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AUTHOR NOTE 

This assessment documents twenty-one structural vulnerabilities in Redmont’s Constitution that 

threaten governmental stability and democratic accountability. I conducted this analysis over 

several months by systematically reviewing each constitutional provision, testing it against edge 

cases and crisis scenarios, and evaluating interactions between sections. 

The problems identified range from provisions that directly contradict each other to requirements 

lacking enforcement mechanisms. Some create pathways to constitutional dictatorship; others 

produce administrative deadlock; still others generate legal uncertainty that invites litigation and 

exploitation. 

This document serves as a comprehensive technical reference for constitutional repair. Every 

identified problem includes specific proposed amendment language. A separate public brief will 

summarize key findings for broader audiences. 

I’ve organized vulnerabilities into six tiers based on severity and likelihood:  

• Tier 1: Provisions that enable constitutional dictatorship or prevent self-correction  

• Tier 2: Provisions that create governmental deadlock without remedy  

• Tier 3: Provisions that fundamentally misallocate power between branches  

• Tier 4: Provisions that enable democratic subversion through procedural exploitation  

• Tier 5: Provisions with significant but contained impacts  

• Tier 6: Technical ambiguities and procedural gaps 

Tier Classification Criteria:  

• Severity: Magnitude of harm if exploited (1-10 scale)  

• Likelihood: Probability of occurrence in normal operations vs. crisis conditions 

(High/Medium/Low)  

• Exploitation Difficulty: How easily bad-faith actors can weaponize the vulnerability 

(Easy/Moderate/Hard)  

• Workaround Availability: Whether informal solutions or alternative procedures exist 

(Yes/Partial/No) 



Some provisions receive blunt assessments because precision serves constitutional analysis better 

than diplomatic hedging. When Section 32(7) declares rights “inalienable” while Section 32(1) 

alienates them as punishment, that’s a logical contradiction requiring direct acknowledgment. 

Constitutional problems don’t fix themselves. Publishing this assessment now—before 

vulnerabilities precipitate crises—enables deliberate reform through established amendment 

processes. Waiting until exploitation occurs makes correction exponentially harder as political 

stakes intensify. 

The Constitution can be fixed. This document shows exactly how. 

—Riverardd 

  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Critical Findings: Redmont’s Constitution contains 21 structural vulnerabilities requiring 

amendment. Three pose existential threats to constitutional governance; six create routine 

deadlock conditions; twelve generate exploitable power imbalances or procedural ambiguities. 

Tier 1 - Immediate Threats:  

1. Section 2(3) grants Presidents absolute budget veto power Congress cannot override, 

enabling fiscal hostage-taking  

2. Section 33(3) requires constitutional referendum but provides no enforcement if 

Executive refuses to hold one  

3. Section 35 permits unlimited staff override of any government decision without defined 

boundaries or appeal 

Tier 2 - Deadlock Vulnerabilities: 

4. Section 11(2) requires unanimous Senate consent for removal, making accountability 

functionally impossible  

5. Section 27(1) permits indefinite VP vacancy through presidential delay or Senate 

obstruction  

6. Section 24(6) allows unlimited dissolution of legislative chambers without defined 

conditions 

Tier 3 - Power Imbalances:  

7. Sections 2(4) and 24(8) contradict on congressional spending control vs. salary protection  

8. Section 4(8) gives executive VP routine legislative voting power, violating separation of 

powers  

9. Section 44(2) exempts Executive from caretaker restrictions during elections while 

constraining Congress 

Tier 4-6 - Democratic Undermining & Technical Issues:  

10. (10-21) Includes quorum exploitation enabling 36% minority rule; rights framework 

contradictions; Supreme Court deadlock scenarios; jurisdictional gaps; enforcement 

voids; and multiple procedural ambiguities 

Recommended Action:  

• Phase 1 (Immediate): Amend Tier 1 provisions as emergency package 

• Phase 2 (6 months): Address Tier 2-3 deadlock and power balance issues 

• Phase 3 (1 year): Correct Tier 4-5 democratic safeguards and procedures 

• Phase 4 (Ongoing): Technical cleanup and maintenance amendments 

Bottom Line: These are serious but fixable problems. Every vulnerability has specific proposed 

amendment language. Success requires political will to prioritize constitutional integrity over 

short-term advantage. The amendment process exists precisely for this purpose. 



METHODOLOGY 

This assessment employs four analytical frameworks: 

Textual Analysis 

Close reading of constitutional language to identify internal contradictions, undefined terms, and 

gaps between granted powers and enforcement mechanisms. Each section was examined in 

isolation and in relation to other sections, documenting where provisions conflict or create 

logical impossibilities. 

Scenario Modeling 

Testing provisions against realistic political situations including routine governance, contested 

decisions, unified vs. divided government, and crisis conditions. For each provision, I asked: 

“What happens when good-faith actors apply this? What happens when bad-faith actors exploit 

this? Where does this break down?” 

This revealed vulnerabilities invisible from textual analysis alone. The appropriations veto 

appears reasonable until modeled against a President willing to weaponize fiscal crisis for 

political leverage. 

Comparative Institutional Analysis 

Drawing on established constitutional principles and widespread governmental practices without 

excessive reference to specific jurisdictions. Where Redmont deviates from standard 

constitutional design, I evaluate whether deviation serves legitimate purposes or creates 

unnecessary risk. 

Note on comparative references: When I cite “most constitutional systems” or “standard 

practice,” I’m referencing broadly accepted principles (separation of powers, legislative budget 

control, judicial independence) rather than claiming universal adoption. Specific examples are 

provided when relevant. 

Practical Implementation Review 

Examining how provisions function in actual governance rather than theory. Where custom has 

developed to address constitutional gaps, I note this—while emphasizing that constitutional 

rights shouldn’t depend on informal practice. 

Limitations:  

• Analysis assumes constitutional interpretation by courts and officials operating in good 

faith while testing resilience against bad-faith exploitation  

• No constitution prevents all abuses; design goal is making abuse difficult and providing 

clear remedies  

• Severity assessments reflect judgment calls about risk—reasonable analysts may 

prioritize differently  

• Focus on structural issues rather than policy preferences; these problems exist regardless 

of which party holds power 



Review Process: Constitutional text examination, consultation with analysts familiar with 

Redmont’s governmental system, testing proposed remedies against potential unintended 

consequences. All section citations reference the current Constitution as ratified. 

 

TIER 1: CONSTITUTIONAL DICTATORSHIP ENABLERS 

Classification Rationale: These three provisions enable single officials to nullify core 

constitutional structures—legislative budget power, constitutional amendment process, and 

governmental authority itself. Each creates pathways to constitutional dictatorship: rule where 

formal structures exist but real power concentrates in one person or external authority 

unconstrained by constitutional limits. 

Severity Score: 10/10  

Likelihood: Medium-High  

Exploitation Difficulty: Easy  

Workarounds: None 

VULNERABILITY 1.1: The Absolute Appropriations Veto 

The Problem: Section 2(3) states: “Congress may override a Presidential veto on all legislation, 

with the exception of appropriation bills.” 

This twenty-word exception fundamentally inverts the Constitution’s power structure. Section 

2(4) grants Congress the “power of the purse” over “taxation, government spending, 

appropriations, and borrowing.” But Section 2(3) gives Presidents absolute veto over 

appropriations that Congress cannot override—meaning the President controls whether 

Congress’s purse power actually functions. 

Direct Contradiction: The Constitution simultaneously asserts:  

• Congress controls all government spending (Section 2(4))  

• The President can unilaterally block all spending decisions (Section 2(3)) 

Both cannot be true. One provision must be void or the other must be read so narrowly it 

becomes meaningless. 

Exploitation Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Budget Hostage-Taking: Congress passes appropriations with supermajority 

support. President vetoes, demanding policy concessions on unrelated matters: “Confirm my 

controversial Cabinet nominee or I veto every budget until you do.” Congress faces binary 

choice—capitulate to extortion or shut down government indefinitely. No constitutional remedy 

exists because override is prohibited. 

Scenario 2 - Impeachment Prevention: House impeaches President for constitutional violations. 

President immediately vetoes all appropriations for the Senate, Department of Justice, and 

courts. Impeachment trial cannot proceed because the Senate has no operational funding. 

President effectively immunizes himself from accountability through fiscal starvation of 

oversight institutions. 



Scenario 3 - Judicial Defunding: Supreme Court rules against President on constitutional 

question. President vetoes appropriations for the judiciary, eliminating funding for courts. 

Judicial branch cannot function, cannot enforce its rulings, cannot even pay judges. Separation of 

powers collapses because one branch controls whether others receive resources to operate. 

Why This Is Exceptional: Most constitutional systems grant legislatures superior budget 

authority precisely because funding control is the ultimate check on executive power. The 

principle that “legislatures control the purse while executives administer spending” emerges 

from centuries of struggle against executive fiscal overreach. 

Redmont’s Constitution reverses this relationship without explanation. If concern is preventing 

irresponsible spending, alternatives exist: higher initial passage thresholds for appropriations 

(three-fifths instead of simple majority), or automatic continuing resolutions preventing 

shutdown weaponization. 

Political Constraints Are Insufficient: One might argue political consequences deter abuse—a 

President who repeatedly vetoes budgets faces public backlash. But constitutional design cannot 

rely on political restraint. Presidents facing term limits, ones whose base supports confrontation, 

or ones willing to sacrifice popularity for policy goals can wield this veto repeatedly without 

electoral consequence. 

Current practice may involve informal restraint, but constitutional rights shouldn’t depend on 

custom. The written constitution grants absolute power; a future President will eventually 

exercise it. 

The Fix: 

Strike the exception. Section 2(3) should grant Congress uniform override power across all 

legislation including appropriations. Add a continuing resolution mechanism preventing 

shutdown weaponization: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 2(3): “Congress may override a Presidential veto on all 

legislation through supermajority vote in both chambers.” 

Proposed New Section 2(5): “If appropriations for a fiscal period are not enacted before that 

period begins, spending shall continue at 95% of the previous period’s authorized levels until 

new appropriations are approved. This continuing resolution mechanism does not eliminate 

Congress’s obligation to pass formal appropriations, and the 95% level creates pressure for 

timely budget agreement while preventing fiscal crisis.” 

Transition Provision: “This amendment applies retroactively to all pending appropriations. Any 

appropriations currently subject to unoverridable Presidential veto become subject to override 

procedures upon this amendment’s ratification.” 

 

VULNERABILITY 1.2: The Referendum Enforcement Void 

The Problem: Section 33(3) establishes that constitutional amendments require public 

referendum: “The Executive, within 7 days of the previous requirement being satisfied, must 



hold a referendum where citizens, over the course of 48 hours, may vote on the proposed 

amendment.” 

The word “must” suggests obligation. But constitutional obligations without enforcement 

mechanisms are merely suggestions. Section 33 specifies no consequence if the Executive 

refuses to hold the referendum, no alternative mechanism if the deadline passes, and no remedy 

for Congress or citizens when the requirement is ignored. 

The Paradox: Constitutional amendments most likely to face executive obstruction are precisely 

those limiting executive power. An amendment eliminating the appropriations veto 

(Vulnerability 1.1) passes both chambers with supermajorities, receives Presidential assent (or 

veto is overridden), and should proceed to referendum. But the President—benefiting from 

absolute budget veto power—can simply decline to organize the referendum. 

The amendment that would constrain presidential power is blocked by the very presidential 

power it seeks to constrain. 

Exploitation Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Direct Obstruction: Amendment limiting executive authority passes Congress with 

overwhelming support. President declines to hold referendum, calculating that public criticism is 

tolerable compared to losing constitutional advantage. Seven days pass, then fourteen, then a 

month. Amendment sits in limbo, approved by every required governmental actor except the 

Executive, who passively blocks through inaction. 

Scenario 2 - Conditional Cooperation: President agrees to hold referendum only after Congress 

passes Executive’s priority legislation. Constitutional amendment process becomes bargaining 

chip: “I’ll fulfill my constitutional duty after you give me what I want.” The referendum 

obligation transforms into leverage for unrelated political goals. 

Scenario 3 - Administrative Incompetence: President, overwhelmed with other responsibilities or 

administratively disorganized, simply fails to organize referendum within seven days. No malice, 

just neglect—but no consequence either. Weeks pass before anyone realizes the deadline was 

missed. What remedy exists? The Constitution provides none. 

Why This Locks In All Other Problems: This vulnerability effectively prevents correction of 

every other constitutional flaw identified in this assessment. Can’t fix the appropriations veto if 

the President refuses the referendum. Can’t fix Senate removal thresholds, VP vacancy 

procedures, or staff override authority if amendments die at the referendum stage. The 

Constitution becomes unamendable in practice, regardless of democratic support for change. 

The Seven-Day Timeline Problem: Organizing a legitimate referendum within seven days is 

administratively challenging: voter notification, ballot preparation, polling arrangements must be 

compressed into one week. This practical difficulty increases likelihood of missed deadlines—

whether through intentional obstruction or simple failure to execute. 

Yet the Constitution provides no grace period, no extension mechanism, no alternative procedure 

when the deadline passes. 



Legal Ambiguity: If a referendum deadline passes without action, what is the amendment’s 

status?  

• Is it permanently defeated?  

• Must Congress restart the entire process?  

• Can the Executive hold the referendum late?  

• Does the window close permanently on day eight? 

Section 33 answers none of these questions, guaranteeing litigation whenever the provision is 

tested. 

Comparison to Standard Practice: Most constitutional systems with referendum requirements 

build in redundancy: if the executive fails to perform a constitutionally required act, courts can 

compel performance, alternative officials assume responsibility, or automatic processes trigger 

after deadlines. Redmont’s Constitution provides none of these safeguards. 

The Fix: 

Establish alternative mechanisms activating if the Executive fails to act within specified 

timeframes: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 33(3): “The Executive, within 7 days of the previous 

requirement being satisfied, must hold a referendum where citizens, over the course of 48 hours, 

may vote on the proposed amendment. If the Executive fails to hold a referendum within 7 days, 

the Chief Justice shall organize and conduct the referendum within an additional 7 days. If the 

Chief Justice also fails to act, or if no Chief Justice is available, the referendum shall be 

conducted by the designated electoral commission or server administration within an additional 7 

days. If no referendum occurs within 21 days total of the requirement being satisfied, the 

amendment shall be deemed approved without referendum, having already achieved 

supermajority legislative approval and Presidential assent (or veto override). Such referendums 

must result in at least a supermajority approval to pass.” 

Rationale for Deemed Approval: After 21 days, the amendment has satisfied every 

requirement except referendum—which exists to ensure public support. But the amendment has 

already passed Congress with supermajorities, demonstrating broad representative support. If 

three separate officials (Executive, Chief Justice, electoral commission) all fail to organize the 

referendum, the blockage is clearly obstruction rather than legitimate concern. Deemed approval 

after extensive delay prevents indefinite obstruction while maintaining democratic legitimacy 

through the already-achieved supermajority thresholds. 

 

VULNERABILITY 1.3: The Unlimited Staff Override 

The Problem: Section 35(1) provides: “For the Benefit of the server, Network Staff/Server 

Manager retain the reserve power to completely override any Government decision.” 

Read this carefully: completely override any Government decision. No exceptions, no defined 

emergencies, no requirement of governmental abuse or malfunction, no appeal process. 



Unlimited, unreviewable power to nullify any action by any branch at any time for any reason 

deemed “beneficial to the server.” 

What This Actually Means: The Constitution doesn’t create a government with reserve 

oversight—it creates a subordinate government that exists at the pleasure of external authority. 

Every governmental decision operates under implicit asterisk: subject to staff reversal. No law, 

verdict, or policy has finality because all can be overridden without process. 

When Section 2(4) grants Congress the “power of the purse,” it means power subject to staff 

override. 

When Section 32 guarantees “inalienable rights,” it means inalienable except when staff decides 

otherwise. 

When Section 24 vests executive power in the President, it means executive power that staff can 

nullify. 

The document purports to establish governmental authority while simultaneously reserving right 

to cancel that authority whenever convenient. 

The “Benefit of the Server” Non-Limitation: Who defines benefit? By what criteria? Short-

term stability vs. long-term democratic development? Technical functionality vs. political 

legitimacy? Administrative convenience vs. rights of participants? 

The Constitution offers no guidance. The phrase provides no meaningful constraint—it’s a blank 

check redeemable for any reason staff considers beneficial. 

Exploitation Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Policy Displacement: Congress passes campaign finance reform limiting donations. 

Staff, believing this complicates economic gameplay, overrides the law. The legislative 

process—debate, voting, presidential assent—is nullified by single administrative decision. 

Scenario 2 - Judicial Reversal: Supreme Court rules a statute violates constitutional rights. Staff, 

viewing the statute as necessary for server operations, reinstates it despite constitutional 

violation. The highest court’s constitutional interpretation is overridden by non-judicial 

authority. 

Scenario 3 - Executive Negation: President issues executive order reorganizing departments. 

Staff, preferring old structure, reverses it. The chief executive’s core administrative authority is 

negated by external veto. 

In each scenario, the governmental action might be wise or unwise, popular or unpopular—that’s 

not the point. The point is unpredictability: no one knows which decisions will stand until staff 

acts or declines to act. 

Accountability Dissolution: When staff overrides a government decision, who bears 

responsibility for the resulting policy—the government that made the original choice, or staff 

who reversed it? If a law causes problems, whom do citizens petition? The Constitution creates 

no mechanism for distinguishing governmental decisions from staff interventions. 

Democratic Participation Undermining: Citizens invest hundreds of hours meeting activity 

requirements, building political careers, participating in governance. They campaign, debate, 



vote, make decisions affecting the community. All of this occurs within framework that can be 

arbitrarily invalidated. 

Why should legislators invest in careful drafting if work can be nullified on unreviewable 

grounds? Why should executives develop long-term policy if implementations can be reversed at 

any moment? Why should citizens treat government seriously when government has no 

independent authority? 

The Intent vs. The Text: Section 35 likely exists to ensure staff can direct necessary technical 

actions. Server operations might require governmental intervention—implementing platform 

compliance measures, addressing game mechanic exploits, coordinating community events. In 

these legitimate cases, staff needs assurance of executive cooperation. 

But the current language is vastly overbroad. It applies to “any Government decision” without 

limiting to technical or operational necessities. No subject-matter restrictions, no procedural 

requirements, not even a statement that overrides should relate to server functionality rather than 

political governance. 

Legitimate Staff Authority vs. Political Interference: This assessment fully supports staff 

authority over technical matters:  

• Preventing server crashes and technical failures  

• Ensuring platform terms of service compliance 

• Stopping exploitation of game mechanics  

• Addressing harassment and safety concerns 

Within these boundaries, staff authority should be absolute and unreviewable. But outside these 

boundaries, governmental decisions should stand unless overturned through constitutional 

processes (veto override, judicial review, impeachment). 

What “Completely Override” Actually Enables: The provision creates perverse incentive for 

strategic appeals to staff. A faction that loses a legislative vote can petition staff to override the 

law. A President facing adverse court ruling can ask staff to reverse the verdict. Political disputes 

transform into administrative petitions, undermining the entire purpose of having governmental 

structure. 

Sections 35(2) and 35(3) Don’t Fix The Problem: Section 35(2): “The Network Staff/Server 

Manager will communicate this override through the President where possible.” 

This specifies a notification procedure. It doesn’t limit override authority, doesn’t require 

justification, doesn’t provide appeal—just requires telling the President when possible. 

Section 35(3): “Staff override cannot be overturned, however, the Network Staff/Server Manager 

will work with the President to seek an alternative option.” 

“Will work with” and “seek” are aspirational, not mandatory. No requirement that alternative be 

found, no timeline for seeking, no specification of what constitutes reasonable effort. And even if 

an alternative is proposed, staff retains ultimate authority to accept or reject it. 

The Fix: 



Narrow staff override authority to specific categories where external direction is appropriate, 

while ensuring transparency and process: 

Proposed Replacement for Section 35: 

“(1) Limited Override Authority. Network Staff and Server Manager retain authority to 

override Government decisions solely under the following circumstances:  

a) When necessary to prevent technical failures that would severely impair server 

functionality or cause data loss  

b) To ensure compliance with platform terms of service or applicable legal requirements  

c) To prevent exploitation of game mechanics or abuse of server systems  

d) To address harassment, threats, or safety concerns requiring immediate intervention  

e) During official community events when gameplay mechanics require temporary 

adjustment 

2) Documentation Requirement. Staff shall document the specific justification for any 

override, explaining which authorized category applies and what governmental objective 

(if any) the override serves. This documentation shall be provided to the affected 

governmental branch within 24 hours. 

3) Consultation Obligation. Staff shall work with affected governmental branches to 

implement alternative approaches that address underlying concerns while respecting 

governmental authority. Where staff overrides a decision for technical reasons, 

government retains authority to achieve the same policy objective through technically 

compliant means. 

4) Prohibited Overrides. Staff may not override governmental decisions for the following 

reasons: 

a) Disagreement with policy choices made within constitutional authority 

b) Preference for different political outcomes in democratic processes 

c) Convenience of administration when constitutional processes exist 

d) Support for particular factions, candidates, or political positions 

5) Communication. Staff shall communicate overrides through the President where 

possible, or through the presiding officer of the affected branch. For judicial decisions, 

communication shall be through the Chief Justice. 

6) Review. Any governmental branch may petition the Supreme Court to review whether a 

staff override falls within authorized categories. The Court shall expedite such reviews. If 

the Court finds an override exceeded authorized categories, the governmental decision is 

restored, though staff retains authority to achieve legitimate objectives through 

authorized means.” 

Rationale: This preserves staff authority over genuine technical and safety matters while 

preventing political interference. It creates clear boundaries: within defined categories, staff 

authority is unquestioned; outside those categories, government authority prevails. It also 

mandates transparency (documentation), encourages cooperation (consultation), and provides 

limited review (judicial petition for categorical determination only). 



 

TIER 2: GOVERNMENTAL DEADLOCK VULNERABILITIES 

Classification Rationale: These provisions create conditions where government cannot function 

due to procedural impossibilities, indefinite vacancies, or obstruction without remedy. Unlike 

Tier 1 (which enables active exploitation), Tier 2 creates passive paralysis. 

Severity Score: 7-8/10  

Likelihood: Medium  

Exploitation Difficulty: Moderate  

Workarounds: Partial 

VULNERABILITY 2.1: The Unanimous Senate Removal Standard 

The Problem: Section 11(2) establishes: “A Senator can be removed from Congress early by the 

relevant presiding officer with the consent of all members of their chamber (excluding the 

individual in question).” 

All members. Not a supermajority, not four-fifths—every single Senator except the one facing 

removal must agree. With six Senators, this means unanimous 5-0 consent. One “no” vote, one 

abstention, even one absence, and removal becomes impossible. 

Compare to House Standards: Section 11(1) addresses Representative removal: “A 

Representative can be removed from Congress early by the relevant presiding officer with the 

consent of four fifths of their chamber (excluding the individual in question).” 

Four-fifths of eleven Representatives (rounded) equals nine votes required. This is already an 

extraordinarily high bar. For Senators, the Constitution demands even more: complete unanimity. 

Why This Makes Removal Functionally Impossible: 

Mathematics of Protection: A Senator needs exactly one ally willing to vote “no” regardless of 

circumstances. That’s it. One colleague who shares political ideology, one person who received 

favors, one Senator who believes any removal sets dangerous precedent—that single vote blocks 

removal permanently. 

Incentive Structure: The provision encourages building mutual protection networks rather than 

governing responsibly. Two Senators can form pact: “I’ll protect you from removal if you 

protect me.” This transforms Senate into mutual protection society where accountability is the 

enemy. 

Activity Requirement Unenforceability: Section 9(3) requires Senators to maintain “12 hours 

active playtime in the last 30 days.” If a Senator falls below this threshold, removal would seem 

appropriate. But if the inactive Senator has one loyal colleague, the constitutional activity 

requirement becomes unenforceable. The Senate operates at five members instead of statutory 

six, making quorums harder to achieve and majorities more difficult to assemble. 

Strategic Minoritarianism: A faction controlling just two Senate seats (one-third of the chamber) 

gains veto power over all removals. If both Senators agree to protect each other, neither can be 



removed regardless of misconduct. This gives minority factions extraordinary power to shield 

members from consequence. 

Asymmetry Without Justification: Perhaps the drafters believed Senate seats are more 

precious than House seats, that removing any Senator undermines democratic choice, thus 

removal should be extraordinarily rare. But if that’s the logic, it applies equally to 

Representatives, yet they can be removed with four-fifths support. 

The asymmetry has no clear principled basis. Both chambers represent electoral choices. Both 

serve defined terms. If four-fifths is sufficient protection for the eleven-member House, why is 

unanimity required for the six-member Senate? 

Comparison to Impeachment: Section 45 permits impeachment of officials for “serious 

constitutional offenses,” requiring supermajority conviction. But impeachment is designed for 

major violations. Using it for routine inactivity or minor misconduct is like using surgery when 

medication would suffice—it works but consumes excessive resources. 

The result: minor offenses go unpunished (removal impossible), while major offenses trigger full 

impeachment (resource-intensive). 

The Fix: 

Match the House standard while preserving high removal threshold: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 11(2): “A Senator can be removed from Congress early by 

the relevant presiding officer with the consent of four fifths of their chamber, excluding the 

individual in question and any members who recuse themselves due to conflicts of interest. For a 

six-member Senate, this requires four Senators to consent to removal.” 

Rationale: Four-fifths maintains very high bar—four out of five Senators must agree. A Senator 

with one loyal colleague survives removal (2-3 vote), but a Senator who loses confidence of four 

colleagues cannot. This balances stability against accountability. 

 

VULNERABILITY 2.2: Vice Presidential Vacancy Without Deadline 

The Problem: Section 27(1) addresses VP vacancies: “If the position of Vice President becomes 

vacant, the President shall nominate a replacement, subject to supermajority Senate 

confirmation.” 

The process appears straightforward—nomination plus confirmation. But the provision specifies 

no timeline. The President “shall nominate” but not when. The Senate must confirm but no 

deadline compels action. The vacancy could persist indefinitely through presidential delay, 

Senate obstruction, or mutual inaction. 

Why This Matters Enormously: Section 26(1) establishes: “In the event that the President is 

incapacitated, removed from office, or inactive for more than 7 days unannounced, the Vice 

President will assume the Presidency.” 



The Vice Presidency is one heartbeat from executive power. If no Vice President exists, the 

succession process breaks at the first step. 

The Backup Creates New Problems: Section 26(2) provides alternative: if both offices are 

vacant, “the President of the Senate will temporarily assume a caretaker administration” while 

maintaining their legislative role. 

This is designed as emergency backup for dual vacancies, not as primary succession. It converts 

a legislative officer into temporary executive, creating inherent conflicts:  

• The caretaker President continues presiding over Senate (Section 26(2)(a))  

• They preside over the body that confirms their own Cabinet nominees  

• They facilitate votes on legislation they have power to veto  

• They chair the institution that could impeach them 

Crisis Scenario: President suffers medical emergency and becomes incapacitated. The Vice 

Presidency is vacant because Senate refused to confirm a replacement six months earlier. Under 

Section 26(1), the VP should assume power—but there is no VP. Government must instead use 

Section 26(2)’s backup, installing the President of the Senate as caretaker while they 

simultaneously maintain legislative role. 

Weaponization Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Senate Obstruction: Opposition-controlled Senate refuses to confirm any VP 

nominee, deliberately keeping succession line vulnerable. This creates leverage: “Appoint our 

preferred Cabinet members and we’ll confirm your Vice President.” The VP vacancy becomes 

bargaining chip in unrelated disputes. 

Scenario 2 - Presidential Delay: President defers nominating replacement, judging other 

priorities more urgent or fearing any nominee will be rejected. Weeks become months. The 

position remains empty not due to confirmation failure but nomination failure. 

Scenario 3 - Extended Consideration: President nominates promptly, but Senate debates for 

months—conducting hearings, requesting documents, investigating backgrounds. All legitimate 

scrutiny, but throughout this period, government operates without designated presidential 

successor. Every presidential trip, minor illness, unexpected absence carries heightened risk. 

The Supermajority Requirement Compounds Problems: Simple majority might be 

achievable even in divided Senate, but two-thirds support requires broad consensus. If 

President’s party holds three Senate seats, they need one opposition vote. That vote can be 

withheld indefinitely with no constitutional pressure to relent. 

What Happens to Rejected Nominees: If Senate rejects a nominee with supermajority 

opposition, must President nominate someone else? Can President renominate the same person 

repeatedly? Does rejection restart any timeline, or is there no timeline to restart? These questions 

have obvious answers in systems with defined procedures, but Redmont’s Constitution leaves 

them open. 

Interaction With Incapacitation Process: Section 47 allows Cabinet to declare President unfit 

and seek Senate approval for removal. But if VP vacancy exists, removal installs President of the 



Senate rather than an Executive-branch successor. This creates incentive for President of the 

Senate to support incapacitation findings—not because President is genuinely unfit, but because 

doing so makes the Senator into President. 

The Fix: 

Establish clear deadlines with fallback mechanisms preventing indefinite vacancy: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 27(1): “If the position of Vice President becomes vacant, the 

President must nominate a replacement within 14 days of the vacancy occurring. The Senate 

must vote on the nomination within 30 days of receiving it. If the nomination is rejected, the 

President must submit a new nomination within 14 days of rejection. 

If no Vice President has been confirmed within 90 days of the initial vacancy occurring, 

subsequent nominations require only simple majority Senate confirmation rather than 

supermajority, recognizing that extended vacancy threatens governmental stability and that 

supermajority standard has proven unachievable. 

If the President fails to nominate within required timeframes, the Senate may nominate and 

confirm a Vice President with three-fifths majority support, ensuring that vacancy cannot be 

indefinitely prolonged through presidential inaction.” 

Rationale: This maintains supermajority standard (ensuring broad support) while creating 

pressure to act through deadlines. After 90 days of deadlock, threshold reduces to simple 

majority, balancing the principle of broad VP support against the practical need to fill critical 

succession position. Senate nomination authority activates only if President completely fails to 

act, preventing pure presidential obstruction. 

 

VULNERABILITY 2.3: Unrestricted Dissolution Authority 

The Problem: Section 24(6) grants: “The President may dissolve the House of Representatives 

upon request from the Speaker and the Senate upon request from the President of the Senate.” 

At first glance this requires legislative cooperation—President can only dissolve if chamber’s 

presiding officer requests it. But this minimal safeguard barely constrains power and creates 

opportunities for collusion undermining democratic governance. 

Dissolution Without Defined Conditions: Most systems permitting dissolution do so only 

under specific circumstances: governmental deadlock preventing essential legislation, loss of 

confidence in executive, or constitutional crises requiring fresh mandates. 

Redmont’s Constitution imposes no such requirements. A chamber can be dissolved at any time, 

for any reason, if two people agree: the President and relevant presiding officer. 

Exploitation Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Legislative Opposition Elimination: House passes legislation President strongly 

opposes. Rather than vetoing (which might be overridden), President contacts Speaker—perhaps 

political ally, perhaps someone seeking presidential favor—and requests dissolution. If Speaker 



agrees, the House ceases to exist. Elections follow, campaigns consume resources, and the 

offending legislation dies without going through constitutional veto process. 

Scenario 2 - Oversight Suppression: Section 2(8) grants Congress power to “review and oversee 

actions by the Executive.” If Congress begins investigating executive misconduct, President can 

eliminate the investigating chamber by partnering with friendly presiding officer. Investigation 

ends, witnesses are never called, evidence never reviewed, accountability evaporates. 

Scenario 3 - Perpetual Campaign: No limit on dissolution frequency exists. Could President 

dissolve House, allow elections, then dissolve again when new House proves uncooperative? 

Could this cycle repeat monthly? The text doesn’t forbid it. As long as successive Speakers 

cooperate, House could be in permanent campaign mode unable to govern. 

Presiding Officer Perverse Incentives: Speaker or President of Senate gains extraordinary 

leverage by controlling whether their chamber continues existing. They can:  

• Threaten dissolution to pressure colleagues: “Support my bill or I’ll request dissolution”  

• Offer dissolution as favor to President in exchange for benefits: “Appoint my preferred 

nominee and I’ll dissolve when you request”  

• Foster chamber division to maximize personal influence—the more close votes, the more 

relevant the presiding officer becomes 

Timing Manipulation: Section 7(2) notes Congress enters caretaker “10 days before the polls 

are set to close.” If President dissolves chamber shortly before caretaker anyway, disruption is 

minimal. But dissolving immediately after elections, when members have full terms ahead, 

nullifies electoral results and forces immediate re-election. 

Interaction With Special Election Provisions: Section 26(2)(b) addresses special elections 

when executive offices are vacant. Combined with dissolution power, this creates term 

manipulation opportunities: President facing term limits could coordinate with presiding officers 

to dissolve both chambers, triggering elections. The caretaker President of Senate becomes 

acting President under Section 26(2). With careful timing, the resulting special election could 

extend terms beyond normal limits. 

Why Minimal Safeguard Fails: Presiding officers are elected by their chambers. A President 

allied with House majority faction ensures that faction elects friendly Speaker. That Speaker, 

serving the majority that elected them, likely shares President’s political objectives. When 

President requests dissolution, Speaker faces pressure from executive above and partisan 

majority below. Requesting dissolution serves both relationships. 

Standard Constitutional Protections: Systems with dissolution power typically include:  

• Demonstrable governmental deadlock before dissolution is permitted  

• Limitation to once per electoral cycle  

• Prohibition of dissolution in final months of term  

• Requirement that executive who dissolves face immediate elections  

• Permitting dissolution only after formal vote of no confidence 



Redmont’s Constitution includes none of these. Dissolution can occur anytime, requires only two 

people’s agreement, has no frequency limits, faces no electoral consequences for President, 

needs no demonstration of dysfunction. 

The Fix: 

Impose strict conditions limiting dissolution to genuine crisis situations: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 24(6): “The President may dissolve a chamber of Congress 

only under the following circumstances: 

(a) The chamber fails to pass appropriations within 30 days of fiscal year start, 

demonstrating inability to perform core fiscal functions; or 

(b) The chamber votes by two-thirds majority to request its own dissolution, indicating 

collective judgment that new elections are necessary; or 

(c) The chamber passes a motion of no confidence in the government by majority vote, 

demonstrating that elected leadership no longer commands legislative support. 

No chamber may be dissolved more than once between its regularly scheduled elections. 

Dissolution must be announced publicly with written justification explaining which authorized 

ground applies. Dissolution takes effect 7 days after announcement, providing time for judicial 

review if dissolution authority is challenged.” 

Rationale: This preserves dissolution as crisis tool while preventing routine use. Chambers can 

be dissolved only when they’re genuinely dysfunctional (failed appropriations), voluntarily 

request it (supermajority self-dissolution), or reject the government (no confidence). The once-

per-cycle limit prevents perpetual campaigning. Public justification requirement creates 

accountability and enables review. 

 

TIER 3: FUNDAMENTAL POWER IMBALANCES 

Classification Rationale: These provisions fundamentally misallocate power between branches 

or violate separation of powers principles, creating structural imbalances that advantage one 

branch over others or enable one branch to control outcomes in another. 

Severity Score: 6-7/10  

Likelihood: High  

Exploitation Difficulty: Easy  

Workarounds: Yes (through practice) 

VULNERABILITY 3.1: The Salary Protection Paradox 

The Problem: Section 24(8) contains two contradictory mandates. First, it states: “Salaries for 

government positions cannot be withheld by either the Executive or Congress.” 

This seems intended to protect judicial independence and prevent legislative retaliation—

Congress shouldn’t defund positions by cutting salaries to zero. 



But Section 2(4) grants Congress absolute control: “Congress controls taxation, government 

spending, appropriations, and borrowing.” 

Both cannot be fully true simultaneously. Either Congress controls all spending (including 

salaries), or Congress cannot control salary spending. The Constitution asserts both without 

acknowledging tension. 

Legal Impossibility: When Section 2(4) and Section 24(8) conflict, which prevails? The 

Constitution provides no hierarchy of provisions, no guidance on resolving contradictions, no 

indication which should control. 

Courts facing this must choose:  

• Does Section 2(4) give Congress complete spending control, making Section 24(8) an 

unenforceable aspirational statement?  

• Does Section 24(8) carve out salaries from congressional control, making Section 2(4)’s 

“all spending” language inaccurate?  

• Can both be partially true through some intermediate interpretation neither section 

articulates? 

Practical Absurdities: 

The Drainage Mechanism: Section 24(8) also states: “If a department’s balance reaches $0.00, 

all spending must cease except for salaries, which will be covered by the DCGovernment 

balance.” 

This creates pathway for draining central treasury through departmental defunding: 

Congress, angry at Department of Justice, appropriates $0. Department balance drops to zero. All 

spending ceases except salaries, which now draw from central government funds indefinitely. 

Department continues paying employees from central treasury regardless of whether Congress 

intended to support those positions. Congress has “controlled” spending by defunding the 

department, but department continues spending anyway through constitutional backdoor. 

Deliberate Exploitation: Department head facing budget cuts could accelerate spending, 

deliberately driving balance to zero to trigger salary protection. Once at zero, salaries continue 

from central funds. Fiscal responsibility disappears when running out of money triggers 

guaranteed payments. 

Undefined Terms: What constitutes “salaries”? Base pay only, or also bonuses, benefits, 

allowances, hazard pay? If Congress appropriates “personnel costs” but department categorizes 

some compensation as “operational expenses,” which protection applies? 

Undermining Legislative Structural Power: Section 24(8) prevents Congress from effectively 

controlling government size through appropriations. If salaries cannot be withheld, Congress 

cannot eliminate positions by declining to fund them. Departments could continue paying 

eliminated roles from central funds indefinitely. 



Likely Intent vs. Actual Effect: The provision probably aims to prevent retaliatory salary cuts 

for specific officials—Department of Justice investigating congressional corruption shouldn’t 

face budget retaliation; judges ruling against popular legislation shouldn’t see pay eliminated. 

These are legitimate concerns. But Section 24(8) addresses them badly. Rather than protecting 

against punitive cuts for specific officials (narrow and targeted), it protects all government 

salaries in all circumstances (sweeping and broad). This prevents routine budgetary decisions 

about position authorization and department sizing. 

Better Approaches Exist: Many constitutions protect judicial salaries specifically, recognizing 

courts’ particular need for independence. Some protect salaries of fixed-term officials, 

preventing mid-term retaliation while allowing prospective adjustment. Others prohibit reducing 

salaries during an official’s term but permit Congress to set levels for future terms. 

The Fix: 

Clarify that Congress retains appropriations authority while protecting against retaliatory mid-

term cuts: 

Proposed Replacement for Salary Provisions in Section 24(8): “Congress may not reduce the 

salary of any official during their current term of office, nor may salary adjustments be made in 

response to specific decisions, actions, or votes by officials. This protects officials from 

retaliation while allowing prospective salary setting. 

Congress retains full authority to:  

• Establish salary levels prospectively for future terms  

• Decline funding for positions when they become vacant  

• Adjust appropriations for departments and offices  

• Determine the number and type of positions to be funded 

If a department’s appropriations are exhausted, all spending shall cease until Congress provides 

additional funds or the Executive reallocates resources with congressional authorization through 

supplemental appropriation. No department may draw on central government funds without 

explicit congressional authorization.” 

Rationale: This prevents retaliation (no mid-term cuts, no punishment for decisions) while 

maintaining congressional power to structure government (set future salaries, eliminate vacant 

positions, adjust department funding). It also eliminates the automatic central fund mechanism 

that creates perverse incentives. 

 

VULNERABILITY 3.2: Executive Control of Legislative Outcomes 

The Problem: Section 4(8) grants: “The Vice President casts a tie-breaking vote in the Senate, 

to break any tied vote.” 

The Vice President is defined in Section 38 as an “Executive Officer.” Yet Section 4(8) grants 

this executive officer voting authority in the Legislative branch. The Constitution explicitly 



prohibits cross-branch officeholding: the Preamble establishes that “Individuals can only hold 

office in one branch.” The VP holds executive office but exercises legislative power. 

Mathematical Frequency: Unlike larger bodies where ties are rare, Redmont’s six-member 

Senate will frequently split 3-3. Every close vote potentially hands decision-making authority to 

an executive officer. This isn’t emergency backup—it’s routine Senate operation. 

Separation of Powers Violations in Practice: 

Scenario 1 - Appointment Confirmation: Section 4(4) requires Senate to “confirm appointments” 

for Cabinet and judicial positions. These are executive appointments that Senate must check. If 

confirmation votes split 3-3, the Vice President—a member of the administration whose 

nominees are being considered—casts deciding vote. The Executive controls its own oversight 

mechanism. 

Scenario 2 - Treaty Approval: Section 4(7) requires Senate approval of treaties. President 

negotiates treaties; Senate must approve. If Senate divides 3-3 on whether treaty serves national 

interests, President’s own Vice President decides. This isn’t review by separate branch—it’s 

Executive reviewing itself with legislative veneer. 

Scenario 3 - Impeachment Trials: Section 4(3) assigns Senate to “conduct impeachment trials.” 

If administration official faces impeachment and Senate splits 3-3 on conviction, the Constitution 

doesn’t explicitly prohibit VP from voting. Can an executive officer vote to acquit their 

colleague? The text creates this possibility. 

Incentivizing Division: The provision gives VP incentive to foster Senate division rather than 

facilitate compromise. A VP seeking to maximize influence wants close votes, not consensus. If 

Senate develops pattern of 4-2 or 5-1 decisions, VP becomes irrelevant. But if careful coalition 

management keeps Senate split 3-3, VP becomes most powerful Senator—the one whose vote 

always decides. 

Authority Inversion: Section 27(1) notes VP “does not have independent executive authority 

and only inherits delegated executive authority from the President.” So the VP lacks inherent 

executive power but possesses definitive legislative power. This inverts the logic of separation—

why grant cross-branch authority to an officer who lacks full authority within their own branch? 

Historical Origin vs. Current Context: This provision mirrors the U.S. Constitution’s 1789 

approach. But even there, VP tie-breaking was controversial and has generated centuries of 

debate. More importantly: U.S. has 100-member Senate where ties are extremely rare; Redmont 

has 6-member Senate where ties are routine. A provision that was questionable but rarely 

activated becomes central and regularly problematic. 

Political Constraints Insufficient: One might argue VP would exercise tie-breaking power 

responsibly, that political norms would prevent abuse. But constitutional design shouldn’t rely on 

restraint. A VP allied with President’s political goals will use every constitutional tool available, 

including routine control of Senate outcomes. 

The Fix: 

Eliminate cross-branch voting or assign tie-breaking properly to a legislative officer: 



Proposed Amendment - Option A (Eliminate VP Tie-Breaking): Strike Section 4(8) entirely. 

Add to Section 6: “In the event of a tied vote in the Senate, the motion fails to pass. The 

President of the Senate may permit a second vote on the same matter after a cooling-off period of 

no less than 48 hours, during which Senators are encouraged to negotiate compromise.” 

Proposed Amendment - Option B (Assign to Legislative Officer): Strike Section 4(8). Add to 

Section 6: “In the event of a tied vote, the President of the Senate may cast a deciding vote. 

However, the President of the Senate may not vote on regular matters and retains voting 

authority solely to resolve ties, maintaining impartiality in normal proceedings.” 

Rationale: Option A eliminates cross-branch voting entirely, creating incentive for compromise 

(if neither side has four votes, they must negotiate). Option B preserves tie-breaking but assigns 

it properly to a legislative officer who maintains impartiality by voting only when necessary. 

Either resolves the separation of powers violation. 

 

VULNERABILITY 3.3: The Executive Caretaker Exemption 

The Problem: Section 44 defines caretaker as periods when “the government entity continues to 

function, but is restricted from making major policy decisions, significant appointments, or 

entering into substantial contracts” to prevent outgoing governments from binding successors. 

Section 44(1) meticulously details congressional caretaker: bills must be “necessary” for 

operations and require supermajorities; motions need supermajorities to pass. 

Section 44(2) then states: “Caretaker does not automatically apply to the Executive during 

election months.” 

This asymmetry creates precisely the problem caretaker provisions prevent: one branch faces 

restrictions while another operates without limits during period when democratic accountability 

is in flux. 

Timeline Analysis: Section 7(2): Congress enters caretaker “10 days before the polls are set to 

close.” Section 25(3): Presidential elections occur in “February, June, and October.” 

House elections also occur in October. From late September through October elections, Congress 

operates under caretaker restrictions while Executive does not. If new President wins in October, 

outgoing administration has until the 15th (Section 25(4)) to exercise unrestricted power while 

Congress remains limited. 

Exploitation Windows: 

Scenario 1 - Lame Duck Aggression: Outgoing President who lost re-election has nothing to lose 

politically. During the caretaker window, President can:  

• Issue controversial executive orders knowing term ends regardless  

• Grant pardons to allies who might face prosecution under new administration 

• Sign treaties committing government to international obligations incoming President 

opposes  

• Appoint Cabinet members to secure positions for political allies 



Congress, bound by caretaker, cannot effectively respond. Overriding executive orders requires 

supermajority (Section 2(2)), but Congress in caretaker must achieve supermajorities for any 

action (Section 44(1)(b)). Legislative response becomes doubly difficult during precisely the 

period when executive restraint is least certain. 

Scenario 2 - Election Interference: Incumbent President seeking re-election can use executive 

powers to influence campaign while Congress faces caretaker limits:  

• Executive orders directing spending toward districts supporting President  

• Pardons benefiting political allies  

• Treaties with foreign entities providing campaign support 

All occurs while Congress’s ability to investigate, legislate, or hold hearings is constrained. 

Scenario 3 - Legacy Cementing: Even without bad faith, outgoing administrations naturally want 

to complete unfinished business. Executive orders expressing administration’s final policy 

positions seem appropriate. But if those orders significantly bind incoming administration—

reallocating departmental resources, establishing new regulatory frameworks—they violate 

caretaker principles despite Executive’s exemption. 

Why Exemption Is Unjustified: Perhaps drafters believed executive continuity is essential—the 

country needs functioning President even during elections. But Congress also needs to function 

during elections, yet faces caretaker restrictions. 

Perhaps they thought executive powers are inherently more bounded than legislative powers. But 

Executive wields enormous authority through orders, pardons, appointments, and treaties. 

Perhaps concern was that executive decisions require immediate action while legislative 

processes are deliberative. But this supports narrow exceptions for genuine emergencies, not 

blanket exemption from all caretaker restrictions. 

Standard Practice: Most governmental systems impose caretaker on all branches 

simultaneously, recognizing that the rationale—don’t bind successors or exploit positional 

authority during transitions—applies equally to legislative and executive powers. Some even 

impose stricter caretaker on executives, recognizing that executive powers to commit 

international agreements or make appointments can have longer-lasting consequences than 

individual legislation. 

The Fix: 

Align caretaker restrictions across branches: 

Proposed Replacement for Section 44(2): “The Executive enters caretaker 10 days before the 

presidential election and remains in caretaker until the newly elected administration takes office, 

or until the incumbent President is re-elected, whichever occurs first. 

During executive caretaker, the Executive:  

• May not issue new Executive Orders altering major policies, though may issue orders 

necessary for routine government operations or genuine emergencies  



• May not grant pardons except in cases of clear injustice requiring immediate remedy 

(wrongful conviction with new evidence, humanitarian circumstances)  

• May not make significant appointments except to fill vacancies essential for government 

functionality  

• May not sign new treaties or revoke existing treaties except when urgent necessity 

requires immediate action  

• Must not take actions that bind the incoming administration to substantial new 

obligations or policy commitments 

Executive caretaker ends immediately upon re-election of the incumbent President, recognizing 

renewed electoral mandate.” 

Rationale: This creates symmetry with legislative caretaker, ensuring both branches face 

appropriate restrictions when electoral mandates are uncertain. It preserves Executive’s ability to 

maintain operations and respond to genuine crises while preventing abuse of power during 

transitional periods. The immediate end upon re-election recognizes that when the President is 

their own successor, transition concerns don’t apply. 

 

TIER 4: DEMOCRATIC UNDERMINING THROUGH PROCEDURAL 

EXPLOITATION 

Classification Rationale: These provisions enable subversion of democratic principles through 

technically constitutional but substantively illegitimate means—minority rule through quorum 

manipulation, rights framework incoherence, deadlock without resolution. 

Severity Score: 5-6/10  

Likelihood: Low-Medium  

Exploitation Difficulty: Moderate  

Workarounds: Yes (through norms) 

VULNERABILITY 4.1: The Quorum Exploitation Pathway 

The Problem: Section 10(1): “Quorums apply to all voting conducted in Congress, and a 

quorum to make a decision must be no less than 50% of the statutory number of seats in the 

chamber.” 

Section 10(2): “The majority will be decided based on the total number of those who have 

voted.” 

These individually reasonable provisions combine to create mathematical pathway for minority 

rule. 

The Mathematics: 

House of Representatives (11 members):  

• 50% quorum = 6 members required  

• Section 10(2): majorities calculated from those voting  



• If 6 attend and vote 4-2, bill passes  

• 4 votes = 36% of total chamber 

Senate (6 members):  

• 50% quorum = 3 members required 

• If 3 attend and vote 2-1, bill passes  

• 2 votes = 33% of total chamber 

Dynamic majorities mean two-thirds of quorum (67%) translates to one-third of chamber (33%). 

Exploitation Pathways: 

Scenario 1 - Strategic Absence: Controversial bill cannot achieve majority support in full 

chamber (7 members oppose, 4 support). If opponents abstain rather than voting no, and only 6 

attend (4 supporters + 2 opponents), the vote is 4-2 and bill passes. The legislation that actually 

has 7-4 opposition passes because Section 10(2) counts only those voting, so abstentions 

effectively remove members from calculation. 

Scenario 2 - Scheduling Manipulation: If minority faction cannot achieve majority in full 

chamber, they ensure opponents don’t attend:  

• Schedule votes during times when opposition is predictably offline  

• Hold surprise sessions without notice to all members  

• Use procedural complexity to discourage attendance 

As long as bare quorum is present, minority can govern. 

Scenario 3 - False Consensus: Bill passing 4-2 appears to have two-thirds support (67%). In 

reality, it has one-third support (36% of full House). Public, media, and other government 

branches may believe legislation enjoys broad backing when it passed through strategic absence. 

Why This Differs from Larger Bodies: Many parliaments use similar approaches—quorum 

determines when business proceeds, majorities calculated from votes cast. But in 435-member 

chamber, getting 218 people to coordinate strategic absence is nearly impossible. Getting 6 

Representatives or 3 Senators to coordinate is trivial. 

Interaction with Small Chamber Sizes: Redmont’s specific parameters—small chambers, 50% 

quorum, pure dynamic majorities—create excessive vulnerability. The combination makes 

minority rule through strategic absence a viable routine strategy rather than theoretical edge case. 

Alternative Interpretations: To be fair, alternatives create problems:  

• Requiring majorities of total membership makes governance nearly impossible when 

members have legitimate absences  

• Counting absences as “no” votes encourages perfect attendance but can deadlock 

legislature  

• Very high quorum requirements (75%, 90%) may prevent business when members 

unavailable 



Comparative Practice: Some systems use tiered quorums: deliberation proceeds with 50% 

quorum, but final votes on bills require 66% or 75% of members present. This maintains 

functionality while preventing tiny factions from enacting legislation. 

Others distinguish vote types: procedural motions need 50% quorum, substantive legislation 

requires higher thresholds, constitutional amendments need 80-90% present. 

The Fix: 

Implement tiered quorums preventing exploitation while maintaining functionality: 

Proposed Amendment to Section 10: “(1) Quorum Requirements:  

a) Procedural motions and routine business require quorum of 50% of the chamber  

b) Final passage of legislation requires 66% of the chamber to be present (8 

Representatives or 4 Senators)  

c) Constitutional amendments and impeachment proceedings require 80% of the 

chamber to be present (9 Representatives or 5 Senators) 

(2) Majority Calculations: 

a) Procedural motions require majorities of those voting (dynamic majority) 

b) Final passage of legislation requires majorities of those voting, provided quorum 

under (1) is met 

c) For important actions where minority rule concerns are heightened, consider 

requiring majorities of full chamber membership in future legislative standing orders 

(3) Attendance Expectations: 

a) Members are expected to be present for scheduled votes unless excused for illness, 

official travel, or other legitimate cause 

b) Unexcused absences during final passage votes may be noted in the legislative 

record 

c) Chambers may establish standing orders penalizing patterns of strategic absence” 

Rationale: This maintains 50% quorum for routine business (functionality) while requiring 

higher presence for important votes (representativeness). The 66% quorum for legislation means 

minorities cannot pass laws through strategic absence—in House, 8 members minimum must be 

present, and at least 5 must support. This still permits passage with less than majority of full 

chamber (5 of 11), but prevents the extreme 4-of-11 scenario. 

 

VULNERABILITY 4.2: The Rights Contradiction 

The Problem: Section 32 introduces the Charter of Rights and Freedoms: “The Redmont 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees the rights and freedoms set out in it, subject only to 

such reasonable limits prescribed by law that are justified in a free and democratic society.” 

Section 32(7) makes absolute declaration: “Rights cannot be withheld on the basis of criminality, 

rights are inalienable.” 



“Inalienable” has specific meaning: rights that cannot be taken away under any circumstances, 

rights inherent to personhood that persist regardless of behavior. 

Section 32(1) immediately contradicts: “The right to participate in, and run for elected office, 

unless as punishment for a crime.” 

The Logical Impossibility: The Constitution simultaneously asserts:  

• Rights are inalienable and cannot be withheld based on criminality (32(7))  

• This specific right can be taken away as criminal punishment (32(1)) 

Both cannot be true. One section says rights are inalienable; another section alienates a right. The 

document contains direct logical contradiction. 

Legal Uncertainty: No one knows which provision controls:  

• If Section 32(7) prevails, then criminal punishment cannot include loss of political 

participation—Section 32(1)’s exception is void  

• If Section 32(1) prevails, then rights aren’t truly inalienable—Section 32(7)’s principle is 

rhetorical rather than binding 

Courts facing this contradiction must choose without constitutional guidance about which section 

should control. 

Broader Interpretive Chaos: Section 32(1) explicitly permits removal of political participation 

as criminal punishment. But what about other rights? 

Can freedom of association (32(12)) be restricted as criminal punishment? Section 32(7) says 

rights cannot be withheld based on criminality—suggesting no. But Section 32(1) demonstrates 

at least one right can be removed—suggesting others might be too. 

Most Charitable Reading Still Problematic: Perhaps “inalienable” means “cannot be 

arbitrarily removed” rather than “cannot be removed under any circumstances.” International 

human rights documents use “inalienable” while recognizing rights can be limited by law for 

legitimate purposes. 

But this interpretation requires reading implicit qualifications into explicit absolute language. 

Section 32(7) doesn’t say “rights are inalienable except where specifically stated otherwise”—it 

says flatly “rights are inalienable.” 

The Real Problem: The contradiction isn’t that criminal punishment involves rights 

restrictions—many constitutional systems permit this. The problem is the Constitution doesn’t 

clearly specify which rights are absolute and which are qualified, what standards apply to 

limitations, or how to resolve the apparent contradiction between foundational principle (32(7)) 

and specific application (32(1)). 

Standard Approach: Many constitutions distinguish clearly:  

• Absolute rights: Freedom from torture, protection against slavery—cannot be limited 

under any circumstances  



• Qualified rights: Freedom of speech, association—can be restricted for legitimate 

purposes (public safety, preventing harm) through proportionate means 

Redmont’s Constitution attempts to declare all rights absolute through Section 32(7), then 

immediately qualifies at least one through Section 32(1), creating incoherence. 

The Fix: 

Clarify which protections are absolute and which can be qualified: 

Proposed Replacement for Section 32(7) and Related Provisions: “(1) Rights Framework: 

Rights enumerated in this Charter are guaranteed to all citizens subject to reasonable limitations 

prescribed by law, proportionate to legitimate objectives, and justified in a free and democratic 

society. 

(2) Criminal Punishment Limitations: Criminal punishment may include temporary 

suspension of specified non-absolute rights when: 

a) The suspension is necessary and proportionate to the offense 

b) The suspension directly relates to the nature of the crime 

c) The duration is limited and proportionate to sentence severity 

d) The right may be restored upon completion of sentence or earlier based on 

rehabilitation 

(3) Absolute Rights: The following rights are absolute and may not be limited under any 

circumstances, including criminal punishment: 

a) The right to due process and fair trial (32(9)) 

b) The right to be informed of charges and evidence (32(9)) 

c) Protection against self-incrimination (32(5)) 

d) Prohibition against double jeopardy for single acts (32(16)) 

e) Freedom from unreasonable search or seizure (32(15)) 

f) Right to life, liberty and security except through fundamental justice (32(14)) 

(4) Qualified Rights: Other rights in this Charter may be subject to reasonable limitations 

when prescribed by law for legitimate purposes, including but not limited to: 

a) Political participation rights (32(1), (2), (3)) 

b) Freedom of assembly and association (32(11), (12)) 

c) Freedom of political communication (32(6)) 

Such limitations must be demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society and 

proportionate to legitimate objectives.” 

Rationale: This resolves the contradiction by clearly categorizing rights. Some are absolute 

(cannot be touched). Others can be limited for legitimate reasons through proportionate means. 

Criminal punishment involving temporary restriction of political participation becomes 

constitutionally coherent—it’s acknowledged as limitation of a qualified right rather than 

creating contradiction with “inalienable” language. 

 



VULNERABILITY 4.3: Supreme Court Deadlock Mechanism Failure 

The Problem: Section 19(2): “A minimum of two Justices must agree to deliver a verdict, and in 

case of disagreement, the Chief Justice’s opinion will prevail.” 

This appears straightforward until considering three-way splits where all three Justices disagree. 

In a 1-1-1 split where each Justice reaches different conclusion, neither clause can be satisfied:  

• No two Justices agree (violating first requirement)  

• “Disagreement” exists but no clear majority opinion for Chief Justice to prevail over 

When Three-Way Splits Occur: Constitutional interpretation regularly produces multiple legal 

theories. One Justice might interpret provision strictly by text, another by constitutional 

purposes, a third by practical consequences. Each reaches different conclusion based on different 

methodology. 

Complex factual disputes can similarly produce three-way splits: one Justice finds facts support 

plaintiff, another supports defendant, third concludes evidence insufficient for either finding. 

No Resolution Mechanism: The Constitution specifies nothing about what happens in deadlock:  

• Does lower court decision stand?  

• Must case be reheard?  

• Should additional Justices be temporarily appointed?  

• Does some default outcome apply? 

Practical Consequences: 

Problem 1 - Unresolved Cases: Cases stuck in deadlock remain without definitive answer 

indefinitely. Parties seeking resolution receive none. Constitutional questions requiring 

authoritative interpretation go unanswered. 

Problem 2 - No Path Forward: Section 19(4) permits appeals from Supreme Court decisions 

under limited circumstances, but a deadlocked non-decision isn’t clearly a “decision” that can be 

appealed. And what court hears the appeal? Supreme Court is the highest court. 

Problem 3 - Strategic Exploitation: If parties can predict which Justice holds which view, they 

might deliberately present cases designed to produce three-way splits. A defendant facing likely 

conviction might prefer deadlock to decision, hoping uncertainty benefits their position. 

Interpretation Ambiguities: Does “in case of disagreement, the Chief Justice’s opinion will 

prevail” mean:  

• In any non-unanimous decision, Chief Justice opinion controls?  

• Only in 1-2 splits (not 1-1-1 splits)?  

• The Chief Justice breaks ties but 1-1-1 isn’t a “tie”? 

The provision seems designed for binary disagreement (some agree, others disagree, Chief 

breaks tie) but doesn’t clearly address three-way divergence. 



Section 19(3) Compounds Ambiguity: “Where a case is not decided unanimously, the 

dissenting Justice may issue a dissenting opinion.” 

In 1-1-1 split, who is “the dissenting Justice”? All three have different opinions, so all might 

claim dissent status. Or perhaps none are dissenters because there’s no majority to dissent from. 

The Fix: 

Establish clear procedure for non-majority decisions: 

Proposed Revision to Section 19(2) and Related Provisions: “(2) Decision-Making: A 

minimum of two Justices must agree to deliver a verdict. 

In cases where no two Justices agree on a single outcome:  

• The Chief Justice’s opinion shall constitute the judgment of the court, binding the 

immediate parties  

• This judgment establishes precedent only if later affirmed by a majority decision in a 

subsequent case  

• If the Chief Justice is recused or unavailable, the most senior Justice’s opinion shall 

control  

• Either party may petition for rehearing within 30 days of a non-majority decision 

(3) Dissenting Opinions: Where a case is decided by majority (two Justices agreeing), the 

dissenting Justice may issue a dissenting opinion. Where a case is decided by Chief 

Justice opinion alone (three-way split), all other Justices may issue separate opinions 

explaining their reasoning. 

(4) Rehearing Process: Upon petition for rehearing of a non-majority decision, the Court 

may: 

a) Grant rehearing before the same three Justices 

b) Request temporary assignment of Federal Court Judges to create expanded panel 

c) Deny rehearing, in which case the Chief Justice’s opinion stands as final” 

Rationale: This provides certainty—someone’s opinion always controls—while limiting 

precedential effect of non-majority rulings. Parties get resolution, but law isn’t definitively 

settled by single Justice’s view. Rehearing option allows seeking broader consensus when stakes 

warrant it. 

 

TIER 5: SIGNIFICANT BUT CONTAINED ISSUES 

Classification Rationale: These provisions create meaningful problems but impacts are more 

limited in scope or frequency. They affect specific processes rather than fundamental 

governmental structures. 

Severity Score: 3-5/10  

Likelihood: Low-Medium  

Exploitation Difficulty: Moderate-Hard  



Workarounds: Yes 

VULNERABILITY 5.1: Owner-Mandated Executive Orders Without Limits 

The Problem: Section 24(5) grants President authority to “issue and revoke Executive Orders to 

ensure good governance.” This makes sense—chief executive needs tools to administer 

government. 

The same section adds: “The President must issue Executive Orders when requested by the 

Owner.” 

“Must” is mandatory. When Owner requests an Executive Order on any subject, President has no 

discretion to refuse, no ability to evaluate whether order serves good governance, no 

constitutional basis for resistance. 

Democratic Process Bypass: Section 42 restricts Executive Orders: “must only be used as a 

mechanism by which the President can exert powers expressly granted to the Executive within 

the Constitution.” 

But if Owner can compel President to issue orders, the question becomes what powers Owner 

can exert through President, not what powers Constitution grants Executive. 

Accountability Impossibility: If Executive Order proves unpopular or ineffective, whom do 

citizens hold responsible? President who issued under compulsion, or Owner who requested? 

Constitution provides no mechanism for distinguishing presidential orders from owner-mandated 

orders. 

Logical Conflict Scenarios: What happens if Owner requests order beyond constitutional 

executive authority? President faces impossible choice:  

• Violate Section 24(5) by refusing owner request  

• Violate Section 42 by issuing unconstitutional order 

Courts must decide whether Section 24(5) creates exception to Section 42 (owner requests 

override constitutional limits) or Section 42 limits Section 24(5) (president must refuse 

unconstitutional requests despite “must issue” language). 

Likely Intent vs. Actual Text: Provision likely exists to ensure staff can direct necessary 

technical actions—platform compliance, game mechanic fixes, community event coordination. 

In these legitimate cases, staff needs assurance of executive cooperation. 

But current language is vastly overbroad. Applies to “Executive Orders” generally without 

limiting to technical necessities. No subject-matter restrictions, no procedural requirements, not 

even statement that requests should relate to server functionality rather than political governance. 

The Fix: 

Narrow owner-mandate authority to specific technical categories: 

Proposed Revision to Section 24(5): “The President may issue and revoke Executive Orders to 

ensure good governance within constitutionally granted executive powers. 



The President must issue Executive Orders when requested by the Owner, provided such orders 

are limited to:  

• Server technical operations and maintenance necessary for platform stability  

• Compliance with platform terms of service or applicable legal requirements  

• Prevention of exploitation or abuse of game mechanics  

• Coordination of official community events requiring temporary gameplay adjustments 

Owner-requested orders shall be clearly designated as such when issued, with documentation 

explaining which authorized category applies. 

If the President determines a requested order would exceed constitutional executive authority or 

fall outside authorized categories, the President shall inform the Owner and propose alternative 

approaches achieving the Owner’s legitimate objectives within constitutional bounds. Disputes 

regarding scope of Owner request authority may be submitted to Supreme Court for expedited 

resolution.” 

Rationale: This preserves Owner authority over technical matters (where external direction is 

appropriate) while protecting democratic governance from interference. Creates clear 

boundaries: within defined categories, Owner authority is unquestioned; outside those categories, 

President exercises independent discretion. 

 

VULNERABILITY 5.2: The Impeachment Penalty Gap 

The Problem: Section 45(2) specifies impeachment consequences: “If found guilty of any 

alleged constitutional offence by the Senate, the official or ex-official in question may be subject 

to: (a) Immediate removal from office. (b) Ban from elected office for a period of no longer than 

2 months. (c) Ban from judicial office for a period of no longer than 2 months. (d) Ban from 

executive office for a period of no longer than 2 months.” 

The phrase “no longer than 2 months” establishes maximum penalty but no minimum. An 

official could be impeached, convicted of serious constitutional violations, and face zero 

consequences. Senate may impose bans of “no longer than 2 months,” which includes bans of 

zero duration—no punishment at all. 

Why This Defeats Impeachment’s Purpose: Section 45 describes impeachment as “a 

constitutional remedy to address serious constitutional offenses.” But remedies that can be 

toothless aren’t effective remedies. If impeachment can result in conviction without 

consequence, it becomes political theater rather than accountability mechanism. 

Exploitation Scenario: Senate convicts official of constitutional violations but significant 

faction opposes harsh punishment—perhaps believing violations were minor, perhaps worried 

about precedent, perhaps maintaining political loyalty. To achieve supermajority for conviction, 

presiding officer negotiates: “Vote to convict, and I’ll ensure penalty is minimal.” 

Senate convicts, presiding officer imposes no ban—zero months, the minimum allowed. Official 

is immediately eligible for re-election or reappointment. Impeachment accomplished nothing 

except consuming time and resources. 



Incentivizing Shamelessness: Someone who doesn’t care about stigma of impeachment can 

commit constitutional violations knowing that even if convicted, penalty might be meaningless. 

Political damage becomes only consequence, and for officials with loyal bases, even that may be 

limited. 

No Proportionality Guidance: How should Senate calibrate punishment between zero and two 

months? What violations merit maximum? What merit lesser penalties? Constitution offers no 

framework, leaving each Senate to develop standards—or impose arbitrary penalties without 

standards. 

Section 45(2)(a) Structural Issue: Officials can be subject to “immediate removal from office” 

AND bans from future office. But removal only applies to current officeholders; bans apply to 

future eligibility. An ex-official facing impeachment cannot be “immediately removed” from 

office they no longer hold. Does this mean ex-officials face only bans while current officials face 

both removal and bans? Structure suggests yes, but text doesn’t explicitly state this. 

Standard Approach: Most impeachment frameworks establish minimum consequences. Some 

specify that conviction automatically results in removal and minimum ban period. Others 

provide ranges with defined floors: “ban between 2 weeks and 2 months” rather than “ban of no 

more than 2 months.” 

The Fix: 

Establish minimum penalties while preserving Senate discretion within bounds: 

Proposed Revision to Section 45(2): “Upon conviction of constitutional offenses through 

impeachment, the Senate must impose: 

(a) Immediate removal from office if the individual currently holds office; and 

(b) A ban from holding the relevant category of office (elected, judicial, or executive as 

appropriate to the office held during the offense) for a period of not less than two weeks 

and not more than two months, with duration proportionate to gravity of constitutional 

violations. 

The Senate may extend bans to multiple categories of office when violations demonstrate 

unfitness for various forms of public service. 

All bans take effect immediately upon conviction. The Senate should consider factors including: 

severity of constitutional violation, abuse of public trust involved, impact on governmental 

integrity, and individual’s acceptance of responsibility when determining ban duration within the 

specified range.” 

Rationale: This ensures every conviction produces real consequences—minimum two weeks 

ineligibility—while giving Senate flexibility to impose up to two months for serious violations. 

An official couldn’t be convicted and immediately run for office, but minor infractions wouldn’t 

require months-long bans. 

 



VULNERABILITY 5.3: Pocket Veto Uncertainty on Appropriations 

The Problem: Section 24(3): “The President has the authority to assent to or veto legislation 

passed by Congress within 14 days before assent is assumed and the bill passes into law.” 

This means if President takes no action for fourteen days, bill automatically becomes law 

without presidential signature. 

But Section 2(3) provides: “Congress may override a Presidential veto on all legislation, with the 

exception of appropriation bills.” 

The question: what happens if President takes no action on appropriations bill for fourteen days? 

Does it automatically pass under Section 24(3), or does presidential inaction constitute an 

unoverridable veto under Section 2(3)? 

Two Contradictory Interpretations: 

Interpretation A - Inaction Equals Assent: Bill passes automatically under Section 24(3). Section 

2(3)’s exception applies only to active vetoes, not to automatic passage through inaction. 

President must actually veto to exercise unoverridable power. 

This makes Section 2(3)’s exception partially meaningless—President can veto appropriations 

without override, but can also accidentally approve them by ignoring them. Absolute veto power 

lasts only thirteen days; day fourteen, budget passes regardless. 

Interpretation B - Inaction Equals Pocket Veto: Bill dies without becoming law. Section 24(3)’s 

automatic passage doesn’t apply to appropriations. President can kill budgets through deliberate 

inaction. 

But Constitution never states this exception. It says bills pass if President doesn’t act, without 

excluding appropriations from that rule. 

Why This Matters: Budget deadlines create time pressure. If Congress passes appropriations on 

last possible day before fiscal period begins, President has fourteen days to respond. If day 

fourteen arrives without action and bill’s status is unclear—passed or pocket-vetoed?—

government may lack appropriations entirely. 

Strategic Exploitation: 

Scenario 1 - Responsibility Avoidance: President wants to avoid responsibility for budget, 

deliberately doesn’t sign it, allowing automatic passage under Section 24(3) while claiming 

never to have approved it. “Congress passed this budget, I didn’t sign it” becomes defense 

against criticism, even though presidential inaction permitted passage. 

Scenario 2 - Stealth Veto: President opposes budget but faces political costs for vetoing it. 

Simply doesn’t act, hoping Section 2(3) converts inaction into unoverridable pocket veto. Budget 

dies without President explicitly rejecting it, avoiding political consequences of active veto. 

Interaction With Vulnerability 1.1: If the appropriations veto exception (Vulnerability 1.1) is 

fixed, this problem diminishes—pocket vetoes would be overridable like other vetoes. But as 



currently written, uncertainty about whether pocket vetoes are possible for appropriations 

compounds the absolute veto problem. 

The Fix: 

Clarify that presidential inaction on appropriations constitutes assent, eliminating pocket veto 

ambiguity: 

Proposed Revision to Section 24(3): “The President must assent to or veto all legislation within 

14 days of passage. If the President takes no action within this period, assent is assumed and the 

bill passes into law. This automatic passage provision applies to all legislation including 

appropriations bills. 

Presidential inaction cannot constitute a veto—the President must actively veto to reject 

legislation. For appropriations specifically, if appropriations are actively vetoed or if no 

appropriations are enacted before a fiscal period begins, government spending shall continue at 

95% of the previous period’s authorized levels until new appropriations are approved. This 

ensures continuity of government operations while maintaining incentive to reach budget 

agreement.” 

Rationale: This eliminates pocket veto option for appropriations—President must take position 

one way or another. Silence means approval. The continuing resolution mechanism (also 

proposed in Vulnerability 1.1 fix) prevents shutdown if budgets aren’t approved while creating 

pressure for timely agreement. 

 

VULNERABILITY 5.4: Supreme Court Appeals to Nowhere 

The Problem: Section 19(4) establishes grounds for appealing Supreme Court decisions: “A 

party may appeal a Supreme Court decision only if they can demonstrate that the court 

previously: (a) applied an incorrect principle of law; or (b) made a finding of fact or facts on an 

important issue that could not be supported by the evidence.” 

These are standard appellate grounds. The problem: Section 19 defines Supreme Court as “the 

highest court in Redmont” with “appellate jurisdiction over the Federal Courts.” If Supreme 

Court is the highest court, where do Supreme Court appeals go? 

Appeals travel up judicial hierarchy. District Court → Federal Court → Supreme Court. But 

there’s no court above Supreme Court to hear appeals from Supreme Court decisions. 

Possible Interpretations (All Problematic): 

Option 1 - Appeals to Same Court: Supreme Court rehears its own decisions. But why would 

same justices who made original decision reverse themselves? They already considered the case 

and reached conclusion. If they applied incorrect law or made unsupported findings, they did so 

believing themselves correct. 

Option 2 - Appeals to Lower Court: Federal Court reviews Supreme Court decision, reversing 

normal appellate direction. But this inverts judicial hierarchy and creates confusion about which 

court’s interpretation controls. 



Option 3 - Different Justice Composition: Perhaps Section 19(4) envisions different Supreme 

Court justices hearing appeal. But Constitution caps membership at three justices (Section 

19(5)). Changing composition requires replacing justices through retirements or removals. 

Option 4 - Discretionary Reconsideration: Perhaps provision simply permits petitions for 

reconsideration without establishing separate appeals process. Parties can ask Supreme Court to 

review its decision, but court has discretion to refuse. This makes Section 19(4) toothless—

parties can appeal, but no one must hear appeal. 

Section 19(4)(c) Compounds Confusion: “Supreme Court verdicts are otherwise final.” 

“Otherwise” suggests verdicts are final except when successfully appealed. But if there’s no 

court to hear appeals, verdicts are always final, making “otherwise” meaningless. 

The Fix: 

Clarify that “appeals” are actually reconsideration petitions with defined process: 

Proposed Replacement for Section 19(4): “(4) Reconsideration Process: A party may petition 

the Supreme Court for reconsideration of its decision within 30 days, solely on grounds that: 

(a) The Court applied an incorrect principle of law that materially affected the outcome; or 

(b) The Court made findings of fact on important issues that cannot be supported by the 

evidence presented at trial. 

The Court may grant reconsideration at its discretion. Factors favoring reconsideration include: 

significant legal errors, new evidence unavailable at trial, conflicts between this decision and 

prior Court precedents, or substantial injustice resulting from the decision. 

If reconsideration is granted, the case shall be reheard before a different composition of justices 

if such composition is available through recusal, retirement, or temporary assignment of Federal 

Court Judges to Supreme Court panel. If no alternative composition is available, the same 

justices shall reconsider in light of the petition’s arguments. 

If reconsideration is denied, or after reconsideration if granted, the Court’s decision is final and 

binding. Supreme Court decisions establish precedent for all lower courts and bind all 

governmental actors on questions of constitutional interpretation.” 

Rationale: This clarifies that “appeals” are reconsideration petitions heard by same court, 

potentially with different justices if composition changes. Makes explicit that Supreme Court 

decisions are final subject only to this limited reconsideration process. Provides criteria for when 

reconsideration should be granted while preserving judicial discretion. 

 

TIER 6: TECHNICAL AND PROCEDURAL PROBLEMS 

Classification Rationale: These are primarily technical ambiguities, drafting errors, and 

procedural gaps that create confusion but have limited practical impact. They should be fixed 

during routine constitutional maintenance. 



Severity Score: 2-3/10 | Likelihood: Medium | Exploitation Difficulty: N/A | Workarounds: 

Yes (interpretation) 

VULNERABILITY 6.1: Court Jurisdictional Threshold Gaps 

The Problem: Section 16(1)(d): District Court has jurisdiction over “minor criminal 

prosecutions that result in jail not exceeding more than 60 minutes or $10,000 dollars in fines.” 

Section 18(1)(b): Federal Court has jurisdiction over “Major criminal prosecutions that result in 

jail exceeding 60 minutes or $10,000 dollars of fines.” 

Language creates gaps at exact thresholds. A case involving exactly 60 minutes jail or exactly 

$10,000 in fines doesn’t clearly fit either jurisdiction:  

• District Court handles cases “not exceeding” these amounts (might exclude exactly-at-

threshold)  

• Federal Court handles cases “exceeding” these amounts (definitely excludes exactly-at-

threshold) 

Same Gap in Civil Jurisdiction: Section 16(1)(e): “minor civil cases whose value does not 

exceed more than $120,000 dollars” Section 18(1)(c): “Major civil cases whose value exceeds 

$120,000 dollars” 

Note also: “does not exceed more than” is redundant and potentially confusing. 

Practical Problems: 

Jurisdictional Disputes: Prosecutor seeking District Court (faster, less formal) argues $10,000 is 

“not exceeding” threshold. Defendant preferring Federal Court (more procedural protections) 

argues $10,000 “exceeds” implied $9,999 limit. Both have textual support. 

Court Conflicts: District Court might accept case at exactly $10,000. Federal Court might also 

accept. Both claim jurisdiction, or both refuse it, creating limbo. 

Litigation Delays: Every case at exact threshold becomes subject to jurisdictional challenge, 

delaying proceedings while courts determine which has authority. 

The Fix: 

Eliminate gaps by making thresholds exclusive and inclusive: 

Proposed Amendments: 

Revise Section 16(1)(d): “minor criminal prosecutions that result in jail time of less than 60 

minutes or fines of less than $10,000.” 

Revise Section 16(1)(e): “minor civil cases whose value is less than $120,000.” 

Revise Section 18(1)(b): “Major criminal prosecutions that result in jail time of 60 minutes or 

more, or fines of $10,000 or more.” 

Revise Section 18(1)(c): “Major civil cases whose value is $120,000 or more.” 



Rationale: District Court handles everything below threshold; Federal Court handles threshold 

and above. No gap, no ambiguity, no jurisdictional disputes over cases at exact amounts. 

 

VULNERABILITY 6.2: Passage Parity Buried in Definitions 

The Problem: Section 51, titled “Passage Parity,” appears in Part VII: Defining Key Terms. But 

it’s not a definition—it’s substantive rule restricting legislative power: 

“Any congressional action that imposes restrictions, conditions, or heightened requirements on 

its future repeal, amendment, override, or any related congressional action must be subject to the 

same or greater restrictions, conditions, or requirements at the time of its enactment.” 

This prevents legislative entrenchment—temporary majority passing laws that future majorities 

cannot easily change. If law requires supermajority to repeal, it must have been passed by 

supermajority initially. 

Reasonable principle, but placement in “Definitions” virtually guarantees it will be overlooked. 

Why Placement Matters: Legislators drafting bills reference Part I (Congressional powers), 

Part V (constitutional amendments), maybe Part III (presidential authorities). Almost no one 

reads Part VII looking for substantive restrictions on legislative procedure. 

Result: laws passed without compliance with Section 51 because drafters don’t know it exists. 

Practical Problems: 

Delayed Invalidity: Bills might pass with simple majorities including supermajority repeal 

requirements. Under Section 51, such provisions are void, but this might not be discovered until 

years later when someone tries to repeal the law. 

Interpretive Ambiguity: What does “same or greater restrictions” mean? If law requires 2/3 vote 

to repeal, does passage require 2/3, or something greater like 3/4? Standard is vague. 

Retroactive Application: Provision applies retroactively to all existing laws. Any law passed 

before Section 51 existed might violate passage parity. Those laws’ repeal provisions might be 

void, but nobody knows which ones until challenged. 

The Fix: 

Move to proper location and clarify requirements: 

Proposed Amendment: Move Section 51 to Part I as new Section 2(9). Revise to read: 

“(9) Legislative Entrenchment Prohibited: Congress may not impose restrictions on future 

repeal or amendment of legislation unless those same restrictions were satisfied during the 

legislation’s initial enactment. 

If a bill requires supermajority vote to repeal, that bill must have been passed by the same 

supermajority threshold. 



If a bill requires referendum to repeal, that bill must have been passed following referendum 

approval. 

Any provision purporting to bind future Congresses beyond the restrictions met during 

enactment is void and unenforceable. Courts may strike such provisions while preserving 

remainder of the legislation if severable.” 

Rationale: Relocating to Part I ensures legislators see it when drafting bills. Clarification that 

requirement is matching restrictions (not “greater”) removes ambiguity. Explicit statement about 

void provisions provides clear remedy. 

 

VULNERABILITY 6.3: Five-Month Presidential Terms Through Special Elections 

The Problem: Section 26(2)(b) addresses special presidential elections when both offices are 

vacant: “If 30 days or less remain, the newly elected administration will serve through the 

upcoming electoral month until the next presidential election. This results in a maximum term 

length of five months during a dual succession special election.” 

Constitution acknowledges this creates longer-than-normal terms but doesn’t address why such 

terms are acceptable. Regular presidential terms last four months (Section 25(4)). Special 

election winners can serve five months—25% term extension. 

Problems Created: 

Electoral Advantage: Special election winners get longer terms than regular election winners. 

This advantage could influence who runs in special elections—strong candidates might prefer 

waiting for special elections knowing term is longer. 

Cycle Confusion: If special election in late September results in someone serving through 

October, that person’s term ends in February—five months later. They then face re-election in 

February having just started. Pattern differs from normal presidential terms. 

Ambiguous Trigger: Provision applies “if 30 days or less remain,” but remain until what? 

“Upcoming electoral month” presumably means next scheduled presidential election. But 

Section 25(3) sets elections in February, June, and October. If special election occurs in early 

September, is that “30 days or less” before October, or 60+ days before February? 

The Fix: 

Eliminate term extensions by adjusting electoral calendar when necessary: 

Proposed Revision to Section 26(2)(b): “If a special presidential election is necessary and 

occurs within 60 days of a regularly scheduled presidential election, that regularly scheduled 

election shall be postponed by four months to allow the newly elected administration to serve a 

meaningful term. 

The winner of the special election serves a full four-month term from the postponed election 

date. This ensures meaningful term lengths while avoiding excessive elections within short 

periods. 



Example: If dual vacancy occurs in early September requiring special election, and the next 

scheduled election is October, the October election is postponed to February. The special 

election winner serves from their election through January (approximately four months).” 

Rationale: This prevents both very short terms (less than two months) and unexpectedly long 

terms (five months) by adjusting calendar when special elections occur near scheduled elections. 

Maintains consistent four-month term length while avoiding election fatigue from too-frequent 

campaigns. 

 

VULNERABILITY 6.4: Dual Chamber Election Forfeiture Ambiguity 

The Problem: Section 7(1): “A citizen may only serve in one chamber of Congress. If a citizen 

is elected to both the House of Representatives and the Senate, they must forfeit their seat in the 

House and assume their seat in the Senate.” 

Provision is necessary because House and Senate elections occur simultaneously in some months 

(January, March, May, July, September, November per Sections 8(4) and 9(5)). Citizen could 

run for both and win both. 

Unanswered Questions: 

Timing: When must choice be made? Immediately upon election results? Before taking office? 

Constitution doesn’t specify. This affects vacancy procedures—if someone delays choosing for 

weeks, both chambers might have unclear membership. 

Mandatory Senate? Provision says they “must forfeit their seat in the House,” suggesting Senate 

seat is mandatory. But why should Constitution force this choice? If someone elected to both 

prefers House, shouldn’t that be permitted? 

Transition: If someone is currently Representative and gets elected to Senate, when does House 

seat become vacant? Upon Senate election results? Upon Senate term start? During gap, are they 

in both chambers? 

Reverse Scenario: If someone is currently Senator with time remaining and gets elected to 

House, must they forfeit Senate seat immediately even though House term might not start for 

weeks? 

Cross-Branch Appointments: Section 28(2) prohibits holding executive office “concurrently to 

an elected position within Congress.” If Representative is appointed to Cabinet, they must 

choose. But Section 7(1) only covers being “elected to both” chambers, not being elected to one 

chamber while appointed to another branch. 

The Fix: 

Clarify timing, process, and scope: 

Proposed Revision to Section 7(1): “(1) Single Chamber Service: A citizen may only serve in 

one chamber of Congress at a time. If a citizen is elected to both the House of Representatives 

and the Senate, they must declare within 24 hours of election results being certified which seat 



they will accept. The forfeited seat becomes vacant immediately and shall be filled according to 

standard vacancy procedures for that chamber. 

(2) Cross-Branch Conflicts: If a citizen serving in Congress is appointed to executive office 

or judicial office, they must choose between the positions within 24 hours of 

appointment. The rejected position becomes immediately vacant. 

(3) Default Rule: If a citizen elected to both chambers fails to declare their choice within 24 

hours, they are deemed to have accepted the Senate seat and forfeited the House seat, 

recognizing the Senate’s longer term and higher activity requirements as indicating 

greater commitment. 

(4) Transition: Upon forfeiture of a seat, the individual immediately ceases to hold that 

office and may not participate in that chamber’s proceedings. The new seat they have 

accepted becomes effective immediately upon forfeiture of the prior seat.” 

Rationale: This provides clear timing (24 hours to choose), explicit process (declaration of 

choice), defined default (Senate if no choice made), and addresses cross-branch scenarios. 

Prevents limbo periods where membership is unclear. 

 

VULNERABILITY 6.5: Enforcement Mechanism Voids 

The Problem: Multiple constitutional provisions establish requirements but specify no 

consequences for violation. These create enforcement voids where rules exist but compliance is 

optional. 

Examples of Unenforced Requirements: 

Activity Requirements (Sections 8(2), 9(3)): Representatives and Senators must maintain 

minimum playtime. But if member falls below threshold, what happens? Automatic removal? 

Removal after presiding officer action? Nothing unless someone challenges? Constitution 

doesn’t say. 

Judicial Appointment Deadlines (Section 21(2)(b)): President must nominate Justice or Chief 

Justice “within one week” if none are available. But if week passes without nomination, nothing 

happens. No alternative process triggers, no penalty applies, no backup authority intervenes. 

Appropriations Deadlines: Constitution implies appropriations should be timely (Section 24(7) 

requires departments to adhere to approved appropriations) but sets no deadline for Congress to 

pass budgets. Government could operate indefinitely without formal appropriations. 

Patronage Limits (Sections 15(2), 17(2), 19(5)): “There shall not be more than three” 

Magistrates, Judges, or Justices. But if fourth is appointed, what happens? Is appointment void? 

Is appointee removed? Which of the four is invalid? Constitution provides no answer. 

Why This Undermines Authority: A constitution that establishes requirements without 

enforcement mechanisms isn’t providing meaningful constraints—it’s making suggestions 

officials can ignore when convenient. 



The Fix: 

Add comprehensive enforcement provisions: 

Proposed New Section 52: “Enforcement of Constitutional Requirements” 

“Constitutional requirements are self-executing where enforcement mechanisms are specified. 

Where no specific enforcement mechanism exists, the following default enforcement rules apply: 

(1) Activity Requirements: Any member of Congress who fails to meet activity 

requirements specified in this Constitution shall be automatically removed from office 

upon the presiding officer’s declaration of deficiency, following verification of failure to 

meet requirements. The presiding officer must declare such removal within 7 days of 

becoming aware of the deficiency. The removed member may appeal the determination 

to the Supreme Court within 48 hours. 

(2) Appointment Deadlines: If the President fails to nominate required judicial officers 

within specified timeframes, the Chief Justice may make temporary appointments subject 

to later presidential nomination and Senate confirmation. Temporary appointments expire 

after 60 days if not confirmed. If no Chief Justice is available, the most senior sitting 

Judge may make temporary appointments under the same conditions. 

(3) Appropriations Deadlines: If Congress has not passed appropriations for a fiscal period 

within 30 days of that period beginning, spending shall continue at 95% of the previous 

period’s levels until new appropriations are approved. This continuing resolution does not 

eliminate Congress’s obligation to pass formal appropriations and creates fiscal pressure 

to complete the appropriations process. 

(4) Patronage Limits: Any appointment that exceeds constitutional limits on the number of 

officials is void ab initio. If multiple appointments occur such that limit is exceeded, the 

most recently confirmed appointment is void. If confirmations occurred simultaneously, 

the appointment receiving the lowest Senate vote total is void. If vote totals are equal, the 

President shall designate which appointment is withdrawn. 

(5) General Enforcement: All constitutional requirements are enforceable through judicial 

review upon petition by affected parties. The Supreme Court shall expedite review of 

challenges to constitutional compliance and may issue orders compelling compliance, 

declaring actions void, or providing other appropriate remedies. 

(6) Deadline Extensions: Where the Constitution specifies deadlines, reasonable extensions 

may be granted by the affected branch’s presiding officer or the Chief Justice (for 

judiciary) when demonstrated good cause exists, provided such extensions do not exceed 

50% of the original deadline.” 

Rationale: This provides default enforcement for constitutional requirements lacking specific 

mechanisms. Ensures “must” means must, “shall not exceed” means truly limited, and deadlines 

have consequences when missed. Preserves flexibility through limited extension authority while 

preventing indefinite delay. 

 



RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

The vulnerabilities identified range from existential threats to technical ambiguities. All are 

fixable through deliberate constitutional amendment. The question is priority and sequencing. 

Immediate Priority: Tier 1 Emergency Repairs 

Amendment Package One: Foundational Systemic Fixes 

The three Tier 1 vulnerabilities pose existential threats and should be addressed immediately as 

single comprehensive amendment: 

1. Strike appropriations veto exception from Section 2(3) 

2. Add enforcement mechanisms to Section 33(3) for referendum requirements 

 

3. Narrow and define staff override authority in Section 35 

Political Challenge: These amendments reduce concentrated power. Appropriations veto 

benefits President; referendum void benefits Executive; staff override protects external authority. 

Securing cooperation for power-limiting reforms requires emphasizing systemic stability over 

individual advantage. 

Framing Strategy: Present as emergency constitutional repair preventing governmental crisis 

rather than partisan advantage. Build broad coalition by demonstrating that absolute 

appropriations veto invites fiscal crises, referendum voids prevent constitutional evolution, and 

unlimited staff override undermines governmental legitimacy. These aren’t hypothetical risks—

each creates concrete pathways to breakdown affecting everyone including those temporarily 

advantaged. 

Timeline: This package should be introduced immediately and expedited through the 

amendment process as priority legislation. 

 

High Priority: Tier 2 and Tier 3 Structural Repairs 

Once foundational systems are secured, address deadlock vulnerabilities and power imbalances. 

Amendment Package Two: Accountability and Succession (Tier 2) 

1. Reduce Senate removal threshold from unanimity to four-fifths (Section 11(2)) 

2. Impose deadlines on VP vacancy replacement with fallback mechanisms (Section 27(1)) 

3. Limit dissolution power to specific conditions with frequency caps (Section 24(6)) 

Amendment Package Three: Separation of Powers Balance (Tier 3) 

1. Resolve salary protection versus power of purse contradiction (Sections 2(4) and 24(8)) 

2. Eliminate VP tie-breaking in Senate to restore separation of powers (Section 4(8)) 

3. Impose caretaker restrictions on Executive during electoral transitions (Section 44(2)) 



Timeline: Both packages should proceed within six months of Package One’s ratification. They 

can be pursued simultaneously as separate amendments or combined if political support exists 

for comprehensive reform. 

 

Medium Priority: Tier 4 and Tier 5 Democratic Safeguards 

Amendment Package Four: Democratic Protection Mechanisms (Tier 4) 

1. Implement tiered quorum requirements preventing minority rule (Section 10) 

2. Resolve rights contradiction through absolute/qualified distinction (Section 32) 

3. Establish Supreme Court deadlock resolution (Section 19(2)) 

Amendment Package Five: Procedural Clarity (Tier 5) 

1. Address impeachment penalty gaps with minimums (Section 45(2)) 

2. Clarify pocket veto procedures for appropriations (Section 24(3)) 

3. Create Supreme Court reconsideration process (Section 19(4)) 

4. Narrow Owner-mandated executive order authority (Section 24(5)) 

Timeline: Within one year of Tier 1 fixes. By this point, amendment process will have been 

tested and best practices for coalition-building established. 

 

Lower Priority: Tier 6 Technical Maintenance 

Amendment Package Six: Technical Cleanup 

1. Fix court jurisdictional threshold gaps (Sections 16 and 18) 

2. Relocate passage parity to proper section (Section 51 to Section 2(9)) 

3. Standardize presidential term lengths (Section 26(2)(b)) 

4. Clarify dual chamber election procedures (Section 7(1)) 

5. Add comprehensive enforcement mechanisms (new Section 52) 

Timeline: Ongoing as routine constitutional maintenance, perhaps annually or biennially. 

 

Building Political Support 

Constitutional amendments require extraordinary consensus—supermajorities in small chambers 

mean modest opposition blocks reform. Success depends on framing amendments as systemic 

improvements rather than partisan advantages. 

For Legislative Support: Emphasize that power balance reforms benefit Congress as institution 

regardless of which party controls it. Future opposition party will appreciate limits on executive 

power just as current opposition does. Constitutional stability serves long-term legislative 

interests even when short-term calculations might favor executive authority. 



For Executive Support: Frame reforms as strengthening governmental legitimacy and 

sustainability. A President governing under respected, coherent constitution has more authority 

than one operating under contradictory, exploitable document. Even reforms limiting specific 

executive powers enhance overall executive credibility by demonstrating commitment to 

constitutional governance. 

For Public Support: Present amendments as technical improvements to democratic machinery 

rather than major policy changes. Most citizens care more about effective, stable government 

than specific distribution of powers. Demonstrate that amendments address concrete problems—

budgets passing on time, succession working smoothly, courts resolving cases definitively. 

For Staff Cooperation: Acknowledge legitimate needs for technical oversight while 

establishing clear boundaries. Staff authority over server operations, platform compliance, and 

technical emergencies is essential and should be preserved. But political governance should rest 

with elected officials under constitutional constraints. This division serves both staff and 

governmental interests. 

 

Constitutional Drafting Principles for Future Amendments 

This assessment reveals recurring problems future drafters should avoid: 

1. Internal Consistency Every new provision should be checked against existing provisions to 

ensure compatibility. Before adding text, review entire document for potential contradictions. 

2. Enforcement Mechanisms Constitutional requirements without consequences are 

suggestions, not rules. When adding obligations, simultaneously specify what happens if 

obligations aren’t met. 

3. Edge Case Testing Test provisions against unusual scenarios, not just normal operations. 

What happens in three-way ties? When offices simultaneously vacant? When officials refuse to 

act? If provision breaks under stress, revise before adoption. 

4. Clear Language Avoid ambiguous phrases like “not exceeding more than.” Use precise 

thresholds leaving no gaps. Define terms before using them. Place substantive rules in topical 

sections, not buried in definitions. 

5. Separation of Powers Cross-branch authorities should be exceptional and clearly justified. 

Before granting one branch authority over another, articulate why constitutional structure 

requires it. 

6. Democratic Accountability Reserve powers bypassing democratic processes should be 

narrowly defined and limited to genuine emergencies. Broad authorities like “completely 

override any Government decision” undermine constitutional government’s purpose. 

 



Implementation Challenges 

Transition Provisions When changing term lengths, removal thresholds, or succession 

procedures, specify whether changes apply to current officeholders or only future ones. Prevent 

confusion and legal challenges. 

Interpretation Guidelines Consider adding interpretation clause: “This Constitution shall be 

interpreted to promote democratic governance, separation of powers, and protection of rights. In 

cases of ambiguity, interpretations favoring democratic participation and limiting concentrated 

power are preferred.” 

Amendment Process Review After several amendments, evaluate whether process itself 

functions well. Is supermajority-plus-referendum creating appropriate stability or making 

necessary reforms too difficult? Should technical corrections have expedited procedures? 

 

CONCLUSION 

The Commonwealth of Redmont’s Constitution reflects admirable democratic aspirations—

separation of powers, enumerated rights, detailed electoral procedures, balance between 

efficiency and accountability. These are marks of serious constitutional design. 

But the document contains significant flaws threatening to undermine worthy goals. Internal 

contradictions make core provisions unenforceable. Enforcement gaps allow requirements to be 

ignored. Power imbalances concentrate authority inviting abuse. Procedural ambiguities create 

confusion when clarity is most needed. 

These problems are surmountable. Every identified vulnerability has clear solution—specific 

amendment language resolving contradictions, closing loopholes, restoring constitutional 

coherence. The path forward is straightforward: systematic amendment addressing most serious 

problems first, followed by progressive refinement of secondary issues. 

The Real Question: Will Redmont’s governmental actors and citizens prioritize constitutional 

reform over short-term political advantage? Officials benefiting from constitutional flaws face 

strong incentives to preserve them. The President’s absolute appropriations veto provides 

leverage—why surrender voluntarily? The Executive’s referendum enforcement void enables 

blocking unwanted amendments—why fix it? Staff’s unlimited override ensures final say—why 

accept limitations? 

But constitutional governance requires that power be constrained even when those holding power 

prefer otherwise. The test of democratic commitment is whether officials respect limits on their 

own authority, whether institutions accept checks on their own power, whether today’s majority 

protects tomorrow’s minority by maintaining fair procedures. 

Redmont faces that test now. The constitutional vulnerabilities documented in this assessment 

will be exploited eventually—if not by current officials, then by future ones; if not in routine 

times, then in crisis conditions. The question is whether repairs occur before exploitation or after 

governmental breakdown forces them. 



Two Paths Forward: 

Path One: Amend the Constitution now, deliberately and thoughtfully, addressing known 

problems through established processes. 

Path Two: Wait until constitutional failures precipitate crises, then attempt emergency repairs 

under pressure with uncertain outcomes. 

This assessment recommends Path One. The identified vulnerabilities are real, proposed 

solutions are workable, and the constitutional amendment process exists precisely to permit 

evolution and improvement when flaws are discovered. 

Democratic systems succeed not by getting everything right initially, but by maintaining capacity 

for self-correction. Redmont has discovered its constitutional flaws. Early identification creates 

opportunities for early correction. 

Now comes harder work: Building political coalitions to support reform, drafting precise 

amendment language, explaining technical constitutional issues to the public, and securing the 

supermajorities and referendum approval that constitutional change requires. 

This work is essential. A constitution is not merely historical document or symbolic statement—

it’s the operating system for democratic governance. When the operating system has bugs, 

crashes become inevitable. Fixing bugs before crashes occur is basic prudence. 

The Commonwealth of Redmont deserves a constitution that means what it says, creates clear 

procedures for governance, and establishes meaningful constraints on power while enabling 

effective government. The current document falls short in multiple critical ways. 

But constitutions can be amended. Problems can be solved. Democratic systems can evolve 

and improve. 

The path is clear. The tools exist. The only remaining question is whether there is sufficient will 

to walk the path and use the tools. 

This assessment provides the roadmap. Redmont must decide whether to follow it. 

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: FULL TEXT OF TIER 1 CRITICAL PROVISIONS 

Section 2(3) - Appropriations Veto Exception: “Congress may override a Presidential veto on 

all legislation, with the exception of appropriation bills.” 

Section 2(4) - Power of the Purse: “Congress controls taxation, government spending, 

appropriations, and borrowing.” 

Section 33(3) - Referendum Requirement: “The Executive, within 7 days of the previous 

requirement being satisfied, must hold a referendum where citizens, over the course of 48 hours, 

may vote on the proposed amendment. Such a referendum must result in at least a supermajority 

approval to pass.” 



Section 35 - Staff Override: “(1) For the Benefit of the server, Network Staff/Server Manager 

retain the reserve power to completely override any Government decision. 

(2) The Network Staff/Server Manager will communicate this override through the President 

where possible. 

(3) Staff override cannot be overturned, however, the Network Staff/Server Manager will 

work with the President to seek an alternative option. 

(4) Network Staff/Server Manager will advise the President where requested and or give 

input into the country’s efficient running and staff workload.” 

 

APPENDIX B: PRIORITY MATRIX 

Vulnerability Tier Severity Likelihood Exploit Difficulty Priority 

Appropriations Veto 1 10/10 Medium-High Easy Immediate 

Referendum Void 1 10/10 Medium Easy Immediate 

Staff Override 1 10/10 Medium Easy Immediate 

Senate Removal 2 8/10 Medium Moderate High 

VP Vacancy 2 8/10 Medium Moderate High 

Dissolution Power 2 7/10 Low Moderate High 

Salary Contradiction 3 7/10 Medium Easy Medium-High 

VP Tie-Breaking 3 6/10 High Easy Medium-High 

Executive Caretaker 3 6/10 Medium Moderate Medium 

Quorum Exploitation 4 6/10 Low-Medium Moderate Medium 

Rights Contradiction 4 5/10 Low N/A Medium 

SC Deadlock 4 5/10 Low N/A Medium 

Owner EO Mandate 5 4/10 Low Moderate Low-Medium 

Impeachment Gap 5 3/10 Low Easy Low 

Pocket Veto 5 3/10 Low Easy Low 

SC Appeals 5 3/10 Low N/A Low 

Court Thresholds 6 2/10 Medium N/A Low 

Passage Parity 6 2/10 Low N/A Low 

Term Length 6 2/10 Low N/A Low 

Dual Election 6 2/10 Medium N/A Low 

Enforcement Gaps 6 3/10 Medium Easy Low 

 

APPENDIX C: GLOSSARY OF CONSTITUTIONAL TERMS 

Appropriations: Legislative authorization for government spending; the formal process by 

which Congress allocates funds to executive departments and programs. 



Caretaker: A period during electoral transitions when government continues to function but is 

restricted from making major policy decisions that would bind successor governments. 

Dynamic Majority: A voting threshold calculated based on the number of members who 

actually voted, rather than the total membership of the chamber. 

Entrenchment: The practice of making laws difficult to repeal, typically by requiring 

supermajorities or special procedures for amendment. 

Executive Order: A directive issued by the President to manage executive branch operations, 

limited to powers granted to the Executive by the Constitution. 

Impeachment: A formal accusation of constitutional violations against an official, leading to a 

trial and potential removal from office. 

Pocket Veto: An implicit veto that occurs when an executive fails to act on legislation within a 

specified timeframe, causing the bill to die without formal rejection. 

Quorum: The minimum number of members who must be present for a legislative body to 

conduct official business. 

Separation of Powers: The constitutional principle dividing government authority among 

distinct branches (Legislative, Executive, Judicial) to prevent concentration of power. 

Supermajority: A voting threshold requiring more than a simple majority, typically two-thirds 

(66%) of the voting body. 

Veto Override: The process by which a legislature passes legislation despite executive 

opposition, typically requiring supermajority support. 

 

Document Prepared by: Riverardd 

Date of Publication: [DATE] 

For Questions or Comments: @riverardd on Discord 

The Commonwealth of Redmont deserves a constitution that serves its democratic 

aspirations. This assessment is offered in the hope of contributing to that worthy goal. 


