To the Members of the Student Court: 

I am writing to you today to formally appeal the process for impeachment and removal from office that occurred over the dates of April 3rd - April 10th as well as infractions that occurred during the trial itself. I understand that constitutionally I am not permitted the right to appeal the decision of the trial for my impeachment. However, procedural errors occurred that should be brought to the court's attention for the purposes of judicial review. 

My first grievance is in regards to the hearing in which I was called before the Steering Committee of the Student Senate on April 3rd. It was explicitly stated in an email from VP Cook that the hearing was in no way "an impeachment", that is was "simply a hearing to discuss the issues that have been provided to her by the steering committee". As stated by VP Cook, I was issued no formal charges to testify for or against at the hearing. Though the hearing took the form of an arraignment, to call it a "hearing" implies formal charges for which the accused is being called to testify. Because I was forced to infer what it was I was supposed to defend, I was not given a fair chance to present a case to the Steering Committee to defend myself against perceived wrong doings. The bulleted list I was issued to speak to at the hearing is attached for the Court's review. Due to the unstated nature of the offenses allegedly committed by me the defense I gave was inadequate, prompting the Steering Committee to vote to continue forward with the Articles of Impeachment. 

My second grievance is in regards to the manner in which the Resolution for Impeachment was submitted to the Student Senate. To my knowledge, I have no verification or documentation of the manner in which this was done (ie- via email or on the Senate floor) other than an email time stamped 12:24 a.m. from VP Cook stating the Resolution had not yet been received by the Student Senate. Because the process for submission is not outlined in the Constitution, I would like to formally request that the court make a ruling regarding what constitutes an acceptable means of submission-- ie, on the Senate Floor, to the Vice President, or via email to the entire Senate body, etc. 

My third grievance is in regards to the material constituting a matter of double jeopardy, Article II regarding Breach of Faith substantiated by evidence regarding electoral misconduct that was allowed to be included in the final Resolution for Impeachment. While I issued a formal appeal to the Court as well as the Steering Committee to remove these sections, they were left in the Resolution presented at my trial and as such were influential in the decision of the Senators to impeach me. This matter was resolved in a decision by the Student Court in which the allegations regarding electoral misconduct were deemed not to be substantiated by sufficient evidence and the matter was resolved.  

Due to the serious nature of the trial being conducted for my removal from office, it was highly inappropriate that such evidence would be entered for the purposes of making claims made against my conduct as President of Student Government Association and as a part of the grounds for impeachment. 

The decision made by the Student Court was made in conjunction with the OCU Election Committee is final on this matter. To include such statements in the trial was, in essence, a matter of double jeopardy. As a part of the due process entitled to me, the accused, I requested that these items be removed immediately. However, as they were allowed to stand, I am now appealing the unconstitutional nature of these actions as protected in SGA's constitution (Article IV, Section 3, part 5).

My fourth and last grievance is in regards to the matter of burden of proof. The burden of proof falls on the accuser, not the accused. The charges contained within the Resolution for Impeachment were not properly supported with evidence. Though I provided over 100 pages of documentation in my defense, the authors of the Resolution supplied none. Thus, the burden of proof of the authors to prove their allegations was not met nor was the evidential burden to provide adequate and sufficient evidence. 

On the basis of these listed grievances, my formal appeal to the Student Court of Oklahoma City University is to use the power of judicial review to more formally and throughly outline the process for impeachment, to consider the procedural errors committed in my own trial for impeachment, and to consider ruling a mistrial, thus voiding the outcome of the impeachment trial taking place on April 10th, 2012. Let it be know to the members of the court that it is not my intention to request reinstatement as the President-elect but, that if a mistrial were to be declared, that my 2011-2012 term would be allowed to stand in full.

If the Court has any questions or needs documentation to support any of my claims, I would be happy to provide answers.



In Service, 


Emma D. Velez
Oklahoma City University 
Clara Luper Scholar
email: edvelez@my.okcu.edu
relayforlife.org/okcuok
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