
Minutes LM1 in Trondheim 

Friday 8th of November 

Registration 

See delegate list on the Google Drive 

 

 

Welcome to LM1 

The National President welcomed us all to Leadership Meeting 1 in Trondheim by 

explaining the importance of ISU in the political landscape and told everyone that he 

appreciated everyone coming. He, together with the UDO and PAO, declared the 

meeting open with the strike of the gavel. 

 

 

Approving the LM Chair 

The National Board has chosen Eton Williams to chair the Leadership meeting. 

By unanimous vote, the Leadership Meeting accepted Eton Williams as the chair. 

 

Code of Conduct of an LM 

The Chair went through the voting and debating rules and procedures. 

● 1 finger and delegate card in the air is a new argument. 

● 2 fingers and delegate card is a comment on an argument. 

● 2 hands forming a T and the delegate card means fact. 

 The rest of the conduct can be read in the Conduct and Procedures document on the 

Leadership Meeting website. 

 

Guest Speaker 

Nina Sandberg-Leader of the Norwegian Labour Party 

Nina spent some time introducing the Labour Party in Norway and the party’s efforts in 

trying to protect the rights of international students. She indicated that the rise in visa 

fees on international students has become another way of charging tuition fees for 



international students, showing that a greater emphasis needs to be taken when dealing 

with internationalization. 

She pointed out that the Labour party is concerned with students and has allotted more 

money to students in their proposed national budget. She went on to say that the 

budget is one of the first orders of business in the fall, and it is very important. She 

termed it as “the most important tool we have”. Every political party makes their own 

alternative budgets. At the heart of the Labour party’s budget is a focus on quality of 

education and the welfare of all students. They have placed more funding for student 

housing, a trend that the government followed after the Labour party implemented this. 

The Labour party doubled the funding for preventative and treatment measures for 

students with mental health, and they included funding for a survey on student living 

conditions. The majority in the government had thought that this survey was 

unnecessary, but now there is funding for it in the government’s proposed budget. She 

hoped that this will pass because it has been almost ten years since the last survey was 

done. 

Following this discussion of the budget, she asked us what we thought she should 

prioritize. 

Question: Since the quota scheme no longer exists, what is being done to help students 

who are in need? Nina responded that the government says they have places for 100 

students from the global south, but she is not sure what else will be done. 

Question: Is it possible for students to have a one-time visa fee instead of having to 

repay the visa fee every time we have to reapply? Nina responded that she will bring it 

up, and that we should send her an email to follow this up. 

Question: What is the new and better quota scheme? Nina said that she is not sure that 

what is being done is better, but it is a step forward. Unfortunately, the quota scheme 

will not be reintroduced. The Labour party has proposed that the parliament come back 

together with a new and improved quota scheme. They want the government to 

evaluate a panorama strategy. She stated, however, that she is not sure that the 

government listened. 

Question: What budget have you been talking about? Nina indicated that it was the 

state budget. Following this a concern was raised that partnerships between universities 

and the government could create issues with politicizing higher education. Nina agreed 

with this that this could very well be the case. 



Following these questions and discussion, Nina had to leave because her ride would 

soon arrive. She said that if we have any other ideas or thoughts that we could contact 

her and let her know. 

 

Presentation of the NB and OC 

Each member of the NB and the OC took a couple of minutes to introduce themselves 

and tell a little bit about their work experience and position in ISU. See the LM website 

to look at the full presentation. 

 

 

ISU History 

Eric Kim Mbogori- Former ISU President 

Eric gave his presentation via Skype because he was in the US for a conference. Eric 

gave a brief introduction of ISU’s history, core functions, political role, academic 

influence, and impact on social issues. He stressed the importance of local branches in 

ISU and that they should reflect the values of ISU-democracy, openness, inclusivity, 

and welfare for international students. He also presented the question to local branches 

about what a good option for them would be to help improve continuity on the branch 

level since branch transitions are quite difficult. He suggested the possibility of one or 

two positions running for two years to help with this process and suggested that 

branches keep brainstorming to find solutions for this. 

He then discussed career development for international students being a focus for ISU. 

This includes language development (Norwegian, English, and others), internships, and 

embassy partnerships. When it comes to the political work of the organization, he 

indicated that the political climate for international students is continuously changing in 

Norway and ISU should always be strategically positioned to the issues at any given 

time. He then gave the examples of discontinuation of the quote scheme, increase in 

student visa fees, demands for more upkeep funds, housing deficits for all students, and 

access to student banking. 

He went on to state that ISU needs solidarity and partnerships to achieve its mandate. 

These partnerships include political and youth parties in Norway, student organizations, 

and state agencies. 

Following further discussion, he challenged us to follow ISU’s constitution where it says 

that ISU was established to promote and protect the rights and interests of international 

students in Norway. Everything we do and say should be geared towards fulfilling this 



mission. He went on to say that we should respect those in authority, our colleagues, 

and those we are leading. ISU is based on comradeship. 

He finished by stating that we should leave a legacy by putting the organization over 

personal differences and working to leave behind a stable institution for others. He 

wants us to hand over the baton to the next person when our time is up and remember 

to support them so that they can do well for the organization. 

 

Ice breaker 

In the ice breaker the UDO asked participants to break up into three categories 

depending on the question. One side of the room dictated the other group’s answers to 

the question. For example, one question was “would you be an elder or a baby?”. 

People who wanted to be a baby went to one side of the room and people who wanted 

to be an elder went to the other side of the room. They discussed why they chose this 

answer and then moved on to the other questions. The third side people could go on 

was in the middle of the room, where they would try and have the best of both worlds. 

She also asked people if they would want to be intelligent and poor or rich and less 

intelligent. 

 

 

LB Presentations- Part 1 

The first group of LB presentations were given. These included: 

● MF 

● UiO 

● OsloMet 

● NMBU 

● Drammen 

● Telemark 

● Kongsberg 

● Bø 

● Hønefoss 

  

Saturday 9th of November 

Registration 



 

 

LB Presentations- Part 2 

The second group of LB presentations were given. These included: 

● Tromsø 

● Narvik 

● Bodø 

● Ålesund 

● Volda 

● Steinkjer 

● UiB 

● NHH 

● Stavanger 

● Trondheim 

 

 

Guest Speaker 

Tobias Røed- Member of NTNU’s Studenttinget 

He began his talk by introducing himself, that he is a member of NTNU’s Studenttinget 

(student parliament) and that he is responsible for contacting the international office 

about how international students at NTNU are doing. He then went on to discuss how 

NTNU’s student parliament works. 

Following this general overview, he pointed out that internationalization is an important 

emphasis in the student parliament’s work. He then opened the floor for discussion 

about how to best internationalize education at NTNU. This led to a discussion about 

improving Norwegian language options at universities. The delegate who brought up the 

point indicated that there are not enough free Norwegian language options on 

campuses. He went on to say that some students, like himself, had to spend thousands 

of kroner on learning the language because Norwegian language courses were not 

provided at the university. Tobias said that he would try to change this. Another student 

mentioned that Norwegian courses at the university are for international students, but 

there was not enough space for her to be able to take the course. She also tried to take 

a helpful course for her personal development, but the slide and discussion were 

completely in Norwegian. Both her and several board members were excited by the 

course, but since it was in Norwegian, they did not get much out of it. A suggestion was 

given that there should have at least been English on the slides. 

The discussion then moved to personal numbers and D-numbers. Tobias was asked if 

he was aware of the situation, and if they were trying to do something to fix the 



situation. Tobias replied that the student parliament has been made aware of the issue 

with identity numbers and they are working with the municipality to improve social 

services for international students, like health care options. He believes that students 

shouldn’t have to go to the legevakt every time that they get sick. The student 

parliament is also wanting to place pressure to change the policy. He was then asked if 

this was an accident that this happened or if it was a political choice. He mentioned that 

it is most likely a political choice. 

A student stated that they want more non-alcoholic events to help include international 

students, along with more signs for events in English and Norwegian so that more 

students can be included. Tobias responded by saying that the student parliament has 

decided that the working language of the parliament should be Norwegian. He is trying 

to change this so that information can be more inclusive of international students. In 

relation to non-alcoholic events, one delegate pointed out that they had had events in 

the past that were non-alcoholic events and there were not many Norwegians who 

came. Tobias stated that Norwegian students like events with alcohol. He suggests 

making events that are not alcoholic focused, where people can bring drinks if they want 

to. 

The discussion then turned to wanting more classes in English so that Norwegian and 

international students can have more contact in an academic setting. The delegate 

mentioned that there have been some issues at USN Drammen that there are not many 

English class options that Norwegian students take part in. She mentioned that she 

would like there to be an option for classes to be taught either in English or Norwegian. 

Another delegate indicated that at UiO, those people who have an option for English or 

Norwegian often choose courses that are in Norwegian. It is easier for them since 

Norwegian is their native language and many people feel self-conscious about their 

English. 

A question was then asked if there are any international buddy programs for Norwegian 

language learning and how to do basic things in Norway, like going to buy things at the 

store. Tobias indicated that ESN has a buddy program and that is something that ISU 

can also do as well. 

Another delegate felt confusion about focusing on internationalization when people are 

forced to return to their country after their studies. He also feels like the focus of Nordic 

studies in many programs prevents the inclusion of international students, like with 

media studies, because this cannot be taken back home. Tobias replied that this is 

definitely a concern and he wants to create an environment that is welcoming to 

international students. He will look into this and see if it is possible to make more 

inclusive topics of study. 



Before finishing a delegate asked what has been done by the student parliament to 

improve internationalization. Tobias replied that he has spoken with the international 

sections and told them that they are not doing as good of a job as they should. He has 

also been given the green light to speak to NTNU and the municipality to improve the 

welfare of international students, like with health solutions. He also stated that he would 

like to get cases from us that can be taken to the national level so that it can be 

addressed by NSO, and then the national government. 

 

LM2 Location 

Before asking which branches would like to host, the Chair pointed out that both the 

school and municipality can help in getting funding for the LM if you apply for it. Funding 

shouldn’t be something that we should be afraid of. The Chair mentioned that when he 

was president they were able to get 60,000 kr in extra funding for an LM. 

Following this discussion, the following branches were proposed for LM2: 

● Bodø, Porsgrunn, Ålesund, Ås, and Tromsø. Through a series of votes, the final 

decision came down to choosing between Ålesund and Tromsø. 

● Voting 

○ 26 voting delegates present 

○ Yes votes for Ålesund, 21 votes 

○ Yes votes for Tromsø, 4 votes 

■  Ålesund passes as the location for the next LM. 

 

Budget Presentation 

Since people did not receive important documentation for voting on the budget, the 

Chair stated that people will vote on the budget tomorrow after they had time to read 

through it and propose changes. Following this statement, the OC and Treasurer 

showed the trend of KD budget patterns since 2015 and gave reasoning for increasing 

EB and OC pay as an important part of organizational development as mentioned in the 

KD application this past year. The NP replied to this by saying that pay should not be 

increased because the money should go towards increasing the welfare of local 

branches. He believed that this was wrong. 

The OC and Treasurer went on to discuss operating costs from 2018-2019 compared to 

those proposed this year. It was explained that: 

● An increase was made in NB travel because of the location of NB members 



● An increase was made for meetings because of the location of NB members as 

well as because the transition was placed under this post. 

● An increase in funding was provided for the NA so that it will be a better and 

more comfortable experience for participants. 

● The amount listed for the LMs were expressed and told that we were on target to 

stay within the budget for LM1. 

The question was then asked if we would still be on target if all of the delegates from 

branches were here? 

It was explained that we would have had enough for all delegates, but one of the more 

expensive issues that we have is with covering the food costs of observers along with 

the delegates. 

● A decrease in costs for phones because internet used to be included in the 

phone bill, but not anymore. 

A discussion of RCG expenses followed this presentation. Total expenses for each 

budget section were presented in comparison to how much was left in the budget. It 

was pointed out that large sections of the budget were not used because we had less 

branches active than had been applied for and some branches sent less members than 

the 5 who were supposed to go. There was a question about why there was 39,000 kr in 

the budget for salaries and why it was not used. 

It was explained that the previous board had applied for a small salary to be provided 

for the project coordinator and OC, but the NB decided that this salary would not be 

given. 

A delegate stated that observers play an integral part in the democratic process of the 

LM. Why are their expenses not covered by the national office as well? It was explained 

that there are an equal number of delegates so that there is equal representation at the 

national meetings. Before, there used to be two NAs, then it was decided that they 

should cut one of the NAs in half and turn it into two leadership meetings. Since two 

delegates went to the NA, this was split in half and one of each of these delegates went 

to an LM. Since there is a limited budget, we have had observers cover their own costs. 

Another delegate pointed out that there is no limit on the number of observers who can 

come, and there is only so much that we can do. 

Another question was asked about why such a small amount had been placed in the 

continuity budget. The delegate emphasized that the amount of money going into the 

continuity budget should be increased so that struggling local branches can have 

funding for small events. 



 

Political Work and D-Number Presentation 

The PAO gave a brief overview of the research he has been doing in relation to the D-

number case. He pointed out that the tax authorities have started assigning D-numbers 

to international students who come from outside the EU/EEA instead of Norwegian 

national identity numbers. Previously those students who would stay in Norway for more 

than 6 months would receive a national ID number, and those who were staying less 

than 6 months would receive a D-number. 

He pointed out that D-numbers do not allow for the same governmental services that 

national identity numbers provide like: 

● Acquiring bank accounts might be more difficult. 

● Those with D-numbers will not be assigned general practitioners and can only 

use emergency services or private health care. 

● D numbers are only valid for six months at a time. 

● Students must wait longer if they appeal for a national identity number. 

He indicated that future problems may occur because of the uncertainty of laws among 

government agencies regarding D numbers. These could include: 

● UDI might require those from outside the EU/EEA to have an even higher 

amount of minimum funds due to the need to pay for private healthcare. 

● Petitioning for a national identification number could come with application fees. 

● New fees could be assigned by the tax agency for those who work in Norway 

with D numbers. 

The PAO then went through what we have done so far to investigate the issue. After 

being made aware of the issue, and discussing a course of action as an NB, it was 

decided that the PAO and the OC would draft questions and emails to governmental 

agencies and universities to get official statements before making any political moves. 

See the presentation on the website to see the full list of agencies and universities and 

the responses that were received. Though the statements have not been approved yet 

by the NB, they cannot be distributed yet outside of ISU. 

Upon opening up for questions the PAO was told that he was wrong because people in 

Bergen are able to go to the tax office and get it sorted out right away, and the delegate 

believed that private healthcare is enough. Three other delegates said that at their 

universities—NMBU, UiO, and Ålesund—they have to go through different channels to 

get their Norwegian identity number and it was not instant like in Bergen. Two other 

delegates from Bodø and Narvik then stated that international students in their 



universities have not had issues with getting their Norwegian personal number, that they 

are being taken care of right away, like in Bergen.  

 

Action plan 

Since the action plan was not uploaded until Saturday, the Chair decided that he would 

give people time to read through the action plan so that they know what it says and so 

they could make comments. Following a ten-minute break, the floor was opened for 

discussion. 

Question: What is meant by funding solutions for other full-time positions and getting a 

special visa? It was explained that they want to expand the number of full-time 

employees in the organization and want to find a way to make it possible for 

international students to gain 100% positions in the organization. 

Question: Can’t someone take a break from their studies for a year and get a work visa? 

It was explained that if they were going to get a work visa it would be based on skilled 

labor. 

Question: Couldn’t people do it as an internship? We were not sure if it had to be 

related to a person’s studies. 

Following this discussion, the Chair asked for other suggestions. After waiting for some 

time, he decided to give people time to read through the proposal and make 

suggestions for improvement. He then stated that it would be voted on the next day. He 

wanted more time to discuss cases before dinner. 

  

Cases 

The Chair gave a brief introduction to the cases section of the program. He stated that 

we need to realize that this isn’t the worst thing that has happened in ISU, contention 

happens. He then talked about the importance of being kind because this is an 

emotional experience for all parties involved. 

 

 

UDO Case 1 

The UDO’s statement: 

The problem started with the cabin trip and the creation of the EB and OC Facebook 

chat. She was told that it was inappropriate to make a chat that included the OC.  She 



goes on to state that there has been issues with not knowing what was talked about in 

meetings, and never receiving meeting minutes that were asked for. She was not 

allowed to talk about something in an EB meeting because she was not directly involved 

in the case according to her job description. She believed that a member of the EB has 

a right to speak in EB meetings. She also was told that she was not allowed to vote in 

the EB meeting. 

She went on to say that incorrect information was being dispersed by the NP. She gave 

the example that the media campaign was presented by the previous board, but it did 

not happen when it was supposed to. She states that false facts were being used, for 

example that we are an international organization and the OC needs approval to leave 

the office for ISU related activities. She is still waiting for approval for a travel 

reimbursement for going to help with elections, and she suspects that the EB chat is 

being blocked because the NP has not been heard from on it for weeks. She closes by 

saying that she needs meeting notes to know what has been done. It makes sense that 

the minutes should be provided. 

NP’s answer: 

These cases provided by the UDO have been brought to the national board to be 

discussed. He has provided written answers twice. The NB found his responses to be 

satisfiable. He noticed that in the email that was sent to the LBs, they received all of the 

cases without any of his responses. This is wrong. He went on to say that he thinks that 

the UDO has not recovered from not getting the position of NP. He stated that she 

spread rumors after the election that the elections were rigged. She has been 

performing manipulation behind his back. The NP went on to say that he feels betrayed 

and harassed. 

The NB was informed of the two LNU projects at the transfer. Four people from the NB 

made the decision that the projects were not going to be discussed until the 1st of July 

when they would come together for an NB meeting. He also believes that it is wrong 

that the new LB leaders have not been made aware of the ISU Leaders’ group on 

Facebook because of the LB  2019-2020 page. When he received information for both 

projects, he found out that people were getting double salary. In the NB he made a 

motion that salaries would not be given. He finished by saying that he has felt like the 

EB and NB have been looking for every mistake that was made since the decision was 

made to not receive the salaries in the LNU projects by the NB. 

 

The floor was then opened for discussion. Many delegates indicated that discussing the 

mental state of the NP was inappropriate, that it is unreasonable for the NP to take 



minutes in the meetings he has or need to provide minutes after meetings he has, and 

that there is mistrust towards the intentions of the UDO for making the LB 2019-2020 

Facebook group. It was also brought up that rumors were inappropriately passed 

around about the NP and his health by the UDO. 

The UDO and the VC stated that they wanted the minutes from meetings so that they 

could know what has been talked about, and so they would know what to do if issues 

arose in those meetings, especially since there was no set action plan yet. The UDO 

stated that she had made the LB Facebook group so that personal information about LB 

board members would not be shared with people who are no longer members of the 

organization, and also suggested that she could put the link to the ISU Leaders 

Facebook group in the new group so that LB leaders could join the ISU Leaders page. 

 

UDO Case 2 

UDO Statement: 

The UDO stated that the constitution was changed so that the EB now has to send 

monthly reports. One member from the EB sent their report really late so we could not 

send the compiled EB report out on time. The September and October reports are not 

sent yet. The NB Chair said that we cannot send the report on the 5th of each month 

without everyone’s report. But the two EB members voted that they should send it by 

the 5th. The UDO also wants a clarification about why the NB Chair wanted to cancel a 

set NB meeting. The UDO wanted to know if the Chair can do that? 

Response from NB Chair: 

Time was given to read the response from the chair relating to the case. You can see 

the Chair’s response here. 

After time was given, the NB Chair stated that she feels a little offended. She explained, 

in answer to the question, can one member call off a meeting, all the NB Chair did was 

suggest calling it off. She expected it to be cancelled because she couldn’t come. In 

answer to the question about whether anyone could call an electronic vote without a 

discussion, she took the decision from the skype meeting and wanted to clarify the 

statements that were made there. In addition, once the meeting was over, she had 

received her role back once again as Chair, and it is part of her role as Chair to follow 

up decisions made by the NB. Finally, she mentioned, in reference to the question 

about how long a voting deadline should be, she stated that she needs time to think and 

read. She wants to be fair and representative of everyone in the NB. 

Following the statement and response, the floor was opened for discussion. It was 

pointed out that if a person has stood in for the Chair, once the meeting is over, the 

Chair regains her right as the Chair. As part of her duties, she is supposed to follow up 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1xL5sGtNRxdS1sHoCQZG50ZgxU_tBrLCP


decisions made by the NB. It was also pointed out that there were missteps on the part 

of the VC because she had compounded votes, and those at the meeting did not give 

the NP enough time to respond to the email. It was also pointed out by LM Chair that 

they should have discussed the cases and then waited for a vote for when they had all 

reconvened in another meeting. 

 

LNU Case 

Since time was running out the NP was given time to summarize his case since 

everyone didn’t have time to read through it. To begin his presentation, he showed three 

pictures to show a pattern of actions taken by some members of the NB. He stated that 

he went to LNU in July to ask them two questions about the LNU projects so he could 

get more information. After the meeting, he went to the office and met with the OC and 

UDO. Following this meeting, he received the messages that he showed the LM. Shows 

a message from the PAO that he heard the projects were going to be delayed. The NP 

replies asking who told him that. Then in a later message shows that the PAO knew 

about the extension of the projects from a previous conversation. 

The NP pointed out that after the first meeting with LNU, LNU asked about the current 

projects we have and the previous projects. He said that ISU Stories was good and 

nice. He told them that the president at the time was the coordinator of the project and 

had received salary for his work and they said this was not possible. LNU said that this 

should not have been the case since he was an elected representative working for the 

organization. LNU told him that they were going to look into this issue and told the NP 

that this was confidential, and this is why he did not talk about it. 

He then went on to show a pattern where there was an increase in salary at the LM for 

the previous presidency. Then after that there was the project and the previous NP 

received over 11,000 kr in salary for that project. LNU was shown the contract for Jose 

and wanted to see the constitution to see why these people asked for these salaries. 

Asked questions about the LNU guidelines in relation to this. They said that a person 

should not be receiving extra pay.  

The NP stated that the issues for the NB started after he had proposed that salaries 

would not be taken by members of the NB. He also pointed out that a decision was 

made at the transition cabin trip that the projects would not be approved until after they 

met in July. He later found out that the OC and UDO had started working on the RCG 

before the project had been approved. 

After showing a post he made against receiving double pay to the ISU Leaders’ page 

about it not being right to get double pay, he mentioned that the previous board gave 

suggestion in the transition that UDO should take care of the RCG (that is fine), and 

suggested that PAO should take care of the Media campaign 100% because of his 



background in digital media. However, we are a public organization and a position that 

would receive pay for this should be open to everyone to apply for in the public. 

This led to him showing a response from LNU, which said “1. If the task the person in 

question falls under the board member/employees ordinary work or tasks, they cannot 

be paid for this job. Note that you in applications/budgets shall list all paid internal work 

(work done by board/employees) under administration costs, and not under pay/fee. It 

must be clearly stated in the application whether it is internal or external people who 

shall do the tasks. 2..... It is said in the documentation that you sent that LNU shall have 

signed a contract about this, and thereby approved that Jose received extra pay as 

project coordinator. There is no one in LNU that can recall having received or signed 

such a contract. If it is the case that LNU has signed this, it is a fault made by LNU and 

no refund will be necessary. We would like for you to send us the contract in question, 

before we can decide whether we will demand a refund or not.” 

He then stated that in the LNU Guidelines it says that administrative costs should not be 

covered by LNU. The organization should cover its own administrative costs, and 

administrative costs include salary. 

Following this presentation, the PAO responded saying that he was one of the 5 people 

who voted against salaries from LNU projects, and thought it was unethical from the 

beginning. He also never said that he did not want to work with the NP on the project. 

He had written those messages because he was confused by what he was told since he 

was told he would receive the minutes. He respects confidentiality and would have liked 

to have been told that. 

 

Case for Vice Chair from NB Chair 

Was dropped by the NB Chair 

  

Case for UDO from NB Chair 

NB Chair statement: 

There were cases presented by the UDO. Some wording in the cases are destroying 

her confidence to do her position. Using words like “Inability” and “Delusion” these types 

of terms are harassing. “Inappropriate action of the chair” makes her question her 

abilities to do her job. Religious discrimination misrepresents her since there was no 

discrimination. She went on to say that the UDO has broken confidentiality. The NB 

Chair wants to take care of things internally, but the UDO spoke with NSO and other 

student organizations. She went beyond her role to do this. She shouldn’t do this to the 

organization. This worked against the whole union and national board.  The NB Chair 

wants LBs to propose a resolution to help deal with a similar situation like this that could 

happen in the future. 



UDO response: 

The UDO acknowledged a problem in the way that she worded some things. When she 

is working on cases, she thinks that it should be direct. She can change some of these 

words. In relation to the name of the mental phrase, she does not think that it is 

disrespectful, and her English-speaking friends agree. In relation to NSO she stated that 

she talked to Stian, international office of NSO, about whether it is common practice to 

propose a vote in 16 hours to get the votes done. She wasn’t sure this was enough time 

to read the cases, have discussion, and vote. He told her that if there was a need for an 

eNA, NSO could possibly help cover funding. 

The floor was then opened for a brief discussion. Both the LM Chair and the NP stated 

that it was not appropriate that the UDO contacted NSO since Stian is the direct 

connection between the NP and NSO. The points were made again that referring to a 

mental condition is unethical. One delegate asked the UDO why she did not live up to 

her promise to take care of issues internally. The UDO replied that she did not talk to 

the person at NSO out of the blue. She told the NP and PAO and sent a message to the 

NB Chair that she was planning on talking to NSO. She did not know that it was 

inappropriate to reach out to NSO. 

  

ISU Bergen Case for UDO 

Delegate from Bergen’s statement: 

He sees that branches are dying. UDO has not worked to prevent the closure of any 

branches. The number of dead branches is growing. There seems to be no intention of 

enlarging the organization by the UDO. He went on to state that gender discrimination 

occurred by the UDO for RCG West. A woman from the branch wanted to go to the 

RCGs, but the problem was that the girl had a child. All they wanted was to get this 

person a personal room. Bergen wanted to cover the child’s flight. But the UDO did not 

want to have them come. This woman was just prevented because she had a child. He 

stated that this is gender discrimination. 

He also stated that the UDO has been providing misleading false information. There 

was a lot of back talking towards members of the NB. Some of his branch members 

were really concerned by this.  They said what kind of organization is this and they were 

not sure if they wanted to be a part of this. This was demotivating board members to 

want to be a part of ISU. In reference to conspiracy against Union, the delegate 

mentioned that he is on NSO’s international committee and he asked Stian if he had 

said what Katrina mentioned. He said that he didn’t say that an eNA is a good solution. 

He stated that the UDO is trying to destroy the national board and it looks like 

something is going on because UDO doesn’t like something. The last point he brought 

up was that in the NA it was decided that ISU Trondheim case would have a special 



committee to look at what happened. The committee was voted on by the NA. There 

was a deadline, but no one said anything about what was done. 

UDO’s response: 

The UDO responded that she works 10 paid hours plus 5 hours of volunteer work, it is 

not possible for her to go to all the branches. If branches have issues, she stated that 

they have to come to her. There were some schools that had issues, and branches that 

did not restart, but that result is not from her. She actively worked to try and restart 

Agda, she worked alone to help restart ISU UiO, she tried to restart ISU BI on her own, 

but no one wanted to join there. She also went to multiple elections as an observer. 

When it came to the case of the UiB board member with the child, the UDO talked with 

the OC, and decided that she would ask whether someone else from the branch could 

come instead because, beyond the extra costs for the child coming, she took into 

account the effect the child would have on the participant’s ability to fully take part in the 

meeting, since the child was young, and the disruption that the child would cause for the 

other delegates. She also took into account that it would be difficult for the child to sit 

through the meetings. She asked the UiB board to see if someone else would come, 

and they chose someone else. 

Regarding conspiracy against the unity of the union. She had already said her part 

about this, but she emphasized that she just asked for advice from Stian about voting 

and if it would be possible for us to get funding from NSO if we decided that we needed 

an eNA. Finally, regarding the Trondheim investigation, the UDO stated that she was 

not in the NA meeting about the committee because she was an observer and 

observers were asked to leave. She did not get info about what was expected of her in 

the committee and did not get updates on the case. Before the deadline, she reminded 

Sam that something should be done, but did not hear anything. The deadline for the 

review was before her term started. 

After the UDO’s statement, she was asked by the LM Chair if she had been present at 

the LM where the Trondheim case was mentioned. She said yes, but stated that she 

was not in the meeting where updates were given at the NA. The Delegate from Bergen 

stated that the branch had stood in solidarity with the woman from the branch. They did 

not want to go, but they knew the rule that if they did not go, they would have to repay 

the tickets. The NP added after this that he was not aware of the situation with the girl. 

He went on to say that it should have been the NB that was consulted not the OC. 

  

ISU Bergen to the VC 

Statement from delegate from Bergen: 

The delegate stated that the VC sent the email to make us confused and that this went 

against the code of conduct. The issues of the NB should be resolved within the NB. 



This action showed that the NB is in chaos, and this was bringing down the union. He 

went on to say that the VC and the NB are supposed to talk for us not to fight against 

each other. He believes that the sending of the email by the VC was a conspiracy to 

destroy the union that it only works to sow chaos. He believes that it was not necessary 

to call for an eNA. 

Response from the VC: 

In response to the delegate’s accusation, the VC stated that she disagrees that she 

went against the code of conduct. She agreed that the national board should resolve 

issues. She suggested the eNA because she felt there was no way to resolve this on 

their own. If NB can’t resolve issues it can go to a higher body. Those who were at the 

meeting felt like there were some urgent matters that they wanted to take care of, and 

they wanted these issues to be resolved as soon as possible. She had written that it is 

the chair or OC should send emails. If OC and Chair did not share the email, then she 

would do it. She wanted to respect the deadline from the meeting, that was why she 

wanted to do it. She thought the email would be sent anyways. She shared the link for 

the email with the NB members who had been in the meeting and asked them to look at 

it and provide feedback. She wanted to do this to bring unity and build the organization 

by sharing the responsibility with everyone to make these decisions. 

A delegate indicated that ISU does not have a code of conduct and the Vice Chair could 

not have broken it for this reason. The delegate from Bergen responded to the VC by 

asking her if she couldn’t have just waited until the LM. The VC replied that they wanted 

to have the meeting as soon as possible so that people could help deal with the issues. 

That was why they wanted the eNA to be before the LM. 

Following the conclusion of this case, the meeting was adjourned so that we would 

make it in time for dinner. 

 

Sunday 10th of November 

Registration 
 

Budget Proposal 

Four proposals were presented that had been recommended by the Treasurer and 

delegates. In the process of understanding and developing the proposals, there were 

some people who were not clear about the fact that both the EB and the OC proposed 

increases in pay. Some people felt it had been vague when it came to the OC’s pay. It 

was explained that the proposal for increasing OC pay was explained the day before 



and it was also noted in the copy of the budget proposal that was provided for everyone 

to read. 

There was a lot of back and forth discussion about whether it was possible to cover all 

costs for one observer from each branch along with the branch’s delegate. The 

treasurer said that it was possible. A new proposal was provided that focused on taking 

the proposed increase of pay from the EB and using it to cover 300 kr of personal travel 

costs of each delegate by the national office, and for the national office to provide more 

funding to struggling branches. 

Question: How much would be suggested for funding for LBs? 

One delegate suggested 40,000 kr. The Chair asked if this was possible to the 

Treasurer and she said yes. 

It was also suggested that the personal transport costs of delegates should be raised 

from 300 kr to 500 kr for the delegate (and observer if covering the costs of an observer 

was passed). The treasurer was asked if this was possible and she said that it was. The 

OC asked for a clarification that the 500 kr would be just for the delegate or also the 

observer. It was clarified that it was for the representatives of the branch as a whole. 

Proposal and voting 

1. Vote for the proposed budget that includes 8,500 kr increase for OC. 

a. 26 voting delegates present 

b. Yes, 20 votes 

c. No, 0 votes 

d. Blank, 6 vote 

i. Proposal passes 

 

2. Vote to approve the budget put forward by the treasurer and OC. 

a. Yes, 23 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 3 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

 

3.  For LM2, vote to accept the proposal from the General Secretary of UiO of using 

the money that would have gone to salary increase for EB to go to pay for 1 

observer from each branch. 

a. Yes, 19 votes 



b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 7 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

4. To LM2 (Use money that would have gone to salary increase for EB to go to the 

welfare of the local branch delegates.)  Up to 500 kr should be reimbursed to LBs 

for delegates attending LMs for local transport. 

 

A small fund, 35 000 kr, be set aside for struggling ISU branches such that they 

can sustain themselves and at least be able to arrange smaller-scale events. 

a. Yes, 24 votes 

b. No, 1 vote 

c. Blank, 1 vote 

i. Proposal passes 

Following these votes, the budget was passed. 

 

Action Plan 

Multiple proposals were made during the night to improve the action plan. Here is the 

list of proposals for updating the wording of the Action Plan for 2019/2020: 

1. Proposal: Remove mention of Asana from plan of action. 

a. 26 voting delegates present. 

b. Yes, 23 votes 

c. No, 0 votes 

d. Blank, 3 votes 

i. Proposal passes  

 

2. Proposal: Have Code of Conduct checked by a lawyer. Take the document to 

LM2 for feedback and the NA for a final vote. 

a. Yes, 24 votes 

b. No, 1 vote 

c. Blank, 1 vote 

i. Proposal passes 

 

3. Proposal: Move political themes to beginning of document. 



a. Yes, 20 votes 

b. No, 2 votes 

c. Blank, 4 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

4. Proposal: ISU main partners and lobbying: with relevant Stortinget committees 

on Education, foreign affairs and finance, Norwegian student organization, and 

student parliaments and political parties. 

a. Yes, 20 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 6 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

5. Proposal: Support local branch activity towards lobbying their local student 

democracies. 

a. Yes, 26 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 0 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

6. Proposal: Create online workshops and a video presentation that can be 

uploaded to YouTube on how to apply for LNU funds and make them available to 

help local branches apply. 

a. Yes, 24 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 2 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

7. Proposal: All financial transactions must be done according to Norwegian Law 

and directed by ISU Norway’s Constitution. 

a. Yes, 26 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 0 votes 

i. Proposal passes 



  

8. Proposal: ISU Norway should consider applying for a minimum of 1 LNU project 

per year. 

a. Yes, 25 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 1 vote 

i. Proposal passes 

  

9. Proposal: Revise to aim at investigating the possibility of getting 100% work 

visa/permit. 

a. Yes, 22 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 4 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

10. Proposal: Seek financial support from higher education institutions, local 

municipalities, other student organizations if possible, for leadership meetings 

and national assemblies. 

a. Yes, 25 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 1 vote 

i. Proposal passes 

  

11. Proposal: Consider developing a national seminar workshop for career 

development. 

a. Yes, 17 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 9 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

12. Proposal: ISU NB can make other changes to the Plan of Action as they see 

necessary 

a. Yes, 14 votes 

b. No, 4 votes 



c. Blank, 8 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

Following these passing of these proposals the Action Plan for 2019-2020 was passed. 

Committees 

 

Constitutional committee 

The Chair explained that the constitutional committee will focus on updating and 

discussing the constitution, providing guidance to the NB on the National Board 

Guidelines, and providing guidance on ISU code of conduct. 

Proposals and voting- Each person could vote for each person, and the people with 

the higher number of votes would win. 

1. 2 NB members 

a. 26 voting delegates present 

b. Nil Eryilmaz- She is the political auditor and has experience working with 

the constitution. She would like to work even more directly with guiding the 

direction of the constitution. 

i. Yes, 19 votes 

c. Mark Boncyk- Mark is the PAO and has worked with political issues and 

has been a part of ISU for several years. He wants to refine the 

constitution and has also been working directly with coming up with a draft 

for the organization’s code of conduct. He would like to see this process 

through to the end. He feels like his perspective will add to the discussion 

about improving the constitution. 

i. Yes, 16 votes 

d. Lahpov Chaw- She has been in the organization for many years, holding 

different positions. She has come to see the strengths and weaknesses of 

the constitution and wants to make improvements that her experience has 

pinpointed as necessary. 

i. Yes, 17 votes 

e. Nil Erilmaz and Lahpov Chaw are voted into constitutional committee from 

the NB 

2. 5 LB members 

a. Abir Chowdhury- He wants to examine the implications of the proposals 

coming before the NB. He also wants to keep under review the operation 

of the constitution and constitutional aspects of devolution. 

i. Yes, 19 votes 

b. Pinkey Roy- She believes that there are some loopholes in the 

constitution that need to be fixed, grievance handling procedures need to 



be improved, and she believes that for us to support the constitution we 

need a standard operating procedure. 

i. Yes, 24 votes 

c. Rok Movh- He thinks the constitution is unclear in some areas and this 

needs to be addressed and discussed to prevent future conflict. 

i. Yes, 17 votes 

d. Folakemi Olabiwonnu- Was not present, so Tosin spoke for her. They 

both see that there are issues that are arising due to discussions on 

guidelines and the constitution and wants to make sure that things are 

done right. She wants to try and ensure the positive future of the 

organization and make sure that the issues being faced right now can be 

prevented in the future. 

i. Yes, 11 votes 

e. Yong Xin Mo- She has been at UiT Tromsø for three years now and has 

some working experiences in the legal sector in the Hong Kong SAR 

government as a legal secretary. 

i. Yes, 16 votes 

f. Tosin Aremu- Said the same thing for himself. 

i. Yes, 15 votes 

g. Tosin Aremu stepped down, allowing Folakemi Olabiwonnu to be a 

member of the committee with the other individuals proposed. 

   

Political committee 

It is explained that the political committee is responsible for running political campaigns 

and coordinating the reaction to the Government State Budget in cooperation with the 

EB and the NB. 

 

Proposals and voting 

It is explained that the PAO and NP are already on the committee. Only had people say 

why they would like the position up until Rifat, and then we moved on since everyone 

who ran was able to join the committee. There were 26 voting delegates present. 

1. Arun Siva- He has experience working with politics in the past and he wants to 

help in guiding the political direction of the organization. He will not stand by 

quietly when work needs to be done and he will make his opinion heard. 

2. Martin Mwala- He wants to be able to do his part to stand up for the rights of 

international students. He knows what needs there are and wants to do 

something about it. 

3. Rifat Islam- He has had experience from both the Norwegian side of society, 

having grown up in Norway, but he also went to international schools, so he has 

experience with both groups. He feels that that experience will be important in 

the direction of the political work of the organization. 

4.  Christopher Weaver 



5. Julia Kamalova 

6. Pinkey Roy 

7. Abir Chowdhury 

8. Shifat Ullah 

9. Shifat Ullah removed himself from running to give other people the opportunity to 

be on a committee. That meant that all other people were accepted into the 

committee. 

  

Editorial Committee 

Responsible for producing ISU’s magazine. 

1. Chief editor 

a. 26 voting delegates present. 

b. Arun Siva- has experience working with media, both print and digital, 

previously and has worked with various other positions that deal with 

newsprint. Already has some ideas of things that could be done. 

i. Yes, 18 votes 

c. Katrina Herting- Has studied and worked as a journalist before and wants 

to join in as a way of boosting democracy. 

i. Yes, 13 votes 

d. Arun Siva is voted into the position 

2. Assistant Editor 

a. Leona Strohm- Was not present at the time but stated that she wanted 

the position before she left. 

b. Leona Strohm automatically is voted into the position since unattested 

3. Marketing manager 

a. Aeda Minoza- has had experience working doing marketing previously 

and would like more experience working with. 

i. Yes, 11 votes 

b. Rohail Cheema- Rohail has multiple years’ worth of marketing work 

experience while working for a British-based company 

i. Yes, 18 votes 

c. Rohail Cheema is voted into the position 

4. Two more non-specific positions 

a. Julia Kamalova 

i. Yes, 17 votes 

b. Abir Chowdhury 

i. Yes, 10 votes 

c. Aeda Minoza 

i. Yes, 19 votes 

d. Julia Kamalova and Aeda Minoza are voted onto the committee. 

 



Case proposals 

To begin the discussion of the case proposals, the Vice Chair stated that two cases had 

been laid against her the day before and she did not have enough time to be able to 

look over them and create a proper response. She also stated that some cases had 

been sent past the deadline for when they were supposed to be sent. It was decided on 

the 27th of October that LBs had until the 30th of October to send cases. She wanted to 

know if cases sent after this deadline were still acceptable. The Chair replied that it is 

highly irregular to only give three days to create cases. 

The Chair went on to clarify that the LM cannot remove a person from their position, so 

these votes can be used to better understand what the LB leadership want. 

LNU Case 

Proposals and votes 

1. Proposal: No salary should be given at all in any project 

a. 23 voting delegates present 

b. Yes, 3 votes 

c. No, 16 votes 

d. Blank, 4 votes 

i. Proposal falls 

  

2. Proposal: No member of the NB can get paid from an LNU project 

a. Yes, 19 votes 

b. No, 2 votes 

c. Blank, 2 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  

3. Proposal: Every job offer in any project needs to be publicly advertised (website, 

FB). 

a. Yes, 21 votes 

b. No, 0 votes 

c. Blank, 2 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

  



4. Proposal: The previous NP 2018-2019 must pay back the money from his ISU 

Stories salary to ISU Norway. 

a. The LM Chair pointed out that if there is a contract that is signed by LNU 

then it is LNU that made the mistake. If there isn’t one, then it was the 

previous president’s fault. Suggested that no action should be taken until 

more information has been gathered about the contracts. 

b. Yes, 18 votes 

c. No, 0 votes 

d. Blank, 5 votes 

i. Proposal passes 

 

LB to Vice Chair 

Proposals and votes 

1. Proposal: Vice Chair should resign from her position. 

a. Yes, 5 votes 

b. No, 10 votes 

c. Blank, 8 votes 

i. Proposal falls 

After this last vote, the Leadership Meeting was closed because there was no longer a 

quorum due to delegates needing to leave to catch flights. 

Lunch was provided at this point. 

 


