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The Supreme Court received two complaints from Mr. Johnathan Martinez Calderon against the
Graduate House of Representatives alleging a violation of our Governing Documents. The two

complaints have been consolidated into this opinion. The hearing for these complaints was
postponed to the fall 25 semester. A virtual hearing was held on September 3%, 2025.

The complaints were:

1-

The Graduate House violated the Student Government Code of Laws by organizing an
event (titled “Brewing Democracy”) with an attendance limit of 35 students. The
alleged violation was of Article V, Section A-4 of the Graduate House Rules of
Procedures established in the Code of Laws.

The Graduate House violates the Student Government Code of Laws by holding its
biweekly meetings in the Graduate Commons. As this space is limited to a card access
and allows entry for graduate students only, it limits access to all undergraduate
students and members of the public. This is an alleged violation of Article V, Section
A-4 of the Graduate House Rules of Procedures established in the Code of Laws.

For these complaints, we hold that:

1-

The Graduate House did not violate our Code of Laws by restricting the attendance to
its Brewing Democracy event to 35. Each Student Government branch may continue
to hold events with an attendance capacity as long as the available spots are available
to all students.

The Graduate House does not violate our Code of Laws by holding its regular meetings
in the Graduate Commons as it has established measures to allow access to all members
of the public to these meetings. The House may continue to hold its meetings in the
Graduate Commons.



A detailed explanation of our decision is found in the opinion below. We have also established
guidance on when events with limited attendance may start to infringe upon the right of students
to be able to attend Student Government events (see section I-C).

Chief Justice Hanzala delivered the majority opinion for a unanimous court, in which Justices
Hernandez and Karki joined. Justices Nguyen and Downey did not take part in this decision.
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Chief Justice Hanzala delivered the majority opinion of the court.

We received two complaints from petitioner Mr. Martinez Calderon against the Graduate House
of Representatives. The complaints were received on April 25" but the case was postponed until
the fall semester. We held a hearing on September 3™, 2025, which was attended by both Mr.
Calderon and House Leader Soomro.

The reason we postponed proceedings of the case was due to the timing of the complaint. By the
time the complaint was filed, the legislative branch had adjourned for the semester. This meant
that no meetings were going to be held until the fall semester. The Court had also adjourned for
the semester. The complaint was not of an urgent nature, as any decision by the court would not
impact on any proceedings until the fall semester.

I — Attendance Limits at Student Government Events.

A

In the first complaint, Mr. Calderon alleged that the Graduate House was violating our Code of
Laws when it held its “Brewing Democracy” event. The event had a limit of 35 attendees. The
petitioner alleged that the “artificial limitation on attendance, despite the meeting being
advertised as a Student Government event, is a violation of the governing principles that ensure
open and equitable access to Student Government activities. Such restrictions contradict the
inclusive and participatory nature of Student Government, as mandated by its Constitution and
Bylaws.” The petitioner alleged that this was a direct violation of Article V, Section A-4 of the
Graduate House Rules of Procedure established in the Code of Laws. The petitioner requested us
to find this a violation of our Code of Laws, and rule that Student Government “meetings and
events be explicitly prohibited form placing participation caps unless justified through
coordination with University Safety or Facility protocols.” The petitioner asked us to “issue a
directive requiring the Graduate House to publicly clarify and reaffirm its commitment to open
and accessibility in student Government.



B

We disagree with the alleged violation of the Code. Article V, Section A-4 of the Graduate House
Rules of Procedure states:

“All Graduate House meetings shall be open to the public.”

The event Brewing Democracy was indeed open to all students. Putting an attendance limit on
events does not violate this clause, as those limited spots are still universally available to all
students.

The complaint, however, goes beyond just the “open to all students” aspect of the event. The
petitioner alleges that putting in “artificial limitation on attendance .... is a violation of the
governing principles that ensure open and equitable access to Student Government activities.”
We reject this argument.

The House Leader explained during the hearing that they set a limit of 35 because that is the
capacity of the room the event was taking place in. The Leader further explained that the event
was at half capacity and still had a few open spots left. Therefore, there were spots still open for
more students to join if they needed to.

If we were to rule that limits cannot be placed on Student Government events, then the ability of
Student Government to hold events would cease to exist. Where would we draw the line? Would
all events be only allowed at facilities that can accommodate all 40,000+ students at Texas State
University (there isn’t a facility to accommodate this on campus) to ensure “equitable” access to
all of them? Would the Senate not be able to hold their events at places with a triple digit
attendance limit? The problems with that ruling would be endless. Would each event need
resources to be able to handle thousands of students? If the events had snacks, would we require
enough snacks available for all 40,000+ potential attendees?

The other option would be to find that the room — only able to hold 35 people — was infringing
upon the “equitable” access, and that we would require the House to organize events in rooms
with a bigger capacity. We do not find the need to do so. This is especially applicable with the
fact that the event was never at capacity.

Allowing attendance limits to events is the more practical and pragmatic approach. We are also
avoiding setting a minimum standard attendance limit because that needs to be decided on an
event-by-event basis.

Furthermore, there is nothing in the Code that enables us to set a minimum attendance limit on
these events. As co-equal branches of Student Government, we cannot force another branch to
conduct its events in a certain matter unless they violate some clause or provision of the Code.
Setting a limit of 35 people in an event that was never at full capacity is not one.



If the Student Body becomes unhappy with the spots available within these events, they may
approach their representatives in the legislature to pass legislation and put in a minimum
attendance requirement in the Code of Laws. Until that happens, the Court cannot enforce a
clause that does not exist.

We find that attendance limits don’t violate the “open fo the public” clause of our Code. The
Legislative and Executive branches may hold events with whatever capacity they see fit. The
branch that organizes each event would be the best judge of how many people they can handle,
as they would have the best knowledge of the appropriate resources available to them for these
events. The Supreme Court does not. We cannot appropriately judge what attendance each event
can handle unless we are the ones organizing it. We leave it up to the appropriate judgement of
our co-equal branches.

Therefore, the Brewing Democracy event was not a violation of the Code of Laws.

C

The only requirement for each Graduate House event is the one that is mentioned in the Code,
that it be “open to all students.” However, we do want to emphasize one aspect of the attendance
limits.

While the number of spots would be judged by the respective branch that is organizing the event,
we recommend that each branch be cognizant of the attendance figures. That is, if the event that
they hold has a capacity of 50 (an arbitrary hypothetical in this example), but the interested
number of students exceeded that by a reasonably excessive amount, then the branch try to hold
similar events in a space with a bigger capacity. So, if the events start filling up and reaching
attendance limit, we encourage the branches to hold future events in bigger spaces so that
students who may have missed out on them but are intending to be involved can be
accommodated as well. If the branches continue to fail to do so, and that failure is not because of
resource limitation or other organizational limitation, then that may very well start to infringe
upon the “open to the public” clauses of our Code of Laws. We are not ruling on whether it
would or not in this opinion, nor are we making any precedent setting requirement in this section
of the opinion. But we may take up a complaint on this subject again if that does start to happen
and may make a ruling on the matter.

Until then, the court is holding that each branch may set a limit of whatever they decide is best
for whatever event they hold, as long as the spots are “open to all students.”

IT — Graduate House meetings in the Graduate Commons

A

The second complaint was regarding the biweekly meetings of the Graduate House. The House
conducts its regular meetings in the Graduate Commons. The room — Alkek 310 — has a card
access and is open to all graduate students only.



The petitioner alleges that “by hosting meetings in a space that is not accessible to undergraduate
students or the general public, the Graduate House of Representatives has created an unfair
barrier to participation.” The petitioner also states that “Student Government events, including
meetings, are intended to be open and accessible to all students, and limiting attendance based on
location violates these principles.” The petitioner alleges that this is a violation of Article V
Section A-4 of the Graduate House of Representatives Rules of Procedures as established in our
Code of Laws.

B

We disagree with the complaint. Article V, Section A-4 of the Graduate House Rules of
Procedure states:

’

“All Graduate House meetings shall be open to the public.’

We acknowledge that the Graduate Commons has limited access to Graduate students only.
While the primary purpose of the Graduate House is to serve its constituents — the Graduate
Students — its meetings still need to be open to the undergraduate students and the public.

Despite hosting its meetings in the Graduate Commons, the House goes into painstaking
measures to make sure that it complies with the Code and that everyone has access to its
meetings. During the hearing, the House Leader informed us that the meetings are open to
everyone on zoom. Furthermore, the door of the Graduate Commons is also open during their
meetings, and anyone can walk in the Graduate Commons and attend their meetings. In cases
that the door is closed due to excessive external noise, the House pays close attention to it, and
anyone who knocks or waves at them and intends to attend the meetings is allowed to do so.
Therefore, these meetings are indeed open to the public and are in compliance with the
requirement that they “shall be open to the public.”

While the Supreme Court is an appropriate avenue to remedy any violations of our Student
Government governing documents, we encourage petitioners to research about the alleged
violations before they pursue a remedy via the court. Sometimes, like in this instance, the alleged
defendants may already be taking measures to ensure that they are in compliance with our
Governing Documents, and all a petitioner needs to do is contact them.

The House takes appropriate existing measures to ensure that its meetings are open, despite
being in the Graduate Commons. Furthermore, the Graduate Commons is an appropriate place
for the Graduate Legislative branch to meet at. The House may continue to meet in the Graduate
Commons as long as it continues to ensure that the meetings are open to the public.

It is so ordered...



