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ASOSU Senate Fee Deliberations
Winter Session of the 84th Senate
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President of the Senate
Zachary Kowash

SEC 288

I)  Roll Call/Quorum ~ 6:05 pm
Sen. Lidya Acar — present
Sen. Mercedez Allen - present
Sen. Ryan Becquer — present
Sen. Shawn Durr — present
Sen. Eliza Eckman - present
Sen. Alexa Gomez Silva — present
Sen. Kieran Hostetler-McLaughlin — present
Sen. Marisa Ikehara — present
Sen. Destiny Jones — present
Sen. Katya Karlapati — present
Sen. Teaghan Knox - present
Sen. Camryn Lau - present
. Sen. Christina Lewandowski — absent
Sen. Donovan Morales — present
Sen. Emerson Pearson — present
Sen. Nathan Raschkes - present
Sen. Adison Rowe — present
Sen. Leah Wright - present
I1)  Swearing in of Senators/Proxies
a. There were no senators/proxies to swear in.
I11)  Approval of Minutes
a. Sen. Allen motioned to mark Sen. Morales as present; the minutes have been amended.
V)  Approval of Agenda
a. Sen. Lau motioned to add the discussion of all fee bills to the agenda, with 10 minutes of
the discussion for wages at the beginning of old business. Motion carried.
V)  Gallery Comments
a. There were no gallery comments at this time.
V1) New Business ~ 6:30pm
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a. There was no new business to be discussed.

Old Business

a. 10-minute discussion on the wages

Vi.

Vii.

viil.

Xi.

Sen. Acar: Can someone send the BRD’s in the chat? | wanted to address some
frustration from the last meeting when we made a last-minute motion. Since Sen.
Lau mentioned wages, we’ll likely run out of time tonight. I’d like to do a roll
call vote to send all bills to mediation, not because I’'m against them, but to allow
more discussion.

1. Vice President Kowash: I would recommend that we vote individually
on each bill, to not lose and nuance between the budgets.

Sen. Pearson: I’d object, then rescind, just to note the BNC doesn’t need
mediation for wages since they already pay above $17.10. Mediation seems
unnecessary unless there’s another reason.

Sen. Lau: Just to clarify, SB-84.19 is the Contingency and Supplementary Fee
correct?

Sen. Karlapati: To my knowledge, we can use mediation to discuss wages and
explore other improvements. Sending all to mediation for wages doesn’t limit us
from addressing other areas.

Sen. Durr: 1 would object to sending the Contingency and Supplementary Fee to
mediation.

Sen. Jones: I’'m a bit confused, if we’re voting to send these to mediation, why
continue discussions afterward if they’ve already been sent?

1. Sen. Pearson: I think it’s so we can discuss other items that might come
up in mediation. I’d recommend clarifying the motion to include that
mediation can address topics discussed tonight. It’s more respectful to
units and stakeholders to make it clear upfront that items, except the
BNC and contingency, will be sent to mediation for wages.

Sen. Allen: I am also confused as to why we are having this discussion right
away. WYy are we not having the discussion first and then voting?

Sen. Wright: So, the ultimate goal is just so we have more time to talk about
wages?

Sen. Karlapati: I'm fine sending everything to mediation now because | want
wages to increase. | also have other issues with the units that can be discussed in
mediation. But for me, I’d rather send them straight to mediation since wages are
my priority.

1. Vice President Kowash: I will be asking each nay vote why they voted
so, so that the mediation committee has somewhere to start.

Sen. Acar: I think it’s important to focus on wages since many ran on that
platform. With the shortened timeline, I’'m nervous tonight won’t allow enough
discussion for all seven units, especially given a few are contentious within both
the Senate and the SFC.

1. Vice President Kowash: For clarification, we’re not addressing SB-
84.19, the contingency and supplementary fee, or SB-84.22, BNC fee.
That leaves 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, and 26 as the bills for voting.

Sen. Pearson: Your motion should work if you go one by one through the list.



Xil.

Xiil.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi,

XVil.

XViil.

XiX.

Motion to vote on each bill, and anyone supporting mediation would vote nay.
It’s a bit confusing, and we might want to fix this process next year, but for now,
it’s just motioning to vote on each bill individually.

Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: | don't see SB-84.22 on this agenda?

1. Vice President Kowash: Sen. Lau motioned to have them all on the
agenda today.

Sen. Allen: I’'m still a bit confused, why can’t we have the discussion on wages
first, as we initially motioned, and then vote on everything afterward?

1. Sen. Acar: Would it be better if I rescinded my motion until the end of
the 10-minute period?

2. Sen. Rowe: | think most of the Senate supports the wages, and while
discussion is fine, many want that to happen in mediation. This topic will
come up as we discuss each unit anyway, so | see value in making the
motion now. Bills sent to mediation always come back to us, but if they
pass, it doesn’t work the other way.

Vice President Kowash: | might suggest we discuss each bill first, focusing on
what we’d like addressed in mediation, and then vote on all of them at the end.
Sen. Pearson: I think it’s better to vote at the start since we know the uniting
issue for sending them to mediation. VVoting now gives stakeholders more time to
prepare, plan, and work together. We can still discuss other issues and send those
along, but this approach is more courteous and allows for better preparation.

Sen. Allen: Based on last week and today’s discussion, everyone knows what’s
coming. I don’t see why we need to rush the vote instead of discussing first.

Sen. Karlapati: I prefer voting now because we won’t get through all units
today. Voting on Tuesday delays mediation, leaving the committee with less time
to meet. Voting now gives them more time.

1. Sen. Durr motioned to extend the time by 10 minutes, seconded by Sen.
Pearson.

Sen. Durr: | think we should see what the Senate thinks about sending these to
mediation.

Sen. Durr motioned to enter a roll call vote on SB-84.20 “ASOSU Incidental
Fee Allocation” seconded by Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin.

1. Sen. Rowe: If you vote nay, you are voting to send it to mediation. If
you vote aye, you are voting to pass the bill. SB-84.20 is the ASOSU
budget.

2. The vote failed with 14 nays from: Sen. Acar, Sen. Becquer, Sen. Durr,
Sen. Eckman, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen. Ikehara, Sen. Jones, Sen.
Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. Rowe,
and Sen. Wright; 1 abstention from: Sen. Allen.

3. SB-84.20 “ASOSU Incidental Fee Allocation” has been voted down and
sent to mediation.

4. Vice President Kowash: For those who voted nay, what was the reason?

5. Sen. Acar: | think there is value in continuing to talk about increasing to
the living wage and for this bill particularly, | think there is a lot more
conversation to be had about ticketing.



a. Sen. Becquer, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen.
Ikehara, Sen. Jones, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen.
Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. Rowe concurred.
6. Sen. Durr: There is something | need to put in there.
a. Sen. Ikehara concurred.

7. Sen. Eckman: | would like to specify that for athletics | would only be
looking at a $0.70 decrease per student.

a. Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes concurred.

8. Sen. Lau: Leaving more time to have discussions outside of this
meeting.

a. Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes concurred.

9. Sen. Rowe: | am also interested to see what the Senate thinks about the
sustainability fund, and a possible change there.

10. Sen. Wright: | sense that this one is a little more contentious so | think
there should be more time for conversation.

Second Reading of SB 84.19 - “Contingency and Supplementary Fund Fee Allocation
Bill”
i. Sen. Becquer motioned to go into gallery comment for 5-minutes, seconded by
Sen. Durr.

1. Dylan Perfect: Although this matter has already been voted on and is
proceeding to mediation, | want to address it briefly. The athletics email
sent yesterday, with its petition, was misleading, implying some in
student government aim to jeopardize free student athletic tickets without
providing evidence. Additionally, it’s concerning that an assistant coach
publicly supported this petition. This undermines the process's integrity,
and | strongly discourage such actions.

2. Saegis Abbott asked to speak a prayer.

a. Vice President Kowash: As a reminder, ASOSU does respect
freedom of expression and values gallery feedback. OSU and
ASOSU do not endorse any one particular religion.

ii. Sen. Lau motioned for a 10-minute recess, seconded by Sen. Acar.

iii. Vice President Kowash: As a quick reminder, we finished discussing wages, so
we’re back to the usual agenda order, starting with the second reading of SB-
84.19.

iv. Sen. Wright: I wasn’t aware of this personally, but apparently since it’s not on
our agenda to discuss these items after the bills are voted on, the meeting ends
once they’re passed or failed. Can someone clarify?

1. Sen. Rowe: We can still discuss these bills. Even if it has failed, we can
discuss the second reading of it. We can have conversations. And if it's
up for interpretation we can motion to amend the agenda.

2. Sen. Wright: So, when we are looking at the agenda, when we finish
voting on the last one, what happens? Could somebody clarify or give
me a plan?

Sen. Morales motioned for a 3-minute recess, seconded by Sen. Wright
4. Vice President Kowash: According to the guide, if a member feels the
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chair is rushing or delaying a vote, they can raise a point of order to
delay for more discussion. This motion needs a second and should be
voted on with minimal debate. The rules suggest voting is the goal of
each discussion item, meaning we can discuss each second reading as
added to the agenda, then vote after the discussion per democratic rules
of order.

5. Sen. Pearson: To avoid this issue, I’ll motion to add, below each second
reading on the agenda a corresponding "Discussion of" item for each bill.
This will make sure we can still discuss a bill, even if it’s already been
voted on, as it will remain an agenda item.

a.

Sen. Wright: So we are going to vote on something and then
discuss it?

Sen. Pearson: The vote is specifically for sending items to
mediation based on the uniting factor of wages, excluding the
BNC and contingency. This approach gives units earlier notice,
more preparation time, and respects mediation members by
incorporating this into the schedule. It also aligns with the veto
timeline and ensures mediation has sufficient time. Since a
majority already agrees on sending items to mediation, this vote
doesn’t change the likely outcome. Adding a discussion period
for each item addresses any concerns, allowing further
conversation without delaying the process.

6. Sen. Pearson motions to add a discussion item below each second
reading, Sen. Rowe seconded the motion; objected by Sen. Allen, Sen.
Wright, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Raschkes.

a.

Sen. Allen: I do not understand why it is productive to have a
discussion after the fact we’ve already had a binding vote. We
should be having the discussion first and then the vote after.
Sen. Wright: I feel it’s counterproductive to send something to
mediation before hearing everyone’s ideas, especially since no
one has heard my perspective yet. That’s important, and [ can’t
feel justified doing it otherwise.

Sen. Eckman: My objection is that when we vote something
down, we need to document the rationales.

Sen. Raschkes: I’ve never seen any system operate by voting
first and discussing later. It’s more productive to talk about the
bills, hear from unit managers, and understand their perspectives
before making a decision. This could influence our votes, so
voting now without hearing all viewpoints doesn’t seem
productive.

The motion failed with 3 ayes from: Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin,
Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Rowe; 7 nays from: Sen. Allen, Sen.
Becquer, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Jones, Sen. Morales, Sen. Raschkes,
Sen. Wright; 6 abstentions from: Sen. Acar, Sen. Durr, Sen.
Ikehara, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Pearson.
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Sen. Morales motioned to add discussion before each bill agenda item, seconded
by motion rescinded.
Sen. Karlapati: So now we cannot talk about the ASOSU?

1. Sen. Rowe: We can, we just have to add it in the agenda.

Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: I get the idea of the points of confusion, the reason
I voted aye is that one of the more concerning things is that if we voted yes, we
would have voted on a fee bill that we did not discuss. Would it be possible to
motion to vote to send all bills to mediation?

1. Vice President Kowash: We would need to vote on each individually.
Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin motioned to send SB-84.21 to mediation. Motion
rescinded.

1. Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: So, it would not be possible to send a fee

bill to mediation without having a vote for it?

2. Vice President Kowash: We send fee bills to mediation when they fall
within the Senate.

Sen. Raschkes: I'd like to discuss wages. Many of us ran on lowering student
fees, but increasing wages will raise fees since the money has to come from
somewhere. It’s important to hear from the gallery and unit managers to get their
feedback on this.

Sen. Raschkes motioned to enter gallery comment, seconded by Sen. Allen.
Objected by Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin. The motion failed.

1. Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: We are discussing SB-84.19 which does
not have anything to do with the wage discussion.

Sen. Ikehara motioned to add discussion on SB-84.20 to the end of the agenda,
seconded by Sen. Jones. Objected by Sen. Rowe. Motion rescinded.

1. Sen. Rowe: | object because there are likely many athletes here waiting
patiently, and SB-84.20 is their time to speak. Let’s address that first and
handle our Senate discussions afterward.

2. Sen. Pearson: I object to addressing it now because I’m concerned, we
won’t get to the other votes on the agenda, which could delay mediation.
The best path forward is to vote on items expected to go to mediation on
the grounds of wages, then hold discussions. I suggest we take a hand
raise to see who supports voting first.

Sen. Knox motioned to enter into a roll call vote on SB-84.19 - “Contingency
and Supplementary Fund Fee Allocation Bill”, seconded by Sen. Pearson.

1. The motion passes with 15 ayes from: Sen. Acar, Sen. Allen, Sen.
Becquer, Sen. Durr, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen.
Ikehara, Sen. Jones, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Morales,
Sen. Pearson, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. Rowe; 1 abstention from: Sen. Wright.

2. SB-84.19 - “Contingency and Supplementary Fund Fee Allocation Bill”
has passed and will be sent to President Audrey Schlotter.

Sen. Allen motioned to reconsider the vote on ASOSU, seconded by Sen. Wright.
Sen. Pearson objected.

1. Sen. Pearson: | object because reconsideration would still involve voting

"aye," "nay," or abstaining. If we reconsider, it’s essentially voting on the
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bill again, either passing it, sending it to mediation, or abstaining
entirely. I would vote "nay" if that happens. As there’s no real "undo," |
believe the motion to reconsider should follow the Democratic rules of
order.

2. Vice President Kowash: There is a motion to reconsider in the
Democratic Rules of Order.

3. Sen. Allen motioned to amend the motion to start discussion on SB-84.20
and then make a vote at the end of the discussion, seconded by Sen.
Morales. The motion carried.

Second Reading of SB 84.20 - “ASOSU Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”

Sen. Durr: As some of you know, I’ve been working on an MOU for the campus
improvement fund, but I found out we can’t sign an MOU between ASOSU and
ASOSU. After talking to Nick North, we came up with a solution of adding a $0
decision package in mediation. This package would repurpose index MGV 220
“Student Government Public Relations”, which hasn’t been used, into "Student
Government Campus Improvements.” This would let improvements pull from the
fund balance, which is $700,000 over the recommended amount, without
increasing fees. Later, we’d need legislation outside fee setting to explain the
committee’s purpose and why it’s set at $0, so it doesn’t confuse anyone. I’d like
to motion for a hand-raise vote to see if senators support asking for this in
mediation.
Sen. Karlapati: As the Campus Improvements Committee, we usually don’t
have money to work with. We have to submit a bill for even small amounts. Sen.
Durr’s idea is to give the committee its own set amount to work with, making it
easier to support departments we want to improve. Right now, it’s hard to ask for
improvements without offering anything in return. This addition wouldn’t
increase fees; it would only use part of the fund balance.
Sen. Pearson: | am favorable towards that proposal for campus improvements.
Regarding mediation and the bill, I believe wages should keep up with inflation,
and the sustainability fund could be better utilized, possibly by drawing from
reserves. Another reason for mediation is to address underutilized tickets and
explore creating an index to support travel for student organizations, especially
competitive ones like AIA, as SEE doesn’t currently cover this.
1. Sen. Jones ceded 2-minutes to President Audrey Schlotter.
2. President Audrey Schlotter: | wanted to address the CIC proposal. |
mentioned to Sean earlier that this doesn’t need to be a decision package.
Nick and I are willing to rename the index and allocate money from the
fund balance directly. This approach avoids complicating the process,
and in my opinion, it shouldn’t be a reason to reject the ASOSU budget.
It doesn’t need to be a line item, and it’s simpler this way since $0
decision packages aren’t typical in the SFC process. I’'m happy to work
with Katya, Sean, or anyone else on this, it’s an easy fix without adding
unnecessary steps.

iv. Sen. Ikehara motioned to enter a 10-minute gallery period, seconded by Sen.

Pearson.



1. Dylan Perfect: | understand that this process can get complex, especially
with so many issues at play this year. | think the last 20 minutes have
turned into procedural back-and-forth, losing focus. The democratic rules
of order this body follows, along with its standing rules, allow for voting
on multiple items at once. At the SFC, we made a single motion for a
proposed wage increase across units. If we support it for a few units,
there’s no reason not to support it for others, making one vote practical.
The rules also prohibit filibustering and require the chair to remain
impartial unless otherwise prescribed. At the start of the meeting, a
simple motion aligned with the SFC’s process, to send items to
mediation for wage increases, was split into multiple parts, consuming
much of the meeting time. Respectfully, I’d recommend considering a
more efficient approach and ensuring neutrality from the chair while
adhering to the rule against filibusters.

2. President Audrey Schlotter: Quick clarification, is this gallery time
meant for discussing the ASOSU budget? Shouldn’t budget managers
have a chance to address the questions you sent and provide answers
before discussion? I’d encourage reconsideration to allow an equitable
conversation involving budget managers and gallery input.

a. Sen. Allen: Point of order, we are discussing and then
reconsidering the vote.

b. President Audrey Schlotter: Is there going to be a chance for
budget managers to speak on their rationale?

¢. Vice President Kowash: They will be able to answer after the
gallery period.

3. Isabella Mitchel, Student Athlete: My name is Isabella Mitchell, and |
wanted to share an athletic perspective. Regarding tickets, they’re really
important to athletes like me. As a rower, while we don’t have many
student tickets, having students at games makes a big impact. Some of us
are confused why so much focus is on tickets instead of Dixon and Rec
Sports, which make up a larger portion of the student fee. Many student-
athletes, me included, don’t use Dixon or Rec Sports, and while we’re a
smaller group, the attention on athletics and tickets seems
disproportionate considering the small fee change involved.

4. Alison Basset, Athletics Worker: | work for Oregon State Athletics in
Marketing and Fan Engagement. | want to clarify a few points. The
proposed fee for next year is $41.67, a decrease of $3.41 from last year.
Athletics didn’t request an inflationary increase, which would have been
around $90,000. The fee in 2009 was $42, and next year it’s projected to
be $41. Regarding gymnastics and wrestling, gymnastics has seen a 61%
student increase this year, and wrestling has a 66% increase. These
results stem from marketing efforts by both teams. If there are large cuts,
we’d need to consider making up funds, which could lead to charging
students over the current allotment, something we want to avoid to keep
things accessible and affordable. The fee, covered under ASOSU, can



also be paid through financial aid, ensuring accessibility. ASOSU
purchases tickets for students at a 61.5% discounted rate. If revenue were
the sole focus for athletics, this discount wouldn’t exist.

5. Dylan Perfect: | want to expand on my earlier comments about the
athletics department's actions yesterday and express appreciation for the
student-athletes here, including the Senate's student-athlete who was
excluded from the student ticket committee due to their positions on
ticket assessments. It’s important to note that neither I nor any senator or
SFC member I’'m aware of has proposed removing student ticket benefits
or accessibility. The goal is to ensure students aren’t overcharged for
unused tickets, which could generate more revenue for athletics, a
department that has been in the red for some time. However, framing this
as preserving affordable student tickets while proposing a fee increase
compared to the alternative is misleading. I’d also like to clarify that the
SFC member who proposed this motion isn’t part of the caucus
referenced by athletics staff. There’s been significant misinformation on
this issue, and | would hope for more clarity moving forward.

v. Sen. Morales: | really like the idea of adding the zero in the budget. Between
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Audrey and Nick’s proposals, which option would you feel more comfortable
with?

1. Sen. Durr: Both Audrey and Nick mentioned it would be as simple as
asking them to change it. I told Nick I don’t see any harm in letting
mediation handle it, as that’s what mediation is meant to do. While
renaming the index is straightforward, making it official in writing
through mediation feels more meaningful, it reflects the Senate’s intent.
If, for some reason, mediation can’t add $0 to the bill, we could address
it later through other means, like working with the SAB or outside a bill.

2. Sen. Durr motioned to add a $0.00 decision package to change MGV220
(Student Govt Public Relations) to MGV220 Student Govt Campus
Improvements. The motion carried.

Sen. Rowe: | like the idea of having the mediation committee handle it because it
would be included in the fee bill, creating a clear history for future reference. As
Sen. Durr mentioned, it’s also more democratic to go through the process,
ensuring transparency and accountability. If people disagree next year, we can
point to the proper process and the votes behind it. Since we’re still on ASOSU,
I’d like to take time to discuss tickets and any other issues. After, it might be a
good idea to return to the wage discussions we started the meeting with.

Sen. Gomez Silva: | am speaking to you as a student separating myself from my
roles on campus. | know how important student events are to stay engaged and
have fun on campus. | know every single student here is serious about their
academics, but it does help to be able to go to fun events such as these athletic
events. | would never want to inconvenience the greater OSU population by
practically making you all pay for these tickets on top of having to pay for
textbooks, tuition, rent, and more. These tickets are currently funded for making
it so students can have a mostly stress-free experience in acquiring tickets and
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attending games. | also wanted to take a moment to acknowledge our lovely
student athletes, these dedicated students are able to balance their schoolwork
and still perform their best at games, meets, matches and more. Their hard work
shines through and I know it feels validating when they look into a crowd and see
beaver nation chanting and rooting for them. Please know that as a senator I will
be fighting to save our student tickets, because we deserve it, and it is a valuable
resource to the greater OSU community
Sen. Allen: Could we have the budget managers come up? So, we can open the
discussion to anyone involved.
Sen. Acar: I’ve been feeling some guilt over the past few days because, as
someone who supports removing barriers to education, even if it’s just a few
dollars off the student fee, and as an athlete | feel compelled to speak on this. My
team is one of the least funded on campus, even though it is one of the largest.
Athletics funding is important, and while | may not fully agree with how tickets
are handled, I feel it’s my responsibility to highlight student voices, even those I
may not fully align with. There are 550+ student-athletes here, over 100 of whom
are first-generation college students, 200+ at high financial risk, and 300+ on
scholarships. Cutting funds for student tickets would impact athletics, and that
money would be cut elsewhere. Last year, athletics just broke even, so reducing
the budget by hundreds of thousands would likely result in cuts to student-facing
areas like SBC, strength and conditioning, feeding athletes, and other support
services. Our student-athlete community is much more diverse than the general
student body, and for many, athletics removes significant barriers to education. |
just wanted to ensure this perspective is shared because | was nervous it might
not be voiced.
Sen. Karlapati: Is there an athletics administrator here today? Like a budget
manager?

1. Nick North: No there is not.
Sen. Rowe: This has been a hot topic, especially after the email many of us
received last night. These tickets are valuable, and cutting a portion of the student
fee matters. However, when the numbers were reviewed, the tickets amounted to
just 70 cents per student annually. While that’s still important, it’s not the
massive amount some may think, it’s closer to $40,000-$60,000, not $100,000.
Looking at ticket usage versus the original ask, there’s room for cuts. For
example, gymnastics tickets averaged 800 users over the past two years, yet the
ask was for 2,500 tickets. Even if usage doubled, there would still be excess.
Wrestling had a similar discrepancy. Even with increased attendance, there’s a
surplus of unused tickets that could be reduced, saving students money without
getting rid of access to the tickets. Increases of 66% were mentioned. Maybe the
cuts should be smaller, but there’s still funding for tickets that likely won’t be
used, and that money could go elsewhere. Lydia brought up a great point about
the benefit to student-athletes. However, unused ticket money disappears into
athletics without clear accountability. It could help teams or go elsewhere, but we
don’t know. I’d prefer to see this money directly benefit student-athletes, like
raising wages or funding specific teams. Since we don’t have control over unused
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ticket funds, | support sending this to mediation for further deliberation. While
I’m less concerned about it now, I still think it warrants careful consideration.
Sen. Pearson: When considering this, we need to address the issue of money
allocated for unused tickets, potentially cutting important services for student-
athletes. To ensure accountability, athletics could either return as a unit to clarify
spending or propose an MOU specifying the funds needed to support critical
services. Sen. Rowe raised a valid concern about the lack of transparency in
where this money is going. For example, there have been past issues, like funding
for a sports psychologist, where accountability was unclear. If students are
paying these fees, they deserve to know how their money is used. Rather than
supporting inflated ticket numbers that don’t reflect actual usage, we need
transparency and student autonomy over the fee. Athletics should come forward
in mediation with a proposal for either an MOU or a plan to return as a unit to
ensure essential services are funded without relying on inaccurate ticket
allocations. Transparency and accountability are key to maintaining trust and
fairness in the fee process.

1. Sen. Acar: Quick point of information: | believe that last year, the
CHAMP staff, which is essentially CAPS for athletes, was extended.

Sen. Jones: | want to speak on behalf of the student population I represent, low-
income minority students, who are often left out of these conversations. This
issue is complex, and we’re not considering the other financial burdens students
face. Some are living in their cars because they can’t afford housing, on top of
tuition, fees, rent, and other expenses. Saying financial aid covers student fees is
misleading because many costs aren’t accounted for. | just wanted to highlight
that we’re excluding a significant group of students from this discussion.

Sen. Allen: Thank you, Destiny, for bringing that up, that is really important.
Also, earlier, someone mentioned cutting tickets to fund student-athlete wages,
but correct me if 'm wrong, I don’t think student fees can actually be used for
that? I"d like us to stay on the facts here.

1. Sen. Rowe: | think they can, but they traditionally have not. We
currently aren’t directly funding athletes, but we would have the ability
to.

2. Nick North: What we’re discussing here is that ASOSU is purchasing
tickets, which provides revenue for athletics. Athletics then decides how
to use that revenue, and it does benefit students. Cutting this revenue
impacts their budget, and those cuts have to come from somewhere,
potentially affecting students. ASOSU doesn’t have control over how
athletics uses their funds. This discussion is strictly about purchasing
tickets and providing a revenue source, not deciding how those funds are
allocated.

3. Sen. Allen: From my understanding, cutting tickets could end up
harming the very students we’re claiming to help, which doesn’t make
sense. We also can’t predict the future, next year, there could be a surge
of students interested in gymnastics, wrestling, or other sports. Athletics
already mentioned gymnastics attendance has increased by 70%, so
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cutting tickets now could limit their growth before they’ve even had the
chance to expand. To me, that doesn’t feel fair.
Sen. Karlapati: Can | get the information or the numbers from last year, where
the 70% increase is coming from?

1. Sen. Kalapati ceded time to Allison Bassett

2. Allison Bassett: For wrestling, the highest meet attendance this year was
751, compared to a prior high of 453. For gymnastics, this year’s high is
1,462, up from 907 last year.

Sen. Eckman: I’d like to point out that a large part of the decrease in last year’s
student athletics fee wasn’t all tied to tickets. However, if you look at it as only
being about tickets, 75% of the decrease is due to the change in market value
charges, from 64.5% last year to 61.5% this year.

Sen. Lau: To emphasize Eliza's point, the MOU we signed set the rate at 61.5%.
The decrease of about $180,000 this year is partly because we previously
overpaid at 64.5% instead of the current 61.5%.

Sen. Pearson: | wanted to ask if this discussion has a time limit?

1. Sen. Pearson motioned for each discussion to be capped at a 20 minute
limit, with a remaining 8 minutes for this discussion; seconded by Sen.
Wright. The motion carries.

Sen. Rowe: | just want to point out that in our FY23 line item, we did have
student-athlete wages included. The key point is that we’re directly paying
students through these funds. While it’s not the end of the world to spend extra
money on athletics, which might indirectly benefit students, it seems much more
efficient to cut out the middleman and pay students directly. I don’t see how
buying thousands of extra tickets benefits students more than using that money to
increase their wages or return it to them directly.

Sen. Knox: | wanted to some context of student support for athletics. With the
dissolution of the Pac-12, there’s been a deficit in athletics funding. However, the
athletics department has pledged to maintain Power Five funding levels, and
institutional support has risen to $17 million, an increase of $9.5 million. These
funds largely come from ENG which is primarily student tuition. This shows
students are already financially supporting athletics at a much higher level than in
previous years. I’d push back on the idea that the burden of Pac-12-related
financial issues should fall on students through this student fee allocation. That’s
a larger issue that can’t be solved by these fees. For many sports tickets aren’t
selling out to the public. For sports like soccer, the historical data shows
increased ticket usage partly because more students were allowed to attend
games where seats would otherwise go unfilled. Athletics has previously
recognized that having more students at games benefits everyone and doesn’t
cost them extra. I’d like to see a partnership with athletics where, if tickets are
cut and there’s a sudden increase in usage, students could still fill unfilled seats.
This supports student-athletes while recognizing the institutional support students
already provide. | think we should base cuts on data to make informed decisions
and be good stewards of student fees.

1. Sen. Rowe: Point of Information, | may have said that we pay student



athletes directly, that is not the case, but we do pay student workers who
work for athletics directly with the fee.

xxi. Sen. Ikehara: | wanted to clarify something mentioned earlier about the
representation of first-generation students and people of color among student-
athletes. While there is a higher percentage of these groups in athletics compared
to some other areas, it’s important to note they represent only a small fraction of
the broader OSU community. According to enrollment management data, which
works with admissions to provide these statistics, in Fall 2024, OSU had 7,166
first-generation students and 11,202 students of color.

1. Sen. Allen motioned to extend the speaking time by 7-minutes, seconded
by Sen. Morales.

xxii. President Audrey Schlotter: First, | appreciate everything shared in this
discussion. We are also talking about people, our student-athletes, and the unique
role athletics plays. Many of us have interacted with athletics differently now that
they’re no longer a fee-funded unit. We’ve made an agreement with athletics to
purchase a certain number of tickets. While we can discuss how much money is
allocated, this is the system we’ve committed to. In 2023, 7,559 students attended
the Utah football game, and 6,806 attended another football game, even though
we only purchased 6,250 tickets. This shows we’ve exceeded the number of
tickets bought for some games, especially football, where there were 14,000
unique ticket users this year. While some tickets for Gill Coliseum sports may go
unused, it’s part of the trade-off. Holistically, we’re saving more by maintaining
this agreement, and fostering a positive relationship with athletics benefits all
students, not just athletes. There’s a difference between allocation control and
operational control, and while it may sound repetitive, it’s important to
understand. | want to ensure that this relationship with athletics is clear and
continues to work in the best interest of students.

xxiii. Sen. Karlapati: Do we ever get any say in deciding how many tickets we buy?

1. President Audrey Schlotter: It was decided within the ticket committee
and at the SAB level where students were welcome to join.

2. Sen. Karlapati: To my knowledge to be in the ticketing committee as a
voting member, you had to be accepted into it.

3. President Audrey Schlotter: How the MOU is written and voted on last
year was that there were members from both ASOSU and members from
athletics, but it is an open meeting so anyone could join and share their
opinion.

4. Sen. Karlapati: But we do not get a direct vote?

5. Katelyn Banks: Voting no, but the meetings are public. Hearing
students' opinions on it is incredibly helpful.

6. Sen. Karlapati: I'm a bit confused about how we can sign an MOU
without the money already being allocated, just based on the assumption
it will be. Does that mean we are forced to allocate the money because
the MOU was signed before the allocation decision was made?

7. President Audrey Schlotter: The MOU from last year created the
process for determining how many tickets were purchased for this fiscal



year, which students are currently using. It didn’t specify a set number of
tickets for future years but instead established a decision-making process
involving ASOSU representatives and students. This process led to an
agreement between ASOSU and athletics, where decisions on ticket
numbers are made collaboratively. As budget managers, it’s an
operational decision based on what the committee agreed upon. A new
MOU will now be created for this year, outlining the number of tickets
agreed upon in this setting and establishing the process for determining
ticket numbers for next year.

8. Sen. Karlapati: | am still not seeing how the Senate is ever involved in
this process.

9. Nick North: To clarify, the Senate determines the fee level, setting the
total amount of funding available. However, under the new structure, the
ASOSU president decides how those funds are used for purchases. The
Senate sets the overall funding but doesn’t specify exact spending levels.
For example, if an agreement required a specific number of tickets, it
would be up to the budget managers and the ASOSU president to
allocate the funds accordingly. If the Senate’s funding isn’t enough,
they’d need to find other ways to cover the shortfall to meet the
agreement.

10. Sen. Karlapati: So, there has already been a verbal decision and
agreement.

xxiv. Sen. Morales motioned to extend the discussion by 5-minutes, seconded by Sen.

Gomez Silva. Objected by Sen. Pearson.
1. Sen. Pearson: It is important that we adhere more closely to the time.
2. The motion failed, the discussion on SB-84.10 has ended.

d. Second Reading of SB 84.21 - “FRC Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”

Sen. Pearson: My perspective on this bill is that it would be wise to send it to
mediation on the grounds of wages. Overall, I’'m supportive of the decision
packages and the FRC, which is a crucial resource to fund. It’s important to
ensure the people working there are paid fairly and competitively. | know a
student majoring in HDFS who is incredibly passionate about their field but
spends most of their time working off-campus at a coffee shop to support
themselves and their family. They even wake up at 3 a.m. daily for work, which
has caused them to miss academic opportunities they care deeply about. Jobs like
those at the FRC could help students like this build resumes and further their
career aspirations, but those roles need to be accessible. Competitive wages are
essential to support students balancing tuition, self-support, and family
obligations. That’s why I support sending this to mediation for wage
considerations.

Sen. Allen: While I agree that wages are an important and relevant topic, | think
we should avoid sharing stories about other students who aren’t present to speak
for themselves. It’s not fair to them, as they don’t have the opportunity to share
their perspective. Instead, we should focus on the broader issue without relying
on anecdotes. | believe the FRC already does a great job ensuring students have
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opportunities relevant to their field. Let’s keep the discussion focused on the
general impact rather than individual cases.

Sen. Karlapati motioned for a 5-minute recess, seconded by Sen. Gomez Silva.
Sen. Knox: | had a question about this last time, and Addison mentioned the
6.7% increase was partly due to revenue going up, which contributed to higher
expenses. However, I’m a bit confused because when I look at the BRD and
budget template, [ don’t see any increase in revenue reflected there. Could you
clarify?

1. Erika Woosley: The revenue has not gone up. It just offsets that number
that is on there. And those numbers for that one in particular, the
facilities and utilities that we're paying for like the MU and some of
those things has gone up. As well as actual wages when we were trying
to hire for positions that were open ended up being higher than what we
had budgeted for. So that's some of the reasons. And the OPE for student
wages also went up for the 2% that FSS did for everyone.

2. Sen. Knox: In the BRD, it mentioned hiring for that position in January,
so [ wasn’t sure if that has already happened or if it’s still in progress. Do
you have an update on the timeline? Have you been able to reallocate the
six months of salary funds for that position to other purposes?

3. Erika Woosley: Yes, we’re working with HR to update current
processes and ensure everything is in place before we can post the
position. We’ll also look at reallocating any savings from this year once
that’s finalized.

Sen. Allen: Can you speak about the opportunities that you do provide for
students?

1.  Amy Luhn: We serve both student parents and students employed in
our Little Village short-term childcare programs. For student parents, the
support and services we provide can be life-changing, improving their
access to higher education. Some even choose OSU over other campuses
because of these supports. For our student employees, primarily Human
Development and Family Science or Elementary Education majors, we
offer hands-on experience working with children, from infants to pre-K.
They are well-trained and mentored, with many going on to work in
community centers, part-time roles, or campus childcare centers.

Sen. Gomez Silva: The Family Resource Center is amazing. I couldn’t handle
managing preschoolers; I struggled with just three as a swim instructor.
Supporting you through our fee is absolutely worth it. You’re a vital resource for
students, especially non-traditional students with families. Thank you for all you
do.
Sen. lkehara: I appreciate how you’re addressing the childcare crisis and
supporting campus parents, helping more students access education. | also
support raising wages to make jobs more competitive and accessible.
Sen. Ikehara motioned to enter a roll call vote on SB 84.21 - “FRC Incidental
Fee Allocation Bill”, seconded by Sen. Rowe.

1. The vote failed with 6 ayes from: Sen. Allen, Sen. Gomez Silva, Sen.



Jones, Sen. Morales, Sen. Raschkes, Sen. Wright; 10 nays from: Sen.
Durr, Sen. Becquer, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen.
Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Rowe, Sen, lkehara;
1 abstention from: Sen. Acar.

2. SB-84.21 - “FRC Incidental Fee Allocation” has been voted down and
sent to mediation.

3. All 10 nays were due to wages.

4. Amy Luhn: I’'m disappointed that a vote was made without asking me
why we pay what we do. Does anyone want to know? Great, let me
explain. | appreciate that you value this issue, it shows you understand
the cost of living here and statewide. The problem is our minimum wage
isn’t a living or family wage. Early childhood education (ECE), where
our student employees work, is part of a larger context. Our students are
at entry-level positions, AID1 or step 1-2 under state licensing standards.
These roles are typically minimum wage, but we pay $16.38 an hour,
above minimum wage, based on experience, not increased qualifications.
Unfortunately, ECE is undervalued and underpaid, which is why we
align with community standards for parity and equity. Raising wages
further would create disparities with others in the field doing equally
important work. This decision reflects the broader realities of ECE, not
just within the Family Resource Center. I wish we could’ve had a
constructive conversation about this before the vote, so you could better
understand the reasoning behind our decisions.

e. Second Reading of SB-84.22 - “Basic Needs Center Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”

Sen. Jones: | want you to understand that the Family Resource Center supports
many students. While I see the desire to raise student wages, this isn’t the right
way to do it. The BRD and this facility already support our students, and every
one of us gets paid above minimum wage, which is $14.20. | ask you to think
carefully about what you’ve taken away or want to debate in mediation when this
could have simply been passed.

Sen. Wright: I honestly wasn’t expecting that outcome since everyone seemed
supportive. I want to speak for a voice I feel hasn’t been fully represented in this
discussion. I fully support raising wages, if I didn’t have to work as many jobs as
I do, my life would be so much easier. But not every student can work a student
job, and raising wages might mean fewer students are hired to balance the
budget. We also need to think about the roadblocks students face, especially with
federal funding cuts that help students pay tuition. It’s unclear if OSU will fill
that gap, but retention rates, especially for certain demographics, are already low.
I’m Black, Indigenous, and Latina, and I feel we’re not fully considering the
future impact of these decisions. Certain units play critical roles in supporting
students, and while raising wages is important, sending every unit to mediation
won’t fix these broader issues. We might unintentionally create more roadblocks
for students, even if it’s not the intention. Let’s think carefully about the long-
term consequences.

Sen. Gomez Silva: Thank you, Senator Jones and Senator Wright, you’re
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awesome for what you’ve shared. I have to say, though, I’'m deeply disappointed.
Every bill we’ve fought for before has been vetoed, sent back, and called a
privilege to have in mediation. And now it’s happening again. Mediation is being
treated as a privilege, but families who are struggling, needed this now. As a
Latina who’s experienced low-income struggles, | feel this decision is coming
from a place of privilege. We all came here to create change, and this could’ve
been a step in the right direction.

1. Sen. Pearson: Point of information, there is no gap in funding between
mediation and the start of the fiscal year on July 1st. The FRC and all
units are funded through July 1st, and these items will be sent to the
Board of Trustees by early February or early March. Sending items to
mediation won’t cause a lapse in resources, and I wouldn’t support it if
that were the case.

Sen. Morales: | just want to point out that after mediation, if things go the way
some of you want, there could be a lack of funding. I’m tired of this monolith
being created. We’re fortunate to be at Oregon State and in Oregon, where the
government is protecting things that our current administration is taking away.
But the privilege some of you are showing right now is clear. While I don’t agree
with all the ways OSU spends its money, I’m tired of this repetitive dynamic.
Sen. Rowe: I’'m glad to hear from the BNC since they already pay a living wage.
I’ve been working since June to change this process so units wouldn’t need
mediation for a living wage, but I’ve faced constant roadblocks. By not sending
units to mediation, we’re effectively lowering student pay due to inflation. This is
about an inflation adjustment, not just a living wage, it’s the bare minimum.
Mediation will allow deliberation over the weekend and voting shortly after,
keeping the process intact.

Sen. Allen: | want to thank Destiny, Leah, Donovan, and Alexa for their
comments. | want to reiterate that while advocating for a living wage is
important, we need to consider the real costs. Units have told us that raising
wages could mean fewer jobs and opportunities for students. We’re not looking
at the bigger picture. While it’s great to praise the BNC, we need to approach all
decisions with viewpoint neutrality. Right now, it feels like we’re looking
through one lens and not treating each unit fairly or as its own entity. Coming in
with a predetermined outcome isn’t fair to the units or the process.

Sen. Ikehara: I’'m a bit confused about how increasing wages and giving units
the necessary funding would reduce the number of jobs. From my understanding,
if the wage increase is already accounted for in the budget, there shouldn’t be a
need to cut positions.

Sen. Durr: We’re funding this, so any job cuts would be arbitrary. Students
voted on this through a petition last year, it’s their directive, not just a request.
We’re maintaining viewpoint neutrality by sending all non-living-wage units to
mediation. Most of the Senate supports this, and the funding is provided.

Sen. Raschkes: I'd like to echo Sen. Allen’s point in that raising wages means
the money comes from somewhere, ultimately, students’ pockets, driving up fees.
With rising costs for tuition, rent, food, and gas, this harms future students and
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could lower enrollment, leading to fewer jobs and less funding overall. It’s
crucial to listen to budget managers before voting. They have the expertise to
explain why wages are set as they are and understand the market. They’re not
against us; they care about students. We should extend time to hear their
perspectives and ensure we’re within our scope of power before letting personal
feelings drive this decision.

1. Vice President Kowash: I’d like to remind everyone that we’re
currently discussing SB-84.22. While | appreciate the great
conversations, we need to ensure each unit’s budget gets equal time.

Sen. Pearson: I’m disappointed that we’re not actually discussing the BNC right
now. The focus has shifted to wages, which don’t apply to this bill. Regarding
viewpoint neutrality, it means using the same criteria for all decisions, and many
of us are weighing units based on whether they’ve made an inflation adjustment
to meet the $17.10 benchmark. For the BNC, that bar has been met. This feels
like a redundant discussion. If there are no further comments on the BNC, |
suggest we vote. | fully support the BNC.

Sen. Wright: This is not an irrelevant discussion, it’s an important one, no matter
what we’re voting on. Given recent surprises, it’s hard to predict what will
happen next. Regarding student wages, I’ve noticed issues with the voting
process, which wasn’t working for me or many students | work with at a cultural
center. That means many underrepresented voices aren’t being heard. I also want
to highlight a perspective we don’t often discuss, students who don’t work on-
campus jobs. Many students work off campus for 40 hours a week because they
can’t get those hours on campus. They’re juggling tuition, car payments,
insurance, and rent, and for them, every penny counts. Not everyone can afford
even a small fee increase. While some can spare 40 cents, others can’t, every cent
matters for essentials. I just wanted to share this perspective to ensure we’re
considering the full student body.

Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: I motion to vote on the BNC, allowing objections
if anyone has more to say on it. Since the wage discussion isn’t directly about the
BNC, we should move forward.

1. Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin motioned to finish out the speaking order
then vote on the fee bill, seconded by Sen. Pearson.

Sen. Karlapati: | remember Nicole saying that if we wanted to we could not vote
on Decision Package #1. | wanted a little more discussion on that if possible.
Sen. Allen: I can speak to that. It’s not unnecessary because, as mentioned, she’ll
need to request it again next year, likely at a higher cost due to rising labor
expenses. This isn’t just a student benefit, it serves many students who frequent
the center and the broader community. The ask was for space. Let me bring
Kayla up to speak more as well.

Sen. Rowe: The one question I had is I've heard that the BNC might be changing
how many GTAs they hire. | wasn't sure if that was true?

1. Kayla Ramirez, BNC Unit Liaison: As Nicole stated in previous
deliberations, we're currently undergoing restructuring, and that is fluid.
So, we don't have the new restructuring just yet.



xvi. Sen. Jones: | was wondering if anyone had the data from the special election that
happened near the end this summer, does anyone have the data that | could see?

1. Vice President Kowash: It was on the Instagram. | would have to look
back but I know that it was less than 10% of the students that voted.

xvii. Sen. Gomez Silva: | am also a very huge advocate for the BNC to continue to be
funded through the student fee, as a student who comes from a low-income
background, I can fully advocate for the BNC because it has helped myself and
other students get through the impossible. | have mentioned the free textbook
lending program and just this can never give them due diligence because they
have so many more programs that have been beneficial to our campus and
continue to help students stay in college. Thank you.

xviii. Sen. Morales motioned for 10-minutes of gallery comment, seconded by Sen.
Pearson.

1. Dylan Perfect: | fully support everything proposed by the BNC and
supported at the SFC. | want to address the prior item. I’m disappointed
by how easily the Senate, or at least part of it, has been swayed by what |
believe is a flawed argument. One of the hallmark features in social
justice literature about modern neoliberal universities is the
weaponization of terms of social justice to argue against those same
outcomes. Saying that it's inequitable to raise wages for workers here
because others might be being underpaid is a farcical argument. There’s
no collective agreement where all employers simultaneously raise wages.
If this logic were applied broadly, we’d justify lowering the state
minimum wage to match Mississippi’s $8 an hour. As a student, I've
worked 40 hours a week off-campus and 20 hours on-campus to pay rent.
I’ve advocated for wage increases, only to face false accusations that
jeopardized my job and my ability to pay rent. This structural violence
isn’t acknowledged, nor is the fact that 1,300 students signed a petition to
put a wage increase on the ballo. Work by graduate and undergraduate
students, including cultural centers, has pushed for wage increases where
ASOSU won’t act. That’s not viewpoint neutrality, it’s arbitrary and
capricious. Refusing to raise wages until the entire state or country does
is a disservice to our student workers, and it’s not going to create the
change we need.

2. President Audrey Schlotter: Thank you, Dylan, for speaking. It’s truly
sad that the Senate voted down a budget for the second time without
hearing from those representing that unit. When the budget manager later
offered reasoning, many of you wanted to hear it. We all believe in
students earning a livable wage, but we also need to listen to our
community. A ballot measure this summer had less than 5% turnout, yet
a petition yesterday gained nearly 2,000 signatures in under 24 hours.
One budget manager made you realize what you voted on. What we do at
this table has real consequences for the 23,000 students we represent, not
just for ourselves. Let’s not forget that.

3. Madison Wusstig: | want to share my perspective on what | and other
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people of color and marginalized students have experienced during this
conversation. I’'m deeply disappointed that as senators representing the
student body, we’re failing to be the better governing body we strive to
be, one that listens, compromises, and amplifies unheard voices. You
have the privilege of hearing marginalized students speak their truths, yet
it often falls on deaf ears. The power of the microphone seems to have
made some forget the humbleness they promised when running.
Marginalized students, those facing voter inaccessibility, objectification,
and infantilization, deserve better. To hear comments accusing us of
weaponizing our experiences, as women, people of color, and
marginalized communities. Our voices are just as important, if not more
so, if representatives truly meant their promises to amplify them. The
ignorance and bias present here are blatant, and | promise every
marginalized student sees it, too.

4. Connor Chen: Community is essential, and at Oregon State the students
are at the heart of it. But the community is more than just students; it
includes administrators and employees who dedicate their lives to
supporting us while we come and go. What we saw today, with Amy
Luhn leaving frustrated and on the verge of tears, highlights a breakdown
in that community. Despite starting this meeting with apologies and a
commitment to engage stakeholders, we failed to ask her critical
guestions. She was prepared to answer, but no one asked. The budget
managers weren’t given enough notice to fully prepare, with key
numbers shared only the night before SFC deliberations. What happened
today didn’t build community, it damaged trust.

5. Kayla Ramirez: I'm very disappointed tonight. I feel much of what we
do at the BNC has been misconstrued. The BNC makes a meaningful
contribution to the basic needs of Oregon State. Community, especially
here, is a basic need. Beyond our services and programs, we equip
students to overcome obstacles and build skills and resilience that extend
into the broader community. Our peer navigators work tirelessly to
empower students, fill gaps in knowledge, and foster growth. While
gratitude for our food pantry, lending library, laptop loans, and
emergency housing is appreciated, none of it would be possible without
the dedication of your peers. We are more than what we provide, we
exemplify the power of community. And that is something we all should
strive for. Again, I’m very disappointed.

Sen. Ikehara: | want to start by thanking the gallery for sharing their
perspectives and comments tonight. | also want to highlight the BNC and their
decision package, which would better enable them to continue providing vital
services to the OSU community and fostering a sense of community within their
spaces. | am fully in favor of their decision package.
Sen. Jones motioned to vote on SB-84.22 - “Basic Needs Center Incidental Fee
Allocation Bill”; seconded by Sen. Pearson.

1. The motion passed unanimously with 17 ayes.



2. SB-84.19 - “Basic Needs Center Incidental Fee Allocation Bill” has
passed and will be sent to President Audrey Schlotter.

f.  Second Reading of SB-84.23 - “Student Experiences & Engagement Incidental Fee
Allocation Bill”

iv.

V.

Sen. Durr: I"d like to start this section by addressing a comment from last time
about the antagonization of a particular race. We shouldn’t speak negatively
about any race, especially if members of that race are present. Sharing your
experiences is important, but let’s avoid antagonizing others based on the color
of their skin.

1. Sen. Lau motioned for a 2-minute recess, seconded by Sen. Morales;
Objected by Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, objection rescinded. The
motion carried.

Sen. Rowe: | reviewed the data Eric provided and still support decision package
one, even if it goes to mediation. Club spending increased by 30% after fall term,
but funding had doubled, a 100% increase. While policies haven’t fully adapted
to this change, we’re increasing funding by 25%, which should be sufficient for
now. Looking at past funding, like in FY21 when clubs were still navigating
available funds and dealing with a COVID backlog, the spending was
comparable to last year. This seems like a good starting point.

1. Sen. Pearson motioned to limit our speaking time to 15-minutes,
seconded by Sen. Knox.

Sen. Pearson: | continue to advocate for sending this bill to mediation on the
grounds of wages. In the interest of viewpoint neutrality, we have a duty to
maintain consistent metrics and weighing mechanisms for all bills. | appreciate
Sen. Rowe’s review of the numbers and their past advocacy for clubs, which
adds valuable context to this discussion.

Sen. Wright: Are there any specific issues that don't involve the wage that
people have with this bill?

1. There were none.

Sen. Knox: | was wondering if Eric would like to share how you come up with
your base wages?

1. Eric Beeler: | want to address the club data and clarify some points. For
FY?21 and FY22, we were coming out of COVID, and club travel was
included in those numbers, so it’s not entirely comparable. Policies have
become more restrictive, yet they continue to serve more clubs at the
same level as before when travel and other expenses were more loosely
funded for fewer clubs. While the Senate ultimately decides which
decision package to move forward, I don’t want it to seem like there’s
excess club funding, resources are being utilized effectively, and |
appreciate the support they’ve been given. Regarding the base wage, the
approach aimed to provide consistency in the absence of a collective
bargaining agreement for student workers. We set $1.25 above the state
minimum wage, which increases annually based on CPI, determined in
March. This ensures a cost-of-living adjustment driven by an external
factor rather than campaign promises or internal pressures. Students also



have opportunities for wage increases through added responsibilities. For
mediation, which I assume is going to happen, | have a question for the
group: is the proposed $17.10 wage increase for incidental fee-funded
units tied to factors like experience, performance, or skill sets? Or is it
simply granted because they’re part of incidental fee-funded units?

Sen. Knox: From my perspective, last year’s $16.65 felt a bit arbitrary,
coming from the $15 campaign, which also seemed somewhat arbitrary,
even though it had national significance and history. For the $17.10
proposal, part of my reasoning is what you mentioned, I’d like to see a
standardized way for wages to adjust each year. The $16.65 came from a
referendum, and more students voted in that than voted for me as a
senator. While turnout was low, it still provided a baseline. | felt we
needed some kind of COLA, and the CPI, produced by the Social
Security Department, seemed like a good starting point. It’s a consistent
method that could apply to all units, especially since some haven’t
adjusted their wages in years. For me, it was as good a place to start as
any. It’s not tied to experience or anything, it’s just a baseline
adjustment.

vi. Sen. Allen: When | brought up viewpoint neutrality, it is because we were giving
certain units more time than others. It is not fair to the units if we are even cutting
their time by 5-minutes at the end of the night.

vii. Sen. Raschkes: Hypothetically, if we were to increase it to $17.10, where would
the money come from? How would you guys adjust to that change and would it
drive up the student fees?

1.

Eric Beeler: If I understand correctly, the $17.10 figure is coming from
the Senate Budget Committee, and it seems the Senate is asserting it has
authority to set wages for fee-funded units. Is that accurate?

Sen. Rowe: The Senate can allocate enough funding to support a base
wage and adjusts that amount based on past worker pay and relevant
changes. While the Senate can provide the funds to make it possible, it
doesn’t have the authority to enforce wage adoption. Ultimately, it’s up
to the units to decide whether to implement the proposed wage.

Eric Beeler: | believe the senate is choosing to include a decision
package and to increase the student fee with the hope that units would
increase wages to $17.10 as the base wage.

Sen. Raschkes: Would this lower opportunities for students?

Eric Beeler: T don’t have enough context yet, as this has been developing
quickly. If you’re unsure about what’s happening, [’'m in the same
position. Right now, I don’t have enough information to speak on what
we’d do regarding positions.

viii. Sen. Ikehara: This would serve as a base wage, meaning units could still adjust
wages based on experience or other factors. The $17.10 is just the starting point,
allowing flexibility for increases or decreases. The number itself comes
specifically from the Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers. Additionally, I’d like to ask about Orange Media Networks, what is the



current commission rate?

1. Eric Beeler: I’'m not sure off the top of my head. I know they’re paid per
piece they write, but I don’t have the exact details available tonight.

ix. Sen. Jones motioned to extend the end of the speaking order and then enter a
vote, seconded by Sen. Allen. Objected by Sen. Pearson.

X. Sen. Ikehara: If we do see this bill again, could | get clarification on those
numbers?

1. Eric Beeler: I can try to get that pay schedule yes.

Xi. Sen. Jones: I want to preface by saying we are rushing this process. We’re
handling a significant amount of money, all coming from students’ pockets.
Originally, we had two days to discuss this, so using the argument that we need
to rush through conversations doesn’t entirely hold. We still have next Tuesday
to ensure ample time for these conversations. | also wanted to ask Eric, given the
likelihood of this being sent to mediation, how would you readjust with a
potential budget decrease? How would this impact the student body supported
units?

1. Eric Beeler: My understanding is that this would likely be sent to
mediation, not for a decrease, but to add a decision package. We’d need
to evaluate that. Since wages seem to be a major focus, are there other
areas the Senate wants to advocate for during the mediation process?
Seeing none I think we’d evaluate as needed. I do worry, though,
because this process feels very consolidated. Right now, by voting no on
these budgets and not recommending them, you’re assuming mediation
will go smoothly. If it doesn’t and the budgets come back to the Senate,
you pass them, and they get vetoed, I hope there’s enough time for you
all to reconsider and get a two-thirds majority to override that veto.
Without that, it seems like you’d be effectively defunding all the units if
I’m tracking this right. That feels a little dicey to me, but it’s your
process to run.

xii. Sen. Pearson: I"d like to add to Senator Ikehara’s request for information about
the OMN commission. Is there also data on how many hours workers typically
work or whether that is tracked or not? If workers are paid outside of an hourly
structure, it’s important to know how their earnings compare. Could you provide
more context on that?

1. Eric Beeler: It seems like there's an assertion that the Senate gets to
determine wages and employment conditions, is that right?

2. Sen. Pearson: I simply asserted that it’s good information to have. I’'m
not sure why I’m being questioned. My point is that if a unit refuses to
pay its workers a reasonable wage, it wouldn’t be unreasonable for future
senates to consider that when deciding funding allocations, should they
choose to use that as a weighing mechanism.

xiii. Sen. Lau: During SFC deliberations, you mentioned that raising your unit’s
minimum wage to $17.10 would result in a $2.30 increase?

1. Eric Beeler: I believe so, | do not have the number in front of me.

Xiv. Sen. Pearson motioned to vote on SEE, seconded by Sen. Durr. Motion



rescinded.

1.

2.

Sen. Acar: T feel we’re not doing our best to consistently address the
chair during these meetings.

Eric Beeler: My apologies Sen. Pearson, | was just trying to get
clarification.

g. Sen. Person motioned for 2-minutes for gallery at 30 second for each gallery member,
and to immediately go to a vote on SB-84.23 - “Student Experiences & Engagement
Incidental Fee Allocation Bill” after that time; seconded by Sen, Wright.

1.

Dylan Perfect: So accountability is important to me and | will always
take responsibility and accountability for anything that | say. | won't for
things that | did not say. In regard to allegedly accusing folks of
weaponizing their identity or their experience, let me be very clear that I
did not say this. | said that the university administration, and this is well
documented in the literature.

Nathan Schmidt: I think we should all remember that the budget
managers we keep talking about are people whose full-time job is
running these units. Treating Amy Luhn like that at 9:30 at night doesn’t
look great. These are people with lives outside of ASOSU, and they’re
here after their 9-to-5 jobs to help us with this process.

Connor Chen: We’ve established a problem, and the solution is clear:
we need to rebuild trust. How do we start? With a heartfelt apology,
whether individually or as a group. It’s time to rebuild our community
and restore trust.

Aya Ari: If this goes to mediation, I’d like the Senate to reconsider and
choose decision package two. As a member of MSA since freshman
year, I’ve found my community and closest friends there. I’ve always
been a bit jealous of UO, where club officers receive stipends. These
students put in so much work without compensation.

The motion failed with 6 ayes from: Sen. Allen, Sen. Becquer, Sen.
Gomez Silva, Sen. Jones, Sen. Morales, Sen. Raschkes. 10 nays from:
Sen. Acar, Sen. Durr, Sen. Eckman, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen.
Ikehara, Sen. Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Pearson, Sen. Rowe;
1 abstention from: Sen. Wright.

SB-84.23 - “Student Experiences & Engagement Incidental Fee
Allocation Bill” has been voted down and sent to mediation.

The reasons for nay votes were: The wage proposal and to look at the
decision package options.

h. Second Reading of SB-84.24 - “Memorial Union Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”

Sen. Durr motioned to have 8-minutes for discussion, and 2 for gallery
comments, seconded by Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin.

Sen. Karlapati: | think eight minutes feels a bit short, especially since some
senators might want to discuss other topics beyond wages. Opening up the
conversation a bit more could be helpful. It’s fine if one fee bill gets voted on
next week and goes to mediation.

Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin: | wanted to ask if anyone has reasons to discuss



Vi.

Vii.

viii.

this bill beyond wages, as it feels like we’ve already had extensive discussions on
that topic.

Sen. Rowe: Yeah, the main thing | just want to point out is that by sending them
to mediation, we get to speak on these in other meetings and we get to have a
mediation committee deliberate with more discussion.

Sen. Pearson: In addition to wages it seems students have limited control since
any changes require approval from Student Affairs, and if they’re unwilling to
act, that’s the end of it. This is especially concerning with issues like pilot
lounges disappearing or groups like SOL struggling to get physical space. If
we’re paying for a building, space allocation should reflect student needs. I’'m not
fully in favor of increasing fees for the building without greater student input in
space allocation decisions.

Sen. Allen: We also need to acknowledge that Deb is here to interact and speak
with us. Mediation is limited to those in mediation committee. If we just go
straight to a vote, we are essentially cutting people out of the process.

Sen. Raschkes: I"d like to echo Senator Allen’s points and ask Deb: what are
your thoughts on the hypothetical increase to $17.10? How would that impact the
Memorial Union and the steps and competency scale you mentioned on Tuesday?

1. Deb Mott: I’ve been reviewing the numbers, as our staff began
discussing entry-level base pay rates for July 1st last fall. We looked at
job types and established up to 10 pay levels. For example, Oliver, our
special event manager, and Ben, who’s training new techs, would both be
at level eight. New techs are likely at level five, though I don’t have their
exact pay. If we seta $17.10 minimum wage, our median pay rate would
rise to $20 an hour.

2. Sen. Raschkes: | wanted to ask, with that increase would the money
come from us? Increase our student fees to make that happen?

3. Deb Mott: Yes.

4. Sen. Raschkes: Many of us ran on the promise of lowering student fees,
yet we’re now discussing increasing them. This feels contradictory to our
initial goals and seems like it could harm students, going against what we
stood for during our campaigns.

Sen. Jones: Senator Pearson made a good point about supporting these
initiatives. | work in the MU, right next to the ISL, and to my understanding, |
thought the MU fully supported that initiative. Is that correct?

1. Deb Mott: We supported it, it was ASOSU that ended the program.

Sen. Knox: I’m a bit confused about the dollar amounts in decision packages one
and two. From my understanding, decision package one is for $1.50, about
$100,000, for 0.7 FTE. But I'm unclear why it’s so much more than the $50,000
full-time events coordinator position. Could you clarify?

1. Deb Mott: I don’t have that information right in front of me, but
currently, we have a 0.49 FTE position, which is not quite full-time. That
position will be vacated, and we’re requesting to make it a full-time role.
This is for a capital construction project manager, a position requiring
significant construction experience.



2. Sen. Knox: I’m curious about the role of the project coordinator. Are

they directly involved in the labor required to complete these tasks, or is
their role more focused on planning and coordination? As a follow-up,
has the MU considered proposing a decision package to increase support
for those directly carrying out the projects? It seems there’s a significant
project backlog.

Deb Mott: We have a trades team that handles day-to-day issues, what
we call "spills and thrills.” This includes a plumber, an HVYAC
technician, a refrigeration specialist, and a carpenter, with an electrician
spot currently open. The projects we’re discussing involve contracts and
construction, which are entirely different from tasks like painting a room.
These require hiring construction companies or general contractors and
going through processes like design, permits, and licensing.

X. Sen. Rowe motioned to vote on SB-84.24, seconded by Sen. Gomez Silva,

Xi.

Xil.

objected by Sen. Acar. Objection rescinded. Objected by Sen. Lau. Objection
rescinded. Motion rescinded.
1. Sen. Acar: I’m having trouble fully understanding the difference

between decision package one and decision package two. The events
manager is 0.7 FTE, while the project coordinator is full-time. Yet, the
funding allotted for the 0.7 FTE role is more than double that of the full-
time position?

a. Deb Mott: There's already somebody working in the position at

0.49. So, it's already partially funded.

Sen. Lau: It seems like there are more questions and discussions to be
had. We can move this to our next meeting and maybe have a fuller
discussion.

Sen. Rowe motioned to finish the speaking order then immediately go to a vote
on SB-84.24 - “Memorial Union Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”’, seconded by
Sen. Gomez Silva. Objected by Sen. Allen. The motion carried.

1. Sen. Allen: | am going to second what Sen. Lau said. There is definitely

more discussion to be had on this bill. I think we can have our
conversation on Tuesday.

Sen. Knox: I'm trying to understand the MU’s approach to wages. From my
understanding, the base wage has remained at $15.90 for several years. Could
you clarify by what metric the MU decides to adjust wages for inflation? Is it
something done annually?

1. Deb Mott: Our supervisory group has been working on rewriting all

position descriptions, starting with entry-level roles. The goal is to define
duties more clearly and align them with specific skill sets and
competency levels. For example, if someone reaches a certain
competency level within the planned four-week training period, they earn
their first raise. As they continue to meet competency benchmarks, they
can progress to the top pay level for that role. If they want to earn more,
they would need to take on different work or move into a new role. We
also encourage students to move between units to try different



opportunities. Not every position is hired at minimum wage.

Sen. Knox: Do you have a plan to annually re-assess minimum wages
annually?

Deb Mott: Yes, it is what our budget increase is. So we are increasing
our budget by 3% but we are only asking for $0.01.

The motion fails with 6 ayes from: Sen. Allen, Sen. Becquer, Sen. Gomez
Silva, Sen. Jones, Sen. Raschkes, and Sen. Wright. 10 nays from: Sen.
Acar, Sen. Durr, Sen. Hostetler-McLaughlin, Sen. Ikehara, Sen.
Karlapati, Sen. Knox, Sen. Lau, Sen. Morales, Sen. Pearson and Sen.
Rowe. 1 abstention from: Sen. Eckman.

SB-84.24 - “Memorial Union Incidental Fee Allocation Bill” has been
voted down and sent to mediation.

Rationales for nay votes: wages, space allocation, questions regarding
Decision Packages #1 and #3

i. Second Reading of SB-84.25 - “Performing Arts Incidental Fee Allocation Bill”

Sen. Lau: At our last meeting, | asked about the utilization of the Prax $5 tickets.
Do you have any information to share on that?
1. Dr. Zielke: For fall 2024, students purchased 838 $5 tickets, out of a

total of 1,025 student tickets purchased for the season so far. This
includes concerts scheduled beyond fall, as we're now in January. The
attendance rate for $5 tickets is 72%, meaning 72% of students who
bought tickets actually attended, better than the general public attendance
rate for tickets priced at $30, $40, or $50. It's important to note that the
838 figure doesn’t include student rush tickets. These allow students to
claim leftover or unsold tickets 30 minutes before a concert for free, with
assigned seating. It also doesn’t include comp tickets, which are
distributed at the discretion of event organizers. Additionally, there were
19 "Prax Presents" concerts with $5 student tickets offered in the fall.
Sen. Lau: How many tickets are we purchasing as a part of the Decision
Package?

Olin Hannum: This is an interesting setup, it’s not really a ticket block.
Instead, $5 tickets are available to students in an unlimited way. Any
tickets beyond the amount that would have been provided through this
are covered by PRAX. As part of the decision package, they’ve set a goal
to reach 3,000 students, encouraging them to attend events and utilize
these tickets. They’re currently on track to meet that goal this year.

Sen. Allen: T want to echo what I’ve been saying all night, I feel like we’re not
giving units enough time for discussions with us or other stakeholders, including
students. If we could hold off on sending everyone to mediation tonight and leave
more time for discussion on Tuesday, | think that would be appreciated.
Sen. Karlapati: Just to clarify, you mentioned that 838 $5 tickets were purchased
by students. Is the decision package proposing to add more funding to expand the
availability of these $5 student tickets?

1. Olin Hannum: The decision package is to keep this program funded for

next year. ASOSU out of contingency funds last year volunteered to take



this on as a pilot program.

2. Sen. Karlapati: Just to clarify, in theory, if these $5 tickets are
unlimited, how many seats does that translate to, considering a general
member would typically pay $30 to $40 for those seats?

3. Dr. Zielke: Dietrich Hall seats around 450 to 500, depending on the
setup, and Ray Hall seats about 150. While there are limited seats for
each performance. If a performance has 400 available seats and 400
students purchase them, they all get $5 tickets, there’s no block or cap
specifically set aside for students. The goal is to reach 3,000 students, but
it can go beyond that if seats are available.

4. Sen. Karlapati: Just to clarify, is this funding also covering the free rush
tickets when students show up late? My understanding is that the rush
ticket program is separate, is that correct?

5. Olin Hannum: That is a separate category

iv. Sen. Gomez Silva: if you had a base wage, how does it compare to what you’re
experiencing now? For example, if your current base wage is $16.35, how does
that compare to what it was when this program started or even just last year?
How has it changed?

1. Dr. Zielke: Last year, our base wage was around $15.85, and we
increased it to $16.35. We also adjusted wages for students already
earning above minimum wage to ensure they stayed ahead, so everyone
didn’t end up at the same level.

2. Sen. Gomez Silva: What level of engagement did you see with the
Performing Arts Center? Specifically, | mean engagement in terms of
attendance at performances or participation in the arts, like people going
to these events. Sorry for the confusion.

3. Dr. Zielke: Oh, well, we're super happy. | mean, they've reached their
fall term goal. And I think that students are kind of figuring it out.

v. Sen. Jones motioned to table SB-84.25 and SB-84.26 until next Tuesday,
seconded by Sen. Allen. Objected by Sen. Rowe.

1. Sen. Rowe: I think we can vote on this one since it’s already on our
agenda. We know the key questions, and if it’s about sending it to
mediation for wages, I don’t see how another five or twenty minutes of
discussion will change anything.

2. The motion carries and the discussion and votes on SB-84.25 and SB-
84.26 are tabled until next Tuesday.

j- Mediation Committee Nominations (if needed)
i. The mediation committee nominations were previously decided by the Senate;
hence this item was not discussed.
President of the Senate Announcements
a. There were no President of the Senate announcements.
Gallery Comments
a. There were no gallery comments.
Senator Comments
a. Sen. Rowe: | am going to motion to do a quick hand raise vote to decide the second



mediation committee member.
i. Sen. Becquer was voted to be on the mediation committee.
Advisor Comments
a. There were no advisor comments.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 10:00 pm.



