
 
 

 

From: Attorney General Omar Moore  

To: Speaker Pro Tempore Savannah Hughes 

Date: January 21, 2019 

Re: Officer Appointments 

 

Senator Hughes,  

Your inquiry poses interesting considerations toward the often lengthy process that we apply to 

all officers of the Association. It is my understanding that there should be little to no impediment 

to the use of the consent agenda as a means to expedite a necessary process. This action 

shouldn’t interfere with any other procedural stipulations. Per Chapter 212 of the Statutes of 

the Associated Students on Nominations to Senate there are clearly defined procedures for 

confirming new appointments. The appointment process for a candidate can be broken down into 

two critical parts; the submission of their nomination and their confirmation into office. In brief:  

SECTION 01: SUBMISSION OF NOMINATION TO SENATE 

“Whensoever an appointment to be made by law requires the consent of the Senate, the appointing 

authority shall cause a nomination to be sent to the Senate through the Speaker of the Senate, in substantially the 

following form. “To the Senate of the Associated Students: “I nominate [name] to be [office].” “[original signature of appointing authority].” The nomination shall 

be signed by the appointing authority, bear the date of the submission of the nomination to the Senate, and be sent either in a sealed envelope or through e-mail 

SECTION 03: RESOLUTION OF CONFIRMATION 

Whensoever the Senate grants its consent to a nomination, the Secretary shall cause to be sent to the 

appointing authority a resolution of proper form attesting to the Senate’s consent to the nomination. 

What we can see here is that both facets of appointing an officer can still be maintained while 

preserving virtually the same oversight measures already in place. Using the consent agenda as a 



 
 

 

means for slating entry-level positions in the Association could serve the strategic function of 

expediting the process to allow for more pressing business to be handled efficiently. By doing 

this, candidates can be approved through one swift voting action as opposed to the various 

motions and questioning periods normally employed. This power is clearly an allowable means 

per the Rules of the 86th Session in Rule III subsection F on the Conduct of Business. 

“CONSENT AGENDA: At the appointed time, the Speaker shall sequentially proceed through such acts of 

legislation that have previously been placed on the consent agenda. Such acts shall be considered adopted by 

consent, unless a single Senator rises in objection thereto. All such acts so objected are immediately placed on the 

end of the agenda for second reading.” 

 

Moreover, the speaker always carries the power to reject an item for placement on the consent 

agenda if they deem an item to be too controversial.  

“The Speaker shall review the recommendation, and shall place the act of legislation on the consent agenda 

unless the Speaker deems it unlikely to receive consent agenda passage.”  Rule XII subsection) E 
 

Because this requires unanimous consent, only a single senator has to oppose this action to 

facilitate a second reading and further discourse. Ultimately, the use of the consent agenda 

appears already permissible so no new legislation need be written to facilitate this. Thank you for 

your consideration on the subject. 

Best, 

 

 

Omar Moore  

Attorney General – Associated Students of the University of Nevada 
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