
IN THE CENTRAL STUDENT JUDICIARY 

GABY ROTH,     ) 

 Plaintiff              ) 

 v.      ) 

DAVID SCHAFER, PRESIDENT OF CSG  ) 

 Defendant     ) 

 

PLAINTIFF’S BRIEF IN RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION 

 “Was President Schafer’s veto of A.R. 6-034 (in)valid?” 

 

Introduction 

 Plaintiff, at the urging of a CSG Executive Committee member, sought CSG funding for 

lunch-dialogues.  Despite the fact that a majority of the Assembly voted to approve the funding 

from the Assembly’s own account, Defendant vetoed the resolution – and rationalized his veto 

by citing provisions of the resolution that do not exist.  Plaintiff argues that the CSG Executive 

has a limited veto power, and is only able to veto certain resolutions.  Plaintiff argues that the 

resolution in question was not one within the Executive’s power to veto, for two reasons.  First, 

the Executive is only allowed to veto resolutions that amend the compiled code, or are binding to 

students or students groups.  The resolution in question is not categorized in the aforementioned 

categories.  Second, the Executive is not allowed to veto proposals from the Assembly’s own 

discretionary budget.  The Plaintiff must convince the Court, by a preponderance of the evidence 

(an incredibly low standard to meet), to invalidate the veto. 

 



Factual History 

         On January 13, 2017, Plaintiff and other students met to discuss ways to move forward 

after these students left a contentious CSG Assembly meeting in November of 2016.  This small 

group of students, including Plaintiff, decided to hold monthly lunch meetings to dialogue about 

pressing issues.  They established that their first lunch dialogue would take place on January 22nd 

2017.  They did not have a source of funding to pay for these lunches, however Plaintiff planned 

to self-fund the first lunch event. 

         Before the first lunch, there was an Assembly meeting on January 17th, 2017.  At this 

meeting, the co-author of Assembly Resolution (A.R.) 6-034 (Mr. Eli Schrayer, member of the 

CSG Assembly) announced that he and Plaintiff (who is also a member of the CSG Assembly) 

were working on setting up a dialogue “brunch.” See Exhibit A, Minutes from Jan 17 Meeting.  

After Mr. Schrayer announced this initiative, CSG Chief of Staff Noah Betman (a 

Constitutionally-appointed Executive) approached Plaintiff and Mr. Schrayer, encouraging them 

to seek CSG funding for the events. See Exhibit A and Exhibit B, the Secretary’s affidavit. The 

genesis of Plaintiff’s idea to seek CSG funding came at the encouragement of Defendant’s right-

hand man - his Chief of Staff.    

         On January 22, 2017, Plaintiff and 6-8 other students attended the lunch talk, which 

included Domino’s Pizza, funded personally by Plaintiff. See Exhibit C, Domino’s receipt.  At 

the time of purchasing the $33.88 of pizzas (the only cost Plaintiff incurred), Plaintiff had no 

expectations of being refunded by CSG.  At the conclusion of this successful lunch-dialogue, all 

participants established a mutually agreeable time for a second lunch-dialogue.   

         After urging from Chief of Staff Betman, Plaintiff sent in resolution A.R. 6-034 to be 

read at the Assembly meeting on January 24, 2017.  Second reads occurred two weeks later, on 



February 7, 2017.  The resolution was voted on at this time, and A.R. 6-034 passed with 18 votes 

in favor, 10 votes opposed, and five abstentions. See CSG website.  

         Defendant vetoed the resolution on February 12, 2017. See Exhibit D, Email, and E, Veto 

Message. With this veto, Defendant issued an explanatory statement to the Assembly for his 

action. He listed three reasons for vetoing:  

1) The topic of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict ought not be addressed by CSG;  

2) The lunches were not sponsored by Palestinian and Israeli focus groups on campus 

including SAFE;  

3) The resolution had unanswered questions about the structure of the proposed events 

and they were closed to many members of campus.  

None of these reasons address the constitutionality of the veto itself, nor do they address 

the actual text of the resolution. The resolution makes no mention of excluding any students, nor 

does it discourage participation by student groups such as SAFE. Instead, this resolution is 

intentionally vague so that the format of the lunches is flexible to accommodate different 

students and student organizations’ interests. Defendant has unilaterally included phantom 

provisions into the resolution and used those provisions as his reasonings for unconstitutionally 

vetoing Plaintiff’s resolution.  

On February 13, 2017, Plaintiff emailed Defendant outlining the reasons she believed the 

veto was unconstitutional, and requested a response from Defendant explaining his reasoning for 

believing it was constitutional. See Exhibit F, email chain.  Defendant blatantly ignored this 

email. See Exhibit F.  This was the first of multiple communications between Plaintiff and 

Defendant where the Defendant ignored Plaintiff’s request for reasoning. See Exhibit F, Exhibit 

G minutes from Feb 14 Assembly meeting, and conversation between Defendant and Plaintiff on 



Feb 14 after Assembly meeting.  Counsel for Plaintiff also spoke with the Dean of Students and 

CSG Program Manager, asking them to plead with Defendant to share his legal rationale with 

Plaintiff. All of these attempts were unsuccessful and ignored by Defendant (conversations on 

Feb 16 and Feb 20, respectively).  Finally, on February 20, 2017, after repeated attempts to 

resolve this matter peacefully were ignored, Plaintiff filed this case with the CSJ (via her 

Counsel) see Roth v Schafer 51-1 form.  

 

Defendant’s veto is not binding on students or student organizations and is therefore invalid.  

Unlike the United States federal government where the President is given authority to 

veto any bill passed by the legislature, the CSG President is only granted this right in certain 

limited circumstances.  The decision to delineate the situations where a president may veto 

legislation is a mechanism to limit the authority of the executive because doing so indicates that 

there also must be cases in which a presidential veto is not permissible. Article III, Section 5 of 

the Constitution of the Student Body of the Ann Arbor Campus of the University of Michigan 

(the “Constitution”) outlines the circumstances where a presidential veto becomes relevant. 

If the Assembly passes a resolution concerning an amendment to the Compiled Code or a 
resolution that would be otherwise binding upon students or student organizations, that 
resolution must then be submitted to the President. Upon receipt, the President shall sign 
it within one week or veto it. Vetoed resolutions shall return to the Assembly for 
reconsideration. After such reconsideration, the President’s veto may be overridden by a 
two-thirds majority of the Assembly. See Constitution Art. III § 5. 
 
The text shows that the President may only veto resolutions that fall in three categories:  

1) amendments to the compiled code,  

2) those that are binding on students,  

3) those that are binding on student organizations.  



However, it is indisputable that a fourth category for resolutions to fall under must also 

exist; if not, stating these specific conditions for veto would merely be superfluous. If the 

Executive was able to veto all legislation, these conditions would not be enumerated.  The latin 

legal principle Expressio Unius supports this rationale: because other reasons were not included 

in this list of three veto-able categories, anything that does not fall into one of these first three 

categories cannot be vetoed by the Executive.  Therefore, we can establish that all resolutions 

must fall into one of four categories: amendments to the Compiled Code, resolutions that bind 

students, resolutions that bind student organizations, and all other resolutions that would not fit 

in the first three categories.  If the Constitution did not list conditions that would require a veto, 

there would be no fourth category -- but the Constitution undeniably lists these three conditions.  

Although this fourth category is not explicitly defined in the Constitution, its existence is clear 

when read in context of the entire Constitution. An example of this is found in Article II, Section 

2 of the Constitution: “The Assembly shall have the power to pass resolutions and amend the 

Operating Procedures and the Compiled Code”. See Constitution. The Constitution further 

specifies that the Compiled Code requires the President’s signature.  Yet again, the latin legal 

principle Expressio Unius makes it clear that because the Compiled Code is specifically 

mentioned as needing to be signed, the Operating Procedure is clearly exempt from needing a 

signature.  In other words, because the Constitution mentions amendments to both the Compiled 

Code and Operating Procedure, and yet says that only the Compiled Code’s Amendment need a 

signature, it is evident that the Operating Procedures do not require a signature.  This proves that 

a fourth category of resolutions (which cannot be signed or vetoed) exists, as the Operating 

Procedures lie in this category.  And because this fourth category is left undefined, it must be 

interpreted as broadly as possible.  It is also fitting that the Operating Procedures serves as an 



example of this fourth “un-vetoable” category.  Both the Operating Procedures and Legislative 

Discretionary fund are matters of internal legislative business.    

Similarly (as is discussed in depth later), the Compiled Code establishes that expenditures 

of the legislative discretionary fund need only a simply majority vote of the Assembly to be 

disbursed.  There is no mention that the Executive must sign these Legislative funding 

resolutions -- yet the Constitution clearly mentions the need for a signature in other 

circumstances. The legislative discretionary account is for internal legislative business for which 

an executive veto would be inappropriate.  Plaintiff’s resolution is an expense from the 

legislative discretionary fund and therefore falls into the fourth category of resolution under 

Article III, Section 5, making it unfit for a veto. 

Now that we have established that a fourth category exists, we now venture to further 

explain why this resolution must fall in this fourth category and would not fit in the first three.  

Simply stated, Plaintiff’s resolution (A.R. 6-034) is not subject to a presidential veto because it 

does not fit into the categories enumerated in Article III, Section 5. Given that the resolution is 

indisputably not an amendment to the Compiled Code, we will focus our attention on whether 

the resolution is a) binding on students or is b) binding on student organizations. 

a) This resolution is not binding on students 

Black’s Law Dictionary defines binding as, “something that is obligatory or a thing that 

is required.” See Black’s Law Dictionary.  For a CSG resolution to be binding on students, it 

must create a required obligation for students. Instances of this would include resolutions that set 

election dates or other schedules, encourage regents to raise fees, or amend campus wide 

documents such as the Statement of Rights and Responsibilities.  Specific examples of binding 

resolutions on students might include: 



1.     A.R. 6-037 A Resolution to align University schedule with Ann Arbor public school 
district 
2.    A.R. 6-012 A Resolution to Set the Fall CSG Election Dates        See CSG Website 
 
Plaintiff’s resolution is not binding on students since it does not create new obligations 

for them. These lunch-dialogues are optional to attend. The only student who would be 

conceivably bound to any obligations by the resolution would be Plaintiff herself. She is 

responsible for purchasing the pizza and organizing the lunches. However, it is contrary to logic 

to consider the author of the resolution to be “bound” by her resolution when she arguably 

optionally sought such obligations in presenting the resolutions to the Assembly. Additionally, 

Plaintiff planned to organize the lunches regardless of whether CSG paid for them, so the 

resolution did not create any obligations that did not already exist.  

The Defense may claim that the resolution is binding on students because students pay a 

student fee that comprises the CSG Budget.  Since all students pay a certain amount for their 

semester student fee, the Defense will argue that using $200 of the CSG Budget is a monetary 

obligation on each student. However, this argument fails because the monetary obligation 

calculated as a percentage applied to each student is insignificant and the resolution itself does 

not bind students to pay the student fee - that fee is a predetermined amount included in each 

student’s tuition. To illustrate this point, let’s do some math. CSG’s semesterly budget is 

approximately $403,000. See Exhibit H, CSG WInter 2017 Budget. $200 is .0496% of that 

budget. This means that, under the Defendant’s argument, the resolution is binding because it 

places a .004595 cent monetary obligation on each student. We argue that there has to be some 

sort of threshold for what constitutes an obligation. If a .004595 cent cost for these lunches is a 

binding obligation then so would a hypothetical .000005 cent cost to each student for purchasing 

the piece of paper that a CSG resolution is written on. If this were the case, then every resolution 



would be binding and the President would have unlimited veto authority, contrary to the intent of 

the Constitution’s framers. 

Further, the $200 cost for the lunches is not a binding obligation on students because 

expending it does not create a new cost for students that they would not already be paying. The 

student fee is a set amount that students are obligated to pay no matter what. This resolution does 

not create a new, discrete cost upon students because it is coming from a fund that is already 

fully paid into. Whether or not CSG funds lunches makes no difference in the pocket books of 

students because the amount they pay for the student fee is unchanging. Further, no opportunity 

cost is placed on students because the CSG legislative discretionary fund is rarely fully expended 

at the end of the semester, meaning that this $200 is not taking away from any other program that 

the money would be going to. See A.R. 6-022 on CSG website. The resolution itself creates no 

new obligations for students and is therefore not binding on them in any capacity. 

We also ask the court to think of the repercussions of asserting that because the students 

pay a semester fee to CSG, then all resolutions passed by CSG are binding on them.  This would 

allow the President unlimited veto authority over any resolution passed by the Assembly and 

ignore the framers intentions to establish a separation of powers in which the executive is only 

granted limited veto power.  There is a reason why the constitution explicitly limits the cases 

under which a president may veto legislation; to give the president unlimited veto power makes 

the clause superfluous.  This canon of statutory construction--the rule against surplusage--must 

not be ignored. 

      b) This resolution is not binding on a student organization 

As stated above, it is clear that the resolution is not binding on students. It is also clear 

that the resolution is not binding on any student organization.  The University of Michigan limits 



the ability for a group of students to become a students organization by outlining specific 

requirements for forming a student organization. Specifically, the University of Michigan 

requires the following: 

1. Each organization must begin with 10 current UM student members.  This will be 
verified through Maize Pages, so organizations must have these 10 members listed on 
under the “Roster” section of the organization’s Maize Pages account.  As the 
organization continues to grow, UM students need to continue to hold a majority of 
membership (51%). 
2. Each organization must have a constitution which is uploaded to Maize Pages and 
approved by the Center for Campus Involvement. Please refer to Center for Campus 
Involvement’s mock constitution as an example. 
3. Training is required annually for registered student organizations 
4. If your organization is unable to meet the minimum 10 member policy, please review 
the Student Organization Ten Member Policy Exception Statement and contact the 
Center for Campus Involvement. 

 See https://campusinvolvement.umich.edu/content/student-organizations-basics 
 

Here, there is no imaginable circumstance in which these lunches involve a student 

organization. The co-authors to the resolution are simply independent students that want to make 

change on campus - they are not a formally recognized humanitarian-focused student group. 

Furthermore, the students meeting at these lunches are not attending as a collective organization 

aimed at understanding the Palestinian-Israeli conflict more thoroughly.  

Additionally, the purpose of the resolution - to open lines of communication about 

difficult topics - would be thwarted if an official student organization were created to administer 

the lunches. The authors of the resolution intentionally avoided making these lunches the 

responsibility of any formal Palestinian or Israeli group on campus, because in their opinion 

these groups have normalized the conflict. As a result, the dialogue that results isn’t as open and 

constructive. In order for real progress to be made in bridging dialogue between Israeli and 



Palestinian students, the authors intended for these meetings to lack formal labels and to operate 

without specific procedures required of a University of Michigan student organization.  

While the defense may want to label these impromptu lunch meetings headed by Plaintiff 

as a student organization, they lack any of the basic requirements outlined above of a student 

organization. Furthermore, it cannot be claimed that the language of this resolution somehow 

binds other existing student organizations into mandatory action.  This resolution serves to 

benefit Plaintiff in order to properly reimburse her for her attempts to hold productive dialogue 

that will benefit the campus in its entirety.  This resolution does not ask existing organizations to 

change their own respective goals, nor does it inhibit them from their own daily pursuits. 

 

Defendant does not have the power to obstruct the Assembly’s use of Legislative Discretionary 

Funds 

         Every semester, the CSG passes an operating budget of about $403,000. See Exhibit H.  

According to the CSG Compiled Code, “The budget shall be approved by a resolution authored 

by the Treasurer or Chair of the [Assembly’s] Finance Committee and a majority vote of the 

Assembly”.  The Executive’s signature is not required to enact the budget.  

         The Assembly approved the Winter 2017 budget on January 31, 2017. See Exhibit H.  

This budget allocated $26,216.23 to the “Executive Discretionary” account, which “shall be used 

for the purpose of making miscellaneous executive disbursements… [from which] [a]ny 

executive officer or the CSG Administrative Coordinator, by his or her consent and signature,  

may authorize any expenditure from this account” (see Exhibit A and Compiled Code).  The 

budget also allocated $20,166.33 to the “Legislative Discretionary” account, which “shall be 

used by the Assembly for expenditures on specific projects, events, activities, or ideas that arise 



throughout the semester… It shall act as the Assembly’s funding account and shall only be 

expended by a majority vote of the Assembly.” See Exhibit H and Compiled Code. 

         This budget appropriates CSG’s money to different accounts with different purposes.  

Defendant, the Executive, has been given 6.5% of CSG’s budget, through the Executive 

Discretionary account, for whatever he may choose to spend it on.  He and his co-Executives 

solely control this money – it has been given to them by the Assembly, and with it, the Assembly 

has given him the ability to spend it on whatever he may choose.   For greater context, in the 

past, CSG Presidents, including Defendant, have chosen to spend this funding on purchasing 

water bottles for students to drink while tailgating before football games, paying the dining halls’ 

costs to open earlier on weekends, and buying coffee and donuts to give to students between 

classes.  The CSG President can spend these funds however he chooses, and the Assembly is 

powerless in preventing him from making a purchase. 

         These same principles apply to the Legislature's funding decisions.  The Assembly, of 

which Plaintiff is an elected member, has been given 5% of CSG’s budget for whatever the 

Assembly may choose to spend it on.  The Assembly has sole control of this account.  The only 

requirement for money to be disbursed from this account is that the funding be “expended by a 

majority vote of the Assembly”.  In other words, the Executive’s signature is not required.  

Here, the Assembly voted, by a majority, to approve Plaintiff’s resolution A.R. 6-034 

consequently authorizing a disbursement of $200 from the Legislative Discretionary Account. 

The funding should have been disbursed immediately after the 18-10-5 majority vote of the 

Assembly, and should not have been taken to the Executive’s desk for a signature - none was 

required. Since no signature was required, no veto was allowed.   For example, in the past, CSG 

Assemblies (including the current Assembly), have chosen to spend their funds to purchase 



Green Books (eco-friendly Blue Books) to give out to students, to purchase and install a new 

hand-dryer in the C.C. Little Building bathroom, and to purchase and install more drinking 

fountains/water-refill stations throughout campus. See CSG Website.  None of these resolutions 

required the Executive’s signature. Therefore, it is clear from the Compiled Code that the 

Executive has no power to interfere with the Assembly’s disbursement of Legislative 

Discretionary funds. 

         Further, using the well-known canon of statutory construction, the rule against 

surplusage, it is clear that the Executive has no power to veto the Assembly’s disbursement of 

Legislative Discretionary funds. The rule against surplusage simply states that when one reading 

of the statute renders a provision redundant, that the other reading is preferred. Here, the Defense 

will likely argue that the Compiled Code should be read in a manner that allows the Executive to 

veto disbursements from the Legislative Discretionary Fund. However, this reading, would make 

the entire provision detailing correct authorization for disbursement of these funds redundant. 

Simply stated, requiring the Executive’s approval of the Assembly’s own spending would in 

effect take power away from the Assembly and render the provisions of the Compiled Code 

granting the Assembly power to disburse funds superfluous. The account is named Legislative 

Discretionary for a reason – it is to be spent at the discretion of the Legislative Branch (the 

Assembly).   According to the Oxford English Dictionary, “Discretion” is defined as “the 

freedom to decide what should be done in a particular situation.” See Oxford English Dictionary. 

If the Court chooses to rule that this veto is valid, it would essentially be robbing the Assembly 

of its freedom to decide how to spend its own funds. 

         In summary, Defendant had no right or power to issue this veto.  Defendant has no ability 

to choose what the Assembly spends its own money on, just as the Assembly has no right or 



power to choose what the Executive spends his own money on.  The Compiled Code very clearly 

states that the money in the Legislative Discretionary account is to be used only after a majority 

approval of the Assembly.  Not even the CSG Budget requires the Executive’s signature, so it 

would make no sense to require the Executive’s signature to expend merely a part of the Budget 

that isn’t in his control in the first place. See Compiled Code Article V (A)(3).  Defendant is 

unconstitutionally trying to exert more control over CSG’s funds than is allowed.  Any actions he 

takes to block the Assembly’s approval of Legislative Discretionary money makes provisions 

concerning how funds from this account to be disbursed superfluous. As a result, that reading of 

the Compiled Code must be rejected.  

Conclusion 

Legal Standard in a Civil Case.  

According to section 51.631 of the CSJ Manual of Procedure, “The plaintiff in a civil 

action must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that s/he is entitled to the relief 

requested.”  See CSJ Manual of Procedure.  This standard is far lower and easier to reach than 

the standard used in a criminal case - “beyond a reasonable doubt.”  Here, Plaintiff must merely 

show that it is “more probable than not” that Defendant overstepped his powers in vetoing the 

resolution. In essence, this means that in order to side with Plaintiff, the Court need only to 

believe with a 51% certainty that the veto was invalid. The Court may have doubts, even 

reasonable doubts about Plaintiff’s case, but unlike a criminal case that requires assurances 

“beyond a reasonable doubt,” here the Plaintiff just needs to show that it is more probable than 

not that Plaintiff is correct. 

Summary of Arguments. 



 It is abundantly clear that the Executive does not have the right to veto every resolution 

passed by the Assembly.  This power is only to be used in on specific types of resolutions -- and 

Plaintiff’s resolution most certainly is not a resolution that can require a signature or can be 

vetoed.  Furthermore, the Assembly’s use of its own Legislative Discretionary funding is not 

subject to the Executive’s review.  Moreover, the Court need only to agree with one of these 

arguments in order to invalidate Defendant’s veto.  Additionally, Defendant’s veto message 

inappropriately cites issues with the resolution that are nowhere to be found in the text of the 

resolution itself -- Defendant must have forgotten that it is the text of a resolution that truly 

matters.  The Defendant had no right to veto the resolution. The elected representatives of the 

Assembly saw the resolution fit to become law.  The choice of the Defendant to overstep his 

legal authority and strike the resolution down was not only an unconstitutional usurpation of 

power but also an insult to the thoughtfulness and intelligence of the democratically elected 

Assembly that passed it.  Plaintiff urges the Court to invalidate the veto and provide necessary 

relief.   



	 	  
 

 

I. Call to Order -7:42pm 
II. Opening Roll Call 

III. Approval of the Agenda 
a. Motion to approve; seconded 
b. Objection; Seth 

i. Move old business to after guest speakers; seconded; approved 
c. Objection; Noah 

i. Add Aaron Cahen to Executive Communications as chair of Bicentennial 
commission; seconded; approved 

d. Objection; Max 
i. Add to rep reports; seconded; approved 

e. Objection; Micah 
i. Table A.R. 6-030 to next week; seconded; approved 

ii. Joe POI move to next week? A – can be amended in between 
f. Motion to approve as amended; seconded; approved 

IV. Approval of the Previous Minutes 
a. Minutes from the 15th meeting on January 10th, 2016 (Sent via email) 

i. Motion to approve; seconded; approved 
V. Guest Speakers 

a. Noah Betman -- Chair of the CSG Constitutional Convention 
i. In the operating procedures we are required to give a bi-weekly update on the 

convention. Meetings are open to the public and I encourage you to come. Met 
first time in December, I was elected chair and Jared vice-chair. Tania, Whit, 
Christian, Nick, Jacob are members, have met two times this semester. Split into 
3 committees regarding different tasks. One is document maintenance committee 
– typos, non-substantive changes. Removing gendered pronouns, defining officer 
and members, consistency in documents including amendment process. 
Structural committee – how the assembly is constructed, membership, role of 
University Council, initiatives and referendum, non-discrimination clause update. 
Not an exhaustive list. Meeting every other Sunday, not this Sunday, meeting 
January 29th. This room 1:30-3pm. Far less formal than assembly, bring thoughts 
and concerns. Last committee is public affairs, making sure public concerns are 
heard. Limited to the constitution, not making any changes to compiled code and 
operating procedures. Changes will be required depending on what passes in the 
election. For new members, passed a resolution in the fall for constitutional 
convention…power to propose any amendments then approved by convention 
and put to vote during CSG elections. Also having 3 “town halls,” presenting 
different ideas to public and getting feedback from the student body. Should have 
dates finalized in the next couple days. Questions? I have a lot of fun at the 
convention. Look at the constitution and see what stands out, let one of the 7 of 
us know.  

VI. Old Business 
a. A.R. 6-029: A Resolution to Encourage the University of Michigan to Recognize 

Indigenous People’s Day 
i. Second reads 

Sixth Assembly – 16th Meeting 
January 17th, 2016 

Minutes 
 

EXHIBIT A



	 	  
 

a. Motion to add item confirmation of Law School representative of Christopher Schwartz; 
seconded; approved 

b. Election of the Vice Chair of the Finance Committee  
i. Joe – nominate Andy Snow, declined 

ii. Seth – nominate Eli Schrayer; accepted 
iii. Andy – motion to acclimate; seconded; approved 

c. Confirmation of Christopher Schwartz as Law School Representative  
i. Christopher – hi, first year law student. Undergrad at UM-Flint, Econ major. 

Want to be on CSG because like law school student senate.  
1. Noah – any particular areas of interest? A – worked on budget committee 

so finances are good for me 
2. Joe – how tough is first year of law school? A – takes a lot of time 
3. Joe – do you know Christian? A – hey what’s up man  

ii. Motion to confirm by acclimation; seconded; approved 
XIII. New Business 

a. A.R. 6-031: A Resolution to Set the March 2017 Election Dates 
i. First reads 

1. Christian – hey everybody, just setting dates for upcoming election. 
Customary to have on this day. UEC will be confirmed by latest 
February 8th, candidate application released February 22nd. Will be due at 
candidates meeting on March 6.  

2. Christopher – do I get to vote now? A – yes 
3. Motion to suspend rules to move into second reads; seconded; approved 

ii. Second reads 
1. Christian – not much has changes 

iii. Proposed amendments 
1. Whit – line 5 to say Tuesday April 18th 

a. friendly 
iv. Third reads 
v. Vote 

1. Resolution passes 
XIV. Motions and Other Business 
XV. Announcements and Matters Arising 

a. Kohlton – SOFC this week, first application due Friday at 5pm 
b. Noah – cabinet Thursday at 6pm. 5pm-6pm in this room, winter CSG mass meeting. 

February 14th will be election info meeting 
c. Alex – they reprint Mcards in CCRB if they’re damaged 
d. Seth – if you know someone who goes to Dartmouth and is on student senate let me 

know 
e. Eli – me and gaby and others are working on dialogue post BDS, brunch being set up, 

trying to work on that 
i. Noah – resolution to fund brunch? A – we can do that then yes 

f. Katy – restaurant week. Camp Kesem fundraiser Thursday at Sadako 
g. Joe – midnight book club Aud 8 MLB, auditions Saturday if you know someone who’s 

potentially funny 
h. Alex – more chocolate 

EXHIBIT A



3/15/17, 6)39 PMUniversity of Michigan Mail - CSJ Roth v. Schafer Affidavit

Page 1 of 1https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=a41ab02603&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15ad41dc504f059a&siml=15ad41dc504f059a

Jacob Pearlman <jacobdp@umich.edu>

CSJ Roth v. Schafer Affidavit
1 message

Francesca Bennett <fjbenn@umich.edu> Wed, Mar 15, 2017 at 6:36 PM
To: Jacob Pearlman <jacobdp@umich.edu>

I, Francesca Bennett, serve as Secretary of the CSG Assembly (a paid, non-elected, non-political position). I was
present at the January 17, 2017 Assembly Meeting, and recorded the minutes of this meeting, which were approved
by the Assembly a week later. I can attest to the fact that the CSG Chief of Staff asked Rep. Schrayer if he had sought
CSG funding for his lunch initiative. Furthermore, the CSG Chief of Staff continued by stating that this was an initiative
that CSG could fund, and subsequently suggested that Rep. Schrayer write and submit a resolution seeking such
funding.

EXHIBIT B



EXHIBIT C



3/15/17, 7(29 PMUniversity of Michigan Mail - Fwd: Veto of A.R. 6-034

Page 1 of 1https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=a41ab02603&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15ad442eea495527&siml=15ad442eea495527

Jacob Pearlman <jacobdp@umich.edu>

Fwd: Veto of A.R. 6-034
1 message

Gabrielle Roth <gabilana@umich.edu> Wed, Mar 15, 2017 at 7:17 PM
To: jacobdp@umich.edu

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: David Schafer <schaferd@umich.edu>
Date: February 13, 2017 at 10:25:00 AM EST
To: CSG Representatives <csg.representatives@umich.edu>
Cc: CSG Speakers <csg.speakers@umich.edu>, Clyde Barnett III <clydeb@umich.edu>, Micah Griggs
<micahdg@umich.edu>
Subject: Veto of A.R. 6-034

Hello Representatives of the 6th Assembly,

I am issuing a veto of A.R. 6-034. Please see the attached note for an explanation of the veto. Please let
me know if you have any questions.

Best,
David 

--------------------
David H. Schafer
University of Michigan '17
President, Central Student Government 
schaferd@umich.edu
Cell: (732) 882-6331

Veto of A.R. 6-034.pdf
164K
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VETO OF A.R. 6-034: A RESOLUTION TO SPONSOR LUNCHES PROMOTING 
POSITIVE ACTION AND DIALOGUE REGARDING THE ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN 

CONFLICT 
 
Dear Representatives of the 6th Assembly,  
 
I am issuing a veto of Assembly Resolution (A.R.) 6-034, “A Resolution To Sponsor Lunches 
Promoting Positive Action and Dialogue Regarding The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict.” My 
reasoning is below:  
 
First and foremost, I do not believe that it is the place of the CSG Assembly to wade into the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. By funding lunches to discuss this global issue, we are enlarging the 
scope of our reach far beyond what it should be. The overarching purpose of our organization is 
to address pressing student issues and concerns that have a direct and unambiguous connection to 
campus, such as mental health, sexual assault prevention, sustainability, and the rights of 
undocumented students. We are best served, and our resources are most efficiently utilized, when 
we are faithful to this mission.  
 
Second, I remain concerned by the absence of sponsorship by students who were proponents of 
A.R. 6-018, namely members of Student Allied for Freedom and Equality (SAFE). This is a 
telling concern that, in my opinion, was flippantly disregarded by many members of the 
Assembly. As the student government that seeks to represent every Michigan student, our most 
important job is fostering an inclusive culture, both within and outside of CSG. By advancing 
this Resolution without weighing the concerns of students in SAFE or any other student who 
might take issue with this Resolution, we are neglecting this foundational goal. While I do very 
much appreciate the author's good faith attempts to gain support from a diverse cross-section of 
students, this conspicuous absence of support is enough reason for me to veto this Resolution.  
 
Third, there are many unanswered questions about the structure of these events, namely who will 
moderate this dialogue to ensure that students feel comfortable enough not only to attend, but 
also to make their voices heard during the lunches. I believe that only a surface-level 
consideration was given to this point. Line 9 of the Resolution is indication of this, with a three-
word parenthetical phrase, “with a mediator,” referenced to presumably assuage any issues on 
this point. Additionally, as was discussed by some Assembly Representatives during 1st and 2nd 
reads, this event is closed not only to most CSG members, but also to the general public. Funding 
from the CSG Assembly Legislative Discretionary Fund should, at the very least, go to events 
and programs of which its own members can take advantage.  
 
In the end, I hope you derive this from my message: I support dialogue between students on this 
issue. I understand this conflict engenders many different, often conflicting perspectives. That 
said, without reservation or hesitation, I do not believe that the CSG Assembly and the 
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Legislative Discretionary Fund are the appropriate vehicles to drive dialogue and promote 
understanding on this issue. With all of this in mind, I have decided to veto A.R. 6-034.  
 
To end, I suggest that the authors utilize a student organization, some of which certainly deal 
more closely with this issue than CSG, and apply for funding from the Student Organization 
Funding Commission (SOFC) to further this endeavor.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
David Schafer 
President, Central Student Government  
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Jacob Pearlman <jacobdp@umich.edu>

Fwd: Resolution
1 message

Gabrielle Roth <gabilana@umich.edu> Wed, Mar 15, 2017 at 10:44 AM
To: Jacob Pearlman <jacobdp@umich.edu>

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: David Schafer <schaferd@umich.edu>
Date: Thu, Feb 16, 2017 at 5:26 PM
Subject: Re: Resolution
To: Gabrielle Roth <gabilana@umich.edu>, Matthew Fidel <mhfidel@umich.edu>, Eli Schrayer
<eschray@umich.edu>
Cc: Christian Bashi <cbashi@umich.edu>

Hi all,

Thanks for reaching out. Our belief in the constitutionality of the veto remains strong. 

Best,
David 

--------------------
David H. Schafer
University of Michigan '17
President, Central Student Government 
schaferd@umich.edu
Cell: (732) 882-6331

On Thu, Feb 16, 2017 at 3:36 PM, Gabrielle Roth <gabilana@umich.edu> wrote:
Hi David,

I'm hoping that since you issued the veto, you would be willing to defend your actions more thoroughly and provide
a legal rationale. We are confident that this was an unconstitutional move and have filled out the proper paperwork
to move forward with a CSJ case, but we want to provide you with another opportunity before we move forward.

Thanks,
Gaby, Eli, and Matt

On Mon, Feb 13, 2017 at 9:09 PM, Gabrielle Roth <gabilana@umich.edu> wrote:
Hi David,

Thank you for providing your reasoning for vetoing our resolution. It is definitely helpful in giving us ways to
improve this initiative.

However, we believe your veto is actually invalid according to the governing documents of CSG. 

According to Section 5 of the Constitution, "If the Assembly passes a resolution concerning an amendment to the
Complied Code or a resolution that would be otherwise binding upon students or student organizations, that
resolution must then be submitted to the President. Upon receipt, the President shall sign it within one week or
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veto it. Vetoed resolutions shall return to the Assembly for reconsideration. After such reconsideration, the
President’s veto may be overridden by a two-thirds majority of the Assembly."

Our resolution does not concern an amendment to the Compiled Code nor is it binding upon students or student
organizations. Thus, because it passed through assembly we believe it is valid without your signature.

Furthermore, according to the Compiled Code, "The Legislative Discretionary account shall be used by the
Assembly for expenditures on specific projects, events, activities, or ideas that arise throughout the semester.
The amount budgeted to this account from the General Account by the budget shall be at least 2%, but no more
than 9%, of projected incoming revenue from student fees. It shall act as the Assembly’s funding account
and shall only be expended by a majority of the Assembly."

Because the resolution passed by a majority of the Assembly, the $200 we are requesting from the Legislative
Discretionary fund is, we believe, rightfully ours.

We are prepared to take this to Central Student Judiciary if you would like. Please let us know if you have any
questions.

Best,
Gaby, Eli, and Matt

-- 
Gabrielle Roth
University of Michigan Class of 2018
B.A. Organizational Studies
gabilana@umich.edu | (201) 953-1110

-- 
Gabrielle Roth
University of Michigan Class of 2018
B.A. Organizational Studies
gabilana@umich.edu | (201) 953-1110

-- 
Gabrielle Roth
University of Michigan Class of 2018
B.A. Organizational Studies
gabilana@umich.edu | (201) 953-1110
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I. Call to Order -7:40pm 
II. Opening Roll Call 

III. Approval of the Agenda 
a. Motion to approve; seconded 
b. Objection; Micah 

i. Add confirmation of Whit to UEC; seconded; approved 
c. Motion to approve as amended; seconded; approved 

IV. Approval of the Previous Minutes 
a. Minutes from the 19th meeting on February 7th, 2016 (Sent via email) 

i. Motion to approve; seconded; 
ii. Chris S. add initials to minutes; seconded; approved 

iii. Motion to approve as amended; seconded; approved 
V. Guest Speakers 

a. President Schlissel and Members of the Provost Search Advisory Committee 
i. President Schlissel – here to solicit opinions about search committee…happy to 

bring colleagues to see how you run a meeting. Identifying new 
provost…brought members of search committee. I would like to hear from you 
about characteristics we should be looking for, most important parts of job, issues 
that should be at front and center. Experience you think is most important. 

ii. Melody Racine – SMTD voice faculty, senior associate dean for academic , 
faculty and student affairs 

iii. Liz – office of president 
iv. Tim McKay – professor of physics and education 
v. Abbas Alawieh - Student at school of public health, GSI, undergrad alum.  

vi. David Uhlmann – professor at law school, director of environmental law and 
policy program 

vii. Anne Curzhan – professor of English and education, associate dean for 
humanities in LSA 

viii. Lynn Videka - Professor and dean in school of social work and CASC minor 
ix. David Brown – medical school professor and associate dean for DEI 
x. President Schlissel – hired search team, leaders from around the country, giving 

it about a month to develop big pool of candidates. Someone here or 
accomplished from another school just want a great person. Large and diverse 
pool. Two major jobs, chief academic officer for research and education, approve 
tenure cases. My old job at Brown. Other part is chief budget officer, lead 
process of developing annual budget including tuition, financial aid, new 
programs, investments. Enormously impactful position on campus. CSG 
leadership meet regularly with provost. Happy to answer any questions but 
selfishly, this is our opportunity to get your input. What issues they should be on 
top of, etc. time frame is will be looking at candidates in a few weeks, hoping to 
have someone in place by next fall. Martha Pollack going to be Cornell 
University’s president. Very attractive position. Great stepping stone.  

1. David S.– want to thank you and rest of committee for coming 
2. Andy – what do you see as acceptable aim for how long next person will 

be here? A – Martha Pollack was here for three and a half years, 

Sixth Assembly – 20th Meeting 
February 14th, 2016 

Minutes 
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VI. Community Concerns 
a. Matt, Gaby, Eli  

i. Gaby – will be voting shortly on overturning veto. Regardless of vote, we feel 
veto was unconstitutional for following reasons…assembly passes concerning 
compiled code or binding students or student organizations president shall sign or 
veto. Our resolution does not concern an amendment to compiled code nor binds 
students or student organizations. Feel veto violates compiled code. Legislative 
discretionary…shall act as assembly’s funded account and only expended by 
majority of assembly. Should be legislature that determines use of these funds. 
We shouldn’t have place in use of exec discretionary funds. Regardless of vote 
plan on bringing to CSJ. Really stand by importance of this resolution, might be 
messy but so is the issue at hand. Navigating new waters. Two lunches so far. So 
successful.  

ii. Eli – had really good one last weekend on privilege and power dynamics. 5 rep 
from SAFE community, 5 pro-Israel students. Really good meeting and steps 
being made. Confidence around this.  

iii. Matt – idea that CSG should be force for empowering students and student 
activism. Taking initiative for something that has come back to this body 3 of last 
4 years. Students trying to decrease intensity of that conflict, looking for your 
support. In interest of all students.  

1. Noah – who mediated conversation this past Sunday? A – spoke with 
SAFE and Devon, they were not comfortable with mediator. At the end 
of the day to get caught up on that point, matter of negotiations between 
communities.  

2. Joe A. – understand to have positive dialogue necessary to keep small 
group. Have concern with us funding event selective and private. Looked 
at other funding sources. Symbolic as opposed to funding? A- funding 
not point, CSG to show support for these efforts. Talks with 
continue…understand about private, comes down to understanding 
complicated and sensitive topic, room of 100 people to discuss probably 
isn’t most productive. Making sure people in the room best people to 
move forward. (Gaby) exclusivity has come up a lot. Lets have more of 
them.  

3. Chris S. – president wouldn’t be able to veto spending measure under 
reading of constitution? A – haven’t gone to law school yet, we’ll see 
you in court.  

4. Andy – happen to agree with your reading. Yes, legislative body don’t 
think have right to touch that. Do you extend legitimacy as veto by going 
to vote? A – interesting point.  

iv. Motion to extend time by 9 minutes; seconded; approved 
1. Seth POI time to talk about this? A – yes 

v. Motion to extend time by 5 minutes; seconded; approved 
1. Eli – something to be said for body voting again.  
2. Trevis – thought process and merit I get it, sensitive topic. Needs to be 

held as sensitive topic. Community at large to come to some of these 
things? A – right now setting infrastructure for these thing sto be 
happening, focusing on educating our own communities. Ideas for 
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lunches is not how to establish, it’s how to focus on change moving 
forward.  

3. Trevis – not in terms of action but in giving CSG funds think should be 
some type of thinking process, dynamics would be great.  

4. Sandhya – understanding each other narratives, didn’t see diverse 
representation in terms of authorship and sponsorship. Structuring as 
well…why you didn’t come up with structure, bring forward to CSG 
before? A – do have structure, left vague for a reason, each meeting is 
different topics, figuring out day to day. Structure would be limiting in 
effectiveness of lunches.   

vi. Jared POI was anyone added to community concerns after 7:30? 
1. Tania – the sheet was passed around 
2. Francesca – I think it’s shady to add someone’s name just because 

there’s another community concern you want to respond to, we don’t let 
other people do that, I think it’s shady sorry  

VII. Executive Communications 
a. David – hope everyone’s having a happy valentines day.  
b. Grant – twitter town hall last week. Advocacy day next week. Sexual assault awareness 

and prevention.  
c. Nadine – survey for affordable housing. If you could fill out and send out to people, if 

you need information or questions let me know.  
d. Christian – attention to page 4, apportionment for upcoming election. Seats allotted to 

each school. Not done correctly last year. Apportioned excluding graduate degrees from 
Rackham. Shouldn’t be under medical should be under Rackham. These are the correct 
numbers. For every 800 students get a seat. Enrollment numbers from this term and last 
fall and averaged pursuant to the code. Running in upcoming election, dates on following 
page to keep in mind.  

e. Noah – thanks to those who came to pre-election info session, good chicken tenders. 
20/25. Meijer bus shuttle again this Sunday. Will look into numbers. University of central 
Arkansas February 23rd hanging out with them in. 2-2:30pm.  

f. Kohlton – legislative discretionary more than $20k pending $200 still around $20k, 
approaching midterm season, halfway through semester. Happy to discuss expenditures.  

g. Veto  
i. David – don’t have too much to say. Spoken a lot over last few weeks, not easy 

decision for me. Sincere hope you all read my statement and understanding 
rationale.  

ii. Micah – think veto is very clear. Resolution and this dialogue didn’t have a time, 
date, how often, space, collaborators, mediators. Time in CSG made Max 
Rothman facetime to talk about logistics but for this dialogue don’t question 
time, space, how often, want to see done right. Encourage dialogue, want 
someone to mediate this. Very tricky topic. Want someone there to make sure 
things don’t get out of hand. Think would be beneficial to have mediator. Very 
one-sided to be honest. Didn’t see that support from SAFE at all. everything that 
happens on international and national level effects students on this campus. If I 
put forth BAMN/police brutality resolution would it have same outcome as this 
resolution. Is this accurate space for that type of funding. Town halls or forums, 
BSU? MESA? DPSS involved in that conversation. Not saying don’t have 
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dialogue  but I think contradictory to have people in CSG…cant even get time, 
date, space, or number of individuals involved. We want this to happen, dialogue, 
we want to see it done right with legitimacy, and have outsiders read it and 
understand what’s going on. Don’t now when, where, with who. All we’re asking 
for. More details.  

1. Andy – constitutional issue, biggest issue is I agree with basis, legislative 
discretionary should be ours just as you have your own money. You lay 
out argument very well I want to understand your thought process to take 
our money from us?   

2. Motion to extend by 5 minutes; seconded; approved 
3. David – valid question, appreciate you asking. Veto not made lightly. 

Talked at length with SGC as constitutionality to issue, came to firm 
conclusion absolutely within constitutional executive purview.  

a. Andy – technically okay, why do you feel your branches power 
to take our branches money? A – don’t believe taking your 
money perse, not being funneled to executive discretionary fund. 
Simply holding use for this event, sending back to legislative 
discretionary, not taking anyone’s money.  

b. Motion to reconsider and re-pass; seconded 
c. Noah POI explain process? 
d. Tania – president explained why he vetoed, entertain motion to 

revote, debate, then consider to re-pass 
e. Noah next vote to consider or to override? A – re-pass/override 
f. Husam POI whole constitutional argument? A – individuals 
g. Chris POI vote to reconsider and re-pass 2/3 present? A – 

present 
h. Abstains do not count for or against 
i. Debate 
j. Andy motion to suspend rules to give SAFE 5 minutes for 

context; seconded; approved 
k. Devin – representing myself not SAFE. Context…been in talks 

about this since it very began with Omar and Eli. Had 4so far. 
Not something SAFE involved in…non-normalization policy as 
an organization. I do not represent SAFE in capacity, represent 
self as Palestinian student. That explains no so-sponsorship. 
They approached, I said no, didn’t think it needed secondary 
source. May raise legitimate criticism. Heartened to hear. Would 
like to calm everybody down in saying has been something 
Palestinians not had knowledge of since first started, some want 
to participate some don’t, provide space for those people to 
speak. I can participate doesn’t mean divestment won’t come up 
again. Details something people wanted to talk about. Reason 
didn’t have a lot of details was limiting factor like Eli talked 
about. Gaby suggested IGR moderator, I wanted to be blunt. 
Used IGR before, respect them, wanted to keep it personal in 
way that was respectful. Not been consistent membership of this 
which is why hard to quantify. Could say 10 people once a 
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month that we’ve done so far o Sunday. 8 this past Sunday. Hard 
to say who identifies. Reason it is closed something could be 
debated. Have own opinions. Don’t believe CSG’s place to sit in 
on the meetings, talking about very personal things. Would just 
be an observer, not appropriate for you to speak in that context. 
Talked about privilege and power dynamics. Directly addressing 
those concerns on campus. How we an use identities to bridge 
that gap. Hope that helps in some way.  

l. Motion to suspend rule sto extend time by 5 minutes; seconded; 
approved 

i. Joe A. – agree inappropriate for CSG members or other 
outsiders to come to these meetings. As body that 
represents all students on campus. Do you think CSG’s 
responsibility to pass putting on private events? A – 
know CSG provides funding for groups. Not an org. 
private sector doing something. CSG expressed 
willingness or want for these two communities to come 
together and speak. To talk on our own terms. Wall put 
up before. Doesn’t allow great expression for opinion to 
come out.  

1. Joe A. – discussions continue without funding 
and do you support? A  - seemed most 
appropriate. Something students are doing. If 
these continue with future leaders would be on 
them to receive funding. No problem with this. 
Asking for money for food.  

ii. Trevis – agree with merit. Open-minded in future in 
terms of some type of different communities learning 
about the topic…even broader community seeing one-
sided. Open-mindedness about…in future? A – 
definitely something we talked about. Problem is it’s so 
new. Never been one to have closed events. Down to 
opening that up no problem.  

iii. Sandhya – reoccurring concern with informality, 
understand important of informal dialogue  

iv. Motion to suspend rules to extend time by 5 minutes; 
seconded; approved 

v. Chris PPP skipped going around table for questions 
vi. Sandhya – informality, not representative of 

organizations. Don’t you see concern of if voicing 
support, greater impact? A – I think something we’ve 
addressed directly in group itself. Make my identity 
known…part of reason didn’t want to coauthor or 
cosponsor. Saw language about who coming to the sides, 
identity problem. Would recommend if it helps 
amendment stipulating pro-Israel and pro-Palestinian to 
broaden and narrow. Voluntary community in 
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participation. In my mind does not take away aspects 
from what organization has done.  

1. That’s problem is not specific what 
conflict…variety of students involved and 
residents…doesn’t make sense none was 
specified in parties involved. Do you see that as 
valid concern? A – absolutely. Conversation on 
defining terms at last meeting. These two 
communities on campus… 

vii. Chris – SAFE does not believe in normalization? A – 
correct. Is SAFE student org? A – yes. Member? A – 
yes.  

m. Debate 
i. For - Andy – thank you for speaking, clarified some 

questions. Thought addressed some of major concerns. 
Main point is legislative money should be ours. Voted 
clearly last week to give .01 percent, made decision as 
legislative body. Passed really clearly. Already had this 
debate. Doesn’t bind students to anything. Us as a 
legislative body giving to have this discussion. Find veto 
offensive and clear block of our money to spend and our 
job to do.  

ii. Against – Sam – issue is not content or goal or lack of 
co-sponsorship, thin sets bas precedent. I know sensitive 
topic. Makes sense. In context of resolution not 
specified, someone reading years later looks like CSG 
reps eating for themselves. Lack of specification in 
language lacks dangerous precedent. Wasn’t clarified so 
can’t support.  

iii. For – Chris M. – echo everything Andy said, believe 
legislative discretionary up to legislative body. 
Unprecedented to give block grant to undefined 
resolution. 15 years of following up on this 
dialogue…Devin and Palestinian students challenged us 
to provide and contribute to further dialogue or 
meetings. I thin Devin’s support…we owe it to student 
body and Devin extend olive branch to this thing they’re 
doing. First step on long staircase towards finding, 
common ground, mutual respect, understanding of each 
other. Would be very interested in participating, but I 
have certain identities…Devin can remove himself as 
representative of SAFE to talk as a Palestinian student. 
Reconsidering…legislative’s money. Majority to…our 
discretion.  

iv. Against – Chris S. – not here to mediate world conflicts. 
Shouldn’t be funding personal lunches. Lacks details or 
transparency.  
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v. Motion to call previous question; seconded; approved 
iii. Vote on motion to reconsider and re-pass A.R. 6-034 

1. Resolution does not pass 
a. Yes with rights 

i. Chris M. – find disheartening even split this time and 
most 2/3 majority last week. Someone outside our body 
told us how to spend it.  

ii. Andy – isn’t even something I’m passionate about echo 
Chris. Ridiculous executive overreach. Incredibly 
disappointed with us as a body.  

VIII. Report of the Speaker 
a. Tania – community service. Role as speaker sometimes feel lucky don’t have to vote on 

controversial issues. Blessing and curse. If you feel like I’m targeting consistently 
probably because not following rules consistently. Do need to be held accountable. Don’t 
tae excused absences lightly. Really try my best to do that. We see every week people 
don’t read operating procedures. Call me out but not when it personally benefits you. Did 
see preferential treatment in debate, trying another way. Trying to do random number 
generator. Open to suggestions.  

b. Joe – Tania does work really hard at this. May seem easy to command this room. Think 
we should recognize job she is doing and try to be more contentious of that.  

i. Chris – don’t understand…not saying intentional but once again almost at that 
point? A – operational not to personal judgment but we will work on that  

IX. Representative Reports 
a. Ali Rosenblatt 

i. Hi guys. Been working on…free yoga initiative picked up from Sarah Wood. 
Yoga is overpriced. Free yoga event Sunday 10:30am Ross colloquium. Best 
communicate ideas from safety tips. Info graphic, sent to library. Lot of concern 
about vote change. People weren’t here to vote that’s why the vote changed. Not 
end of conversation just end of funding.  

b. Sheema Rehman  
i. Working on initiative on events going against university policy…cultural…came 

up with list of orgs to reach out to. Current campus events. Rough week last 
week…voicing concerns at President Schlissel’s house. Disappointed in body in 
lack of representatives sharing CSG’s statement on Facebook. Students4Justice 
held sit-in in Union showing frustration at lack of response. Very little 
representatives show at any point. Just want you to listen. Have to show up. 
Systematic problems in CSG our goals should be to improve. Asking you engage 
and hear people out. You represent 800 students in your college. I invited 
everyone on Facebook…somewhat disappointing. I know people have a lot going 
on. Talk to someone you don’t talk to, reach out to someone. Our body was 
called out for not standing up for students voices. Be more present that’s all 
people ask of you.  

1. Andy – view on…troubled by Thursday’s thing. Clear and strong 
statement published by group beforehand of demands. Did not agree with 
all, agreed with a lot, thought presence would be support. By showing up 
lends my name to support something I don’t stand for. Thought 
university did everything expected of them. Not just need to listen but 
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ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 
6-032 

A RESOLUTION TO ENACT THE CSG WINTER 2017 BUDGET 

WHEREAS, the Central Student Government acquires its revenue from the current 
student fees in addition to any rollover funds existing from previous 
terms; AND 

WHEREAS, the CSG budget must comply with the Compiled Code’s disbursement 
mandates; AND 

WHEREAS, the disbursement of these funds will occur over ten CSG accounts; AND 
BE IT  

RESOLVED, that the budget below serve as the CSG Winter 2017 semester budget. 
AND BE IT FINALLY 

RESOLVED,  that if any of the $11,393.98 allocated to the CSG sponsored activities 
account for use in possible alternative methods involving local 
student governments for funding student groups that have historical 
been under represented in applying and receiving SOFC funds is not 
approved for use by Assembly by March 8, 2017, these funds would be 
released back to SOFC. 

CSG Accounts Compiled Code 
Mandates

Disbursement 
Percentages

Projected Monetary 
Disbursement

General Reserve 5% minimum 5% $20,166.33

Operations 4% maximum 2.5% $10,083.17

Payroll 20% maximum 18% $72,598.79

Executive 
Discretionary

2% minimum 
9% maximum

6.5% $26,216.23

Commission 
Discretionary

2% minimum 
9% maximum

6.5% $26,216.23

Legislative 
Discretionary

2% minimum 
9% maximum

5% $20,166.33
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     Authors 

_______________________________         
Kohlton Johnson, LSA 
Treasurer                     
     

    
Attest 

______________________________                    _____________________________ 
Tania Haddad, Engineering           Joe Goldberg 
Speaker of the Assembly           Vice Speaker of the Assembly 

President’s Approval 

____________________________ 
David Schafer 

Presented to the Assembly for First Reads on ___________________________ 
Presented to the Assembly for Second Reads on _________________________ 

Yes:  _____ No: _____ Abs: _____ Date: _______________________ 

Signature Necessary: ______        Signature Received By _________________: ______

Central Student 
Judiciary

N/A 0% $0.00

Summer Assembly N/A 0% $0.00

CSG Sponsored N/A 2.8% $11,393.98

SOFC 50% minimum 53.7% $216,485.55

Total 100% $403,326.61
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