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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 
Petitioners Mady Womack and Chance Maginness request that a writ of certiorari be granted to review the Elections Commission’s (hereinafter referred to as “the Commission”) decision to bar senatorial candidates who did not receive a score of 80% on the Elections Quiz, on their first “try”, from running in the April 2017 Student Senate Election (hereinafter referred to as “the election.”) Given that the Commission exists to ensure equity in elections and access to Student Senate, and some ambiguity exists within the Student Senate Rules and Regulations regarding the Elections Quiz, it is appropriate for the Court to deliver a ruling on this important matter. The election is quickly approaching, and accordingly, it is of the utmost necessity that this is done in a timely manner. With these considerations in mind, the Court is being called upon to answer the following question:

1. Does the Commission have the power under Section VII of Student Senate Rules and Regulations to bar senatorial candidates from running in the 2017 Spring General Election, if they did not receive a score of 80% on the Elections Quiz on their first “try”?

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The Commission has invalidated candidates from the Student Senate coalitions OneKU and Onward, on the grounds that they did not receive a score of 80% or higher on the Elections Quiz on their first “try” of taking the quiz. Onward’s Macie Evans completed the quiz on March 13th, and OneKU’s Ethan Scharf completed the quiz on March 27th. Soon following each of these respective “tries,” the Commission’s Compliance Chair, Harrison Baker (hereinafter referred to as “the respondent,”) informed the two potential candidates that they would not be eligible to run in the election because they did not receive a score of 80% on the quiz. This constitutes an injury to both petitioners in a number of ways, which are listed as follows: 
1. The coalitions led by both petitioners have a lesser ability to provide effective outreach within the constituencies that these candidates would seek to represent. Accordingly, students from these constituencies are less likely to vote. Those that do vote would be making a less informed choice in the election, which could damage the petitioners even further.
2. Both petitioners will likely receive less votes in their efforts to become Student Body President without the support of these candidates on the ballot. 
The Court of Appeals has full jurisdiction to issue this writ. It is “the primary arbiter of all disputes arising under the the application of Student Senate Rules and Regulations” (SSRR 4.1). Accordingly, the Court has the authority to overrule substantive and procedural decisions made by parties at any level of Student Senate through judicial review (SSRR 4.1.1). The Commission’s procedural decision to bar Ethan Scharf and Macie Evans from running in the election clearly falls under this authority. In relation to the question posed to the Court, the Court possesses original jurisdiction.
Student Senate Rules and Regulations do not specify that the Elections Commission can invalidate candidates for not meeting a particular score threshold on the Elections Quiz. There are two specific rules within Student Senate Rules and Regulations Article VII (hereinafter referred to as the “Elections Code”) which pertain to the Elections Quiz. These are listed as follows:
1. SSRR 7.3.5.11 states that the Commission shall develop an Elections Quiz for students interested running in the election who are unable to attend the informational meetings offered by the Commission. Attending an informational meeting or completion of the quiz is a mandatory requirement for eligibility to run in the election.
2. SSRR 7.5.7.1.8.1 reaffirms the aforementioned requirement. It also establishes a deadline for the completion of the quiz, stating that quizzes must be completed by the Monday three weeks prior to the election. 
On March 7th, 2017, following the final informational meeting offered by the Commission the previous day, the quiz was made public through a Facebook post on the Commission’s official page. The following new restrictions, not codified within Student Senate Rules and Regulations, were established by the Commission: 
1. An score of 80% is required to “pass.”
2. Each student who takes the quiz only receives one “try.”
These new restrictions were also made available in an email the Commission sent through Rock Chalk Central on March 13th, 2017. As aforementioned, Onward’s Macie Evans completed the quiz on this day, yet received a score below 80%. After being informed that she would not be able to run, Ms. Evans corresponded with the respondent, who refused her request to retake the test. Ms. Evans then informed Petitioner Maginness about the situation. The petitioner then corresponded with the Elections Commission, citing the inequities that would arise for this decision to bar Ms. Evans from running and asking them to reconsider. The respondent, again, refused. On March 27th, OneKU’s Ethan Scharf. On March 30th, the respondent notified Ethan Scharf that he would be ineligible to run in the election due to his score. After relaying this information to petitioner Womack, this petitioner placed a telephone call to the respondent in an attempt to get him to reconsider the decision. The respondent declined, and relayed information that candidates from Onward and a third coalition, KUnited, had also been barred from participation in the election due to their quiz scores. 
	The Elections Code charges the Commission with enforcing all regulations outlined in the Student Senate Rules and Regulations (SSRR 7.3.5.2), and the restrictions created and enforced by the respondent are not listed anywhere within the Student Senate Rules and Regulations. The only thing that the Commission is tasked with doing regarding the quiz is developing the quiz (SSRR 7.3.5.11) and ensuring that candidates running in the election have completed the quiz by the Monday three weeks prior to the election (SSRR 7.5.7.1.8.1). If the deadline is a concern, the respondent’s email to Ethan Scharf came on March 30th, which would be after the deadline and too late for him to fix. Setting an arbitrary score threshold and not allowing retakes is not consistent with these rules. Since the only thing tasked of interested candidates is “completion” of the quiz, and both Ethan Scharf and Macie Evans both completed the quiz and turned in all of the other requisite paperwork necessary to run in the election, there are no grounds within Student Senate Rules and Regulations for barring these students. Even if the Commission’s interpretation of “completion” means that interested candidates must obtain some arbitrary score not defined within the rules, who is to say that they cannot then learn from their mistakes and retake the quiz? The Commission is permitted to use its best judgment to respond to discrepancies and omissions in the Elections Code (SSRR 7.3.5.9). However, in the context of this case, the lack of the kinds of regulations pertaining to the quiz which the respondent has put in place do not constitute such an omission. The Elections Code is enacted in order to ensure the most favorable possible atmosphere for the exercise of the students’ right to vote (SSRR 7.1.1). Such onerous restrictions upon students interested in running for office has already measurably decreased student participation in the elections, which in turn will decrease the quality of the voting atmosphere. The respondent’s actions have not only caused injury to the petitioners, but to the atmosphere of the election as a whole. 

AMPLIFICATION OF THE CASE
The respondent’s decisions to implement restrictions on the Elections Quiz creates unfair disadvantages for the petitioners in the upcoming election. Their ability to provide effective outreach is diminished within the constituencies of the invalidated candidates. Were either of the petitioners to win the election, they would not be able to represent these constituencies as effectively. Furthermore, the absence of these potential candidates from their respective coalitions adversely affects all future collective actions they may take. 
	During the Elections Code revisions made during full senate on February 15th, the respondent stated that it was their goal to ensure equity in the election. The restrictions placed on the Elections Quiz seem inconsistent with this stated goal. Barring participation based upon restrictions not found in the Student Senate Rules and Regulations does not ensure equal access to the election. Rather, it privileges those with a background in Student Senate. Students should at least have the opportunity to correct their mistakes. The Preamble to the Student Senate Rules and Regulations states that “the Student Senate shall work to further the cultural, social, and political growth of KU students,” and that it “shall work to increase access and input in University policy decisions,” which is enabled through allowing students to participate in governance (SSRR 1.2). 
Granting the Commission the power to enforce rules and regulations not found within the Elections Code sets a dangerous precedent. If they are empowered to impose additional restrictions in regards to these particular filing requirements, they could also potentially intervene outside of the rules defined by the Elections Code when imposing sanctions on coalitions, when tabulating ballots, or when defining other campaign regulations. These abuses of power exist outside the mandate granted to the Commission by the Elections Code. 
The Court of Appeals exists within a carefully constructed system of checks and balances. During the elections, they must maintain the balance of power between the Senate, who makes the rules, those running in the election, who must follow the rules, and the Commission, who is responsible for operating the elections as they are empowered to within the Elections Code (SSRR 7.3.1). The Commission should not generate new restrictions on students participating in the election independently of the code. Although as aforementioned they are permitted to respond to discrepancies and omissions in the code, this power is not intended to allow them to indiscriminately impose regulations which bar students from participating in the elections. 
The petitioners request that the Court grant the writ of certiorari to provide relief and maintain a balance of power between the entities under the umbrella of Student Senate.
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