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I. Roll Call/Quorum ~ 6:00 
a. Sen. Maia Brown  
b. Sen. Hailey Brown 
c. Sen. Olivia Cartwright (Olive)  
d. Sen. Lauren Camou  
e. Sen. Chandler Donahey  
f. Sen. Elizabeth Eckman 
g. Sen. Jamie Hamlin 
h. Sen. Katyayani Karlapati  
i. Sen. Ayodola Kayode-Popoola  
j. Sen. Sarah Khan  
k. Sen. Kaitlyn Kim  
l. Sen. Teaghan Knox 
m. Sen. Camryn Lau 
n. Sen. Sara McDonald absent 
o. Sen. Erica Nyarko  
p. Sen. Audrey Porter 
q. Sen. Narmeen Rashid 
r. Sen. Noa Stoll  

II. Swearing in of Senators/Proxies  
a. There were no Senators or proxies to swear in. 

III. Approval of Minutes 
a. The minutes were approved as written. 

IV. Approval of Agenda 
a. Sen. Rashid moved to hear SB-83.24 before SB-83.23. Sen. Donahey seconded. 



V. Gallery Comments 
a. There were no gallery comments. 

VI. New Business ~ 6:30 
a. SB-83.24 

i. Sen. Donahey moved to enter a 5-minute reading period. Sen. Maia 
Brown seconded. 

ii. Sen. Rashid: I know that we will need new training on this meeting style, 
but I believe that this is far simpler than Robert’s Rules and it will benefit 
us in many different meeting contexts. 

iii. Zach Kowash: I really like this idea and I think it would benefit this 
group. 

iv. Sen. Hamlin: I like this idea as well. It might take time to understand, but 
Robert’s Rules are very confusing so this could be a more accessible 
version. 

v. Sen. Khan: I think it can be hard for outsiders to understand what is going 
on in our meetings because of the intricacies of Robert’s Rules. 

vi. Sen. Porter moved to forego a second reading. Sen. Popoola seconded. 
1. The motion passed with 16 ayes from Sen. Maia Brown, Sen. 

Hailey Brown, Sen. Camou, Sen. Cartwright, Sen. Donahey, Sen. 
Eckman, Sen. Hamlin, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Popoola, Sen. Khan, 
Sen. Kim, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Nyarko, Sen. Porter, and 
Sen. Rashid; and 1 abstention from Sen. Stoll. 

b. SB-83.23 
i. Sen. Rashid moved to enter a 5-minute reading period. Sen. Porter 

seconded. 
ii. Sen. Hamlin: We updated the Code of Conduct to include a new violation 

form, updated links, and expanded on many of the expectations for 
member conduct that we felt were necessary. 

iii. Colin Carmichael: I’m on the JC and I’ve been working with this 
committee to improve the old Code of Conduct, and I can answer any 
questions. 

iv. Sen. Camou: We changed a few things, such as the guidelines around age 
discrimination. 

v. Sen. Lau: I noticed that one of the links to the statutes does not work. 
vi. Sen. Donahey: I noticed in Section 3.a.i.1, which prohibits the creation 

and dissemination of statements against ASOSU; are we allowed to do 
this? It makes me worry about getting a violation for criticizing our 
governing documents, like the constitution. Can we govern private speech 
like this? 



1. Colin Carmichael: This section is close to the law in Oregon, 
which prohibits these kinds of false statements in private. I don’t 
see any hurdle to this legally because the freedom of speech does 
not extend past things that are false or threatening in this manner. 

2. Sen. Donahey: I think the word ‘threatening’ can be up to 
interpretation. If something is said in private and is deemed as 
threatening, will that be a violation? 

3. Sen. Stoll: Any of these actions should also be reported on the 
Code of Conduct form, so any alleged violations will be looked 
into and addressed.  

4. Sen. Donahey: It could be helpful to define more of these terms to 
make it clearer. I don’t think people should get into trouble for 
criticizing some of our documents, like the statutes. 

5. Sen. Knox: On the word threatening, even the Supreme Court has 
had trouble in adjudicating cases with words or statements that are 
subjective or have subjective intent.  

a. Sen. Porter: I’m not sure how that case would apply to our 
group. 

vii. Sen. Donahey moved to enter gallery comments. Sen. Karlapati seconded. 
viii. Adison Rowe: I think this has free speech implications, and Senators 

should be able to speak as they want in private. The term ‘disparaging’ 
just simply means bad, so any kind of criticizing could be subject to this. 
‘Threatening’ is another grey area; students should be allowed to express 
their support for or criticism against a bill within the Senate or the SFC. 

ix. Sen. Donahey moved to enter committee discussion. Sen. Lau seconded. 
x. Sen. Hailey Brown: That could be amended through clarifying that the 

threat was meant to cause discomfort. I can see Chandler’s point about 
how things could get taken out of context or be interpreted falsely. 

xi. Sen. Porter: I would encourage you all to come to Student Government 
Committee tomorrow to talk about these issues! 

xii. Sen. Donahey: I am concerned that this could allow the Code of Conduct 
to be used as a weapon against others for saying things that they disagree 
with. I agree with Adison about not limiting what we say in a personal 
capacity. 

1. Colin Carmichael: This should not dictate what you say in 
personal capacity. 

2. Sen. Donahey: The Code of Conduct specifically mentions ‘in a 
private capacity’. 

3. Sen. Camou: I think the Code of Conduct should protect all of us, 
and the Code protects us from using it as a weapon against others. 



4. Sen. Donahey: If I don’t like something that you say, I could 
submit a report against you to be investigated. Even though you 
may not have intended to be taken a certain way, the investigation 
and allegation can do harm against you. It is like being reported for 
academic misconduct, it can have negative repercussions.  

5. Colin Carmichael: I think there are also disincentives to using it 
this way, which could act as a safeguard. I don’t see an issue with 
holding people personally liable for what they say because it is not 
like you are acting as a separate person. 

xiii. Sen. Hamlin: I agree with Chandler about removing ‘private capacity’ 
because it could be weaponized. Even if these disincentives do exist, there 
is still personal stress done when someone is accused of violating the Code 
of Conduct.  

1. Sen. Knox: I think this clarification could be worthwhile to 
prevent any misuses of this in the future. I also agree with Adison 
about removing ‘threaten’ or clarifying the scenarios in which it is 
unacceptable. 

xiv. Sen. Camou: I was wondering how we define ‘official capacity’, and 
whether that only includes when you are on the clock. 

1. John Carmichael: I think that was the intention behind including 
‘private capacity’ because it would cover all of our bases. 

xv. Sen. Rashid: I like all of this wording in the Code of Conduct because this 
could have been helpful during certain times this year when I felt 
threatened. 

1. Sen. Porter: When pressure builds, it can sway a vote. 
xvi. Sen. Cartwright: I think the difference between slander and within a 

personal capacity depends on how it was spread, and slander usually takes 
place in a public setting. That being said, I do think we should act by a 
Code of Conduct in private because people do talk in private in negative 
ways. 

xvii. Sen. Donahey: Slander and libel are illegal, so I understand this point. But 
I think that the OSU Code of Conduct could cover anything we say 
outside of ASOSU. I do think we should look into this further and define 
some of the terms used. 

xviii. Sen. Camou: Before the meeting, we had talked about tabling any bills 
that go on for a long discussion. 

1. Sen. Porter: I agree. 
xix. Sen. Lau: One thing that I noticed was in the conflict management form, 

which only goes to the Ethics and Compliance Councilor. I think it could 



be helpful to have a larger committee to review these. Also, it could be 
worthwhile to send it to OGC. 

1. Sen. Stoll: The Ethics and Compliance Councilor replaced the 
Ethics Committee on the Senate, so if we want a larger committee 
then we might need to go through a longer process. 

2. Sen. Hamlin: The advisors also receive responses to the violation 
form. 

3. Sen. Donahey: We had an ethics committee last year and they did 
not have much to do. 

4. Sen. Khan: This could be an as-needed committee. 
5. Sen. Donahey: I think that we can create special committees for 

this purpose. 
6. Sen. Eckman: The Statutes establishes the Student Government 

Committee as a sort of ethics committee, so they could also look at 
violations. 

xx. Sen. Khan: I think it is good that we are updating this because it was very 
outdated. I think we could also add some resources for diversity and 
inclusion expectations because our group is very diverse. This would be 
very helpful for students who have previously felt unheard. 

xxi. Sen. Camou moved to end discussion. Sen. Donahey seconded. 
c. SB-83.25 

i. Sen. Rashid moved to enter a 5-minute reading period. Sen. Maia Brown 
seconded. 

ii. Sen. Donahey moved to amend the bill title to read, “SB-83.25”. Sen. 
Rashid seconded. 

iii. Sen. Rashid moved to amend SB 83.25 Section 9.B.b to read: “Pass the 
ASOSU Senate with a simple majority” instead of “Pass the ASOSU 
Senate with a two-thirds majority” and Strike Section 1 “In the case if the 
bill is vetoed by the ASOSU President, the threshold to override the veto is 
three fourths in favor”. Sen. Khan seconded. 

1. Sen. Donahey: Can you explain the reasoning behind this 
amendment? 

a. Nathan Schmidt: I have run this bill by many budget 
managers, members of the SFC, and others, and the SFC 
Chair noticed that there is a definition change to the veto 
powers of the ASOSU President, so this amendment 
reflects that. This would now become a simple majority. 

b. Sen. Khan: I am worried about this being a simple 
majority because there could still be a significant amount of 
people against it. 



c. Sen. Chandler: I think this should be the same as any other 
bill in its voting requirements.  

2. Sen. Donahey moved to table the amendment and cede time to 
Nathan Schmidt. Sen. Khan seconded. 

iv. Nathan Schmidt: I am the ASOSU Liaison for the SFC, and I have been 
working with a few individuals from the SFC to put this bill together. 
Decision packages are often not voted down, which has real monetary 
consequences. This bill would set an overarching goal for the fee so that 
the SFC is more conscious about what they approve. This bill would cap 
the total growth of the student fee to 4% and prioritizes external revenue 
growth to reduce reliance on the student fee in order to save students’ 
money. Looking at student fee increase data, we can see that the student 
fee has typically outgrown the inflation rate of the year. This bill would 
allow a 1.5% increase to the fee for decision packages and a 2.5% increase 
to the fee for inflation. This 4% guideline can be overridden through a bill 
submitted by the SFC chair asking for a one-time exemption to the 4% 
rule including a rationale document to explain the reason for the 
exemption. For example, if inflation is 4% that year, then an exemption 
could be granted. I think that setting this guideline early in the year would 
be helpful for SFC members, as well as budget managers when they are 
deciding what decision packages to put on the table that year.  

v. Sen. Khan: If a new program is added, would it be held to this 4%? 
1. Nathan Schmidt: If it increases the fee, it will be included. 

vi. Sen. Hamlin: Why would you encourage us to follow this model as 
opposed to cap on the decision package increase regardless of inflation? 

1. Nathan Schmidt: In my opinion, this sets an absolute ceiling. We 
modeled this after the process that the Board of Trustees uses. That 
being said, this bill is amendable if you all want to use a different 
system. 

vii. Sen. Donahey moved to enter discussion. Sen. Karlapati seconded. 
viii. Sen. Khan: I like the idea of setting a guideline for the SFC to inform 

their voting. Have you spoken with the budget managers and important 
stakeholders about this? 

1. Nathan Schmidt: I have, and I’ve heard positive feedback from 
them because they see the SFC as a ‘green-light committee’ that 
votes to approve everything. I also got support from advisors and 
other figures. The  

ix. Sen. Donahey: The fee has risen by about 5.7%, so I worry about 
immediately dropping this to 4%. Ideally, budget managers will be held to 
this, but this also asks that all budget managers hash out who will ask for 



what. This bill, in a way, puts more responsibility on the SABs and budget 
managers rather than the SFC, who is tasked with this. I don’t see how 
units are to decide who gets the short end of the stick. SEE requested 
funding for clubs using a 4-year model, which also complicates this. Also, 
I think that this could further complicate the process for setting the fee. 
We had already lost time due to security concerns and long-term debates, 
so I worry that this will also crunch our timeline further. One of our 
missions this year has been to make our processes easier to understand, 
and I think that this could complicate things. The SFC should not just 
approve everything that comes up, but this has many negative 
consequences. I think the decision packages from this year fit the 5-year 
goals that we set last year, and this would limit what units can do. If the 
Senate does not approve an increase, then what will happen? 

1. Nathan Schmidt: I hear your concerns, and I agree that there is a 
broader problem that needs to be addressed. By creating a more 
collaborative environment where budget managers discuss their 
decision packages together, we could reduce the student fee. 
Students will still have their voices heard in SABs, the SFC, and 
the Senate. If we can keep the proposed budgets around 4%, they 
will surely get cut further through these groups. I don’t see how 
this limits the power of the SFC because they will still deliberate 
each decision package anyways. Many of you attended SFC 
meetings, so any concerns about the timeline being rushed are null. 

2. Sen. Donahey: I meant the 5 days of mediation remaining during 
the deliberation process. 

x. Sen. Knox: It does seem like decision packages have been much higher in 
the last few years, but there have also been higher inflation rates that could 
explain that. We may have the opportunity to vote no on each of these 
budgets, but some of us did vote against certain measures. It can be very 
uncomfortable to vote against funding certain packages that seem very 
important to others, and there were some unprofessional actions taken by 
budget managers. A cap on the budget could help budget managers to 
keep their priorities straight.  

xi. Sen. Camou: I am curious about how much of the student fee goes 
unused, because these dollars could then be cut and we could reduce the 
student fee by that amount. 

1. Nathan Schmidt: Units shift their funds around, which can make 
it hard to track. I know that many budgets use money where it is 
best allocated, and some is added to the fund balance.  



2. Keri Simonet: Units are also required to maintain a 20% fund 
balance. 

xii. Sen. Khan: I don’t think it is fair to say that we have all green-lit every 
package because the process itself is flawed, and opposition to decision 
packages can be received negatively; I met with many administrators who 
took my opposition personally.  

xiii. Sen. Karlapati: To keep it under 4%, are budget managers required to 
communicate more with one another? 

1. Nathan Schmidt: I think that they should discuss their budgets 
more with one another because it would create a better 
environment.  

2. Sen. Karlapati: I like the idea of a ceiling because people will 
budget more than they need, but I wonder how they will balance 
their needs with the needs of other units. 

3. Nathan Schmidt: I think that this is how these decisions should be 
made, through hard discussions. 

xiv. Sen. Donahey: I did not intend to accuse all of you of voting yes on each 
bill without thinking about it. Also, I am not opposed to a cap, but I 
disagree with how this bill would be implemented. I think that the SFC 
should decide what that cap should be each year since this is their job. I 
am also wondering how we will get budget managers to collaborate in this 
way because they each have different needs. This also creates a gamble for 
them in hoping that each unit will stay within 4% or that the Senate will 
approve an exemption. 

1. Nathan Schmidt: The SFC is meant to recommend a budget each 
year, so setting a cap in this branch could only allow for an 
override by the Senate which tends to change the budget each year 
anyway. Budget managers may not currently have this kind of 
collaborative relationship, but this bill could allow them to have it 
in the future. 

xv. Sen. Lau: I do worry about how this will impact viewpoint neutrality in 
the process. If we need to keep the budget to a certain level, then how 
would we be able to stay neutral in voting down and balancing decision 
packages?  

1. Nathan Schmidt: My understanding of viewpoint neutrality is that 
we can vote things down if they are not in the best interest of 
students or for monetary reasons. This is more to encourage us to 
be financially conscious. 

xvi. Sen. Hamlin: I was wondering how many budget managers you spoke 
with about this? 



1. Nathan Schmidt: I talked with 6 out of 7 budget managers and got 
mostly good feedback. 

2. Sen. Rashid: We also discussed this with Leslie. 
xvii. Sen. Donahey: The Senate has not overridden the SFC recommendation 

or sent bills to mediation in the past two years that I have been in ASOSU. 
Also, viewpoint neutrality is an important thing to consider. We cannot 
deny funding for a certain unit because we are giving more money to other 
units, thus comparing them, because it would violate the precedent set in 
Southworth. We would inevitably be forced into a situation where we must 
compare these. 

xviii. Sen. Hailey Brown: I think that we have discussed this for a long time, 
and we should try to cut our conversation soon. 

xix. Sen. Donahey moved to end discussion after the queue has ended. Sen. 
Karlapati seconded. 

xx. Sen. Knox: I think that the years in which the budget went over 5%, 
inflation was also very high. We could explore the idea of amending the 
bill to have a cap outside of the inflation rate.  

1. Nathan Schmidt: I like that idea! I recognize that fee bills have 
not gone to mediation, but there was a fee bill introduced by Sen. 
Donahey, so the Senate has had a voice in the past. Also, advisors 
who are familiar with Southworth have not given me that feedback. 
I am open to amendments to this bill. 

VII. Committee Reports  
a. Budgets 

i. Sen. Kim: We are looking at the possibility of changing the pay model for 
stipends vs. hourly for certain members of ASOSU. We will still be 
discussing the pay model for different employees who are hourly as well.  

b. Student Gov.  
i. Sen. Stoll: Tomorrow we will talk about some of the concerns regarding 

the Code of Conduct. 
c. Outreach 

i. Sen. Nyarko: The student suggestion station is on the front page of our 
website, so please share that with students so that we can gather feedback!  

ii. Sen. Hailey Brown: We need people with food handler’s licenses 
for our event! If you have one, please help out. Also, we cannot use 
Redbulls anymore because of licensing issues.  

d. Campus Improvements 
i. Sen. Donahey: We are still trying to get into contact with the right people, 

and I honestly don’t believe that anything will come of it because of 



hurdles within the university. We are going to focus on the internal 
structure of our committee for this reason. 

ii. Sen. Karlapati: I think that C is very enthusiastic about following 
through on some of these plans, but I am also not sure what will come of 
it. 

VIII. Old Business 
a. There was no old business. 

IX. President Pro Tempore Senate Announcements 
a. Please fill in a time and any other missing information on the office hours sign-up 

sheet. Let Jake know when you do so he can update the website. 
i. Sen. Stoll: Jake is working on updating the website with the correct office 

hour times, so let him know if you need to change it. 
ii. Sen. Knox: What is the protocol for cancelling office hours? 

1. Sen. Stoll: There is none right now, but we might be able to talk to 
Jake about keeping a better updated version.  

iii. Sen. Nyarko: For marketing, outreach now has access to the Instagram so 
we can post whatever you all need! 

b. Scholarship opportunity: the Student Alumni Ambassadors application closes 
Monday, April 29th! 

c. Inauguration will be May 31st from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. and our End of the Year 
Celebration will be May 28th (time TBD). Mark your calendars! 

X. Gallery Comments 
a. Nathan Schmidt: Take Back the Night is coming up so please attend! 

XI. Senator Comments 
a. Sen. Hailey Brown: I just edited the time for the outreach event, so check it 

again. 
b. Sen. Donahey: I have a hearing with the JC to talk about SB-83.20, so it will 

come back to the agenda soon. 
XII. Advisor Comments  

a. Keri Simonet: Good job tonight, I thought you all asked good questions. I am 
also happy that you have all realized when discussion has gone too long. If you 
are graduating, make sure to grab a cord! Also, don’t forget to fill out the survey 
sent out by the University Ombuds. 

XIII. Adjournment ~ 7:30 
a. The meeting was adjourned in good order at 8:34PM. 

  


