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STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION SUPERIOR COURT 

 

ECHOLS (II) V. STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION 

 

NOVEMBER, 2017 

Bollinger, JUSTICE, delivered the unanimous opinion of the Court. Brooking and Kimani, JUSTICES, 

took no part in the consideration of this appeal. 

 

 Petitioner Ryan Echols challenges General Counsel Opinion GC 2017-004, wherein the 

General Counsel determined that the author of Congressional Bill No. 980907, SGA President J.D. 

Baker, conducted research in “sufficient and reasonable depth”1 prior to submitting the bill to the 

Congress for a vote. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter as a question arising under an act 

of the Legislature.2 For the reasons discussed herein, we AFFIRM the determination of the SGA 

General Counsel in GC 2017-004 and the validity of Congressional Bill 980907. 

I 

 Congressional Bill 980907 is the Congressional Bill in which, at the request of the 

University of Oklahoma Board of Regents, SGA President J.D. Baker nominated members of the 

OU student body to the Regents’ Presidential Search Committee.3 The facts before the Court 

surrounding President Baker’s nominations are as follows: President Baker was notified by the 

Board of Regents at approximately 4:00 P.M. on Monday, October 2, 2017, that he was to submit 

nominations to the Regents.4 In order to get the bill onto the floor of Congress the next day (and 

to provide a quick turnaround for the nominations to the Presidential Search Committee),  

President Baker submitted Bill 980907 to the Congress agenda thirty-eight minutes—at 4:38 

                                                 
1 SGA Undergraduate Student Congress Bylaws § 7(1)(e). 
2 SGACA tit. IV, ch. 2, § 4. 
3 Official Record, 1. 
4 Id. at 7. 
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P.M.—after receiving notification.5 President Baker’s nominees were then approved by a vote of 

the Congress at the meeting of the Congress the following day, October 3, 2017. 

II 

The bylaws of the Student Government Association Undergraduate Student Congress 

provide that “each author [of legislation] shall research [the] legislation in sufficient and 

reasonable depth prior to its submission.”6 In his appeal, Mr. Echols provides numerous reasons 

for why the timing of President Baker’s submission of his bill could not have allowed for 

“sufficient and reasonable depth” of research of prospective nominees, research of the nominees 

vis-á-vis the mandate of the Presidential Search Committee, and consideration of the nominees 

once selected.7 Additionally, Mr. Echols aptly provides alternative methods of selection of the 

nominees that may have been more prudent than the method employed.8 But, because the SGA 

Undergraduate Student Congress Bylaws are intended to govern the procedures of the Legislative 

Branch, this Court will not interject its own judgment for what may or may not have constituted 

“sufficient and reasonable depth” of research.  

Instead, the Court’s decision rests on an evaluation of the facts from the perspective of a 

reasonable person—i.e., would a reasonable person facing the same circumstances in which 

President Baker found himself on October 2, 2017, have acted in the same or a similar way? We 

believe that a reasonable person would. Indeed, given the fact that the Congress passed the bill 

nominating these individuals, and the Court believes that members of the Congress are, in fact, 

reasonable people, the Court considers that multiple reasonable people felt that President Baker’s 

                                                 
5 Id. 
6 SGA Undergraduate Student Congress Bylaws § 7(1)(e). 
7 Official Record, 2-5. 
8 Id. 
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method of researching the individuals for nomination to the Presidential Search Committee were 

sufficient and reasonable in depth. The Court must rely on this “reasonable person standard” 

because any other formulation would result in the Court’s usurpation of the Legislative Branch’s 

ability to govern itself in the production of sufficiently and reasonably researched legislation and 

would potentially create a standard that would be impossible for this Court to police. 

III 

Because the Court believes that a reasonable person in President Baker’s circumstances 

would have acted the same or similarly in conducting research in connection with preparation of 

the nominating legislation for the Presidential Search Committee, and, in fact, the Congress, a 

group of reasonable people, believed that he did so (as shown by its consent to this legislation), 

we AFFIRM the determination of the SGA General Counsel in CG 2017-004 and the validity of 

Congressional Bill 980907. 
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