
Preface:  

(1) All bylaw references will be coded Title (if applicable) ##, Article ##, Section ##, Clause ##, 
part (if applicable) ##, as “T##A##S##C##P##.” For example, Article 1, Section 1, Clause 1, 
will be coded as “A1S1C1” for reference;  

(2) Any referenced website links may or may not be active by the time future individuals review 
this write-up.  

Complaint #21-23 

Petitioner(s): Maryam Alghafir (further referred to as “Maryam”, she/her),  

Representing N/A  

Respondent(s): Rise Up Supporter,  

Representing Rise Up 

Allegations (filed February 28th, 2021 at 12:40PM):  

(1) Rise Up and their supporter violated A4S4C5 of the Election Code: 

“No candidate or campaign staff member may offer anything of value nor threaten or 
promise any particular action to a member of the Election Commission, or a member of 
the Justice Department with the intention of incentivizing or causing undue influence in 
the election process. The Election Commission and Attorney General reserves the right to 
file a complaint against any individual who violates this clause..” 

(2) Rise Up and their supporter violated A4S4C10 of the Election Code: 

“No candidate or campaign staff member may make threats towards any individual or 
group. This includes but is not limited to: physical threats, emotional threats, social 
threats, or any threat which might prove distressful to an individual or group’s physical, 
emotional, and/or financial well-being.” 

(3) Rise Up and their supporter violated A3S3C1 of the Election Code: 

“All candidates are held accountable to the provisions of this code, Student Government 
Association Constitution and Bylaws and all other University policies. All candidates, by 
way of registering and running for office, are agreeing to abide by potential sanctions 
and policies the Attorney General, Election Commission, Supreme Court, and/or 
designated lower court deem appropriate based on their interpretation of the Student 
Code of Conduct and University Policy. No sanction will extend beyond the context of an 
individual or party’s involvement with Student Government and/or Student Government 
practice.” 



(4) Rise Up and their supporter violated A3S3C2 of the Election Code: 

“Candidates will be held responsible for any activities by their supporters that are in 
violation of the provisions of this code if evidence supports that a candidate had actual or 
constructive knowledge of illicit activities and/or authorized or acquiesced in such 
activities.” 

 

Defense: 

--Not filed 

 

Course of Investigation: I examined the Petitioner’s evidence and reached out for a defense 
statement. A defense statement was not submitted by the deadline. I went through the Election 
Code and identified if a violation was present. After this I had enough to come to a decision.  



 
 

 

Decision (March 1st, 2021 at 12:20PM): The petitioner’s complaint HAS merit and this IS a 
violation of the election code.  

Sanction: The Rise Up campaign will be assessed a Class A violation. The mandatory sanction 
is disqualification, and the Rise up Campaign has until 4:45PM, March 1st, 2021 to submit an 
appeal or this decision will be deemed final.  
 
 
Further Analysis: We must establish a few pieces of fact. (1) Ilanagelman or “Ilan” is “Joaquin 



Slush.” (2) Ilan is a supporter of RiseUp, and, in fact, one of the most vocal supporters of 
RiseUp. (3) RiseUp is aware of his support.  
 
The screenshots attached at the end will serve as the investigative materials for these facts.  
 
The issues in this case from that point are: (1) Did Ilan threaten someone as defined by the 
Election Code? And, (2) ought RiseUp be accountable to the actions of their supporter Ilan given 
the terms in the Election Code?  
 
Ilan did threaten Student Action Party members with litigation, which is a threat to their 
emotional and financial well-being. Lawsuits, not matter how frivolous, are emotionally and 
financially draining. It is not appropriate to allude to a lawsuit in exchange for taking tweets 
down referencing RiseUp’s candidates’ offensive tweets. Directly, RiseUp’s supporter said “im p 
sure that there has been a civil lawsuit filed regarding those posts already… I think that its not 
worth going to court over.” The individual goes on to say that they are just giving the other 
individual a “fair warning.”  
 
The Office of Attorney General will not play this game of pretend. No, Ilan was not giving “fair 
warning.” Ilan was attempting to silence a student at this University from posting public 
information. Information public only because of the RiseUp candidate releasing it in the form of 
their twitter account. 
 
Now, should RiseUp be held accountable for this threat? The Office of the Attorney General 
firmly believes they should. The Election Code sets a simple criterion for whether or not an 
individual should be held accountable for the actions of their supporters. Candidates may be held 
accountable if evidence supports that a candidate had actual or constructive knowledge of illicit 
activities and/or authorized or acquiesced in such activities. There is no proof of actual 
knowledge of these activities by Ilan, at least not evident in any filing received by the Office of 
the Attorney General. However, the Office of the Attorney general finds reasonably that RiseUp 
does have constructive knowledge.  
 
A couple key issues: (1) The RiseUp pary and Ilan are shown to have a direct link. RiseUp 
follows Ilan and has interacted with Ilan directly several times on Instagram. RiseUp knows Ilan 
and Ilan knows RiseUp. (2) The Presidential candidate of RiseUp is the originator of the rumors 
surrounding potential legal action given complaint 21-13.  
 
It is important to note that RiseUp is seriously hurt by not submitting a statement of defense. 
Without a statement of defense to weigh from the respondents, the petitioner’s claims go 
unchallenged, so without serious internal consistency and/or flagrant disregard or 
misinterpretation of the Election Code, the burden of the Petitioner’s is much lower. It is possible 
in appeal there is compelling evidence which exonerates the RiseUp party, though the Attorney 
General cannot now, given the presented evidence, find a lack of merit in the Petitioner’s 
complaint.  



Conclusion: The Office of the Attorney General finds the evidence from the petitioner 
compelling, and in the absence of a statement of defense, merit is found and disqualification is 
recommended for the RiseUp Party. 

Delivered to the Chief Election Commissioner: March 1st, 2021 at 12:26PM  

 
 











































































 


