and all this committee is doing is providing the senate with information on what 

they believe to be unethical expenditures. In my mind that is the biggest 

takeaway here.  

xliii. Sen. Allen: On that note, I am still worried. I think that there is contradictory 

language in the bill and in what is being presented in the senate. At one moment 

we are hearing that the Senate has this power because of the appointed group to 

be able to threaten units, and then we are also being told that we don't have this 

power. I think it is important to think of the long-term implications, and if we are 

just focusing on one issue. Say the war was resolved in a year and we still have 

this committee, if it did happen and we have this committee that is only focusing 

on one issue as written, how are we actually going to be able to focus on other 

issues? 

xliv. Sen. Rowe: We could focus on those issues; it is written in the bill especially 

with the amendment that we added. I want to clarify that the committee makes a 

recommendation, and it is the senate that can then act on that recommendation.  

xlv. Sen. Lau: A lot of us came into our positions to create a positive change on 

campus. It is disheartening to hear from students on both sides that they are 

feeling impacted negatively because of legislation like this. I am proposing, 

given the time, to table this indefinitely. It seems like a lot of these conversations 

need to continue outside of this space and there are a lot of perspectives that need 

to be considered to work towards something that we can all agree on. In the 

meantime, an initiative I am interested in exploring in the committee is pursuing 

initiatives that were already stated in OSU’s initial actions in response to the 

conflict. Doing more work to support humanitarian aid initiatives which would 

include when we are doing our outreach is finding and garnering more support 

for the organizations like the Palestinian Children's Relief Fund and the 

International Committee of the Red Cross, which are already organizations that 

have been echoed by the university to begin with. I think that would be a good 

way to have actionable steps at this current point-in-time. It seems that we have 

been having circular conversations about how this would actually make change. I 

am having personally a hard time seeing how our divestment is, especially when 

it is not super clear to me what these companies are, but in the meantime, I think 

this could be a good intermediary step. I am not saying this is the end-all-be-all, 

but personally I would like to see some action and I think this could be a good 

actionable next step. 

xlvi. Sen. Durr: Camryn proposed tabling this until next week, do we have the ability 

to meet next week?  



xlvii. Vice President Kowash: Yes, we can. But Camryn said indefinitely, just to 

clarify.  

xlviii. Sen. Pearson: To discuss action, and as someone who also wants to see it, this 

bill is action. It establishes a taskforce, and just because we cannot do everything 

all at once, does not mean that we should not tackle the issue that drives so many 

students to show up when we usually have very low student engagement. Not 

tackle the issue that drove students to having an encampment and to chain 

themselves to a building for 5 days. Action is not done through tabling the bills 

so that we can do other important items that can be done at the same time. The 

content of the bill does not seem to be actually that controversial, it is the 

inclusion of an emphasis in student focus on an oncoming genocide. I am 

saddened to hear this cyclical dialogue surrounding the idea of one: neutrality 

that will never be possible. Everything is a political act even if it is done in the 

name of neutrality. Two: the idea that the process comes before material result, 

which is heartbreaking to hear considering that we would turn away from 

students begging us to take action to try and pick apart the pieces of the process. I 

am here to represent the students, not the process. I think we need to be brave 

here and take a stand and that I think it is our obligation to take a stand to not shy 

away from difficulty and controversy. I think what that means is voting tonight. 

When it comes to the appointments process, I think it is written as is for the sake 

of speed, so that the committee can actually meet. I would be amendable to the 

idea that we amend it in some way in the future and just allow it to be done 

quickly now. The material impact is what actually matters. Or we could amend it 

pending confirmation that all of those named within can meet within the next 3 

days of the signage of the item to have this done and happen. I think that pulling 

ourselves because we think that maybe it is not the best and perfect set up, is 

contributing to more harm. 

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to a vote, seconded by Sen. Gomez Silva. 

Objected by Sen. Allen.  

xlix. Sen. Allen: It is the end of the night, it is late, a lot of us are pretty tired, I don’t 

feel comfortable voting on this right now especially because there is more 

discussion to be had.  

l. Sen. Wright: So, if we do not vote on this tonight, it will be tabled for next 

meeting? 

1. With 6 ayes, 7 nays, and 2 abstentions, meaning that the Senate will not 

be voting on SB-84.16 at this meeting. 

b. Discussion on the veto of SB-84.14 - “Updated Fiscal Responsibility Act” (as moved to 

the end of the agenda) 

i. The senate did not have time to discuss this item. 

XI) President of the Senate  

a. W25 Senate Meetings – trying to keep at 6:30pm 

i. I have a class from 4p-7p on Tuesdays, so Adison will be chairing for the first 30 

minutes most times 

b. Veo Group Ride 12/3 at 3:45pm 

i. Send me the phone number you used to register your account 



ii. Let me know if you won’t be able to make it, I’ll get you your helmet either way 

c. Attendance at Senate Meetings 

i. 2 unexcused absences at regular Senate meetings results in an IOC. 

ii. 3 unexcused absences at committee meetings results in an IOC. 

1. IOC is an Inquiry of Committment. Reach out to me if you have any 

further questions.  

iii. Reviewing absences for the term now. Having a proxy, letting me know you’ll be 

absent with an excuse are fine; being on the Zoom, but not participating in the 

meeting (i.e. not voting when called upon) will constitute an unexcused absence.  

XII) Gallery Comments 

a. Gallery Member, Dylan Perfect: Respectfully, I think I speak for those who were 

speechless and just walked out of the room, that I find it frankly extremely disappointing 

that the reason we did not take action on this tonight because we were tired, which I 

believe the record shows.  

b. Sen. Allen: Point of clarification, it was also because there is definitely more discussion 

to be had on this, as I had said.  

c. Gallery Member, Dylan Perfect: This is something deeply impactful for students on 

this campus. We have Palestinian students whose families are affected by this, who have 

showed up for four hours to speak to you for 3 minutes. They did not complain about 

being too tired or being here for so long, and did not walk out until this was voted down 

by one vote. I do think that it has been voted down in effect, because if this is brought up 

next week and gets vetoed, then what happens? That is the probable outcome. If this gets 

vetoed then we do not make any progress this term, and we come back to winter term 

with no recommendations. Hopefully that is understood now. I do not understand the 

arguments being made, this committee is nonbinding, and the senate has all of the 

authority. People elected to the senate next year might pass things we do not agree with, 

elections have consequences. No one is going to say that democracy is perfect, but I 

would love to see an alternative from any of you that is better. We have been hung up on 

things that are basically aesthetic considerations. The statutes might have an obsolete 

provision in them after peace is achieved in the Middle East. If we had some part in 

achieving that, and there is some statute left behind, it would do nothing and it would be 

a badge of honor. If we had a statute passed in 1990 that said no investment in the 

apartheid in South Africa and never got around to repealing it, what is a perspective 

student going to think when they read the statutes and stumble upon that? It would not be 

a bad thing; I think it is a bad thing if the fear of having the statutes be a little messy is 

preventing the student government from taking any action on an issue. The ethics here 

are not chosen by Adison, they are chosen by this senate in SR-84.03 which was passed 

by the students through elected representatives. This body made a promise to the student 

body, not that it would pursue donations to the Red Cross. That is not what was promised 

by the student body. By the way, there are amnesty provisions in the bill as well. What 

was promised in SR-84.03 was divestment from this massacre taking place which has 

been characterized as a genocide. There is an arrest warrant out for Benjamin Netanyahu 

in exactly the same fashion as there was for Putin, it is pretty clear that these 

circumstances are identical. It is the exact same body issuing the exact same judgement. 

Frankly, if I was a senator right now, and I was a number of years ago, I would motion to 



reconsider. 1 vote is not that big of a difference. I know that the university has their 

priorities, I spoke with the head of this university at inauguration and was told things like 

“well we cannot take a stance on this”. The President told me directly that they wouldn't 

have taken a stance on things such as the civil rights movement back in the day because it 

was a political issue. I think that is a very telling admission, and when the senate took the 

vote that it did on SR-84.03 it shows the moral courage to have taken a stance. So, this is 

my opinion, and I wanted to share it with you all as a member of the public. Disappointed 

in the outcome and I am hopeful that we can progress further than this. Thank you.  

d. Gallery Member, Andy: I will say that there are folks that are not in the Jewish 

community that are speaking on behalf of the community. There are talks about having 

Jewish friends and talking about how they understand what it is like to be in our shoes. 

You don’t. We are not a monolith, we do not all agree on the same things, so please do 

not speak on behalf of our community. Please do not tell me that you are well read on my 

community and about who we stand for and what we are. None of you who are a part of 

other communities would ever allow that to be acceptable, so please don’t let it be now. 

Think through the challenges you are dealing with regarding governing the student body 

and doing that with the best integrity that you can, but please do not talk on behalf of my 

community ever. Thank you. 

e. Gallery Member, Matteo Paola: Yes, thank you. I wanted to respond to the last 

statement, but I won't say anything other than it is a little odd that we have University of 

Oregon admin coming to lobby this body. I am extremely disappointed in the lack of 

spine demonstrated by senators tonight. You tabled this indefinitely, are you actually 

going to come back next week with something to vote on? I doubt it, as always you will 

do little or nothing of relevance until the meeting next week. Next week you will come 

back, listen to the same 4 hours of the exact same opposition arguments and again you 

will choose to do nothing. The students paid you $1000 tonight to sit here and accomplish 

nothing. I do not know what the answer is, but I just wanted to say I am disappointed and 

hope you can do better in the future. 30 years after the fact is too late to act on an issue 

that is killing people now. The senate tonight has chosen to stand on the wrong side of 

history, I hope y’all can make actual meaningful efforts to do better next week and in the 

future. Thank you.  

XIII) Senator Comments 

a. Sen. Pearson: I just wanted to read this again for everyone “Number 7: Advocate 

“caution”. Be “reasonable” and urge your fellow-conferees to be “reasonable” and avoid 

haste which might result in embarrassments or difficulties later on.” CIA assassinations 

am I right? We just carried one out against this bill.   

XIV) Advisor Comments 

a. There were no advisor comments. 

Meeting adjourned at 9:59 pm 

 

 


