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April 6th, 2010

1. Call to Order
Moment of Silence
Roll Call
Approval of Minutes
Speaker’s Podium
· Mike Adler (Taos):  Students coming out of this program do not have to buy their books, the financial aid applies just like it does here.  This year we are looking to have 50 students.  It is a selective process, so we will be taking applications.  We hope you see this as an opportunity to have an amazing experience with classes of 10-12 students taught by SMU professors.  When you study, you study one thing for 23 days, then you switch topics.  We hope you will spread the word.  It is focused on upperclassmen this year with CF courses.  
· Jessica Huseman:  I am here to talk about the scholarship committee.  I did apply, I did not get it.  I am sure the people that got it are very qualified.  I feel like having students sit on the committee is not fair.  I feel like students are qualified to judge other students are qualified.  You cannot weigh things like financial need.  I do not think students have the financial scope to judge these things.  Second, I think it is illogical for students to sit on this board, because we release special information.  We tell them our GPA and financial information.  I think if students knew about this, it would be unattractive and people just would not do this.  There is a chance that no one has complained because no one knows.  Third, it is inevitable that you will know someone personally that is applying for the application.  It definitely affects decisions.  I do not think students should sit on the board at all.  My solution is that we keep the scholarship committee, and the scholarship chair, but her responsibility would be finding professors to evaluate the applications.  I think this would be a fair process and it would result in less complaints.
· Jasmine Carr: There has been news that the scholarship committee has already sent the recipients notice that they have received the scolarship before the entire senate has approved the recommendations.  This is $50,000 that we are giving away.  Ther is an email saying that the scholarships are open.  This is one week before the scholarships are due.  In addition, the interview process, the application box was left out hours and hours after the applications were due, and there were interviewers that were not part of the scholarship committee.  Last year there was an advisor on the board, this year there was no advisor, and our own advisor was not even sent notification that the interviews were taking place.  Students have told me that they have talked to the chair about their complaints, and had no idea of the formal complaint process.  This affects all of us.  This is everyone’s problem.  I was elected for a reason.  This is too much money to simply let slide and let this money disappear.  This has been one semester alone that we have given out $50,000.  For a lot of these students, there is no tomorrow and there is no next year for them.  This problem needs to be fixed now.
· Kobler:  Could you define countless complaints?
· There were two formal complaints filed
· Reyes:  Where you aware that this issue comes up every year, some of your information is incorrect on who attended these interviews?
· I understand that students are on the finance committee, and that we each have the opportunity to debate it.  This is something were there is no transparency to see these documents.  My discrepancy is that the entire process is lined with mishaps and problems.  We cannot see into that. 
· Esau:  were the scholarship winners notified before the meeting?
· The information was not available before.  They were notified before we were notified.
· POI:  Brown:  My vice president deleted the scores initially.  After that we turned in the names that were included in the minutes.
· We have the right to have a closed meeting if the names of anyone are being discussed.
· Christene:  Scholarship committee.  I do not want to be redundant.  Clearly there is a grey area.  There is enough probable doubt and probable cause for us to reevaluate the issue.  I love this school, so the fact that there is a grey area and the recipients are being informed before they have received this scholarship.  There were shunned and put to the side.  If complaints are inaccurate, then it is the responsiblility for the chair to clear up any confusion.  I think there needs to be at least one student on the committee, but I think there should be other people on the committee.  That would increase transparency.  I have applied for the scholarship before, and I thought I was qualified.  This is not a question of Brown’s credibility, it is a problem with the system.  This deals with money.  Some students depend on this.  They cannot go on without this money.  Due to the probable doubt that this money was given unduely.  Then I ask that the allocations be reevaluated and that Jessica’s suggestions be considered.  
· Esau:  Are you saying that we should reject the committee’s decision?
· That is your conclution, if you feel that the bylaws were not met , then I think you have that responsibility.  
· Rosa Esau:  Devon Davis’s speech.  Senate never approved the senate scholarship winners.  There was also someone who was not even on the committee voting in the interviews.  Just to let you know, I gave the Chair the opportunity…
· David Archer:  I am passing out a 
· Liz Sullivan:  I am here to talk to you about relay for life.  We went through funding last night, and this morning, and we received another $4,000.  However, we did not request so much money, so we thought we would suggest that you take $500 away from our amount. 
· Schur:  Are you asking us to lower your request?
· Yes
· Huseman:  How much money do you need?
· $3,500
· Kobler:  Are you aware how much we appreciate your honestly and your work?
· Thank you, it is this Friday, I hope you all come out!
· Jacky Negrete:  I am not sure as how to solve this problem, but I thought I would provide my own feedback.  I heard that the scholarships were released two weeks before the due date.  I also want to say that it would help if we could keep a record of students who apply semester after semester.  It probably shows that these students are financially needy.  We may also need a completely need-based scholarship based on emergency.  I know a lot of students who need to transfer because of this.  There is an emergency loan, but it only covers books or food.  Just two weeks ago, I was $800 in debt, and I couldn’t even get a sandwich.  I hope my feedback
· Spano:  everyone keeps talking about this grey area.  What are you referring to?
· Communicating.  It is a grey area because we need to make sure everything is done more professionally
· President Kobler:  President Acosta, Daily Mustang speech.  The legislation in question today limits the relationship between media and senate
· Alex Ehmke:  I do not see the downside of having the media ask questions after speaker’s podium.  I would like to see them be able to ask questions during officer and chair reports.  Second, I think that the Umph hours need to be changed, but it will be expensive.  We need to go in small steps or else it will be expensive.  I suggest if they are going to increase hours, they need to keep the same costs.
Officer Reports
President Kobler
1. Mustangs Who Care
1. Relay for Life Funding
1. Intramurals 
1. Anne Hinckley:  We had 210 students registered
1. Daily Campus Article:  We as an exec. are proud of you because we have done a great job this year
1. Mrs. Michel:  I do have a unique perspective on this issue of the scholarship committee.  I attended SMU as the beneficiary of many scholarships.  I gave to SMU Student Senate, because I like the idea of having students being able to make the decisions.  I would not change the way it is done.  I gave my gift because I want students giving scholarships to other students.  
Vice President Reyes
1. Heart Beats for Haiti:  We were going to give Nichola and Rachel Plaques for their work
1. Reception April 13, 2010:  Dress nicely and be respectful.  The administrators will come at 5PM.  We will have them introduce themselves.  
Secretary Goldschmidt
1. No Report
Speaker McCormack
1. No Report
Parliamentarian Schur
1. Last Day To Submit Legislation: April 11, 2010 at 5 pm
Chief of Staff Ehmke
1. No Report
Executive Director Jones
· Awards April 19th, 7pm Hughs Trigg Ballroom
1. Committee Reports
Organizations – Chair Perkins
· New Business
· Probationary Status 
· Glee Club (3-0-0)
· Schur:  what is the glee club?
· They wanted nonmajors to be able to sing and dance as well.  It would be a non-greek way for students to do things like singsong.
· Chartered Status
· Badminton Club (3-0-0)
·  Old Business:  APPROVED IN BLOCK
· Probationary Status:
· Judo Club (5-0-0)
· Asian Christian Fellowship (5-0-0)
Student Concerns – Chair Mitchell
· No Submission
Membership – Chair Essaw 
· No Report
Scholarship – Chair Brown
· Mrs. Michel's Visit:  I want to thank her for coming in today.
· Scholarship Reception April 8th from 6-7:00 at the Faculty Club:  I invite you all to come.
· Finance committee approved funding on the reception.  I also ask you to suspend the rules so that the reception could be held on Thursday.
· Esau:  why was the formal complaint process not followed properly?
· FU:Esau:  Were the recipients notified before they received the scholarship?
· They were on the invitation list.  There was a lot of confusion, and it was my fault.  I did realize that protocol needs to be followed.
· My committee and I take the process very seriously.  I feel honored to hold this position.  I would just liked to go over the procedure we use to select candidates.  In 2007-08 we had expanded the breadth of scholarships.  When I joined the committee, we transferred the system of selecting recipients to a rubric system.  This year, we had a rubric style of grading the applicants based on resume, essay, and LORs.  We then break up duties for ranking.  There are many eyes on the application and there is no one person that controls an applicant’s success.  It makes it easier for us to see who is most qualified to be finalists.  For each scholarship, we take the top 3 applicants.  It is based off the qualifications for each scholarship.  Many revolve around SMU involvement.  To address some other grey areas, I never met the advisor that jasmine has mentioned.  I was on the committee both semesters.  I do like the idea of having an advisor.  I as chair, allowed special considerations only were a student would be penalized.  I had a few instances were a student had an ill professor who did not write the letter in time.  I did not try to void any complaints.  I received an email of one student.  I sent it to JJ so there would not be any miscommunication and so that my words would not be taken out of context.  I looked over the bylaws and I do see that there is room for improvement and change in them.  We had triple the number of applicants apply this semster as appose to other semesters.  
· When were the students alerted?
· Last Friday, or last Thursday?
· Prentice:  I’d like to say thank you, but I’d like you to ask you about this mystery committee member?
· There was a period of time when the majority of my committee could not make any of the interviews.  I had two of my committee members there, but I did ask one more senator to sit in on the interviews with me.  I have sat in on things like this in the past and did not see this as a problem
· FU:  did they rate the applications?
· No, he just sat in on the interviews
· Torres:  How big is the committee?
· We have three senators and 6 other committee members.  Some of them are more involved.  Those are the ones that were involved in the interviews.
COMMITTEE AS A WHOLE:  CLOSED MEETING
· Rosa Essaw:  I was incredibly qualified for the scholarship, and when I did not receive an interview, I asked why I did not receive an interview.  I never got a response.  I just ask that you give my words as much merit as others.  If the chair comes up and says this is not true, can we prove this?  It is obviously a clear flaw in the system when senate did not even vote on the recipients.  I ask you to take into consideration the flaws in the system to see if the applicants.
· Huseman:  Does giving one person the power to rate, make it really subjective?
· I trust the integrity of my committee. We also do it for consistency, one person grading will keep the scores consistant.
· Archer:  I am confused.  Were there some students who were unable to apply?  And I think it may be best to team people up to rank because I know that some people look for different things.
· Mace:  There may be a flaw in the system, right now the debate is based on a rubric which gave us a result that is reliable based on the system.  
· Spano:  I have full trust in the Chair and the scholarship committee.  Maybe there should have been more advertising, and having a repeat winner is wrong.  But I think that the winners were qualified regardless of this complaint
· Torres:  unless we are going to look at all the applications of all the Redman candidates, then what we are doing here is not productive.  As far as getting the word out, if you look under your agenda for communications chair, we have had nothing.  I think that hurts us.
· Hayes:  I think that we cannot fault the committee for following their system
· Huseman:  I agree
· Kearney:  I agree
· Derisavifard:  I agree
· Carr:  A lot of people say there is no formal process.  We heard that some students were allowed to turn in their applications late.  How do you table one scolarship when everyone has seen the same injustice.  We should not take a defeatist attitude on this.  We can review the applications or not award the scholarships at all.  This is not a method of record keeping.  Reevaluate the applications.  In 15 minutes we cannot say that one scholarship is not worth taking a look at but others are.  The donors want to know that their money is well spent, and applicants have gone through a proper process.
· Rosa Essaw:  I do not even want the scholarship now.  I filed this because there is a flaw within the system.  I  don’t think we can continue this scholarship with the flaw, we need to reevaluate this.  Please do not vote on this.  The scholars would still have time to receive the scholarship even with the review.  Please do not vote on this for me, do not say it is too late to do this.  Please do not vote for this.
· COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION PASSES IN BLOCK WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE BRAIN HARELIK SCHOLARSHIP
· ANREW BISKIND RECOMMENDED AND APPROVED FOR THE BRIAN H. HARELIK MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIP
	Communications – Chair Gibson
· No Submission
Diversity – Chair Carr
· Response from the Provost's enrollment board:  The committee really liked our report, and will now be placing a student member on the committee. I just wanted to let you know it was well received and we are seeing results!  
· Chair Carr will be the student to sit on the committee.
R & R – Senator Esau
· No Report
Finance – Chair Espinosa
· New Business: 
· 2010-2011 Annual Budgets
· Voices of Inspiration: $1,000.00 (7-3-1)
· Badminton Club: $300.00 (9-2-0)
· Program Council: $0 (8-3-0)
· Old Business: APPROVED: RULES SUSPENDED AND SEEN IN BLOCK
· Relay for Life: AMENDED $3,500.00 (10-1-0)
· WISE: $400 (8-0-0)
· Student Senate Scholarship Committee: $655.00 (10-1-0)

IX. 	New Business
· S-10-04-01 A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGING THE EXTENSION OF DINING HOURS AT ON-CAMPUS DINING LOCATIONS
X.       Old Business
· S-10-03-06 A RESOLUTION AMENDING GUEST PRIVELEGES IN GENERAL SENATE MEETINGS
· S-10-03-05 A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE ABSENCE POLICY OF THE STUDENT SENATE
XI.       Senatorial Forum
XI.	Announcements
XII. 	Adjournment
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