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MR. ASSOCIATE MATTHEW N. ROGOFF delivers the dissenting opinion of the Court, 

 

This appeal came before the Court to determine whether or not SGC-MMC’s Presidential/Vice-

Presidential ticket, Alejandro Castro and Phillip Koenig, was disqualified for the upcoming 

general elections.  

 

I. According to the SGC-MMC Election code, Section 6.04(b)(ii)(1) states that “ a candidate 

must file all registration documents with the Elections Commissioner on or before the deadline 

date and time designated by the Elections Commission”. Section 6.04(b)(ii)(2) also states that 

“All candidates must fill out and submit the following documents” – those documents being 

information that was found on the online application provided by the Elections Commission.  

 

Because Mr. Koenig failed to comply with this responsibility, we agree with the majority of the 

Court that Mr. Koenig’s application was denied rightfully. This decision, along with extensive 

historical practice should make it clear to future candidates that each individual must submit an 

application on their own behalf; regardless of the intention to run on a joint-ticket. 

 

II. In order to run as SGC-MMC President, Section 6.04(a)(vi)(1) states that “Individuals 

running for President and Vice-President shall pair up” – this statue says that a presidential 

candidate must have a running mate in order to be considered a ticket.  

 

According to Section 6.04(a)(vii) “The Elections Commission may declare any candidate 

ineligible to run for and hold office with a simple majority vote of the Board’s membership if a 

substantive error is found in the candidate’s qualifications, and this error is found to be the 

direct responsibility of the candidate.” 

 

It is our minority determination that the Elections Commission accurately followed the text of 

the relevant statues and constitutional provisions when making the initial and appellate decisions 

on Mr. Castro’s eligibility. The Commission did not create or interpret any provision of law and 

thus remained within their scope of authority. Mr. Castro failed to ensure that he had an eligible 

running mate required by Section 6.04(a)(vi)(1).  
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The Election Commission, per its exclusive authority, determined that Mr. Castro committed a 

substantive error by failing to ascertain an eligible running mate. It is not the function of this 

Court to question or overturn the opinion of a governing body, which has specialized knowledge 

about the subject at hand, without particularized constitutional grounds for doing so. The 

Election Commission operated in a constitutional and lawful manner completely within the 

bounds of the procedures, statutes, and laws they are instructed to follow; consequently this 

Court should have exercised its discretion and yielded to the Commissions’ rulings. To provide 

relief in this instance, overstepped the Court’s jurisdiction under Article V Section 4(a) of the 

constitution.   

 

III. Furthermore, we opine that Mr. Castro was not permitted to avail himself of Section 

6.04(b)(i)(4). This part of the statutes indicates that “If, after the closing of the application 

period, a candidate for Student Body President or Vice President has not qualified, has been 

disqualified, or has withdrawn, then the remaining candidate may submit the name of a 

replacement candidate to the Elections Commissioner, and this replacement candidate must be 

qualified by the Elections Commissioner by 5:00 P.M. two (2) weeks before the General 

Election.”  

 

This provision applies only when one member of a ticket is qualified and the other is not. As 

aforementioned, Mr. Castro was not a qualified candidate prior to the Court issuing its majority 

decision and was not a qualified candidate “by 5:00 P.M. two (2) weeks before the General 

Election” because he committed a substantive error.  

 

While from a policy perspective holding one individual responsible for the mistakes of another 

may seem unfair on its face, such is the nature of politics. Candidates run together on joint-

tickets so they may reap the benefits of having an interconnected running-mate. 

A candidate cannot have their cake and eat it too. 

 

It is so ordered.    

 

 

 

 

 

 


