Audit Meeting
Jessie Masek, Laurie Liao, Robert Tarsia

Tarsia: We were requested by Mariselaand ASto investigatethe election. We addressed one of the
allegationsthat bribery wasinvolved. There was the issue of alleged bribery, whether the grant was
unlawfully motivated (did it violate campus code), and if the IFC campus grant resulted in serious voting
irregularity. We concluded no evidence of bribery related, no violations of elections code or campus
regulation code and no evidence of serious voting irregularity.

Brock: From my understanding, therewas a grant offered. Isitoffered every year? Oris offered certain
years?

Tarsia: That isa question you should ask Miles.

Brock: I'm goingto assume the question of which fraternity received this grantis alsoa Miles question?
Tarsia: Yes. That is a question for Miles.

Brock: Were any regular members interviews?

Masek: We interviewed 3 people notinleadership position in additionto those in leadership positions.
Stump: Did these regularmembers vote? Were any of theminvolvedinthe election?

Tarsia: On page 2, you can see the people we interviewed whichinclude IFCmembers notin leadership
positioninIFCor AS.

Vierra: isthere any evidence showing that the IFC grants come from membership fees?

Tarsia: There was no grant given out at the time of our investigation. The grant comes from IFC
membership fees, not general student fees.

Villarreal: Is that from Miles?
Tarsia: From both Miles and Brandon.

Brock: | understand that “undue influence” was discussed in the investigation. What does that meanin
thisregard?

Masek: Inthe last page of our report, the paragraph describes the definition of undue influence we
used. Thisincludesthe persuasion power of influence as used in Black’s law dictionary, “...pressure short
of actual force strongerthan advice. Actsin the will of the dominating party. “

Brock: Who were involvedinthe rest of the interviews?
Tarsia: Itislistedinthe report. Some people from both IFCand AS.

Brock: there were few people whoweren’t mentioned. Are there other people interviewed because
only certain number of people listed.

Tarsia: It does add up.

Dagnachew: Are the grants derived from student fees?



Tarsia: no, grants are from IFC membership fees.

Stump: Do you know if whoever received the grants, would that save that fraternity any money from
events.

Tarsia: You may want to ask Miles that question. Especially forindividual chapters. Awards notintended

for anyindividuals which we thought was important. Office of Student life keeps the books onthose
funds.

Dagnachew: Are there any suggestions or recommendations you have forus?

Tarsia: We do not wantto tell any organization what to do with theirfunds. Based onthe concerns
raised, requiringanyoneto actually vote seemed quite “un-American”. That’sthe only thing thatreally
concerned people which | thought was valid.

Vierra: It was mentioned that there was some evidence of “recommending to vote for Campus united.”
if you know specifically theywere encouraged to vote in certain way, isn’t that considered influence?

Masek: Given who the meetings were with and who was affiliated, there was an understanding of who
to vote for. But they did predicate in their meetings that these grants were not de pendingwho
membersvoted for. [t was made quite clearthat there was no requirement to vote a certain way. We
askedthisforall those were interviewed.

Dagnachew: so it would be “vote forwho you believe has yourbestinterest” not forcinganyone.

Tarsia: Each personwe interviewed seemed incredibly honest. Made it clear that they were not forced
to vote for a certain candidate.

Marquez: Would you mind sharing what your general service is? That way the students can understand
the job youroffice does forthe university.

Tarsia | reportto three different branches. The chancellor, the ethics committee which reports directly

to the regentsand the VP of administrative services. This was areally interesting experience becauseit
gave us a chance to familiarize ourselves with different campus regulations and codes.

Discussion

Stump: | feel like some of our questions were notanswered very well. For example the answerto the
legal definition of “undue influence.” | feel like that they were just reading the report.

Dagnachew: | think they were emphasizing that there was definitely influence but not evidence for
undue influence.

Brock: the newspapers were invited so they should be here at5 pm.
Marquez: Great.

Brock: For the 19 interviewers, | did not want specificnames but more understanding of who these
students are and what theirroles are. Alsowould have wanted more details on how they interviewed
these people. Did they interview themin groups? Orindividually?



Marquez: We can call them now and asked our compiled questions. | just sentan email to Miles to see if
he would be available by phone.

Stump: | think that would be great because in the momentits hard to think of follow up questions.

Stump: | thoughtthat it might be more useful tointerview regularfraternity members because it would

have been nice perspective to see someone who was not directly affiliated with campus members or
parties. Can we ask the investigators about this?

Brock: “why did they not pick average fraternity membersto interview?”
Stump: yeah.

Villarreal: They did mention that they reached out to a lot of people but some did notrespond sinceit
was duringfinal weeks. Any additional questions?

Vierra: | added mine to the drive.

Stump: | like to take a more legal approach. Although I feel like incentivizing people with grantsis not

the bestway. | don’tthinkit had any bearing on the voting. Personally do not feel like it was “illegal.”
Justconsideringthat noone individual was benefitted fromit.

Vierra: inmy opinion, | just think that there are so many holesinthe election process. Forexample, the
difference of “influence.” That’s technically notin the legislation. | think what mattersis settinga
precedentforfuture elections. Because in my opinion therewas influence since many campus united
membersare inthe elections.



Villarreal Commission Agenda 8.8.16
Call to orderat 4:58 pm by Villarreal

Members: Jimmy Villerral, Marisela Marquez, Elizabeth Brock (Secretary) - Present, CourtneyStump

(Vice Chair) —Present, Jacqueline Vierra—Present, Menelik Dagnachew (Treasurer) —Present, Cindy
Lam- present

Call to Order
A) Meeting Business
A-1) Roll Call
A-2) Excused Absences

B) Reports
C-1) Executive Director
C-2) Chair

C) Acceptance of Agenda
D) Recess
E) Minutes and Allocations:
E-1) Commission Minutes
E-3) Pardall Center Allocations
E-4) Unit Minutes
E-5) Standing Committee Minutes
E-6)CAB Appointments
F) Action Items
F-1) Immediate Consideration
-- Auditand Advisory Reportand 2016 Elections
F-2) Old Business
F
G) Discussion Items
H) Adjournment

e Reportfrom Marisela

Marquez: | am reporting to both Jimmy and to the execelected student|leadership: president,
Internal VP, and the student advocate general. | met with the elected execs lastweek and lam
goingto have another meeting with them this week. The main topic of conversation is how to
conduct orientation .We also discussed the purpose of this commission. So the execs may send
you some questions. They were wondering whether the report was going to be distributed.
Third main topicis the process of the auditory services. They conducted aregularauditon how
AS processesinternal control. The main question was whether we has the authority to “buy
things” whichis called procurement. | am goingto visit the vice chancellor of student affairs on
Thursday and | will update you guys. They suggest that the way we process payments should be
more like the way otherdepartments doit. Oursystemis parallel to how the rest of the campus
processes funds. Thisis because in ourlegal code, ASis “independent’ from rest of campus.
Robert suggeststhat we should notdo it that way. We will be discussing thisissue more in our
next meeting.



Dagnachew: In saying we should operate how the rest of campus does, are they questioning our
independence?

Marquez: Precisely. If we change to how they are suggesting, | would only reportto the Vice
Chancellor of student affairs which would notinclude reportingto AS and the students. lam
comfortable reportingtotwo supervisors. Thisis where we are at odds.

Dagnachew: Is it because of the way we spend money? According to the audit, is the way AS
procuresitemsinefficient? Evenif we are still on the same system as the rest of campus, can we
still be independent?

Marquez: That’s what they expected to be occurring but that is not the case. For example,
students have the right to choose to boycott a vendorforvarious reasons. If students vote to
buyfrom anothervendor, | have to go by what the senate passes. However, the university has
to answerto unionsand preferred vendors. Students have right to voice their disagreement
with the university which we cannot do if we are binded to a vendor because the university says
so.

Villarreal: Absolutely! It would also not let us move as quickly
Dagnachew: Is this only happening on our campus?

Marquez: Each Associated students campus does it differently. The only truly independent
campuses have been Berkeley and ourcampus. We will try to create a compromise orkeep
things the way they are.

e Reportfrom chair:

Villarreal: My reportis similarto Marisela’s. | have spoken to Austin on what we are tryingto
do. Hopefully we can getall this election stuff resolved today as many people have been
contacting me about whatis goingon. Orientationisalsoabigissue. To clarify, thisis
orientation for AS not all incoming students.

e Acceptance of Agenda

Villarreal:is there anythinganyone wantstoadd. E4 and E5, there reallyisn’t anything there for
unit min and standing committee minutes. Discussion items would be our recommendations for
whatto do in the future elections.

Marquez: Define actionitems vs discussion items.

Villarreal: Action items which will have aresult oraction. Discussionitems which would be for
remarks, recommendations, and comments. Is there anything anyone wants to add to agenda?

MOTION/SECOND: Vierra/Stump
Motion Language: Motion to add CAB appointments to the agenda

ACTION: Vote: Approve



5-0-0
Vote Taken: 5:14 pm

MOTION/SECOND: Vierra/Stump
Motion Language: Motion to acceptthe agenda

ACTION: Vote: Approve
5-0-0
Vote Taken: 5:15 pm

e Minutesand Allocations:
Brock: There are editsinthe google drive highlighted in yellow and blue.
Stump: | think that was a question | was asking.

Marquez: Addinthat we are editing minutes. Add in under my name somethinginlast week's
minutes sounded awkward”. Knock outfirst statement. ‘go back and editlast week’s minutes.”

MOTION/SECOND: Stump/Vierra
Motion Language: Motion to accept minutes from last week

ACTION: Vote: Approve
5-0-0
Vote Taken: 5:20 PM

e Pardall CenterAllocation

Stump: A lot of these changes also apply tothe Legal Resource Centersoif you have any
questions | can clarify them.

Villarreal: Fantastic

Stump: There are a couple of security measures thatthe LRC, Pardall Center, and IVTU
wantto bring up. Some safetyissues for each different office. We think we can benefit
from having security camera of a livestream of who is comingto the office. Also havinga
panicbutton would be useful if there issomeonewe have been havingissues with
constantly comingto the pardall center. There would be panic buttons upstairs and
downstairsaswell. lhearthere are issues with people getting drunk and using drugsin
the back of the pardall center. We have issues with people hanging out back of the
pardall center who should not be there which would be were the fencingcomesin.lam
not sure about the additional storage.

Villarreal: Marisela, do you know where these additional storage spaces would be?
Marquez: They would be inthe back area. There is space from between the back doors

and freebirds. Thatareais also be where some homeless people take residence. Putting
a storage shedin thatarea. The pardall centerhas a lockin fee. Theideais thatthere



should be a student board to make these decisions butit has not been appointed yet.
Normally students and staff would bringtheseissues to the senate. Thereisaparking
area where we would wantto put a fencingarea so could limit flow.

Hector: | am the news editorforthe bottomline.

Marquez: Essentially the requestsis just managing the space.

Stump: The back space of the pardall center could really use these resources.
Villarreal: | do want to thank you for reminding us of those lockin fees.

MOTION/SECOND: Dagnachew/ Brock
Motion Language: Motion to approve the improvements forthe Pardall center

ACTION: Vote: Approve
5-0-0
Vote Taken: 5:29 PM

Marquez: | will also bring back the invoices on how much all the improvements end up
costing.

Action Items:
e |Immediate consideration
o CAB Appointments

MOTION/SECOND: Stump/Law
Motion Language: Motion to approve CABappointments forthe upcmongyear

ACTION: Vote: Approve
4-1-0
Vote Taken: 5:33 PM
o Auditand Advisory Reportand 2016 elections Committee

Brock: | really appreciated Courtney’s sentiment that those regularfrat members were
not interviewed. | think thatit’simportanttorememberthatas members of ASwe do
representstudentvoices. Thereforel am disappointed they didn’t chose to interview
regularstudents.

Stump: | agree. | alsojust want to make note that although we might wish things have
been done differently., we cannot change how things happened. Although | do think
that what happened does setabad precedent, | don’tthink that anything was done
technically wrong.

Vierra: | thinkitisa matterof figuring out how to set a precedent and making sure that
nothinglike this happens nextyear.

Maquez: Do candidates have a regulation of how much they spend campaign money?



Villarreal: Yes, that isincludedinthe elections code. On page 31, there are rules about
financial funding. There are financial statements that the candidates have tofill out
whichincludes whotheirtreasureris. Thisis recorded forthe board to see. On Page 42,
no party should exceed budget of $6000. No independent office can exceed 600. No
independent candidate forsenate can exceed 400. The elections board isin contact with
the campaign members to keep track of those budgets.

Marquez: How do fineswork?

Villarreal: On page 47, it statesthat candidates are billed through their barcaccounts.
Duringthe declaration of advocacy, fine and regulations are gone over. The disclaimer
also shows that anyone can submitacomplaint forany offenses. Whenisactive

campaigningand whenis notactive campaigningis also defined.

Stump: Do we have the authority to make recommendation to elections board to add
some thingstothe elections code?

Villarreal:it's underdiscussion right now, but we can make recommendations.
Dagnachew: | feel like the audit was satisfactory. | am not satisfied with how IFC dealt
with the grants, but there was no undue influence. But obviously this shows the need
for change.

Vierra: What would be ouroptionsto solve this? | have heard some crazy solutions from
around campus. There is the option of giving recommendations to the election board

but are there any options you have thought of ?

Villarreal: The one we have discussedis having arevote in the fall quarter. That would
be tough butthereisan optionto have a special election.

Stump: Alsoif there was a revote, would it just be for candidates or alsoforthe fees?

Marquez: It depends on what this commission decides. However, we could include that
inthe recommendations.

Vierra: If students did not want tovote, would that change things?

Brock: If this grant was offered every yearthen | would feel better about the outcome of
the election. | feel strange thatit was only offered this year.

Stump: | have heard that thisis not a new thingin the fraternities. Not official
information butjust something | heard.

Brock: Can we ask Miles this? “Is this grant offered every year? “
Marquez: It could be a questionto ask Brendan as well.

Brock: | would like to.



Marquez: (to stump) As Vice chair, do you want to email him?
Stump: Ok.

Dagnachew: We know that this grant has happenedinthe past but we are unsure ifit
has been givenin convective years. Would knowing thisinformation change ourview?

Stump: it doesn’t change mine

Daganachew: ifitdoesn’t change ourview, then | do not think we should hold off on
votingonthis.

Brock: it would change my view because there are candidates from certain parties that
are inthese fraternities.

Dagnachew: Brock, can you elaborate yourconcern?

Brock: | don’tfind it ok that grant may have not been offered consecutive years.
Dagnachew: | think our problemis the actual grant itself and that it was used this year.
But | do notthinkit changesthe fact that the grant was offeredin general. Technically
the IFC did not do anything wrong. Our problem s with the grantand should be
included in our recommendations.

Brock: | am uncomfortable to certify this election.

Vierra: Not every campaign party has those kind of resources. It defeats the purpose of
havingan election. I share the same feelings as Brock. There is the optionto have a
revote whichwould seem so chaotic.

Brock: | feel the question of incentive is so strange during these elections.

Stump: | do thinkit’simportantto keepin mindthatthe grant did not go towards any
individual. It was for charity. A tshirtand pens and even those items sometimes are
givento certain people. The grantin this case wasnot giventoa certain person.

Lam: Has the grant been given out yet?

Dagnachew: no

Lam: | know it seems unfair butthe IFCdid not do anythingtechnicallywrongin this
situation.

Stump: Brock, is your discomfort based on figuring out whetherthe grantis given out
everyyearor are there other concerns we should discuss?

Brock: Atthe momentthatisthe sole thinglam focused on.



Stump: | do wantto reiterate that we can make recommendations to elections board to
tweak the elections code. | do not personally agree with havinga complete reelection
since there wasn’tanythinginthe elections code that said IFC could not have theirgrant
program.

Villarreal: | think Courtney makes agood point. What is our next move then? It’s also
importantto figure out what’s the next stepif this election is not certified.

Dagnachew: Would we be able to make recommendations to the elections board to
recommend to IFC? And would IFC have to adhere those recommendations?

Villarreal: Not necessarily, but since we have agood relations ship with OSLwe can
make those recommendations.

Stump: However can we make these recommendations inthe legislative code?
Marquez: The way the process works, the new elections committee isn’t created yet so
you can’t really give them recommendations but you can give your recommendations to
the senate and they would ask the elections committee toimplementthese changes.
Stump: That’s what | was thinking.

Villarreal: That can be what we send out in our report.

Stump: how long should we wait for Brendan’s response?

Marquez: It might be necessary to hold a meeting with himin between now and the
next meeting.

Stump: | think those answers can be emailed, not necessary forameeting. Personally,
his answer will not affect my view.

Villarreal: | think the recommendations are going to take longerthan we think. Maybe
we can craft some recommendations soon.

Vierra: | think something that should be added is thatthere shouldn’t be away to
validate votes.

Stump: | would be interested inrecommending that no one givesan incentivein giving
grant exceeding more thantendollars. I just do not see the pointin incentivizing people

that much money. Eliminating any sort of lump sum of money givento anyone.

Brock: Maybe we can word that differently. Not necessarily a “grant” but anythingthat
is of great value such as a car.

Lam: Can we justrecommend not giving out this grant?



Villarreal: That is something | was considering as well. If we feel this strongly about this
issue, maybe we should have no grants.

Stump: | justdo not wantthere to be particular people to afford to give bigger
incentives like this compared to parties that do not have the luxury to do these things.

Dagnachew: Also keep in mind the separation between what IFCgives to fratsand what
candidates can spend. What we should focus on is whetherthe grantshould be there. It

isnot necessarilyanissue with the parties.

Stump: Whenits stufflike a pen, literally anyone can ask for a t-shirt. No one can stop
someone from getting merchandise from party A and thenvoting for party B.

Villarreal: The issue is that fraternities are the only group who can afford this luxury.
Dagnachew: Maybe we can focus on eliminating reward forvoting.

Lam: Are they still giving out grantsforthisyear’s elections?

Villarreal: No

Lam: thereisn’treallyagood way to verify who voted.

Villarreal: We can focus on the election side of this. Maybe we can go through the
elections code to make the language stronger. With these recommendations we are
sendingthistothe senate and they are ultimately the ones who will put thisin writingin

the legal code.

Brock: if we do put ina recommendation that no grants or rewards can be givenfora
group, can IFC still give their own grants since they are notin AS?

Villarreal: not sure.

Brock: Thisstemsfromthe 4 hour senate meeting. There was astudentthat came from
the latinx community. And he did not seem to understand what was going on. He was
ignorant on certain things but he was still voicing his concerns. And he was met with
disrespectful behavior from senators. Isthere away we can make that not happen
again? | was justappalled and disappointed to watch that.

Villarreal: | know what you are talking about. We have a code of conduct. Part of it was
that the meeting was getting out of hand | do think the chair has todo a betterjob of
handlingthe meetings. It’s the chairs responsibility to manage both the speakers and
senators since we do have community guidelines for the senate meetings.

Brock: If senators do behave disrespectfully, what happenstothem?

Villarreal: They are sentto a meeting.



Stump: When we were talking with Robert, he mentioned that during fraternity
meetingsthere are people endorsing certain candidates but saying vote for whoever
youwant. Soif we were to recommend something, we could considerthat.

Marquez: You could add financial stipulations as part of an endorsementfrom OSL
groups to that part of the elections code.

Stump: Any word from Brendan?

Villarreal: We can tableit, or setup a meetingtime.

Stump: Maybe we can meet up with him before the 15™?

Villarreal: we can try to set that up.

Hector: what was the request?

Villarreal: Brendan wanted to meet with Mariselain terms or how to move forward.
(Miles calls Marisela)

Marquez: (puts miles on speakerphone)

Villarreal: We just had one question. We have been looking overthe investigatory
report.

Brock: Is the grant that was offered this past spring offered every year?

Miles: Unfortunately | do not have much personal knowledge of the history. | can’t say
with certainty whetherornotit was done inthe past.

Villarreal: Do you think Brendan would know any more knowledge?
Miles: | do not know for sure of what Brendan’s knowledge is.

Villarreal: Is there anyone we could contact? Can we contact Kristen tosee if she would
know?

Miles: | am notin personal contact with herbut you are welcome to.

(Phone conversation ends)

Stump: Hypothetically speaking, if this was the first yearthis grant was offered, I still
come back to the fact that this was not technically wrong. As it pertains to this election,

there wasn’tanythinginthe elections code that said the IFC could not do that. Although
it was unsettling, | still do not think it was wrong.



Vierra: | thinkit would be beneficial to gain more knowledge of the history of the grant
to figure out how to prevent this from happening nextyear.

Villarreal: there isstill time to discuss thisissue.

Stump: | still think my opinion will not change but my recommendations but probably
will. Ido not see it being useful to put off voting.

MOTION/SECOND: stump/dagnachew
Motion Language: Motion to vote to certify the 2016 election.

ACTION: Vote: Approve

5-0-0

Vote Taken: 6:44 pm

O

Brendan’srequest:

Marquez: It goes back to the use of the term “bribery. “He and his family have been
very uncomfortable with the use of that word associated with him. The elections board
used that word. And it was reported that way. What | did apologize for was not calling
himthat night elections board met. Inthis case. Itis really hurting him personally. He
has requested ameeting with us and requesting somethingin writing. He wantsa
retractionand an apology from AS.

Villarreal: when the preliminary report came out he was hoping there would be
clarification on the term of bribery.

Marquez: itwouldn’t be appropriate forthe executive directortoissue astatementto
correct what students say or do not say.

Stump: | don’tthink anyone should be speaking on behalf of any entity. | thinkif they
wanted toretract or apologize astatementitis up to them, not our place. Just to clarify,
| thought elections board did issue astatement correcting the use of the term bribery.

Villarreal: Yes

Stump: | understand why someone would be hurtbut| do notthinkit is our place to
correct anyone.

Villarreal: The timingis tricky also. Technically all the boards were done meeting when
the report was out.

Stump: if elections board did want toissue another statement, itwould be fromanew
board with some members who did not take part inthe statement.

Vierra: itis notour place and itis unfortunate. I think our hands are tied. | am not sure
whatelse todo.



Stump: Maybe honor hisrequestto meetand hear him out. In regards to apologizing on
behalf of certain people, itisinappropriate.

Villarreal: | agree.

Marquez: We will meet himand report back to you guys.

Discussion Items:
e Recommendation forfuture elections

Villarreal: 1 am goingto send outan update. Marisela, did you want to talk about Natalie’s
request.

Marquez: You rememberaccepting resignation from Marjan? Natalie’s requestis that she
wantedtosee the resultsto see who wouldfill in Marjan’s seat. | suggest that she write to you
all. She alsorequested to know who you are all. Your names are published on the minutes.

MOTION/SECOND: Stump/Dagnachew
Motion Language: Motion to adjourn the meeting

ACTION: Vote: Approve
5-0-0
Vote Taken: 6:58 PM



