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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 
Petitioner Harrison Baker requests that a writ of certiorari be granted to review the request for a permanent injunction that has been simultaneously filed with the Court of Appeals. 

QUESTIONS FOR REVIEW

1. Is Resolution 2017-303 under the jurisdiction of the Student Senate Court of Appeals?
2. Is it within the jurisdiction of the Student Senate Court of Appeals to repeal Resolution 2017-303?
3. Is it within the jurisdiction of the Student Senate Court of Appeals to issue a permanent injunction against Resolution 2017-303?





STATEMENT OF THE CASE

	In relation to the questions posed in the prior section the Court of Appeals has full jurisdiction over this matter; as an entity the Court may overrule the decisions of Student Senate, if petitioned to do so. This authority is not limited by the location of where the action came from or the time it was completed. Furthermore the writ of certiorari may be granted to review the judiciary’s actions in relation to “substantive” appeals of the decisions of the student government.

AMPLIFICATION OF THE CASE

[bookmark: _GoBack]	It is clear that the Court of Appeals has full jurisdiction to issue this writ of certiorari to be able to issue a permanent injunction against Resolution 2017-303. The Court of Appeals exists as an entity to place checks on the power of Student Senate and to maintain fairness and equity. It serves as “the primary arbiter of all disputes arising under the application of Student Senate Rules and Regulations” (S.S.R.R. 4.1). The procedural question of, “can the court issue a permanent injunction” is an important, and valid, question that is answered through application of their jurisdictional duties and responsibilities. The court may exercise full judicial authority and allow for this permanent injunction to maintain fair and equitable elections. A temporary injunction would not solve the issues outline in the petition for injunction as it would only stop the process for three days, as outlined in email correspondence with Chief Justice Pro Tempore Prendergast (see attached). Furthermore, the Court of Appeals has intervened in Student Senate Elections to maintain fairness and equity in the past. Historically the Court of Appeals has acted in ways that support the decisions of the Election Commission to maintain fairness such as upholding the decision to remove an entire coalition from being allowed to run in general elections due to a massive breach in the rules that govern the elections. More recently in the Maginness vs. Summers decision an injunction was issued, that lasted longer than three days, to push back the timeline of the general election. This decision mentioned how, “Student Senate as a whole exists on a foundation of checks and balances” (see attached).
	By granting this writ of certiorari and evaluating the benefits of issuing a permanent injunction against Resolution 2017-303 the Court of Appeals would be exercising its powers of judicial review to allow the Elections Commission to be able to complete its duties free from the distortion caused by a resolution that blatantly goes against the Student Senate Rules and Regulations.
	No matter the reasoning behind the empowerment of the resolution in such a way the Court of Appeals should act upon this substantive procedural decision by the general session of the Student Senate. Due to the nature of the resolution, and the impact that it could have on the student body it should not be allowed to continue in its current form. The injunction would not prevent a new resolution from being passed through the Student Senate to be placed on the ballot, but it would prevent this particular resolution from distorting the results and potentially allowing a minority of students to dictate what the majority must do.
	
	


