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A Notice of Complaint was filed with the Supreme Court by Mr. 

Cody DeSalvo concerning an accused violation of S.G.C. Title 

VI, Chapter, 200, Article 7, Section 3, Article 7, Section 11, and 

Article II, Section 1(i) which requires the Chairperson of the 

Senate to transmit a full attendance record to the Senate 

Leader and Senate Parliamentarian each Friday.  Mr. DeSalvo 

argued that the Senate Parliamentarian has oversight of the 

Senate Attendance Policy and is intitled to certain information 

including the attendance record and types of excused absences. 

Mr. DeSalvo claims the Chairperson of the Senate, the Student 

Body Vice President Andrew Florence, failed to provide 

adequate attendance records and information he is intitled to 

by statute. 

The Notice of Complaint provided a clear citation of the 

violation and presented several 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 October 19th 

and testimony was recorded by both the Complainant and 

Respondent, along with the Respondent’s Counsel.  

Held: The Vice President has not been reporting a proper 

attendance record to the Senate Parliamentarian and Senate 

Leader on time and in accordance with statute. The Senate 

Parliamentarian and Senate Leader are entitled by law to an 

attendance record that contains specific elements including 

Senators present, absent, tardy and type of excused absence 

filed with the Vice President. (see page 4 for the final court 

order). 

Chief Justice FRANK CADOREE delivered the Majority 

Opinion of the Court in which Justices WOSNIG AND 
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MALCOM joined. Justice GUILHAS was recused from the case and 

therefore cannot register an opinion.  

I. Judicial Interpretation 

During arguments, the Respondent’s Counsel, Attorney 

General Corey Benbow argued a narrow interpretive doctrine 

for the Court and questioned Court’s ability to interpret the 

Student Government Code of Laws. Attorney General Benbow 

stated that “…the Court must read…in black and white of the 

text.” If adopted this assertion would limit the Court’s ability to 

resolve conflicts of interpretation and reduce the tools available 

to the Court to remedy cases that come before it. In some cases, 

a narrow interpretive construction may be required, especially 

where statute is very specific, or language is constructed very 

clearly or when issues of separation of powers occur. However, 

where ambiguity exists in the law and it results in conflict, the 

Court has a duty to respond with a remedy and is 

constitutionally empowered to do so through its power to 

interpret the law.1 2 The Court rejects the assertion by the 

Attorney General and rejects a narrow limitation of its power 

to interpret the words and meaning of an Act. S.G. 

Constitution Article VIII, Section 2(c) provides that “The 

Supreme Court is the final interpreter of all legislative or 

policy instruments under this constitution for the Student 

Government.”  

In fact, the extent of establishing the Court’s role in 

interpreting Rules of Law, the Court shall measure its role in 

interpreting the law to provide coherent and consistent results 

from the judiciary.3 In disagreeing with this, the Court is 

empowered to provide statutory interpretation using 

definitions of words and construction of statute to help guide 

judicial interpretations. In some cases, there is ambiguity or 

vagueness in the words of the statute and must be resolved by 

the courts. To find the meaning of the law the courts may use 

various tools and method of interpretation including 

Dictionaries, Past Precedence, Legislative History, and in some 

limited cases rulings from Courts of the United States.  

II. Parliamentarian Oversight 

The Court sets out to define the meaning of the word 

“oversight” in relation to Title VI, Chapter 200, Article VII, 

 
1 S.G. Constitution Article VIII, Section 2 
2 S.G. Constitution Article VIII, Section 2(g) 
3 S.G.C Title VII, Chapter 200, Article IV, Section 3   
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Section 1. The Court defines this meaning as a watchful and 

responsible care, and regulatory supervision. As the Senate 

Parliamentarian derives its power of oversight from the 

Student Government Code of Laws, they are granted 

regulatory supervision in ensuring the proper execution of the 

Attendance Policy. The Parliamentarian is entitled to 

information that permits him to perform this oversight 

function for the attendance policy. 

 

 

III. Attendance Record 

Given the Senate Parliamentarian’s oversight role he is 

entitled, under the law, to a comprehensive attendance record 

with elements including who are present, tardy, absent and 

types of excused absences, while avoiding any information that 

may be in violation of University Policies, and Laws and Rules 

established by the various Branches of the United States 

Government and Texas Government. This must be reported to 

the Senate Leader and Senate Parliamentarian every Friday.4 

 
4 Title VI, Chapter 200, Article VII, Section 11 
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It is the order of the Court that the Senate Chairperson must 

make sure that the Senate Clerk keeps adequate records of 

present, absent, tardy, and type of excused absences. And that 

this record must be given to the Senate Leader and Senate 

Parliamentarian each Friday going forward so that proper 

oversight is implemented.  

Until legislation is passed to provide exactly the form of the 

attendance record it falls on the Senate Clerk to establish what 

the record will look like, but it must include the various 

elements of what the Court establishes should be in the 

attendance record.  

Additionally, to ensure proper oversight the Chairperson in 

conjunction with the Senate Clerk must affix the elements of 

what the Court defines as adequate attendance record to past 

records and provide it to the Senate Leader and Senate 

Parliamentarian within seventy-two (72) hours of this order. 

 

It is so ordered… 

 


