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5DPRQ�5RGULJXH]��´DSSHOODQWµ���D�FDQGLGDWH�IRU�6RSKRPRUH�&ODVV�3UHVLGHQW��DQG�

current Freshman Class President, filed a petition for a Writ of Certiorari with the 
Judicial Court asking to be placed on the ballot for the Class of 2025 President the week 
of voting. The appellant had been removed from the ballot following his disqualification 
E\� (OHFWLRQ� &RPPLVVLRQHU� �´(&µ�� 0D[ZHOO� IRU� IDLOLQJ� WR� PHHW� DOO� RI� WKH� OHDGHUVKLS�
requirements that are outlined in the Constitution of Texas A&M University Class 
Councils. Following his disqualification by the EC, the appellant sought out that an 
H[FHSWLRQ�EH�PDGH�E\�WKH�&ODVV�&RXQFLOV·�DGYLVRU�DQG�H[HFXWLYH�WHDP�WKDW�ZRXOG�HQDEOH�
him to meet the leadership requirements for Class President. The Court must determine 
(1) thH�YDOLGLW\� RI� WKH�(&·V�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI� WKH�HOHFWLRQ� UHJXODWLRQV�XQGHU� WKH�6WXGHQW�
*RYHUQPHQW�$VVRFLDWLRQ�&RGH� �´6�*�$�&�µ��� ����'HWHUPLQH� LI� WKH�(&·V� GHFLVLRQ� WR� QRW�
place the appellant back on the ballot was valid according to the rules of the S.G.A.C. 
DQG� ���� :KHWKHU� WR� XSKROG� RU� RYHUWXUQ� WKH� DSSHOODQW·V� GLVTXDOLILFDWLRQ�� 7KH� PDLQ�
statutes concerning this case include V S.G.A.C. §601.1(2), V S.G.A.C. §601.1(4), V 
S.G.A.C. §601.2(1) (d), V S.G.A.C. §601.3(1) (a)(1), and V S.G.A.C. §601.9(3) (d). 
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MCINTOSH, C.J., NESMITH, V.C.J., BAGLEY, MEISENHEIMER, and 
MOSTY, JJ., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which SCHROEDER, J., 
joined.  
 
On Wednesday, February 23, 2022, at 5:51 pm, the appellant was notified via 
email by the EC that he had been disqualified due to stipulations outlined in the 
Constitution of Class Councils. That same evening, the appellant expressed to 
the EC that under Article IV, Section 1, Subsection 3, Paragraph C of the Class 
Councils Constitution he could receive an exemption that would allow him to be 
involved in Class Councils.  
 
2Q�)HEUXDU\����DW������SP��WKH�&ODVV�&RXQFLO·V�([HFXWLYH�7HDP�DQG�DGYLVRUV�PHW�
WR�KHDU�WKH�DSSHOODQW·V�UHTXHVW�IRU�DQ�H[HPSWLRQ��)ROORZLQJ�WKH�PHHWLQJ��D�&ODVV�
&RXQFLOV·�DGYLVRU�SURYLGHG�DQ�HPDLO�WKDW�KLV�UHTXest for an exemption had been 
approved and that: 
 

´WKLV� H[HPSWLRQ«� VROLGLILHV� 5DPRQ·V� FXUUHQW� TXDOLILFDWLRQV� WR� VXEPLW�
candidacy for Class of 2025 President pending the recommendations and 
approval from the Texas A&M election commissioner and judicial court. As 
stated in the meeting, this is not official approval of eligibility to run, this 
is simply an approval from Class Councils that election commissioner and 
judicial court can use to inform their decisions for approval or denial. This 
does act as an official vote from Class Councils Executive Team that Ramon 
is able to maintain his current role as Class President for the remainder of 
WKH�6SULQJ������VHPHVWHU�µ� 

 
$IWHU�UHFHLYLQJ� WKLV�HPDLO�� WKH�(&� LQIRUPHG�WKH�DSSHOODQW� WKDW� ´EHFDXVH�&ODVV�
Councils did not issue a decision on your eligibility as a result of their internal 
appeal process prior to the finalization of the ballot, I am unable to include your 
QDPH�RQ�WKH�EDOORW�DW�WKLV�WLPH�µ� 
 
The appellant asserts that by receiving an exception from Class Councils, he 
should have been placed on the ballot by the EC, as he was then eligible to run.  
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In our review, the Court has determined that Class Councils does not have the 
jurisdiction to make such an exception after a candidate has already been 
disqualified by the EC. The only entity able to grant reprieve for extenuating 
circumstances at the point in which the appellant found himself in the election 
process is the Student Government Judicial Court. 
 
When any entity agrees to have its elections conducted by the Election 
&RPPLVVLRQ��LW�DJUHHV�WR�DELGH�E\�WKH�6WXGHQW�*RYHUQPHQW�$VVRFLDWLRQ��´6*$µ��
Election RegulatiRQV��)XUWKHU�VWLSXODWHG�LQ�9�6�*�$�&�������������G���́ ,Q�WKH�HYHQW�
of any conflict between these regulations and the governing documents of an 
RUJDQL]DWLRQ� RXWVLGH� RI� 6*$�� WKHVH� UHJXODWLRQV� VKDOO� WDNH� SUHFHGHQFH�µ� 2QFH�
disqualified, candidates are fully subject to the processes and remedies provided 
only by the S.G.A.C. Thus, the appropriate forum for remedy for the appellant, 
without question, would be the Judicial Court. While the Judicial Court could 
consider the opinion of the Class Councils, we remain the sole authority to 
RYHUWXUQ�D�FDQGLGDWH·V�GLVTXDOLILFDWLRQ� 
 
7R�IXUWKHU�DVVHUW�WKH�6*$·V�VRYHUHLJQW\�LQ�WKH�PDWWHU��SHU�9�6�*�$�&������������
�D������WR�EH�HOLJLEOH�WR�UXQ��´DOO�FDQGLGDWHV�PXVW�PHHW�WKH�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�IRU�WKHLU�
respective offices as set forth in the Texas A&M University Student Rules and 
WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�RUJDQL]DWLRQ·V�JRYHUQLQJ�GRFXPHQWV�µ�7KURXJK�WKLV�FODXVH��WKH�
6�*�$�&��HVWDEOLVKHV�WKDW�WKH�HQIRUFHPHQW�RI�RXWVLGH�RUJDQL]DWLRQV·�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�
falls within the jurisdiction of the Election Commission.  
 
Additionally, it is explicitly stated throughout the Election Regulations of the 
S.G.A.C. that the Judicial Court shall be the only entity to overrule the Election 
&RPPLVVLRQ·V�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�UHJXODWLRQV�� 
 

1. 9�6�*�$�&�������������´7KHVe regulations are subject to interpretation only 
by the Election Commissioner and are subject to review only by the Student 
Government Judicial Court. Additionally, any liberties of interpretation 
given specifically to the Election Commissioner are subject to review by the 
6WXGHQW�*RYHUQPHQW�-XGLFLDO�&RXUW�µ� 
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2. 9� 6�*�$�&�� ����������� ´7KH� RQO\� HQWLW\� WKDW� PD\� JUDQW� UHSULHYH� GXH� WR�
extenuating circumstances from any penalties incurred due to a violation 
of the rules and regulations outlined in Title V, Chapter 601 is the SGA 
-XGLFLDO�&RXUW�µ� 

3. 9�6�*�$�&�������������G���´&DQGLGDWHV�ZKR�DUH�GLVTXDOLILHG�DW�OHDVW�VHYHQ�
(7) days prior to the start of voting may appeal that disqualification to the 
-XGLFLDO�&RXUW�LPPHGLDWHO\�µ 

 
Therefore, once the appellant was disqualified by the EC, the only way for the 
appellant to have had his disqualification reversed would have been by appeal to 
the Judicial Court.  
 
Moreover, the Class Councils advisor acknowledges that his ability to run is 
ultimately up to the EC and Judicial Court - ´WKLV� LV� QRW� RIILFLDO� DSSURYDO� RI�
eligibility to run, this is simply an approval from Class Councils that election 
commissioner and judicial court can use to inform their decision for approval or 
GHQLDOµ��,W�LV�DOVR�LPSRUWDQW�WR�QRWH�WKDW�WKH�SXUSRVe of the executive meeting was 
to allow the appellant to remain in his current role as Freshman Class President 
for the class of 2025. Their decision was provided to the EC only for her 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�DSSHOODQW·V�HOLJLELOLW\�WR�UXQ�DJDLQ� 
 

* * *  
 
External organizations choose to have their elections conducted by the Election 
Commission to be able to participate in a free and fair election that the Student 
Government Association seeks to facilitate. The appellant had the ability to seek 
reprieve due to extenuating circumstances through the Student Government 
Judicial Court but instead pursued another avenue to receive an exception by 
way of an appeal to the Class Councils Executive Board. While it was established 
through 72-01: David Cabrera Salas v Election Commissioner Schaffer that a 
mechanism for addressing extenuating circumstances should be in place, the 
Student Senate responded by granting that authority solely to the Judicial Court 
through the addition of V S.G.A.C. §601.1(4).  
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After reviewing all of the relevant facts, this Court finds that should a candidate 
choose to seek reprieve during elections, the authority to do so is entrusted solely 
to the Student Government Judicial Court and therefore the adjudication process 
cannot be tampered with or replaced by any other entity.  
 
In regard to the questions at hand, the court finds that (1) The EC applied the 
election regulations under the S.G.A.C. correctly and (2) by not accepting the 
H[FHSWLRQ�JUDQWHG�E\�&ODVV�&RXQFLOV��WKH�(&·V�GHFLVLRQ�WR�QRW place the appellant 
back on the ballot was valid. Therefore, the Student Government Judicial Court 
unanimously upholds the disqualification of the appellant. 
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