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Conclusion
In conclusion, while the process of
selecting a new director for HLSU was
flawed, neither the Executive Branch nor the
Student Body President, violated statutes.
The HLSU board may have violated
statutes, but that is not the focus of this
opinion. The intent of the statutes is for the
board to forward worthy candidates to the
Student Body President. Forwarding
multiple candidates due to political
compromise is consistent with the intent of
the statutes. To prevent future problems,
similar to this one, the Court recommends
that the Legislature reevaluate the statutes.

