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   A Notice of Complaint was filed with the Supreme 

Court by Mr. Colton Halter concerning an accused violation of 

the Student Government Constitution Article VI, Section 11 

and Article VI, Section 27. Mr. Halter claims the Student 

Body President and Chairperson of the Senate the Student 

Body Vice President did not adequately upload the final votes 

of legislation that connect Senators to their votes was 

uploaded to the Student Government website, and what was 

uploaded to the website does not fit what the Constitution is 

referencing. 

  

The Notice of Complaint provided a clear citation of the 

violation and presented a number of critical questions for the 

Court. As a result, Chief Justice Frank Cadoree and Associate 

Justices Wosnig, Guilhas, and Malcom agreed to grant a 

hearing on the case. A hearing date was set for December 3, 

and testimony was recorded by both the Complainant and 

Respondents. 

 

The Court embraced a number of subjects to deal with the 

Student Government Constitution's conflicts and ambiguity. 

The Court's Main Opinion is issued below. (see page 6 for the 

final court order).  

Held: The Constitution's transparency requirements the 

posting of a final voting record that connects a Senator to 

their vote. The Constitution's anti-discrimination clause 



requires that said record be easily accessible to students with 

disabilities, including hard of hearing and deaf students – 

making the posting of meeting recordings unacceptable for 

this purpose. The President or a designee must make sure all 

final votes of legislation connecting the Senator's vote are 

displayed on the Student Government website in the 

timeframe required by the Student Government Constitution. 

Chief Justice FRANK CADOREE delivered the Majority  

Opinion of the Court in which Justices WOSNIG,  

GUILHAS, AND MALCOM joined.  

  

       Opinion  

I. Constitutional Transparency Requirements 

 

While both the respondent and Complainant make complex 

arguments for each side of their case, this Court has 

determined that at its core, there is a simple question before 

us: Does the Student Government Constitution and Code of 

Laws grant students the right to easily accessible information 

about how their representatives have voted on specific 

legislative items? This Court believes they do.  

 

Transparency is baked in as a core value of Student 

Government early in the Constitution. Article II – Ethical 

Standards of Student Government, Section 1(d) of the 

Constitution provides that the Student Government must 

"Recognizing and supporting the students' right to know the 

affairs of the university and Student Government." In reading 

this provision of the Constitution, the Court sees an 

affirmative, proactive requirement to read the Constitution 

under a strict set of principles whereby the organization is 

obligated to conduct its business in the most transparent and 

accessible way possible. The Court sees in this provision an 

enforceable requirement toward openness about the affairs of 

the organization. Information should not be difficult to access, 

difficult to understand, or made available to only specific 

segments of the student body. 

 



The Constitution and Code of Laws are not hyper-specific 

about how this transparency is to be achieved; Article VI, 

Article VI, Section 11 states, "Final votes on all legislation are 

to be conducted by roll call, except legislative amendment 

voting which may be conducted with a vote by voice or another 

such method the Senate decides. Roll call votes are to be 

recorded in such a way that the vote can be connected to the 

member who cast it." Furthermore, Article VI, Section 27 of 

the Constitution states, "All proceedings will be documented, 

including final votes of legislation, which must be made public 

within three days after the meeting." It is clear that the 

Constitution envisions that "final votes on legislation" must 

be recorded connecting the Senator to the vote they cast and 

that in section 27 those "final votes of legislation" are placed 

are made available within three (3) days. The SG Constitution 

has a similar requirement for the House. 

 

Not only does the Constitution Article VI Section 27 requires 

that meeting information including all "final votes of 

legislation" be made available to the public within three (3) 

days. This Court believes that the term in Section 27 "be 

made available" in the section is a proactive requirement for 

publication of this information – rather than a passive 

requirement that the Student Government respond to request 

information. As a result, the Student Government must 

publish their voting records within three days; logically, the 

best most public place that provides for this would be the 

Student Government website.  

 

The Constitution requires that the Senate and House keep a 

record of their votes with a specific requirement that their 

names are connected to their votes.  

 

This principle of transparency is a primary tenant of 

democratic governance. Fundamentally, the people who elect 

their representatives have a right to know how their 

representatives vote and stand on specific issues. This basic 

idea is one we all take for granted in our modern world. 

Nevertheless, it is not something we should take for granted 

in Texas State Student Government.  

 



When this Court represents its opinions, we as Justices affix 

our names to each document, knowing full well that we might 

be called on the carpet for our actions. We might be criticized 

in the press. Students may protest against our decisions. 

However, these are a consequence of free, transparent, 

democratic societies. Why should the student representatives 

be held to a different standard? 

 

This Court finds they should not. Their votes should be a 

matter of public record that effortlessly connects the vote to 

the person who cast it. This information should be easily 

accessible and take every effort to cater to students with 

disabilities.  

 

II. Interpretive and Relief Power of the Supreme Court  

 

This Court should never legislate from the bench, just like the 

Supreme Court is bound not to mix the powers' separation in 

the US. Unlike the US Constitution, the Student Government 

Constitution provides that this Court many "…provide relief 

and remedy to issues deemed actionable under its 

jurisdiction," which does permit this Court the ability to 

remedy a dispute in a way that adheres to basic rules of 

fairness. In this context, relief means the Court can order 

steps to correct an error and remedy breakdowns through 

reasonable judicial commands issued in our orders. This is not 

legislating from the bench. This is a standard judicial tool to 

correct errors or wrongs under our Constitution and make all 

those adversely affected by illegal or unconstitutional actions. 

When the written law is ambiguous, we must give the law 

form and structure: to settle cases and controversies and bring 

about just and democratic outcomes whenever possible. Doing 

so is not legislative from the bench. It is exercising our 

judicial authority, and the differences between the Student 

Government Constitution and the US Constitution are 

intentional to provide easier avenues for resolution of Student 

Government disputes.  

 

When this Court hears an issue where the text of the 

Constitution or law is unclear or ambiguous, we must use the 

context of the provision within the greater text, look to past 



precedent, examine authors intent, or identify historical and 

real-world parallel practices that are applicable. This is not an 

unreasonable way to settle complicated disputes and is 

common for the real Supreme Court.  

 

III. The Voting Record 

 

The respondents contend they complied with the Constitution 

by making the Senate meeting recordings available. On the 

recordings, you can listen to them and find a record of votes 

connected to Senators. The posting of these recordings 

happened only after the complaint before us had been filed 

with the Court. Since this Court already issued orders to 

make those recording public weeks before and since the case 

before the Court now centers around the impact of other 

provisions of the Constitution, we need to address if the 

recordings are sufficient under the Constitution and code of 

laws.  

 

We do not believe that it is sufficient for several reasons. We 

will highlight two here. First of which is that the recording is 

not usable by the deaf and is not ideal for the hard of hearing. 

The Constitution Article I, Section 3, provides that our rules 

cannot adversely affect people with disabilities. Posting an 

audio version of the voting record does not satisfy the 

disability protections of the Constitution. Secondly, the 

burden of listening to an hour or more of meetings to 

understand how a Senator voted makes the recording a 

problematic and less than ideal tool for transparency.  

 

 

IV. Relevant Evidence 

 

During the hearing, the Respondents presented evidence to 

explain the Complainant motivations on why he brought them 

to the Supreme Court. The evidence for this was the 

Complainant's resignation letter from the Senate, a 

Screenshot of a tweet on Twitter from 2019, and another 

Screenshot of the Complainant's Twitter handle that was no 

longer his Twitter handle. Most of the evidence to show the 

Complainant's motivation came from his Impeachment 



Hearing, in which one of the Respondents was a sponsor of the 

Impeachment Articles. The Court saw little to no connection 

of this evidence to the subject matter. The case is about 

Senator's votes and the student body's right to know. Going 

forward, the Court will establish what evidence is relevant. 

Any Court may exclude irrelevant evidence if its probative 

value is substantially outweighed by a danger of one or more 

of the following: confusing the issues, misleading the Court, 

undue delay, wasting time, has no bearing on the case at 

hand, or personal gain.  

 

None of these terms are applicable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Court Order 

 

The Court finds that the final vote of legislation, connecting a 

Senator with their vote as mentioned in Article VI, Section 7, 

and Section 27, are the same record and must be made 

available for the public within the three-day timeframe 

required by the Constitution. The record format should 

accommodate students with disabilities and easily connect the 

Senator with their vote cast. Also, the record should be clear, 

accessible, and generally conform to basic ideas of 

transparency.   

 

The Student Government Constitution gives all Courts of the 

Judiciary the power to provide relief and remedy issues 

deemed actionable under its jurisdiction.1 

 

The Supreme Court orders that the final votes legislation that 

is easy to access, accounting for students with disabilities, is 

made available on the Student Government website must 

show the connecting Senator name to the vote they cast. 

Furthermore, all previous records must show how each 

 
1 Const. Article VIII, Section 2(g) 



Senator voted on final legislation. As a relief to the harm 

caused by not providing this information in the past, the 

Court Orders that this record must be posted on the Student 

Government Website by the start of the next Senate Session 

on January 26, 2021. 

 

It is so order… 


