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Board of Directors Meeting Minutes March 19th, 2025 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER at 2:14 PM 

 

II. ROLL CALL 

Present: Nolan Calara, Erick Loredo, Charan Reddy Doolam, London Deguzman, Deepthi 

Bhimanapati, Kartik Tripathi, Germoine Villegas, Jana Ramos, Kamalathmika Chalasani, Joe 

Trujillo, Rolando Munos, Akeem Brown, Sophia Dela Cruz, Venkata Anirudh, Yashica Avhad, 

Martin Castillo, James Carroll, Ashley Depappa, Steve Spencer, Stephanie Ann Lustina, Kabir 

Dhillon 

Absent: Jaalam Jones, My-Lan Huynh, Jenny O 

 

III. ACTION ITEM - Approval of the Agenda 

Motion to approve the agenda of Board of Directors Meeting of March 19th, 2025 by D. 

Bhimanapati, seconded by Y. Avhad, motion CARRIED. 

 

IV. ACTION ITEM - Approval of the Minutes of March 5th, 2025 

Motion to approve the minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting of March 5th, 2025 by Y. Avhad, 

seconded by D. Bhimanapati, motion CARRIED. 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT – Public Comment is intended as a time for any member of the public 

to address the committee on any issues affecting ASI and/or the California State University, 

East Bay. 

No Public comments. 

3:35 

 

VI. UNFINISHED ITEMS: 

No Unfinished items. 

3:40 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

A. ACTION ITEM - Removal of ASI Senator at Large (10 minutes) 

The Board of Directors will be consider taking action on the Personnel Committee’s 

recommendation to remove Akeem Brown from the position of ASI Senator at Large. 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1IQHDzeOPke8FUK9rRO11_BPYFp_JJpPo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.gjdgxs
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1IQHDzeOPke8FUK9rRO11_BPYFp_JJpPo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.gjdgxs
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Motion to remove the Akeem Brown from the position of ASI Senator at Large by E. 

Loredo, seconded by L. Deguzman, motion CARRIED. 

 

E. Loredo outlines the basis for the recommendation and explained that A. Brown met with 

the personnel committee on February 12th, 2025, to discuss his absence from the ASI retreat 

held on January 17th ,2025. Additionally, he discussed his failure to complete office hours 

scheduled between January 21st and February 12th. He provided with an action plan on 

February 20th ,2025, with a deadline for completion by March 7th ,2025. That plan is not 

completed. A. Brown is asked to attend a personnel committee meeting on February 26th , 

2025, but does not attend. He also missed the Board of Directors meeting on February 19th , 

2025, without offering prior communication. Though he requests an agenda item, he only 

arrives two minutes before roundtable remarks. Furthermore, he misses additional scheduled 

office hours from February 18th through February 26th, 2025. E. Loredo notes that all Board 

members are reminded via email on February 20th ,2025, of the ASI office hours policy and 

expectations. Despite this, two further office hour absence are recorded on March 4th and 

March 5th, 2025, again without communication. While it is acknowledged that Board 

members may occasionally fulfill office hours in alternative locations or meetings, the 

importance of maintaining communication and accountability with the ASI Committee 

required to make sure that the committee is aware of the situation.  

A. Brown thanks the committee and begins by acknowledging his own accountability. He 

states that he is someone who first takes responsibility for his setbacks or miscomings, and 

humbles himself in doing so. He references his religious background, sharing a scripture he 

studied in undergrad – “all have sinned and fall short of the glory”- to emphasize that no one 

is perfect. He affirms he is not making excuses and is fully owning his past performance. 

However, A. Brown also notes that since those earlier issues, he has shown consistency and 

commitment. He referred the March 5th ,2025, BOD meeting, for which he arrived two hours 

early, though he acknowledges he forgot to sign in. He maintains that his records since then 

reflects improvement – he has been present, active, and communicative in all committee 

meetings. He respectfully asks the board to consider these improvements as a positive step 

forward. A. Brown expresses that this situation has been very embarrassing, noting that his 

name has appeared on two consecutive meeting agendas under action items for removal. He 

states that during the last meeting, his name was listed despite procedural due diligence not 

being complete, something he believes should not have occurred. While he emphasizes that 

he is not placing blame or pointing fingers, he highlights that mistakes have happened on 

both sides. He reiterates that he is not engaging in a blame game but simply pointing out that 

he has taken steps to improve his performance. Regarding the requested action items, A. 
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Brown states that they were completed and submitted in the March task spreadsheet. He 

explains that he filled out the document as soon as it was assigned and included a link to the 

Romero presentation within it. He encourages committee members to review the document 

history, noting that the timestamp and version history show when the content was added, 

verifying that it was completed on time. He suggests that perhaps it was overlooked but 

assures the committee that the work was done. In closing, A. Brown shares the personal 

significance of this role. He explains that the scholarship tied to his position helps cover his 

tuition, which is critical as he is unemployed, and house is insecure. He expresses that losing 

this role could jeopardize his ability to remain in school. He emphasizes that he did not come 

to the university to drop out and asks the board to recognize his efforts to take accountability 

and improve. He asks the members to consider his full circumstances and performance as a 

whole in their decision-making. A. Brown adds that he would like to end the ongoing 

discussion and resolve the matter, as the repeated agenda appearances have caused him 

significant anxiety. He states that it has been difficult and embarrassing to see his removal 

listed publicly on recent agendas. In summary, he reiterates his accountability and appeals 

to the board to consider his defense in full.  

J. Trujillo begins by asking for a show of hands from those who are members of personnel 

committee, in order to see who participated in the discussions and decisions leading to the 

current recommendation. J. Trujillo then proceeds with his remarks, prefacing that his 

statements may challenge some individuals’ egos. He emphasizes that his intention is to 

focus on business, not personal issues. He begins by expressing his disappointment, stating 

that the situation is both sad and disheartening. He notes that the board has lost many senators 

and members over the course of the year, and they are now approaching the end of their 

term. J. Trujillo affirms that A. Brown’s earlier statement about everyone making mistakes 

is true. He further states that every single board member has made errors, missed office 

hours, or entered their roles unsure of how to fulfill their duties. He includes himself in this, 

recalling that he started as a mentee and experienced numerous challenges, including missed 

appointments and various mess-ups. Despite this, he remains on the board. J. Trujillo shares 

that he was present at the personnel meeting where members were required to leave the room 

and later return to hear their outcomes or “punishments.” He stresses that while 

accountability is important, he believes fairness should be applied across the board. He 

expresses concern that academic senators, in particular, appear to receive disproportionate 

scrutiny. He further shares his personal view that the situation feels like a targeted action 

toward A. Brown. J. Trujillo asserts that A. Brown, due to his deep understanding of the 

bylaws and his efforts to hold others accountable, may be viewed as a challenging presence. 

J. Trujillo believes that A. Brown’s diligence and willingness to call out issues during board 
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meetings may have irritated others, but insists that this should not influence decisions. He 

characterizes the conflict as a matter of ego interfering with proper business and decision-

making. J. Trujillo continues by acknowledging that A. Brown, like everyone else, has 

made mistakes—particularly noting that A. Brown joined the board mid-year. He references 

the February office hours issue and the transition into March, stating that he understands A. 

Brown was trying to restructure his schedule. J. Trujillo emphasizes that many board 

members have also missed office hours or sent last-minute emails to amend their availability. 

He concludes by reiterating that such actions are not uncommon and should be understood 

in context. J. Trujillo states his belief that the current situation is more about ego than 

attendance. He suggests that some board members may feel uncomfortable with A. Brown’s 

presence because he is known to point out flaws or inconsistencies. He adds that if A. Brown 

is removed, he himself will step up to take his place, learn the bylaws, and continue holding 

the board accountable. J. Trujillo concludes by stating that A. Brown has been consistently 

present and vocal during board meetings, and that removing him solely based on attendance 

would be unfair. He finishes his comments by thanking the board.  

E. Loredo states that it is his responsibility to ensure all board members are properly 

onboarded and that office hour procedures are clearly outlined. He clarifies that this issue is 

not personal, but rather a matter of enforcing standard procedure based on the bylaws, the 

code of conduct, and the administrative manual. E. Loredo thanks J. Trujillo for his opinion 

but reaffirms that his actions are guided by policy, not personal judgment. E. Loredo 

continues by reiterating that when mistakes continue after a member is sent to the personnel 

committee, further action is warranted. He also provides a point of information: the time 

allocated for this discussion is 10 minutes, and only about three minutes remain. However, 

he states that he will allow M. Castillo and A. Brown to speak before concluding, unless 

the board votes to extend the time. E. Loredo further expresses agreement with some of the 

statements explaining that any member of the Board of Directors has the right to bring 

concerns about another member to the personnel committee. He also acknowledge that 

human error occurs at every level, including leadership. He adds that the board is committed 

to proper communication and accountability and believes the correct procedures were 

followed in this case. They invite members to call out leadership if there are perceived issues, 

stating that the board should remain open to feedback. He affirms that student leaders must 

model accountability and be open to criticism. Drawing from personal experience, M. 

Castillo shares he himself have attended the personnel committee meeting twice. At one 

point, he too felt they were at risk of removal for not meeting expectations. However, they 

were given an action plan and followed it completely. After fulfilling every requirement, 

including presenting a follow-up, they were supported by the executive board, and no further 
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personnel action was taken. M. Castillo uses his experience to illustrate that the process is 

based on performance and follow-through, not personal bias. He adds that even though 

initially suspected others may have had personal grievances, those concerns proved 

unfounded when completed the plan and were met with support. M. Castillo respectfully 

disagree with the idea that A. Brown’s situation is the result of a personal vendetta, stating 

that from their own perspective, it is not fair to suggest bias when procedural steps are not 

completed. M. Castillo concludes by emphasizing their personal commitment to fairness 

and their belief that the board is acting in accordance with policy, not emotion.  

 

A. Brown furthers talks about his accountability of setbacks and miss coming and added 

further to check his records where he has been very active and communicative throughout 

and attended the committee meetings. He also stated that his name has continuously been 

posted on the agenda item even though the there were few items to be diligent from the 

leadership side. But since the day they have brought this issue on table he has improved his 

track record. A. Brown also confirms that the action item which was assigned to him has 

been completed and has been seen in the spreadsheet for 10th March 2025. 

A. Brown also adds that this position and scholarship helps him to pay his tuition fees as a 

person who is unemployed, this scholarship plays a major role. Losing this opportunity will 

make him leave the school and he is not here to leave the school. He asks for the summary 

and to reconsider all the items he has mentioned. J. Trujillo warns that the statement she 

will be adding further might hurt ego’s but requests everyone to keep it purely professional.  

A. Brown expresses his desire to move forward and briefly yields to J. Trujillo, then asks 

if M. Castillo would like to go ahead. M. Castillo responds, apologizing for previously 

lowering their placard and states that they initially thought they were skipped. M. Castillo 

then explains that some attendees may not fully understand the purpose of the personnel 

committee. They clarify that personnel is about addressing performance concerns and 

offering opportunities to correct those issues through action plans. M. Castillo emphasizes 

that the process is designed to provide second or even third chances, and any perception of 

it being personal is ultimately subjective. M. Castillo closes by stating that this is all they 

have to say.  

Motion is made to extend time by five minutes and with 14 votes in favor, motion 

CARRIED.  

A. Brown begins by stating that he doesn’t want to lose sight of what matters. He asks the 

board to refocus on what has occurred since the initial personnel meeting. He shares that he 

did not know that meeting was for possible removal; it was never communicated to him that 

such a consequence was on the table. He says that, during the meeting, it seemed like the 
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focus was only on correcting office hours, not removal. Regarding the action plan from that 

meeting, A. Brown reiterates that it was completed and asks that the board take that into 

account. Since being made aware that removal could be a possible outcome, Akeem says he 

has made substantial improvements to his track record—attending meetings, clocking office 

hours, and exceeding expectations. He concludes by asking the board to focus on that growth 

and recent performance.  

K. Dhillon states that he reviewed the audio from the last personnel committee meeting and 

confirms that the decision to recommend removal was unanimous. K. Dhillon notes that 

such recommendations are rare, with only four having occurred in the past decade—three of 

which led to removal. He emphasizes that these decisions are based solely on performance. 

He clarifies that, based on what he understands, the action plan was not completed, and if 

this were a job outside of ASI, such a situation would likely result in termination. He reminds 

the board that they are compensated through scholarships and are expected to meet 

professional standards. Kabir closes by encouraging the board to consider this context in 

their decision.  

J. Trujillo acknowledges that the issue may not be personal but explains that he brought up 

the possibility because it’s what he personally perceived. He shares that A. Brown has 

expressed anxiety about the process and has felt left in the dark. J. Trujillo says that during 

his own personnel meeting, he was told that nothing would come of his absences, but A. 

Brown did not receive similar clarity. He emphasizes the importance of transparency and 

states that A. Brown claims he completed his action plan. J. Trujillo urges the board to 

verify that claim before making a final decision, as it would be unfair to remove someone 

over a misunderstanding. He reflects that no board member is perfect, and that many of them 

have failed to meet all expectations at some point. J. Trujillo asks for empathy, pointing out 

that A. Brown is learning and growing, and with only two months left in the semester, 

removal feels unnecessarily drastic. He suggests that if similar issues arise again in the 

future, they could be addressed then.  

E. Loredo reads aloud A. Brown’s action plan so that the group can assess whether it was 

truly completed. Begin with the first item: a spring semester goals activity, in which A. 

Brown is to present his goals during a BOD meeting. It is confirmed that A. Brown created 

a presentation but did not present it during BOD. The second item requires A. Brown to 

create and present a presentation on Gloria Romero as a make-up for missing the mock chair 

BOD activity during the retreat. The final item mentioned is that A. Brown missed the media 

photo shoot. It is stated that the action plan was sent to A. Brown via email and, according 

to the personnel committee, was not completed.  
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Motion is made to extend time by five minutes by A. Brown, seconded by J. Trujillo, 

motion CARRIED. 

A. Brown addresses asking if he could display the March task spreadsheet or show the 

timestamp to prove that the required documents were submitted on time. He states that while 

he completed the deliverables, the scheduling of the presentation was not within his control, 

as he does not set the agenda. He emphasizes that the documents were ready and submitted 

before the deadline, and if the presentation didn’t happen, it was due to timing, not neglect 

on his part. E. Loredo clarifies that agenda calls are sent via email two weeks prior to each 

Board of Directors meeting, and it is the responsibility of members to respond and submit 

their items. He notes that A. Brown had an opportunity to request a presentation slot and 

submit the agenda item, and that others in similar situations have done so successfully. N. 

Calara adds that V. Anirudh, who had a comparable action plan, submitted his agenda item, 

presented at BOD, and fulfilled all his action items as expected. They stress that the action 

plan clearly stated that A. Brown was to present his Gloria Romero presentation and 

semester goals during a BOD meeting. A. Brown responds that he was prepared to present 

during the current meeting, as his action plan was due March 7th—two days after the last 

BOD meeting—making this meeting the first opportunity for the presentation. He maintains 

that the action items were completed within the expected timeline. J. Ramos begins by 

acknowledging that all board members have the opportunity to correct their missteps in 

leadership, especially when new to their roles. She shares her own experience entering a 

leadership position and admits to making mistakes. However, she points out that during those 

times, she proactively communicated, asked questions, and clarified expectations to avoid 

further issues. Based on what she has heard during this meeting, she believes the executive 

board made efforts to communicate, whereas there appears to have been a lack of adequate 

communication on A. Brown’s part. She acknowledges that A. Brown expressed anxiety 

and confusion, but reminds the board that everyone faced those same difficulties and 

responded by seeking clarity and adjusting their behavior. She notes that the concerns around 

A. Brown’s performance have spanned months and were addressed through the personnel 

process. From her understanding, A. Brown should have received an email stating that the 

personnel meeting was being held to discuss the possibility of removal, not just general 

concerns. N. Calara highlighting the existing systems of accountability within ASI. He 

notes that A. Depappa conducts one-on-one meetings with every board member, as does E. 

Loredo. Additionally, K. Tripathi is available for communication and support during the 

weekly Senator-at-Large meetings held on Wednesdays. These channels, they stress, are 

accessible to all board members seeking guidance, clarity, or assistance with their 
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responsibilities. He clarify that before recommending anyone for a personnel committee 

discussion, attempts are made to resolve concerns directly through these existing channels.  

K. Tripathi then speaks, agreeing that everyone makes mistakes but emphasizes that 

consequences should be proportional to the degree of the mistake. He states that someone 

who misses one meeting should not receive the same consequence as someone who has 

missed ten. K. Tripathi notes that, like others, he was a new board member and initially 

unfamiliar with expectations. He explains that he asked questions and sought guidance from 

experienced members such as E. Loredo, N. Calara, and L. Deguzman. As Director of 

Communities and lead for the Senators-at-Large, K. Tripathi shares that he made efforts to 

support A. Brown, ensure he felt welcome, and helped him understand policies, agenda 

calling, and procedural responsibilities.  

A. Brown re-emphasizes his desire to focus on the improvements he has made since the 

personnel meeting, rather than continuing to revisit the past. He explains again that during 

the initial personnel meeting, he was not made aware that it could result in removal. He 

recalls being told the meeting was to discuss attendance, and he provided explanations for 

his absences under that assumption. A. Brown reiterates that he was not informed the 

meeting was part of a formal removal process. Since then, A. Brown says, he has made a 

serious commitment to fulfilling his responsibilities. He reminds the board that his position 

is more than a title—it’s his livelihood. The $600 stipend goes directly toward his tuition, 

which he is still behind on. As an unemployed and housing-insecure student, he asks the 

board to recognize the real-world impact of their decision. He asserts that he is not asking 

for the rules to be bent but insists he has made efforts to meet expectations since being made 

aware of them.  

J. Trujillo then asks whether the infractions being considered for removal could be 

summarized before the vote, stating that it is a serious decision potentially affecting A. 

Brown’s ability to remain in school. A brief exchange follows regarding whether restating 

the infractions is necessary. A. Brown expresses that if the board is claiming he did not 

complete his action plan, he would like proof. J. Trujillo agrees, asking for clarity before 

proceeding to a vote.  

Motion is made to postpone the item to the next Board of Directors meeting by J. Trujillo, 

seconded by A. Brown, with 2 votes in favor, motion EXPIRIED. 

A point of inquiry is then raised about a technical issue— A. Brown questions whether he 

is even eligible to serve on the board, stating that the Office of the President is currently 

reviewing the matter. He expresses concern that this eligibility review should be resolved 

before any removal vote is taken. N. Calara acknowledges the concern but states that the 

meeting must proceed as scheduled.  
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N. Calara proceeds with a roll call vote to determine the outcome of E. Loredo’s motion to 

remove Akeem Brown from the position of ASI Senator-at-Large. N. Calara notes that the 

motion requires a 75% majority to pass. A point of information is raised, asking for 

clarification on what “abstain” means. It is explained that an abstention means the vote is 

not counted in the final tally—only the "aye" and "nay" votes are considered. The vote 

concludes with 13 votes in favor, 1 vote against, and 1 abstention. With the required 

threshold met, A. Brown is officially removed from the position of ASI Senator-at-Large.  

 

Motion is made for five – minutes recess by N. Calara, seconded by J. Trujillo, motion 

CARRIED. 

 

B. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Supporting Students Path to Graduation Memo (20 

minutes) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about the Supporting Students Path 

to Graduation Memo from Provost Kimberly Greer. 

 

The Provost Kimberly Greer thanks the board for the invitation and remarks that it is good 

to be present. She states that she sent out a memo approximately a month ago regarding the 

ongoing discussions around focused program review and the university’s budget. She 

emphasizes that students remain at the center of all planning and decisions, particularly in 

relation to potential budgetary changes. She acknowledges receiving a set of questions from 

ASI President N. Calara and indicates she is prepared to answer them. She invites the board 

to either proceed with those questions or raise new ones during her presentation. Members 

are informed that they may raise their placards to indicate they wish to speak while she is 

addressing the board. She explains that over the past few years, the university has been 

working to operate within its budget. This has required strategic adjustments to the class 

schedule, particularly through the elimination of low-enrolled courses—those with very few 

students. The aim has been to ensure that class offerings focus on courses essential for 

students’ majors, general education, and graduation pathways. As a result, students may have 

noticed a reduction in the number of electives available. Provost Gris clarifies that this 

adjustment is a necessary measure to avoid drawing funds from the university’s financial 

reserves. To ensure that these changes do not negatively affect student progress, Academic 

Affairs has worked closely with academic advisors, monitoring whether students can still 

register for the courses they need and graduate on time. When courses fill up, additional 

sections are opened to meet demand. She reassures the board that student progression 

remains a priority in these planning decisions. Then shifts to the university’s latest effort—
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a Focused Program Review, which officially began the previous week. This process involves 

a newly formed Advisory Task Force, composed of faculty elected through the academic 

senate and administrators. The task force’s responsibility is to evaluate all academic 

programs at the university, including undergraduate majors, graduate programs, credentials, 

certificates, and minors. The review seeks to identify programs with very low enrollment, 

which may no longer be sustainable in their current form. The task force will also look at 

opportunities to merge programs where appropriate, as well as identify high-demand 

programs that require additional resources to accommodate student interest. The goal is to 

ensure efficient allocation of resources while continuing to support student success. Provost 

Kimberly Greer shares that following this meeting, she will be joining the task force to 

further this work. The group has been asked what kind of data and criteria they need to make 

informed decisions. In response, the Deputy Provost has developed a data dashboard, which 

will soon be shared widely with the entire campus community, including ASI. The dashboard 

will allow users to search by program and view student enrollment data, see how students 

are distributed across departments, and explore connections between different academic 

areas. She adds that she has personally been testing the dashboard and describes it as easy 

to use and quite engaging—something data-inclined individuals might spend hours 

exploring. This transparency, she notes, will help inform community conversations as the 

task force moves forward with the program review. Addressing concerns that have been 

raised on campus, Provost Gris clarifies that while some program closures are possible, no 

decisions have been made yet. She stresses that any decisions made will be done 

thoughtfully, with an emphasis on student impact. If a program is discontinued, the 

university is required to implement a "teach-out" plan, which allows students currently 

enrolled in the program to complete their degree. In cases with only a few students just 

starting out, academic advising would help them find new pathways or majors. She reassures 

the board that even when budget-driven program restructuring occurs, student progression 

and academic continuity remain priorities. Recognizing the anxiety and uncertainty 

surrounding budget conversations, Provost Kimberly Greer emphasizes the university’s 

intention to act strategically and avoid making rushed decisions, while acknowledging the 

stress and rumors that often accompany financial constraints. Opening the floor for 

questions, N. Calara asks why students were not included on the advisory task force and 

whether there is an opportunity for ASI representation in the process. She responds that the 

current structure includes only faculty and administration, elected through the Academic 

Senate, due to the nature of the decisions being discussed. However, she expresses interest 

in returning to ASI to provide updates and gather feedback from students as the process 
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continues. She notes that while the task force may not include students directly, student input 

is still valued.  

J. Trujillo follows with a comment and question. He acknowledges that while budget 

realities are difficult, student perceptions of program cuts are important. J. Trujillo raises 

the issue of how past decisions, like the discontinuation of the student newspaper, lacked 

direct student input, particularly from those affected. He urges that, if ASI representatives 

cannot be involved in decision-making, at the very least, students from impacted programs 

should be consulted directly before any final decisions are made.  

In response, Provost Kimberly Greer agrees that student voice is important. She mentions 

plans for open forums to share updates and gather feedback as recommendations are 

developed. She refers to a similar review process conducted the previous year—called the 

low-degree conferring review—which focused on programs with very low graduation rates. 

That process led to some voluntary program discontinuations and several mergers, such as 

the upcoming consolidation of Geography and Earth Science with Earth and Environmental 

Studies, and another between History, Anthropology, and Global Studies. She emphasizes 

that not all program reviews lead to closures—some programs propose to integrate or 

redistribute resources within existing academic structures. Additionally, some high-demand 

programs are struggling due to lack of funding and may require more support rather than 

being scaled back. She concluded by reiterating that the range of options being considered 

includes consolidation, investment, realignment, or in rare cases, discontinuation. Graduate 

programs are also included in the review, and faculty are being encouraged to contribute to 

the planning and recommendation stages. 

C. Reddy Doolam raises a question regarding transparency for international students, 

expressing concern about students who were forced to transfer due to unavailable courses 

during previous budget-related cuts. Provost Kimberly Greer responds by stating that the 

course schedule for the next academic year is currently being finalized. Once the schedule 

goes live, students will be able to see the courses planned for the full academic year. She 

explains that, typically, once schedules are posted, the only changes made are additions—

such as adding new sections in response to high enrollment. Cancellations only occur when 

very low enrollment is observed, and in those cases, the university works to place students 

into alternative courses. Adding to this, she encourages students to utilize the waitlist 

function when registering. She clarifies that being on a waitlist is not ignored; rather, it is 

actively monitored by the university to determine demand and identify when additional 

sections are necessary. She urges ASI members to help communicate this to their peers, 

emphasizing that many students may not be aware of how impactful waitlisting is to course 

planning.  
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Y. Avhad inquiries about the timeline for final decisions regarding class and program 

reductions, noting that many first year and transfer students enroll late, often around May. 

She asks whether late enrollment data will be considered in decisions about reductions. 

Provost Kimberly Greer clarifies that once the class schedule is finalized within a 20-

second window, referring to a technical scheduling deadline it is mostly locked in place. 

While small adjustments can be made to accommodate demand, major changes are rare after 

the schedule goes live. Y. Avhad then raises a concern about transparency regarding 

“endangered” academic programs. She shares her experience as an economics major, noting 

that with only 55 declared students across all four years, it is a small program. Many of her 

classes are asynchronous, which creates a challenge for international students, who must 

meet both academic and immigration-related enrollment requirements. She expresses that, 

had this information about program vulnerability been made clear during her admission 

process, it might have influenced her enrollment decision. Y. Avhad suggests that the 

university should display such information clearly on the website, ideally on the front page 

of the majors list, rather than hidden in a subpage or obscure link. Provost Kimberly Greer 

acknowledges the concern and responds that the economics program already underwent a 

program review last year, with no changes made, and therefore it may not be subject to 

another review this cycle. She then provides broader context on how academic programs are 

categorized within the CSU system. She explains that programs include: 

• 43 degrees (Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science) 

• 55 minors 

• Approximately 27–29 concentrations 

• 1 doctoral program 

• Around 25–30 graduate programs 

She emphasizes that all of these are considered “programs” in the system’s terminology. She 

adds that some concentrations have extremely low enrollment, with only one or two students. 

As an example, she cites a colleague at Sonoma State who oversaw the elimination of 23–

25 programs, seven of which had zero students enrolled. She notes that East Bay has the 

second highest number of programs in the CSU system, which includes overlapping degree 

types, such as both BA and BS options in the same field. Part of the purpose of the focused 

program review is to streamline and clean up the university’s academic portfolio, ensuring 

that resources are efficiently allocated and that unnecessary duplications are removed. 

Provost Kimberly Greer continues addressing the board’s concerns by elaborating on the 

university's approach to program closures and concentration reductions. She notes that some 
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programs, even with very low enrollment, still allow current students to graduate before 

being discontinued. She recalls a recent example of a Master’s program in Biostatistics, 

which was discontinued due to lack of interest, although enrolled students were allowed to 

complete their degrees. She reflects on how difficult it can be in academia to eliminate 

programs once they’ve been created, likening it to an emotional hesitation to “throw things 

away.” She admits that the university has held on to some programs for sentimental or legacy 

reasons, despite low enrollment. The purpose of the current review is to confront that 

challenge and thoughtfully assess which programs continue to serve students. Provost 

Kimberly Greer clarifies that while low-enrollment programs may be flagged for reduction, 

the task force is also carefully evaluating how those programs contribute beyond their own 

majors—for example, delivering high-demand General Education (GE) courses that serve 

students across disciplines. These broader instructional roles are considered in the review to 

ensure that even small programs are not mistakenly undervalued. She concludes that the goal 

is to make strategic, informed decisions rather than simply cutting based on headcount.  

N. Calara acknowledges that several questions from the original memo remain unanswered 

and asks if the Provost Kimberly Greer would be willing to provide written responses for 

the board to review and share with the student body. Provost Kimberly Greer agrees and 

offers to provide a bullet-point overview covering all remaining questions. She also agrees 

to let ASI publish that response for broader student access. With limited time remaining, 

Provost Kimberly Greer offers a rapid-fire update on a few additional topics: 

1. New Programs: 

• A Master of Arts in Music, previously discontinued, is being reinstated. 

• A new Bachelor of Social Work program is launching in the fall. 

• The university is introducing blended (accelerated) programs, allowing students to 

complete a Bachelor’s and Master’s degree in five years by taking graduate-level 

courses in their senior undergraduate year. 

2. Course Modality Stats: 

• Approximately 25% of students take exclusively in-person courses, often within 

science disciplines. 

• Around 26 students are in fully online degree programs. 

• Approximately 72 students are taking at least one online course, meaning a 

majority engage in hybrid learning. 
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Provost Kimberly Greer adds that most first-year students are taking primarily in-person 

courses, which the university prefers to encourage relationship building and student 

engagement on campus. She thanks the board for the insightful questions and notes that she 

looks forward to following up with written responses. 

J. Trujillo reiterates his support for program mergers, especially as an alternative to 

eliminating programs entirely. As a student ambassador at the Welcome Center, J. Trujillo 

shares that he frequently assists prospective students with selecting majors and 

concentrations on the university website. He expresses appreciation for the clarity shared by 

the Provost and supports the continued investment in new programs, such as the return of 

the Music Master’s program. J. Trujillo emphasizes that mergers help preserve programs in 

a sustainable way and are often well received by students affected. L. Deguzman then asks 

whether there have been any recent efforts to secure external funding such as grants or 

private gifts to support university programs amidst restructurings. Provost Kimberly Greer 

responds affirmatively, stating that $24–$25 million has been secured this year in external 

grants and contracts, which support faculty research and student involvement. She highlights 

a recent $2 million gift to promote employee ownership initiatives in business and a $1.9 

million grant to expand the Career Empowerment Center, helping students transition into 

post-graduate careers. She reiterates the importance of balancing restructuring with new 

investments to align academic offerings with evolving workforce needs, including areas like 

artificial intelligence. Provost Kimberly Greer expresses her appreciation and says the 

Q&A session was one of the most engaging parts of her day, thanking the board again for 

the invitation and their thoughtful questions. 

C. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Basic Needs Initiatives Updates (20 minutes) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about the Basic Needs Initiative Updates 

from Jennifer Luna, Ashley Smith, and Janice Bulayo. 

 

J. Luna greets the board and introduces herself, especially for those she has not yet worked 

with directly. She explains that she oversees the newly integrated Student Wellbeing 

Services, which includes the former departments Pioneers for Hope and Health & Wellness 

Services. These departments were unified to align with the Chancellor’s Office’s framework 

for defining and supporting student wellbeing. While the names may have changed, she 

clarifies that the services remain the same, including access to the food pantry, hygiene 

supplies, case management, and wellness resources.  
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J. Luna shares a slide explaining how the USDA defines food access. She explains that food 

security exists on a spectrum: 

• High food security (green) – consistent access to healthy meals. 

• Marginal food security (yellow) – food is available but may be nutritionally limited 

or difficult to access. 

• Low food security (orange) – students rely on food with low nutritional value (e.g., 

instant noodles). 

• Very low food security (red) – students lack stable food access, availability, and 

utilization. 

She also defines homelessness, noting that for students, this often means couch surfing, 

living in cars, motels, or campus buildings, or staying temporarily with others without a 

permanent residence. She clarifies that homelessness is broader than simply living on the 

street. 

J. Luna presents Cal State East Bay-specific data from the National College Health 

Assessment (Spring 2023), which included a 10% response rate. Key findings 

• 75% of students reported financial stress. 

• ~50% reported that finances negatively impacted academics. 

• ~50% experienced some level of food insecurity. 

• 3.5% reported unstable housing. 

J. Luna then provides updates on specific basic needs programs and services: 

• Food Pantry: Located at the Hayward Student Health Center (soon relocating), pantry 

visits have significantly increased. In Fall 2024 alone, usage surpassed half of the 

total visits from the entire previous academic year. Data shows: 

o 92% of users are in good academic standing. 

o 65% of users are international students, despite representing only 10% of the 

campus population. 

o Higher usage among males, first-gen, and Pell-eligible students. 

• Menstrual & Hygiene Products: Over 25 restrooms on campus are stocked with 

menstrual products, and hygiene items are distributed in multiple locations including 

the RAW, Union, and SEAS. 

• Gowns for Grads: Graduation regalia is distributed through a donation-based 

program. 55 gowns were donated last year for students in need. 
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• Temporary Housing: Two units in Pioneer Heights, each with four beds, are reserved 

for students experiencing homelessness. Stays are limited to 28 days, and students 

receive case management support during this time. Declining usage is attributed to 

increased funding helping students secure off-campus housing. Support includes 

parking permits, hygiene kits, and bed/bath supplies. 

• Emergency Financial Scholarships: These provide short-term financial relief for rent, 

utilities, or other urgent needs. Data shows: 

o Students receiving this support are more likely to persist and progress 

academically. 

o Due to federal visa restrictions, international students are not eligible. 

o Most recipients are juniors or seniors living off-campus. 

J. Luna concludes by noting that the next portion of her presentation will cover opportunities 

for ASI collaboration on basic needs initiatives. 

J. Luna resumes her presentation by outlining current and proposed collaboration efforts 

between Student Wellbeing Services and the ASI Board of Directors. She references a recent 

meeting with several board members and A. Depappa, during which multiple partnership 

ideas were discussed. First, J. Luna proposes that the board participate in a Basic Needs 

Ambassador Training. This training would provide board members with a trauma-informed 

framework for understanding and supporting students facing basic needs insecurity. It would 

equip participants with tools to empathize with and effectively assist students navigating 

challenges related to housing, food insecurity, and financial distress. Next, Luna discusses 

the idea of the board passing a resolution to support EBT (Electronic Benefit Transfer) usage 

on campus. She confirms that her team has already begun conversations with the CSU 

Chancellor’s Office about expanding CalFresh accessibility. The goal is to allow students 

receiving benefits to use their EBT cards at the on-campus Market (Union) and micro 

market. She goes on to highlight a series of upcoming initiatives: 

- CalFresh Outreach Week: Planned for the week of April 14, adjusted earlier than the 

national schedule due to commencement and decreased summer presence on campus. 

- Financial Literacy Campaign: Launching in April to educate students on budgeting, saving, 

and resource access. 

- Pop-Up Food Pantry: Scheduled for April 17, which will provide free groceries to the 

campus community. 

- CalFresh Enrollment Drive: To increase the number of eligible students enrolled in 

CalFresh. 
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J. Luna then shifts to a discussion on workshops and classes that fall under the CalFresh 

Healthy Living Grant. These workshops would be made available to ASI board members 

and students. She presents a menu of class options that were discussed with the board: 

• Lunch on the Go: Strategies for eating well while managing a busy schedule. 

• Quick & Energizing Snacks: Easy snack options for sustained energy. 

• Microwave Cooking: For students with limited access to a full kitchen. 

• Flavor with Spices & Seasonings: Enhancing meals with low-cost ingredients. 

• Creative Vegetable Dishes: Making vegetables more appealing and versatile. 

• One-Pot Meals: Simple, efficient cooking methods for students. 

• Healthy Meal Prepping & Planning: Budget-friendly planning strategies not tied to 

dieting, but instead focused on financial sustainability and smart grocery shopping. 

J. Luna explains that meal prepping, while trendy on platforms like TikTok, is not only 

about health goals. For many students, it’s about saving money, stretching meals, and 

maximizing time. She invites the board to reflect on which three workshops they believe 

would be most beneficial for the student body, expressing a desire for collaboration in 

customizing offerings. She concludes the presentation by thanking everyone for their 

attention and opens the floor for discussion, questions, and collaborative feedback from the 

board. 

N. Calara asking which CSU campuses currently have EBT implemented. J. Luna explains 

that the process for allowing EBT on campus involves a federal application, which 

previously required an individual’s social security number to be submitted as the vendor. 

She notes that while she has worked at the university for 20 years, she was hesitant to share 

her personal information for this purpose. The UC system resolved this by submitting a 

systemwide application on behalf of all 13 UC campuses, which was successfully approved. 

The CSU system is now following suit, applying collectively to provide a long-term solution 

that ensures continuity even if personnel change. J. Luna confirms that the information for 

East Bay was submitted last month, and while there is no confirmed timeline from the federal 

government, the hope is that EBT access will be approved during the upcoming academic 

year. J. Trujillo follows with a question about the ambassador training, expressing interest 

in learning more. J. Luna responds that the training is something she would facilitate outside 

of regular board meetings. It would include deeper discussions on basic needs challenges, a 

trauma-informed approach to student support, and small group role-playing based on real 

case studies. She provides an example of a student who lives in their car and writes papers 

on their phone, illustrating the importance of understanding the context behind student 

concerns. The training would also include information on navigating campus resources and 
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how students’ lived experiences shape their access to and engagement with support services. 

J. Trujillo also recommends connecting with Jorge Flores, who is involved in peer-led 

training initiatives for students. J. Luna confirms that she is already scheduled to train his 

team the following week and looks forward to that collaboration. Jay shares his support for 

EBT access on campus, especially from the perspective of student-athletes. He highlights 

that many athletes rely on CalFresh, and paying for rent, groceries, transportation, and 

utilities can be challenging. Jay emphasizes that being able to use CalFresh benefits directly 

on campus would be incredibly helpful. He also voices support for ASI’s continued 

involvement in campus initiatives like this, noting that it creates meaningful engagement 

between ASI and the broader student body. J. Luna thanks Jay for his comments and notes 

that she recently presented to the Student-Athlete Committee (SAC) in an effort to offer 

basic needs workshops to athletes. However, she shares that there was limited follow-up 

from athletic staff and coaches, making outreach difficult. She explains that simply posting 

flyers is often ineffective and that ASI collaboration could provide much-needed visibility 

and attendance. She expresses interest in hosting open sessions in which ASI board members 

could be present. Cooking workshops, for example, would need to be capped due to hands-

on participation but could be offered throughout the year, including during summer, if ASI 

is interested in supporting that. 

J. Ramos thanking J. Luna for attending. She shares that she, K. Tripathi, G. Villegas and 

A. Depappa had a previous meeting with Jennifer and Janice Bellado to discuss basic needs 

on campus. J. Ramos expresses appreciation for learning more about the services offered 

and especially the statistics related to students in need of financial or emergency assistance. 

She affirms the importance of raising awareness and continuing support in these areas. She 

emphasizes the need for the board to actively support initiatives like CalFresh Outreach 

Week and the Basic Needs Ambassador Training. J. Ramos notes that during Advocacy 

Day, one of the state-level bills discussed involved CalFresh Opt-In, which would allow 

students to streamline eligibility data sharing through platforms like CalSOS. She stresses 

that CSU campuses, including East Bay, have an opportunity to lead in supporting these 

efforts and that ASI's role in advocacy and awareness is critical. J. Luna responds, 

acknowledging ASI's ongoing financial contributions to basic needs programming. 

However, she underscores that there is much more ASI members can do beyond funding 

such as helping promote resources on social media, distributing flyers, and speaking directly 

with constituents. She explains that since her department is not funded through student fees, 

but rather through donations and limited Chancellor’s Office support, student collaboration 

and outreach are essential to program success. K. Tripathi adds to the conversation, 

requesting access to the statistics presented earlier in the meeting. He shares that this 
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information would support the board's work on finalizing a resolution to support the 

statewide EBT initiative. He also mentions that the board will likely confirm participation 

in the workshops and training sessions in the coming week and will follow up soon. J. Luna 

confirms that ASI already has access to the slides and statistics, and that she is available for 

follow-up conversations or meetings to provide any additional data needed. She reiterates 

her openness to collaboration and thanks the board for their time and engagement.  

 

D. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - An Overview of the AC Transit Easy Pass (10 minutes) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about an Overview of the AC Transit Easy 

Pass from Brenda Amaral. 

 

B. Amaral introduces herself to the board and thanks them for the opportunity to present. 

Brenda states that she will be providing an overview of the AC Transit E-ZPass and Shuttle 

Contract. She acknowledges that the board has received slides in advance and notes that the 

presentation will touch on updated pros and cons, though they are not significantly different 

from what was previously shared. B. Amaral explains that the AC Transit E-ZPass is a 

transit program offered by AC Transit. It provides eligible users with free access to all AC 

Transit lines. While primarily designed for students, the program can also be extended to 

university employees if desired. She clarifies that this is a program the university can opt 

into, allowing enrolled students to use public transportation at no cost. B. Amaral continues 

her presentation with a summary of the advantages of the AC Transit E-ZPass program. She 

explains that the E-ZPass would provide free access to all AC Transit buses for students, 

faculty, and staff. While Line 60 remains the primary route to campus, this program would 

also allow access to all other AC Transit lines, including first and last mile service for those 

commuting from Fremont, Union City, and other areas. The program includes access to 

Transbay buses to San Francisco, buses with high capacity and standing room, zero-emission 

vehicles, multiple pick-up and drop-off locations across campus, ADA-compliant 

wheelchair ramps, professional drivers, live GPS tracking for real-time updates, and reliable 

bike racks. She then discusses the current university shuttle service and its pros. The shuttle 

offers direct service to campus, including service to Castro Valley BART. The university 

maintains control over the shuttle schedule, which allows for continued operation during 

summer and semester breaks. The shuttle service has a fixed pricing agreement for the next 

five years, unaffected by fluctuations in enrollment. Additionally, the university has a direct 

contact with the shuttle vendor, allowing for quick adjustments and communication when 

needed. B. Amaral then presents concerns related to switching to AC Transit. She notes that 

E-ZPass rates could vary based on student enrollment, creating financial unpredictability. 
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There is no direct service from Castro Valley BART, although ridership from that area is 

low. The university would have no control over AC Transit schedules, which are set by the 

agency. The buses would be shared with the general public, including local high school and 

middle school students. There are also limitations in integrating Clipper cards with the 

university’s ID card system. While initial Clipper cards are free, lost cards would need to be 

replaced at the student’s expense. AC Transit buses currently run every 40 minutes, with a 

planned increase to a 45-minute frequency later in the year. She adds that there is no AC 

Transit service for commencement-related needs, meaning the university would need to 

contract external transportation. In addition, full bus wrap advertising is not permitted under 

AC Transit guidelines; only side panel advertisements would be allowed. She compares 

those drawbacks to the cons of maintaining the university shuttle service. The shuttle does 

not support first-mile or last-mile connections, has a smaller capacity compared to AC 

Transit buses, and is limited to specific RAW stop locations. The reputation of the new 

shuttle service vendor is currently unknown, and the quality of service remains uncertain. B. 

Amaral then reviews results from the transportation survey conducted earlier in the year. 

The survey received 833 responses, primarily from undergraduate students. The rest 

included graduate students, certificate seekers, staff, faculty, and administrators. While the 

response rate was lower than desired, the data still provides useful insights. One question 

asked how students would commute to campus if the university did not provide a free shuttle 

to BART. About 50 percent of respondents indicated they would use BART and transfer to 

AC Transit. B. Amaral explains that this suggests strong potential use of AC Transit if free 

and accessible. Another question asked whether students would choose AC Transit over the 

shuttle, carpooling, or driving alone if all transit lines were free. Forty-eight percent said yes, 

while 52 percent said no. B. Amaral mentions that additional analysis is needed to 

understand the commuting habits of the 52 percent who said no, as many may already drive 

to campus and may not benefit from the pass. The final survey question asked whether 

students would be willing to pay a per-semester fee to support discounted transit passes. 

Thirty-eight percent responded yes, while 56 percent responded no. B. Amaral emphasizes 

that if students understood how minimal the cost would be, those numbers might shift, and 

more might be open to the idea. She concludes by noting that while the data is not conclusive, 

it points to a strong need for further discussion, continued surveying, and consideration of 

both convenience and cost-efficiency in making decisions about future transportation 

contracts. 

In her final slide, B. Amaral discusses potential collaboration with ASI. She mentions 

working with Sophie and Sophia on ways ASI could support a resolution backing the E-

ZPass program. She frames transportation as a basic need and stresses that many students 
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are unable to afford parking permits or access shuttle pick-up locations. E-ZPass would 

provide additional transportation options, particularly for students coming from surrounding 

communities. B. Amaral also points out that the university’s guaranteed admissions 

program for local high school students would benefit from improved transit access. She notes 

that Line 60 has expanded its route to South Hayward Station, increasing the number of 

students who can use it to reach campus. B. Amaral outlines various funding strategies, 

including covering the program through her department’s internal resources, introducing a 

student transportation fee in the future, partnering with ASI on shared funding, redirecting 

parking revenues, and seeking outside sources. She acknowledges that a transportation fee 

is not appropriate at this time due to rising tuition and student concerns over existing fees. 

B. Amaral thanks the board as well, and N. Calara adds that any follow-up questions from 

the board will be sent via email. 

 

E. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Oath of Office (5 minutes) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about the Oath of Office for Kamalathmika 

Chalasani. 

 

K. Chalasani recites the official oath of office as the newly elected Senator of Business. She 

affirms her commitment to the duties of the office, the defense of student rights, the pursuit 

of academic freedom, and the goal of strengthening cooperation between ASI and the 

university administration. 

 

F. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Fraternity and Sorority Council (5 min) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about the Fraternity and Sorority Council. 

 

Motion is made to postpone the INFORMATION ITEM – F to next B.O.D meeting by E. 

Loredo, seconded by K. Tripathi, motion CARRIED. 

 

G. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Sereni-tea: Stress and Mental Health Workshop (5 min) 

The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about Sereni-tea: Stress and Mental Health 

Workshop. 

 

Motion is made to postpone the INFORMATION ITEM – G to next B.O.D meeting by E. 

Loredo, seconded by K. Tripathi, motion CARRIED. 

 

H. INFORMATIONAL ITEM - Update from City Hall Greek Housing (5 min) 
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The ASI Board of Directors will be informed about the Update from City Hall Greek 

Housing. 

 

Motion is made to postpone the INFORMATION ITEM – H to next B.O.D meeting by E. 

Loredo, seconded by K. Tripathi, motion CARRIED. 

 

12:32 

 

VIII. SPECIAL REPORTS 

- February CSSA (5 minutes) 

Motion is made to postpone the SPECIAL REPORTS to next B.O.D meeting by E. Loredo, 

seconded by K. Tripathi, motion CARRIED. 

 

12:39 

 

IX. ROUND TABLE REMARKS 

E. Loredo announces that he will be emailing the spreadsheet for GS class presentations, which 

will occur the second week after spring break. He reminds all board members to sign up for one or 

two presentations and confirms that a training session will be offered to walk members through the 

talking points. 

J. Trujillo remarks that it was a productive meeting, though intense at times, particularly the earlier 

discussion regarding board member removal. He emphasizes that the discussion was business-

focused and appreciates how the board handled it. He inquires informally about the future of the 

senator-at-large seat, though is reminded that roundtable remarks are not for questions. 

J. Carroll echoes the sentiment that it was a long and difficult meeting, especially with the earlier 

conversation involving a board member's performance and removal. He thanks everyone for staying 

engaged and reminds them that behind every vote is a person. He encourages board members to 

reach out to him or A. Depappa for support, should anyone need space to process or reflect. 

K. Tripathi shares that the Concord campus event, "Create a Creature," is scheduled for March 25 

or 26, and invites participation from the board to show support for Concord students. A calendar 

invite has already been sent by J. Carroll. 

Jay shares his personal reflection on the earlier discussion, saying it was a learning experience for 

him as a newer board member. He found the way the board conducted the conversation informative 

and appreciates the professionalism and standard maintained throughout. 
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N. Calara gives his final remarks, reminding the board that the next meeting will be held on April 

9, after spring break. He also notes that he and L. Deguzman will be in Washington, D.C. 

advocating for students during that time. He wishes everyone a restful break. 

 

13:40 

 

X. ADJOURNMENT at 1:59 PM 

 

Minutes reviewed and approved by: 

President/Chief of Staff Name:  

Nolan Calara 

 

 

Minutes approved on: 

04/09/2025 

Date 

Nolan Calara (Apr 11, 2025 11:07 EDT)
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