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Order of Business 

I. Call to Order 

II. Roll Call  

III. Approval of the Minutes & Agenda (First Jordan Wolfe Second Megan Evens) 

IV. Executive Business  

a. President’s Report 

i. The Christmas party was great!! (Thanks Sam and Gabi!) 

ii. Semester Surveys-Please fill them out so that you can reflect on the last 

semester and observe how you have grown from being on SGA. Intent on 

sending out survey over break to have for next semester. 

iii. Spring Schedule: Presenting to advisors to iron out the rest of the year. 

iv. Best wishes on finals!! And donate to veterans (Gabbi: expanded on what 

was best to bring in.)  

V. Old Business  

a. Discussion of SR F 2015-03 (Opened discussion via email) 

i. Jimmy Tancabel: Is Quorum met? 

1. Jordan Edgell: Yes 

ii. Ashley Orr: This meeting is not intended to be for a voting measure, just 

for discussion due to the conflict with representative’s finals.   

iii. Jordan Wolfe: It’s my understanding that a resolution is going to be 

proposed to bend the by-laws, and the by-laws thus far have not been 

followed, and that it is pretty self-explanatory about this violation. 

Realistically, the make-up of this body will change in reguards to 

resignation and voting on this resolution. Furthermore, it is another thing 

to talk about in regards to the by-laws, and clarifying what standard we’re 

going to hold them to.  Especially since we haven’t been following the 

financial path, what is the standard in which we’re holding them to? 

iv. Gabbi:  I agree that it is a discussion point and that the by-laws should be 

followed, but we also need to keep in mind the balance of what they meant 

by putting the rule in and what it explicitly says. The balance needs to be 

struck so we can best hold true to our mission statement. 

v. Alyssa Olmi: I think it’s kind of a grey area. My question why is the by-

law put in place to begin with? That’s what we need to discuss. Is it a 

ridiculous by-law  or was it put there for a reason? I just think that that is 

what we need to discuss as a body. Also, I was curious for Jacob, did you 

know that you know that you wanted to run for president of your fraternity 

when you ran for vice president? Where you aware of this by-law? 

vi. Jacob Schriner-Briggs: No. It was brought to my attention, and I know that 

this was my fault, but I had been operating under the assumption that the 
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provision existed, and I did not know about it when I applied to be vice 

president of Sga. There is not a defense there.  But no, it was brought to 

my attention probably a day after accepting the presidency, and 

subsequently the email conversations started and we’re here today. 

vii. Ashley Orr: To kind of respond to your first question and then I let Tyler 

go. I’ve done some reflecting on what I thought the spirit of what the by-

law meant, and the two things that I think the exec might agree on is to 

avoid a conflict of interest between decision that they may be making on 

behalf of the student body, which I think is less of a concern in this case. 

And secondly, the allocation of a fair amount of time that must be given to 

the SGA post. So it was to make sure that who ever was filling the role of 

president or vice president would have the time to devote to what that job 

entails.   And so Jacob and I have had some really great conversations 

over the last week and a half about what our spring looks like and whether 

or not he would have the time, and the conclusion that we’ve reached is 

that the time would be there. 

viii. Alyssa Olmi: Then I was curious too when can the by-law go into effect? 

Can it go into effect immediately? 

ix. Rayann Atway: So when we changed the constitution this semester, we 

have our international representative now, so that was able to take effect 

immediately. The fianacial path revisions, since we made them this 

semester, will take effect next semester. 

x. Ashley Orr: So note that this resolution does not change the constitution, 

that would be a different conversation. And it is my intent, if we end up 

passing a resolution, this one or another one in regards to whether we are 

suspending something or applying an exception , then it is also very 

important that we spend spring semester doing some very internal deep 

thinking about whether or not that provision should be permanently 

changed. But anything that is on the floor right now is not an actual 

change to our constitution. 

xi. Tyler Miller-Gordon: I want to echo your sentiments.  But I also to bring 

to light the general question about how we have been violating the 

governing documents in general, and I don’t think that was out of 

malevolence on anyone’s part on the occasions on which it did happen. I 

do think it was for the benefit and interest of the student organization.  

And along the ride, some things did get overlooked, but it was all in 

efforts to make YSU a better place. 

xii. Ashley Orr: I think that the biggest thing that this administration has 

adopted, and I work closely with all of them, we try to act with the best 
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interests of the student body and are we really serving them to the best of 

our ability. So if there has been mistakes made, it’s not in malevolence, 

but out of a desire to serve the mission of student government. 

xiii. Jimmy Tancabel: To bring it back to what Jordan was saying, since this is 

our constitution, we need to have a talk about constitutional supremacy.  

So anything preposed today would be resolution based, and we would be 

passing a resolution to supersede our constitution, which doesn’t make any 

sense because we’re supposed to go to our student body with any changes 

we want to make to the constitution, and I feel that there is an inherent 

problem because if we do that, what kind of precedence are we setting? 

xiv. Bryce Miner: Speaking on behalf of respecting the constitution, I think 

that each member of the body needs to know how important the 

constitution is and why it was written. Going back to the mission 

statement, one of the most significant things is establish this constitution. 

The constitution was made so that all of those different assets would be 

meet at the university.  And looking into this situation, the constitution is 

kinda clear. And this isn’t a witch hunt to get Jake out of office, because 

he’s done a wonderful job being a good spokesperson for the student, for 

sga and for the university, and it just happens that you got another 

position. Congrats by the way, it’s a great accomplishment. But it violates 

the constitution. And I think the simplest thing would be for you to decide 

which position you would like. And I know that there have been emails 

going about whether this should even come to the body, and I’m on the 

side where it doesn’t need to come to the body. You need to make a 

personal decision on your own. 

xv. Jacob Schriner-Briggs: So I didn’t want to come out and say anything, 

kind of wanted to see what people in the room were thinking.  I think that 

the last email I put out outline pretty much where I was. I actually think 

your comments are probably a little too generous. I didn’t do my 

homework, and that is my fault. I accept responsibility for this meeting 

taking place and this situation devolping. I think part of the reason I didn’t  

do what you’re suggesting right away was because even though it was my 

mistake, it would also be a disserves to either group to just walk away. So 

I did want to have some discourse. That being said, I agree from the 

technical stand point, that it is pretty black and white and the wording is 

what it is. And I think the gray area comment is what prompted this whole 

thing. Because we are all people sitting here, SGA is a student 

organization run by students for students, I was a student who was elected 

to sit in this seat, and I made a mistake. But I didn’t want to effectuate 
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anything as a direct result of that mistake before speaking to the people 

sitting here. But your comments don’t go unheard by me, and haven’t for 

awhile.  

xvi. Billy Erskine: One thing I would like to talk about is what this would 

mean for us moving forward. There are a lot things that he exec board 

does that we really don’t know, so we are able to accomphish in the spring 

will be greatly affected by this outcome. Because changing out one of the 

biggest pieces of the organization, who has been involved for so long will 

greatly affect the productivity of the exec board as well as the body as a 

whole.  

xvii. Tyler Miller-Gordon: I agree with Billy. The loss of institutional memory  

should Jake no longer be in office would be profound. There is a lot that 

he does that even I don’t really realize. The biggest thing here is that there 

was meant to be no harm. An act out of ignorance can still be a wrong act, 

but just because someone is worthy of blame are we going to choose to are 

we going to take that blame and hold them to the fullest extent or not. Jake 

has accepted the blame and said that he was responsible, but as a body it is 

okay to split hairs and have a say on what happens in this circumstance.  

xviii. Bryce Miner: Just going back to everything that was said in the 

constitution, Jake has done an amazing job, we aren’t saying that he 

hasn’t. But I do think that if  he were to step aside and allow the process to 

go through, I think there are plenty of people on this body that can step up. 

And that is an accomplishment in itself.  This body is made up of such a 

great amount of people. My worry comes, say if Jake were to stay on and 

have both. The precedent would be set and down the road could be tragic. 

There could be someone that comes in and is unable to manage their times 

like you, and doesn’t vote like you and would vote in the interests of their 

party, and that could be a major problem in the years to come.  

xix. James MacGregor: I want to echo what Bryce said. That was my concern. 

I tried to talk to some of the exec board, and being a past president, and I 

know that being a president of  2 student organizations, and I know what 

that takes. Just the amount of work that goes into it. So my concern is, 

with Sig Tau, you guys have the Greek Sing, which is the second biggest 

event we host on this campus. And not saying that you’ll be in charge of it 

as president, but you’ll have a lot to do for it.  As well as you’re going to a 

championship for Moot Court. And that’s not including the awards 

banquets that you guys have to go to. My concern is that I think that you 

could do it, but I know that there is times when it’ll get really crazy. 
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Personally, if it were me, I’d drop both, because that’s just a lot of work. I 

don’t know. 

xx. Georgia Kasamias: Just to echo both of those sentiments, I think that 

because Jake is so exceptional and how he can manage all of his positions 

and all of the work, I could see the logic in granting him an exception. But 

I also think that the precedence set would really disrupt future sga’s 

because not everyone could be as capable in the future. So on a technical 

basis of principle I don’t think an exception should be made. 

xxi. Bryce Miner: And in that respect to the constitution too, there is nobody 

that is above the constitution, no matter how great they are, no matter how 

great the things are that they’ve done. When it comes to the constitution, it 

needs to be respected.  And there is no one that should be above that. 

xxii. Bobby Winner: I wanted to go off the idea that no one is above the 

constitution. If there is one thing that I have learned in preparing for law 

school here at YSU, constitutions are a mandated authority, no matter 

what level they are from. If you are found violating the constitution in a 

business setting, you’re gone. I’m not saying that’s what needs to happen 

here, but our students sometimes forget that constituions are established 

for a reason, and they need to be followed and there are consequences to 

not following them. It’s there to help people, and if we make an exception 

to the rule, who’s to say that future presidents won’t say that they can just 

do whatever they want.   

xxiii. Corey Patrick: If we’re going to talk about past precedence, we really need 

to do our research because our past president of SGA was a president of 

another  student organization during his time in office. And no one caught 

it, so it was never brought the body’s attention. 

xxiv. Motion to close discussion: Megan Evens  Jordan Wolfe 

VI.  New Business  

a.  Any new business  

i. Tyler Miller Gordon: Motion to introduce SRF2015-04 (Sean Medtiz 

second) 

ii. Time was allotted to read the language 

iii. Ashley Orr: Since everyone seems to be finished, we’ll allow Tyler to 

discuss what this document is and how it is different than what we just 

discussed. 

iv. Tyler Miller-Gordon: The main difference between Megan’s resolution 

and this one is that Megan’s is to grant an exception, while this one is to 

suspend a section of a constitution  in light that we do not agree or think 

that it is a just section. We can then come back in the spring and 
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reevaluate it.  This, by suspending a clause in the constitution, I find more 

appropriate than an exception.   

v. Open for discussion (Bobby Winner then Billy Erskine) 

vi. Bobby Winner: Friendly amendments to grammatical errors. I noticed that 

both resolutions talk about the impeachment process and how it does not 

require a vote, but in order for the process to start, but our  constitution 

says otherwise. So I’m confused by that statement. 

vii. Jacob Shriner-Briggs: If there is no bill brought before the floor, there is 

no vote. So it doesn’t mandate a vote. 

viii. Ashley Orr: The idea is that it has to be dealt with by a resolution. 

ix. Mariah Defuria: Isn’t the only way for an impeachment to occur is if a bill 

is presented? So doesn’t there have to be a vote? 

x. Jacob Shriner-Briggs: So I think we’re really in the weeds.  Under the  

part of the constitution that outlines the impeachment process, there must 

be a bill presented.  I think the idea is that if the body’s way of dealing 

with this issue was to go through the impeachment route, and no one 

brought forward a vote, then technically we couldn’t impeach.   

xi. Katina Landgraff: I think that this bill is still giving us the impression that 

we can just suspend the constitution. I don’t think that is still okay. It’s 

still violating and setting a precedent that could cause issues in the future. 

xii. Sean Medtiz: I respect that the constitution is what is and that it is black 

and white, no question about it. But I think we need to look at what the 

original purpose was in putting that clause in the constitution.  Because, as 

has been expressed, our past president violated that law, and we have seen 

no problem. Although they did violate it, they were still able to do their 

job. And, now that I think about it, my brother may have also violated it 

too when he was in office. And we’ve always pushed through, we’ve 

always had success. So regardless of the outcome of this, we should 

reevaluate that bylaw.   

xiii. Georgia Kasamias: I would just like to point out that using the argument 

that past presidents have violated the constitution and it has not been 

brought to the attention of the body is not really legitimate argument 

because it is not really the same situation. 

xiv. Ashley Orr: And I kind of agree with Georgia and I don’t want to spend 

too much time talking about hashing over thing we can’t change. 

xv. Jordan Wolfe: So as a fellow greek, and a member of the exec board, but I 

know how much time it takes to be on a exce board. So that is my main 

concern.  
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xvi. Sam Anderson: Just a thought of mine in reguards to setting precedence in 

suspending the constitution. Instead of looking at instead of suspending it 

for just this instance,  we should think of it in a bigger context. This could 

allow the body to handle situtations as they happen and there is an issue 

with the governing documents.  

xvii. Jimmy Tancabel: Where is it written about the suspension of rules? 

xviii. Sam Anderson: There isn’t any, but we could use this to be that fix. This 

resolution would serve as a new method the body could use as an editing 

tool when we come across parts of the governing documents that aren’t 

quite the right fit for the circumstance. 

xix. James MacGregor: I believe that the by-law was put in place to stop 

people on campus from over stepping their influence.  Being president of 

this student organization has a lot of power.  I would assume that that is 

the reason that the clause is in there.  I would assume that previous boards 

have put that in there, for instance with financial  affairs…. Is that in there 

as well, as you can’t hold another office Sam? 

xx. Sam Anderson: No, just the president and vice president. 

xxi. Tyler Miller-Gordon: So in response to James’ most recent comment, as 

far as I am concerned, if Jake were to remain on the body, and he would 

continue to abstain from all votes regarding Greek life and Sig Tau 

Gamma, and he acted the same as if he were president or not, then there 

really wouldn’t be a conflict of interest, because regardless of whether he 

is president or not, he is still in that organization, and is still going to 

recuse himself from the vote, via abstention, in order to not present that 

conflict of interest.  So as long as he continues to act as he always has, that 

is not necessarily a worry. And then another point I wanted to make was 

about the timelness of when this is  happening.  We are confronted with 

the situation , and we are faced with the constitutional issue, as well as a 

moral dilemma of whether or not to hold Jake accountable to the fullest 

account of the constitution in this instance.  I think that by setting the 

precedent we can evaluate our constitution seeing as we can only pass 

amendments to such only once a semester.  Then is important to have this 

type of discussion because we get caught up in doing so many awesome 

things that we forget to always look at the constitution to find out what we 

need to change to serve the body in the best possible way.   

xxii. Jacob Shriner-Briggs: So the email that I sent out was prefeced with the 

overarching concern that I don’t want be divisive.  And I think the way 

this conversation played out, that this is a divisive issue.  And I see 

arguments on both sides, and of course, I want to stay.  But I think 
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deliberative bodies are designed it illustrate differences, and are designed 

to talk about serious things.  Before, I’ve got into conversations, and I’ve 

disagreed with the way certain things go, and I’ve had disagreements with 

people on the floor, but never before have I felt that my presence in the 

seat would be a point of division.  And I think it is now. So, with that, I’ll 

be resigning my seat, immediately following the meeting.  I motion to 

close discussion  

xxiii. Billy Erskine: I second.  

VII. Gallery Remarks  

VIII. Advisors’ Remarks 

IX. Members’ Remarks 

a. Jake will be missed by all of the body. 

X. Announcements  

XI. Adjournment 


