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FROM THE 

UNIVERSITY ELECTIONS COMMISSION 
 

ELECTION RESULTS: WINTER 2016 CENTRAL 

STUDENT GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS 

April 1, 2016 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 Once certified by the Commission, this report 
announces the official results of the Winter 2016 CSG 
Elections. This report incorporates the accompanying 
spreadsheet showing the number of votes cast for each 
candidate, weighted votes received by each candidate, 
exception ballots, and final vote totals including penalties 
assessed for demerits.  

Results 

President 

1. David Schafer 

Executive Vice President 

1. Micah Griggs 

UMPD Oversight 

1. Olivia Furano 
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College of Engineering Assembly Representatives 

1. Cheryl Zhang 
2. Atakan Tin 
3. Tania Haddad 
4. Kathryn “Katy” Culver 
5. Noah Fidel 
6. Seth Miller 
7. Kimberly Cusmano 
8. Christopher McDonald 
9. Rachel Ryan 
10. Alexander Brewster 
11. Samantha Meister 

College of Literature, Science and the Arts Assembly 
Representatives 

1. Arlyn Reed 
2. Alex Contis 
3. Nadine Jawad 
4. Patrick Mullan-Koufopoulos 
5. Max Rothman 
6. Craig Motola 
7. Eli Schrayer 
8. Pratik Joshi 
9. Edward “Teddy” Gotfredson, Jr. 
10. Noah Betman 
11. Elizabeth “Tucci” Jaffe 
12. Sheema Rehman 
13. Shamaila Ashraf 
14. Josh Martin 
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15. Austin Hatch 
16. Ali Rosenblatt 
17. Samantha “Sam” Kennedy 
18. Lakshman “Lucky” Mulpuri 
19. Caitlin Christian 
20. Joseph “Joe” Goldberg 
21. Andrew Simor 
22. Kathryn Graham 
23. Charles “Charlie” Callis 
24. Seth Schostak 

College of Pharmacy Assembly Representative 

1. Tommy Vu 

School of Public Policy Assembly Representative 

1. Joe Ambrose 

Rackham School of Graduate Studies Assembly 
Representatives 

1. Rianna Penn 
2. Trevis Harrold 
3. Andrew “Andy” Snow 
4. Jared Ferguson 
5. Ramon Martinez 
6. Andrew McAllister 
7. Jeffrey Pettibone 
8. Nate Samuelson 
9. Jim Harbaugh (DISQUALIFIED) 
10. Andrew Floyd 
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Disqualified candidates are not seated. The seat 
remains vacant and must be filled pursuant to the 
All Campus Constitution. 

Ross School of Business Assembly Representatives 

1. Omar Harb 
2. Sarah Wood 
3. Edvinas Berzanskis 
4. Jake Klein 

Law School Assembly Representative 

1. Rebecca Michael 

Medical School Assembly Representatives 

1. Whit Froehlich 
2. Husam Alghanem 

School of Art and Design Assembly Representative 

1. Abigail Zrike  

School of Dentistry Assembly Representative 

1. Alexander Ziegler 

School of Education Assembly Representative 

1. Francesca Ciaramitano 

School of Information Assembly Representative 

1. Benjamin Segal 
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School of Kinesiology Assembly Representative 

1. Sophia Baur-Waisbord 

School of Music, Theatre and Dance Assembly 
Representative 

1. Grace Bydalek 

School of Natural Resources and Environment Assembly 
Representative 

1. Chase Stone 

School of Nursing Assembly Representative 

1. John Shaver 

School of Public Health Assembly Representative 

1. Tala Dahbour 

School of Social Work Assembly Representative 

1. Kendall Johnson 

Taubman College of Architecture and Urban Planning 
Assembly Representative 

1. Brenna Thompson 
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Interpretive and Enforcement Decisions 

 The Election Code contains a variety of provisions that 
are not entirely clear and/or whose constitutionality is not 
certain. What follows are the Election Director’s decisions 
regarding the meaning and enforcement of those 
provisions relevant to these results. 

1. Names on the Ballot 

 Section (B)(4)(a)(iii) of the Election Code (Article VI of 
the Compiled Code), states: 

"No candidate may use a name on the ballot that 
is not her own. A candidate who wishes her 
nickname to appear on the ballot may spell her 
nickname in between her real first and last 
names." 

 Two candidates—Leo Zekelman and Joe Ambrose—
asked to appear on the ballot by a name other than their 
legal name, because going by that name forms an integral 
part of their personal identity. 

 The Code speaks in terms of "nicknames" and "real 
names," not in terms of "legal names." It is the 
interpretation of the Election Director that a shortened 
version of a full legal name, which is not adopted merely 
as a matter of personal preference but rather forms an 
integral part of a candidate's identity as a person, is a 
"real name" rather than a "nickname."  
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 This decision is motivated in part by the recent 
conclusion of the Commission that the canon of 
constitutional avoidance applies to the interpretation of 
the Election Code. Third Party Spending Opinion, UEC-
2016-W-002, *10-11 (March 7, 2016) (REESE, concurring) 
(speaking for a majority of the Commission). Forcing a 
student to choose between (1) appearing on the ballot 
under a name that the student sincerely believes is 
manifestly contrary to his or her identity and (2) not 
appearing on the ballot at all raises serious equal 
protection concerns under both the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article 
VIII, Section 10 of the All Campus Constitution. 
Cf. Obergefell v. Hodges, 135 S.Ct. 2584 (2015). 

2. Enforcement of Three-Vote Rule 

 Art. VI § (G)(1)(b) of the Compiled Code is 
unconstitutional under the All Campus Constitution. 
Because the All Campus Constitution binds the Election 
Director and the Commission, and its commands 
obviously supersede the Election Code, I therefore decline 
to enforce this provision for the reasons discussed in this 
section. 

 The All Campus Constitution establishes all of the 
requirements for holding an elected position in the 
Central Student Government Assembly. First, a 
candidate for office must be enrolled in the school or 
college he or she wishes to represent. All Campus 
Constitution, Art. I, § 4 (2010). Second, the candidate 
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must obtain a sufficient number of weighted votes to place 
him or her within the top n placing candidates in that 
school in a given election—where n is the total number of 
seats apportioned to the school. Id. at Art. II, § 2.  

 An example helps to make these requirements more 
concrete. Assume that the College of Literature, Science 
and the Arts (“LS&A”) has been apportioned 24 seats for 
the Winter 2016 elections. Assumer further that a 
candidate—let’s call him Bob—wishes to obtain one of 
those seats. To do so, Bob must (1) be enrolled in LS&A 
and (2) receive enough weighted votes in the Winter 2016 
elections to place him within the top 24 candidates for 
LS&A’s seats on the Assembly. If he does, the All Campus 
Constitution requires that he be named the winner and 
seated on the Assembly. 

 But the Assembly has now added an additional 
requirement to this list in the form of Art. VI § (G)(1)(b) of 
the Compiled Code. This provision requires that—in 
addition to fulfilling the above requirements—a candidate 
must “receive votes from at least three unique and eligible 
voters” in order to be eligible for a seat on the Assembly. 
Compiled Code, Art. VI § (G)(1)(b). Thus, even if Bob is 
enrolled in LS&A and even if the weighted votes he 
receives from only two voters are enough to place him 
among the top 24 candidates in the Winter 2016 elections, 
§ (G)(1)(b) would prohibit him from taking his seat in the 
Assembly.  
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 This is beyond the Assembly’s power. And it is by now 
well-established that legislative attempts to exceed their 
constitutional powers are void ab initio. See, e.g., Marbury 
v. Madison, 5 U.S. (1 Cranch) 137 (1803). 

 As discussed above, the All Campus Constitution sets 
out the requirements that a candidate must fulfill in 
order to be seated in the Assembly. Ante at 4. It is 
axiomatic that “the expression of one thing [in a legal 
text] implies the exclusion of others” not listed—or 
expressio unius est exclusio alterius for those fond of the 
Latin. SCALIA & GARNER, READING LAW: THE 

INTERPRETATION OF LEGAL TEXTS 107 (2012). In other 
words, the fact that the framers of the All Campus 
Constitution specified certain eligibility requirements for 
membership in the CSG Assembly suggests that those are 
the only requirements a candidate must satisfy. 
Moreover, the fact that the Assembly is expressly 
empowered to remove representatives under certain 
circumstances and to pass rules to govern internal 
procedures, All Campus Consitution, Art. II, § 4, but is 
nowhere empowered to establish additional hurdles that a 
candidate must surmount in order to be seated in the first 
place, suggests that the Assembly has no such power. 

 Indeed, when faced with a nearly identical problem, 
the United States Supreme Court reached the very 
conclusion that the petitioner urges today. In U.S. Term 
Limits, Inc. v. Thornton, 514 U.S. 779 (1995), the 
Supreme Court struck down an attempt by Arkansas to 
limit the number of terms an individual could serve in the 
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United States Congress. The Court explained that the 
listing of eligibility requirements in the federal 
Constitution was exclusive, and therefore that the States 
had no power to add additional requirements. See 
generally id. And the Court had previously concluded that 
even Congress has no power to impose additional 
eligibility requirements not listed in the Constitution as a 
condition of seating the winner of a federal election. 
Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 486 (1969). In addition to 
textual and historical arguments, the Thornton and 
Powell Courts also emphasized “ that allowing Congress 
to impose additional qualifications would violate that 
“fundamental principle of our representative democracy ... 
‘that the people should choose whom they please to govern 
them.’ ” Thornton, 514 U.S. at 793 (quoting Powell, 395 
U.S. at 547). 

 So too here: the Assembly is seeking to control whom 
the students at the University of Michigan may select to 
be their representatives. It should not be allowed to do so. 
The intentions behind this provision may be laudable—in 
the sense that they attempt to make sure a representative 
have some minimum level of popular support. But future 
uses of this power might not be so benign. An Assembly 
that is empowered to add to the eligibility requirements 
set forth in the All Campus Constitution could potentially 
gerrymander the requirements such that only its 
handpicked candidates could be elected.  

 That is not democracy. And that is why the framers of 
the All Campus Constitution wrote the eligibility 
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requirements for membership in the Assembly into the 
Constitution, rather than leaving their articulation to the 
Assembly itself. If the Assembly wishes to alter those 
requirements, it must do so through the constitutional 
amendment process.  

 Moreover, the All Campus Constitution guarantees to 
all students the equal protection of the laws. All Campus 
Constitution, Art. VIII, § 10. Since the 1960s, a 
fundamental part of this guarantee in American law has 
been the “one person, one vote” rule: the law ensures that 
no person’s vote is worth less than another person’s vote. 
See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964) (striking down 
a method of electoral districting that failed to roughly 
equalize the number of voters in each district). Art. VI § 
(G)(1)(b) of the Compiled Code violates this principle. 

 The operation of this provision means that the vote of 
anyone who supports a write-in candidate receiving less 
than three votes count for less than other votes—indeed, 
they count for nothing. Even if the candidate these voters 
support receives more weighted votes than any other 
candidate, he or she cannot be seated. The votes he or she 
received might as well never have been cast at all. And 
that is the essence of disenfranchisement. 
 

*** 

 I affirm that the results conveyed in this document, as 
well as those contained in the accompanying spreadsheet, 
are true and accurate given the interpretations and 
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enforcement decisions stated above. I further affirm that 
those interpretations and enforcement decisions are based 
on the best interpretation of the All Campus Constitution 
and Election Code as I understand it. Finally, I affirm 
that only those write-in ballots that were “derogatory” 
were scrubbed from the results contained in the 
accompanying spreadsheet.  

  
 
/s/ Benjamin Reese 

 Benjamin Reese 
Election Director 
Email: benreese@umich.edu 
 
 

*** 

 I have reviewed the write-in ballots scrubbed by the 
Election Director as “derogatory” and concur in his 
determination that they should be scrubbed from the 
election results. 

  
 
/s/Andrew Podrygula 

 Andrew Podrygula 
Backup Election Director 
Email: apodrygu@umich.edu 
 

 

*** 
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 We certify the above results—including the 
interpretations and enforcement decisions explained in 
this report that form the basis of those results—and the 
results set forth in the accompanying spreadsheet as the 
official results of the Winter 2016 CSG Elections. They 
are true and accurate and reflect the best understanding 
of the Code and All Campus Constitution. 

  
 
/s/ Benjamin Reese 

 Benjamin Reese 
Election Director 
Email: benreese@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Andrew Podrygula 

 Andrew Podrygula 
Backup Election Director 
Email: apodrygu@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Mallory Andrews 

 Mallory Andrews 
Commissioner 
Email: malband@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Dylan Bennett 

 Dylan Bennett 
Commissioner 
Email: dylanben@umich.edu 
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/s/ Kathryn Brown 

 Kathryn Brown 
Commissioner 
Email: kmbrow@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Joseph Celentino 

 Joseph Celentino 
Commissioner 
Email: josepcel@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Jason Colella 

 Jason Colella 
Commissioner 
Email: jasonjco@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Cody Reaves 

 Cody Reaves 
Commissioner 
Email: coreaves@umich.edu 

  
 
/s/ Emily Rosenthal 

 Emily Rosenthal 
Commissioner 
Email: emilyar@umich.edu 

 


