ASSOCIATED STUDENTS, INC.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, EAST BAY

Associated Students, Inc. Board of Directors 

Board of Directors Transition Meeting Minutes for July 23, 2008
I.         Call to Order: EVPresident Mudalige calls the first ‘08-’09 ASI BOD meeting to order at  5:36 pm.

EVPresident Mudalige explains that quorum for today’s meeting is established/counted on the bases of active board members for the summer quarter.  EVPresident Mudalige reads the names of eight active board members:  Mudalige, Premmanisakul, Khan, Lane, Maruta, Anderson, James, and Nguyen.  This means quorum is reached with the presence of at least five members [50% + 1].    


* indicates member present at start of meeting roll call.

 II.        Roll Call
Members Present


Absent Members
  
Guests


* Chathura Mudalige


Robert Lara (ex-officio)

Jon Stoll                                                                                     
* Rafae Khan


Shiva Premmanisakul

Jennifer Kim

* Danielle Lane


Matthew Ecclesiastre




* Chika Maruta


Fanny Hagbom


* Suzanne Anderson
   
Sue Opp (ex-officio)  




   Stephanie James






   Thao Nguyen



* Bob Williams (ex-officio)

* Arthur Jenkins (SLLP/ex-officio)





* Stan Hebert (ex-officio)  

EVPresident Mudalige remarks that since this is a first board meeting for the majority of the members it will be educational in the way business will be conducted.  Robert Rules of Order is followed; therefore, in accordance with Robert Rules of Order next in order is approval of the agenda.  
III.        Approval of the Agenda:  EVPresident Mudalige asks to entertain a motion to approve the agenda,        noting that any amendment to the agenda would then follow.
.
          



 

Motion:   (​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Nguyen) To approve the agenda.
Motion Carries.

Amendment 1:  (Anderson) motion to add to Action Calendar New Business agenda item, VII. B. 2. Departmental Representative of the College of Science Application as an informational item.
Amendment Carries.

Amendment 2:  (Anderson) motion to suspend agenda item VIII.  Officer Reports.
Amendment Carries.

Main Motion Carries as Amended.
  IV.   Consent Calendar

A. Approval of the Minutes of  June 18th, 2008





Motion:   (Anderson)   To approve the Minutes of June 18th, 2008.
Motion to Approve the Minutes of June 18th, 2008 Carries.

B. Appointments:  None.  
      At this time EVP Mudalige (Acting President) asked for self introductions of all in   
attendance starting with him in the following order:
· EVP Chathura Mudalige (Acting President), Biochemistry Major.
· Suzanne Anderson, Director of Science
· Danielle Lane, Director of College of Education & Allied Studies

· Chika Maruta, Director of CLASS

· Rafae Khan, Director of B & E

· Stan Hebert, AVP Student Affairs (ex-officio)

· Jon Stoll, ASI Program Coordinator

· Arthur Jenkins, SLLP Representative (ex-officio)

· Stephanie James, Director of Concord Campus
· Thao Nguyen, Director of Environmental Affairs

· Lil Brown-Parker, Board Administrator

· Bob Williams, ASI Executive Director 
V. Special Presentation/Speakers:

1. ASI Program Coordinator or Designee:  PC Jonathan Stoll distributes a proposed Fall 2008 
through Spring 2009 calendar of event and budget; highlights the following:

· Points out that the first page reflects a fall quarter projected calendar, [in draft form].

· Attached are two different budgets, in terms of the allocated budget for ASI Presents for Performer fees in an itemized form [page 2].

· The following pages [pages 3-4] are the larger programming budget of all events.  Here again, the proposed events are in an itemized form. 
· PC Stoll requests all to review the proposed calendar of events to get a general idea of programming for the rest of the year.

· PC Stoll reiterates that during the summer quarter his goal is to take care of over 75% of event planning will take place for the rest of the year.

· One of the first fall quarter exciting events scheduled is Al Fresco with a “Hip-Hop” Live Tour line-up that consists of Talib Kweli & David Banner, one other hip-hop artist, plus a ten piece live band.  “A very exciting concert to look forward too”, says Stoll.
· Stoll elaborates on various other events such as the schedule for speaker David Coleman-the “Dating Doctor”, Comedy Act Concert Series, currently booking “Live At Noon” acts for every Wednesday; collaborating with FYE (First Year Experience), as well as with the Political Science Department to promote and increase awareness/interest of the ’08 Presidential election result debates, speeches, etc.
· Working to update our ASI website; will meet with Tim Druley next week.  

· Meanwhile, have to work through a few challenges of the lack of staffing, due to some of the student assistances who had to leave unexpectantly this summer quarter.

· Summer quarter events have very limited programming, but will be helping with Orientation and their three overnights.

· Additionally, will do some tabling and presentations or two during the Orientation 
· Stoll ends with a request for Q&A session.
ED Williams offers the following comments that may benefit new members:

· The model being used when he came on board as ASI E.D. last year was that ASI Affairs Committee was doing a lot of the programming along with working with the Programming Advisor.
· As a result, there were a large number of participants and somehow it was hard to make programming happy, thus, a change to the model was made.

· Jonathan Stoll was hired in November 2007 and was brought in as a full time Programmer, which is in line with most CSU ASI campuses, some of which have one or more programmers working full time for them, too.
· There are several models that can be used and our model currently in use is production teams which are hired students that do the foot work for the actual events.

· The Board last year approved Programming funds of $250,000; this is not only for events, but for clubs as well.

· ED Williams explains that this year seeing that PC Stoll has had previous experience it now enhances advance planning of events. He also wishes to work closer with the Board and keep them updated as much as possible in regards to event planning and input.

PC Stoll interjects by stating:

· He also has in the works to get a guest speaker as well, by the name of Dr. Michael Eric Dyson, and needs feedback from students how well known is the name.

· Explains that he is also working on having a campus movie fest tour. The company comes on campus and provides all tools needed to produce a five minute film competition. Winners are able to get a prize at the end of the week and event. ED Williams adds that the winners are able to go to Regional; if they win the competition on campus to compete with others from other school participants.
EVP Mudalige thanks PC Stoll on the future projects and outlook on the upcoming year.

VI. Public Discussion:  


EVP President Mudalige opens the floor to any members of the public who would like to address the BOD on issues affecting CSUEB.  No speaker(s) from the audience, however, guest Jennifer Kim spoke with EVP President Mudalige prior to the start of the meeting regarding scheduling a hearing for summer funding, for which she represents the Koinonia Club. 

VII.  Action Calendar
A. Old Business:  

1. ASI Executive Training Policy:  EVP President Mudalige remarks that the document is where all Executive members are prepared and trained in leadership on how to better prepare and run efficient meetings. However, the Board can ultimately decide upon the Executives experience; whether they need to attend the training, not have to attend at all, or return to refresh on certain areas of leadership. For further information, EVP Mudalige asks that Lil Parker email a copy to all Board Members since he does not currently have a copy of the document at the present time.

EVP Mudalige notices that Stephanie James has joined the meeting; he asks that she introduce herself and state her board position.

2. ASI Five Year Strategic Plan Initiative:  EVP President Mudalige explains that this document was generated by last years Board and upon retreats they were able to come up with this plan according to activities and structure. This was created for what the last years Board wanted to see in the future; merely just a guideline and not something that the new Board must concretely stick to. EVP Mudalige asks that ED Williams add his thoughts. ED Williams reiterates what EVP Mudalige explained, while adding that this is a directional tool to see what the Board would like to do. 

Stan Hebert further elaborates by stating that he hopes with this tool the new Board will use it to see what they would necessarily see what they would like to accomplish as a Board this year for the students as well as for themselves. Stan Herbert states that there should be key items in which they would like as a key focus for the year and this does not exclude activities or programs that come up for the year. He states that the new Board uses there resources as the value they are during this fiscal year. He also states that this is an exercise to use as a team to bring accomplishments, rewards, and leadership.
B. New Business

1. ASI June 18th 2008 Special Meeting Results


EVPresident Mudalige states that this document is an informational/action agenda item, which resulted from an appeal, submitted by previous election candidates Udeepto Maheshwari and Ernest Parker.
· These are concerns regarding the results and decisions made at the ASI June 18th 2008 Special Meeting.

·  EVPresident Mudalige remarks that his introductory statement is kept to a minimum for Udeepto Maheshwari is present to speak on what he thinks went wrong at that meeting.

· ED Williams inquires of the availability of the distribution of copies of the appeal document which was submitted via email.

· Copies of the document were distributed.   

The floor is opened to Udeepto Maheshwari:

· Udeepto Maheshwari states that he’s unsure that all are familiar with the contents of the document and asks all to take a moment to read through it.  The time was so granted.

· Udeepto Maheshwari proceeds with a summary of the following concerns:

1.)  According to the Gloria Romero Open Meetings Act 2000 (COPIES WERE   ALSO DISTRIBUTED) and the California Nonprofit Public Benefit Corporations Law, when you are in a Special meeting you are to make decisions in public session, the public must be notified, and the public must be given ample opportunity to ask questions.  On June 18th, 2008 Special Meeting of the ASI BOD two decisions were made, both in Closed Session, and decisions were only announced in public session. Maheshwari points out that discussion is what should take place in Closed Session and the decision is supposed to be made in Public Session; noting that the public was not given the opportunity to speak nor was it addressed at any given point and time in the meeting.  Thus, the concern that if you have not followed Closed Session meeting guidelines, which this Corporation holds as its’ guiding documents; your meeting can be deemed as invalid.

2.)  Maheshwari moves to a second document regarding the decision to re-elect; for which he points out that in the document and the ASI BOD Bylaws, it clearly states that: “The call and notice of a special meeting shall be delivered at least twenty four (24) hours prior to any meeting and shall specify the time and place of the special meeting and the business to be transacted. No other business shall be considered at these special meetings by the governing board or committees.”


Maheshwari states that at any committee, Special or Regular Meeting of ASI the transacted business is generally an Informational/Action (I/A) item or an Informational (I) item.  At any case it would be a decision that the board of directors would be making on a particular issue or a concern that is being brought to their attention.  In this case the decision to re-elect was a separate business transaction.  An email was sent out, an agenda posted clearly stating that this meeting would hear only appeals filed from Candidate Dorsett and Director of Science Candidate Susanne Anderson; and there was no other business to be transacted.  The decision to re-elect also took place in Closed Session and was announced in Public Session.  However, Maheshwari contends that decision requires a two thirds [2/3rd] majority of the entire board of directors to be heard in the first place.  So in this case, the Special Meeting quorum was established with three voting board members who were not in conflict of interest with the entire elections process; and to entertain another business transaction on the agenda without any prior notice, you would need to open up the floor to all board of directors, irrespective of their conflict of interest cases with the elections or not, to even hear the case or even to discuss it.


3.)  Maheshwari moves to a third point of concern and that is:  in accordance with the university policy of this university (California State University East Bay) there is no distinction in the Bylaws nor in the university policy between summer, fall, winter, and spring quarter.  The ASI Bylaws clearly states that a re-election would take place between the top two candidates no later than two weeks after the primary election. Maheshwari reiterates that the only time that you can actually suspend the Bylaws as an ASI Board member is enter another referendum, which means another Bylaw change happens.  Technically, you can not hold re-election in fall under the argument that ex-president Dokun has been quoted as saying “there are not many students during the summer quarter”.  The same argument can be made for spring, for we are not keeping track of enrollment in fall, winter, spring, or summer for that matter.  In either cases, a re-election if it were to happen should have happened already and be done with it. So there are no grounds or arguments in any of the four documents that you can hold a re-election by creating a distinction between summer, spring, or fall quarters.  In the case to even open up or to suspend this portion of your Bylaws also require a two thirds (2/3rd) majority of the entire board.  Which means it would have required members like:  former directors Mudalige, Premmanisakul, Ecclesiastre, Akhmadullina, Dorsett, and Maheshwari (self) to have voted to suspend a portion of the Bylaws.  Again, reiterating that the only time a portion of the Bylaws can be suspended also is to hold another Bylaw referendum.


Please see the inclusion of an attachment of the “Petition for Reconsideration” memo distributed at the July 23, 2008 meeting, for your easy reference. 


EVPresident Mudalige informs the body that this is the portion of the meeting that entertains a discussion via a “speaker’s” list and emphasizes the procedure generally followed.  First speaker acknowledged was ED Williams:
· Williams states that it’s a small thing and directs a clarification to Maheshwari, in that each area a “Re-election” is mentioned did he mean “Run-off”; Maheshwari confirms that he would like the record to reflect that he meant “Run-off” rather than re-elect.

· Hebert asks what is the action item being discussed first.  EVPresident Mudalige answers that since Maheshwari has presented his report, it is now up for the board to discuss and come to a decision that this appeal is valid.  If this appeal is valid, then the board will move forward with an appropriate motion that should be made.
EVPresident Mudalige states that the floor is opened to decide whether to consider the appeal or not.

· Maruta asks if the board needs to approve whether to discuss the issue or not.  EVPresident Mudalige states that in response to an appeal, the board has the authority to say whether the appeal is rejected or whether the board approves the appeal.  Seeing the facts before you, the question is whether the board is willing to accept the appeal.
· Maheshwari states that this document has been presented with four documents that are vital to this organization, and he does not really understand why it would even be necessary to go through the above suggested steps when the entire meeting can be deemed invalid in accordance with the governing documents of this board. In fact, by just hearing this appeal and it is an information/action agenda item, you are already considering the appeal and according to his (Maheshwari) knowledge a motion is not needed. 
· EVPresident Mudalige states that the board has the authority to still accept or reject the appeal regardless of the true facts or not.  Therefore, the best course of action is to see whether the board is in consensus to accept the appeal.
· Williams chimes in in agreement of the same understanding because the board would need to say okay we will accept this appeal, with perhaps a decision to do further research requiring action on the part of the board or to look into something.  Even though the board accepts the appeal does not mean that the board has to act on it; you are at least considering it.  On the other hand, the board can also reject it outright, with no insult intended to Maheshwari, it’s the mere options open to the board.
· EVPresident Mudalige states again to the board - are we going to accept it or are we going to reject the appeal; which means the first course of action, we need to determine whether we are going to accept the appeal.
· Maheshwari states (with all due respect) it’s been two weeks back, with ample time for research and information available on the website, etc.
· EVPresident Mudalige replies with total understanding, yet still acknowledging the fact that it does not prevent him from allowing the board the opportunity to accept or reject the appeal.
· EVPresident Mudalige asks to entertain a motion to accept or reject the appeal.
Motion:  (Maruta) to accept the appeal.
Discussion:

Hebert asks to allow Maheshwari to state what is the requested action.  While there was some good background information, but is it to resend actions taken by the board on June 18th, 2008.  
EVPresident Mudalige affirms that it is to reconsider some of the decisions made at the June 18th, 2008 meeting and to determine the validity of those decisions—the reason for the appeal.  
Hebert continues by stating that the action step to resend an action by the board returns the status of all the issues to the pre-existing conditions; so by resending the previous action taken is like going back in time to a period where the board is basically saying as if it didn’t happen…..
EVPresident Mudalige states that a decision hasn’t been made, it’s more of whether the appeal will be accepted and hear it out.  Even if we hear it out, it doesn’t mean that we are going to accept all of those appeals that he has given us.

EVPresident Mudalige continues to state that it is up to the discussion process where each case validity is determined as well as determines what Maheshwari is proposing or expects the board to reconsider.  If everything is determined invalid, it would mean that we are at ground zero to a certain extent.

Williams asks if we are looking at four different grievances, the board can pick and choose out of the four?
EVPresident Mudalige states that as long as it is with sound mind, noting that there are documents in front of you, as well as minutes from the June 18th, 2008 special meeting available to us. So, yes, within reasons.

Williams asks Hebert to confirm, that his question is, what is the resolution Maheshwari is suggesting here.  While he agrees there is great background information provided, but in the end what do you expect to happen.  Hypothetically speaking, if the board accepts everyone of the grievances, what do you expect to happen after that.
Before replying, Maheshwari confirms that we are still in discussion and that it is relevant to the motion.  Both EVPresident Mudalige and Williams affirm.

Maheshwari states that his intent in this document is to outline to you the decision to re-elect ____________.  He understands the intent is #1, but is the second thought he would like to convey and that is the decision.  Although the intent of the special meeting was good, keeping it in Closed Session and making the decision in Closed Session is, or can be held as invalid.  He understands there are issues of intent here, and one can always argue that out.  Especially, the decision to re-elect is invalid.  Meetings are supposed to go exactly as the agenda is outlined. 

Hebert agrees that that may be the clearest of all the items that’s facing us-the issue regarding a run-off election for the president’s position.  He states that he doesn’t know that we need to go to resend or re-review the previous action as much as to re-examine the time line to determine……..if he understands what the board was doing on the June 18th meeting, they were referencing the Bylaws and not necessarily making a determination based on any new information but it’s an interpretation of the Bylaws that the run-off election was needed before the president candidates, because of their interpretation of the number of candidates that were valid in running based on that timeline.  Both EVPresident Mudalige and Williams confirm clarity.
Hebert states that the time line is this:  you have three candidates running for office; there was a report of a violation of election procedures that was heard by the elections committee; the elections committee found that the candidate was in violation; that candidate appealed, the full board heard the appeal, upheld the decision by the elections committee, and that candidate was disqualified.

Hebert continues by pointing out: at the time of the completed election according to the Bylaws, there were three candidates, two slated to be in a run-off, the top two candidates [the language used in the Bylaws]; the determination by the body (this current board) is who are the top two candidates; once the top two candidates are determined; you are basically correcting a view of the previous board; and not necessarily resending their authority, but you are reviewing for clarity who those top two candidates are. 

Hebert states an interpretation:  if you have two candidates slated for a run-off, one is eliminated, how many candidates remain.  Therefore, that is a determination before this body, noting that you cannot have a run-off with one candidate.  Hebert yields to EVPresident Mudalige.

EVPresident Mudalige  responds in agreement with the above interpretation with the emphasis that is indeed one of Maheshwari’s appeal; thus, the decision now before the board whether to accept the appeal, and to review the appeal.  Then a conclusion can be drawn to act on it or not act on it.  EVPresident Mudalige then recommends to the body that it is in our best interest to accept the appeal and hear it out.
EVPresident Mudalige limits discussion and entertains a vote to accept the appeal.
Motion Carries Unanimously.

EVPresident Mudalige states that we now have the appeal brought to us by Maheshwari.  And if there’s no objection, would like to suggest that the body review with discussion the appeal case by case.

EVPresident Mudalige reads the following grievance in its entirety:
1. Article VIII Section 2(c) of the ASI Bylaws states, “The call and notice of a special meeting shall be delivered at least twenty four (24) hours prior to any meeting and shall specify the time and place of the special meeting and the business to be transacted. No other business shall be considered at these special meetings by the governing board or committees.” The ASI Special Meeting was strictly outlined to hear only appeals from Candidate Dorsett and Director of Science candidate Susanne Anderson as an informational item. The agenda did not state that a separate business transaction would be discussed; therefore the ASI Board was not allowed to consider. Two emails sent by former President Dokun as a friendly reminder of the Special Meeting, outline clearly that only one item was to be discussed. To entertain a separate business transaction/agenda item, a motion to amend the agenda by the ASI Board would have been required. Thus the decision to re-elect is invalid.

EVPresident Mudalige states that we, the board is restricted to abide by the California Education Code and the Bylaws.  Before proceeding it was requested to have copies of the Bylaws distributed along with the California Education Code to the body.
The meeting was recessed for five minutes in order that copies of the Bylaws are obtained and distributed.

The meeting re-convened at 6:51pm.



EVPresident Mudalige states that the question on the table is the appeal brought up by Maheshwari.  He (Mudalige) draws everyone attention to the 08/09 ASI Bylaws, page 7, Article VII:  Officers, Section 5:  Elections: (c)  In the event no candidate wins a simple majority of votes, then a runoff between the top two candidates will occur no later than two weeks after the final date of the primary election.


EVPresident Mudalige states that this is a clear indication that this is one of the main points brought up in the appeal by Maheshwari and Parker.   This portion of the Bylaws is a clear indication that we are in violation of our Bylaws, since a runoff election did not occur within the two weeks time line following the primary election which brings us to the point up for discussion:


Anderson:  inquires what was former ASI President (Dokun) reasoning for not going by the Bylaws.


EVPresident Mudalige states that she reasoned that there are not very high attendance during the summer quarter to hold an election.


Hebert:    offers another view, in that the time the period of the runoff election, would have been later in that 14 days period, many of the graduating students would not be eligible to vote, which changes the nature of the body, partly due to the how late the elections were held in the spring term making it difficult for an anticipated runoff election.  This may not have been clearly considered when the calendar was done for the elections.


EVPresident Mudalige states that the simple majority rule was never pointed out last year, thus, agreeing with Hebert that a runoff was not even anticipated.  Once it was pointed out, this lead to this decision to have a runoff election.  Therefore, it is up for discussion whether to review the decision of the previous decision and what we will do at this point.



Anderson:  states that she does not intend to invalidate Dokun’s defense, because we do have access to email, we don’t come to school to vote, students vote on line.  Perhaps that should have been considered before making the “not enough students on campus/enrollment” defense.


EVPresident Mudalige agrees with Anderson and inquires with Hebert does the university recognize summer as a holiday quarter for the whole school.   Hebert replies that it is true that you can have your elections at any time, and there is nothing that prevents you from even having it during the break, according to the Bylaws, it’s just what is in the best interest of the corporation and the members.



Maruta:   mentions that while she agrees that the summer is more of a quiet quarter, she also feels that the time line should be considered whereas, the runoff is not feasible, and it is important to have a full board prior to fall quarter and should be priority EVPresident Mudalige agrees with Maruta.


Khan:   agrees as well with Maruta and EVPresident Mudalige and opposes the runoff election.


Arthur Jenkins:  point of clarification in Maheshwari grievance 1 in his appeal:  questions what is the separate business transaction to be discussed.  Both EVPresident Mudalige and Maheshwari offered an explanation to Jenkins inquiry. 


James:  questions the board’s option; she too, agrees with opposition of the runoff election.


EVPresident Mudalige  offers a few optional propositions narrowing it down to board appointment by allowing the runoff candidates to come before the board and the board can decide on the best qualified candidate based on their presentation.


Maruta:   inquires whether the BOD is to decide on a vacancy since the two time line was not adhered to.



EVPresident Mudalige  takes a poll from the body whether to declare a vacancy, the results are as follows:






Name


Vacancy (yes or no)
· Jenkins


yes

· James



yes

· Brown-Parker


yes

· Anderson


yes

· Lane



yes
· Maruta


yes

· Rafae



yes

· Hebert, with a different opinion, thinks that in the case of the candidates for the presidency, there is a prevailing candidate who should be recognized.  In the case of the public relations, there’s a problem; it’s a brand new board position, three ran for the position, there were two top go-getters, no dispute of who the top two were, it might be problematic to declare under those circumstances that neither of those candidates that  were elected by the members are still valid for the position.  To recognize one is a loose interpretation of the Bylaws, but to recognize neither and therefore to declare that, you would then entertain any candidacy raining applicant for that position could be problematic; but there might be some other solution to that, this is a difficult one.  You were all correct there was not a runoff election conducted within the specified time period.  Not sure that the best solution is to therefore declare that you can’t settle the runoff situation.  Hebert states that he sees the president’s position different from that of the public relations position.

· EVPresident Mudalige  agrees to a certain extent, but for the time being the question still remains whether the two week time line was adhered or not.
· Hebert reiterates that if you have a candidate who is the top go-getters, one is disqualified; you still have a top go-getter.

EVPresident Mudalige  informs the board that it is the board’s right to call the question and entertain a motion to declare a vacancy.

Motion:  (Lane) to declare a vacancy on the board of directors.
Motion Carries Unanimously.
An Inquiry:  how should the BOD handle this vacancy:
Motion:  (Khan) to have an appointment for the President and the Public Relations among the remaining candidates for two positions.

Motion Carries Unanimously.

EVPresident Mudalige  summarizes by listing the following:

· The appeal was accepted

· A vacancy on the board declared

· An appointment process decided to fill the vacancy.
New Business-cont’d

2. Departmental Representative of the College of Science Application:  presented by 
Anderson, an informational only agenda item, and may return at a later date for 
approval by the board.
VIII. Officer Reports:  SUSPENDED, See amendment to the agenda.
IX. Closing Remarks: 

a. EVPresident Mudalige yields the floor to Stan Hebert for closing remarks seeing that Officer Reports had been suspended.

b. Stan Hebert states that the incoming freshman this Fall is record breaking 1,500 students. This Friday will be the beginning to the orientation programming. If anyone would like to help out with programs, are asked to please see Student Life. 

c. Stan Hebert also adds that the Bookstore on-campus has undergone a new contract that will allow online purchase access, decrease in merchandise fees, keep employees, add additional employees, and guarantee a full return back to the University. Lil Parker asks what happens to Copy Pacific. Stan Hebert states that he knows nothing in regards to the Copy Pacific.

d. EVPresident Mudalige explains that he did go off to a Leadership program recently, CSSA. States that he is serving as a chair for Internal Affairs for CSSA because he was nominated. States it was a great experience and enjoys meeting new people. He promises school spirit and school name will be constantly provided when networking. EVPresident Mudalige states that it is now their responsibility to finalize the budget for this year, but have already begun spending on it. He states that the amount in front of them has been restored; however, $15.3 million has yet to be restored back in to the budget that should have been finalized in June. EVPresident Mudalige states that there are closed meetings occurring amongst the Conference Committee to restructure the budget because it is undergoing what they call a “Big Buy”. We must structure accordingly because we are having possibilities of major budget cuts, and must get the word out to keep the budget as is.

e.  Arthur Jenkins states that on behalf of Student Life and Leadership wants to introduce the “Welcome to the Bay” first day of school until October 2nd for the Fall Quarter. It will be a series of events that will be welcoming all new enrollees and returnees. 
X. Adjournment:  EVPresident Mudalige adjourns the meeting at 8:03 pm.
Minutes Reviewed by:

ASI BOD EVPresident ______________________
Name:  Chathura Mudalige
_ _07/30/08_____________________
Date
Minutes Approved on:

_ _ 07/30/08______________________
Date
M E M O R A N D U M

DATE: 

July 14, 2008

TO: 


Associated Students, Inc. Board of Directors

FROM: 

Udeepto Maheshwari




Ernest Parker

SUBJECT:

Petition for Reconsideration 

We are requesting that the current Associated Students, Inc Board of Directors (ASI Board) reconsider the actions decided upon at the June 18, 2008 meeting of the ASI Board based upon the facts that will be presented in this document.

Background
On June 18, 2008 a special meeting of the ASI Board was convened to hear a case filed by ASI Presidential Candidate, Miriam Dorsett. Ms. Dorsett petitioned the board, filing a grievance against the ASI Elections Committee for not following the notification processes for grievances outlined in the elections code. The ASI Board determined from testimony that due process was not followed by the Elections Committee; this resulted in the rehearing of all grievances by the ASI Board.

Ample opportunity for both testimony and defense of the grievances was given following which the ASI Board upheld the decision of the Elections Committee to eliminate Ms. Dorsett as a presidential candidate based on the number and nature of grievances filed against her by the processes outlined in the ASI election code. 

Following Ms. Dorsett’s disqualification, a follow-up decision was considered by the ASI Board on how to fill the vacancy for the position, since no other candidate had won by a simple majority of votes, the ASI Board determined that a run-off election for two positions, ASI President and the Director of Public Relations, was to occur based upon their interpretation of simple majority, in the ASI By Laws, Article VII Section 5.

The follow-up decision determined by the ASI Board was in violation of the ASI Bylaws which sites that it must be in accordance with the Education Code, the Gloria Romero Open Meetings Act of 2000, Roberts Rules of Order, and the California Nonprofit Public Benefit Corporations Law. 

Grievances

The following is a list of grievances based on the June 18th ASI Board decision:

2. Article VIII Section 2(c) of the ASI Bylaws states, “The call and notice of a special meeting shall be delivered at least twenty four (24) hours prior to any meeting and shall specify the time and place of the special meeting and the business to be transacted. No other business shall be considered at these special meetings by the governing board or committees.” The ASI Special Meeting was strictly outlined to hear only appeals from Candidate Dorsett and Director of Science candidate Susanne Anderson as an informational item. The agenda did not state that a separate business transaction would be discussed; therefore the ASI Board was not allowed to consider. Two emails sent by former President Dokun as a friendly reminder of the Special Meeting, outline clearly that only one item was to be discussed. To entertain a separate business transaction/agenda item, a motion to amend the agenda by the ASI Board would have been required. Thus the decision to re-elect is invalid.

3. The decision for a re-election and the decision to disqualify candidate Dorsett was made in closed session, which the Gloria Romero Open Meetings Act 2000, Robert Rules of Order & the ASI By Laws clearly outline ( Article VIII Sec. 3) that for all special meetings discussion should yield a decision only in public session. We request you to refer kindly to the above mentioned documents on the procedures for special meetings, which this esteemed corporation regards as its highest authority. Keeping this in mind all decisions of the ASI Board were made in closed session, where as only discussion is allowed within closed session. The decision would still have to be made in public session. The meeting thus is questionable and invalid in procedure.

4. Article VII Section 5(c) of the ASI Bylaws states “In the event no candidate wins a simple majority of votes, then a runoff between the top two candidates will occur no later than two weeks after the final date of the primary election.” The results of the election revealed that Miriam Dorsett and Udeepto Maheshwari were the top two candidates for the position of President. The elections committee decision to eliminate Candidate Dorsett would leave only one viable candidate, Mr. Maheshwari. 
5. Article VII Section 5(c) of the ASI Bylaws states “In the event no candidate wins a simple majority of votes, then a runoff between the top two candidates will occur no later than two weeks after the final date of the primary election.” The ASI Bylaws as well as California State University, East Bay does not recognize the summer as an optional quarter, as some universities do. Former President Dokun announced at the ASI Board meeting that the decision to hold a run-off election in the Fall followed the reasoning that “there are not many students during the summer quarter.” This decision was a clear violation of the ASI bylaws that do not specify any reason to suspend the two week time period. The ASI Bylaws are a result of a referendum of the membership and the ASI Board cannot suspend there bylaws for any reason except as outlined in the bylaws until another referendum occurs. 

Given the reasons stated, we urge you to confirm our findings with the governing documents and other documents by which Associated Students abides. We request the current board to invalidate the decision made by the ASI Board on June 18, 2008, in accordance with the above mentioned and follow the law abiding course of action. We believe that you will find this in all fairness of due process of the California Nonprofit Law.

Sincerely,

Udeepto Maheshwari 



      

      Ernest Parker
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