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REPUBLIC OF MALAWI
IN THE HIGH COURT OF MALAWI
LILONGWE DISTRICT REGISTRY
ELECTION CAUSE NO. 52 OF 2025
(Before Honourable Justice Mdeza)

IN THE MATTER OF THE PRESIDENTIAL, PARLIAMENTARY AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS ACT

AND

IN THE MATTER OF A PETITION BY ALFRED RUWAN GANGATA

(Section 100 of the Presidential, Parliamentary and Local Government Elections Act and Order 19 rule 13 of the Courts (High Court) (Civil Procedure) Rules, 2017)


BETWEEN:

ALFRED RUWAN GANGATA						PETITIONER                  


AND


GEORGE CHARLES ZULU						1ST RESPONDENT

THE MALAWI ELECTORAL COMMISSION				 2ND RESPONDENT





CASE SUMMARY
DELIVERED ON:10th November 2025
1. BRIEF FACTS.
The Petitioner, Alfred Ruwan Gangata, appealed under section 100 of the Presidential, Parliamentary and Local Government Elections Act (PPLGEA) against the Malawi Electoral Commission’s (MEC) decision of 27 September 2025, which nullified the parliamentary election results for the Lilongwe City Mtandire–Mtsiriza Constituency. The election, held on 16 September 2025, had initially declared Gangata the winner at the Constituency Tally Centre, but following complaints by the opposing candidate, George Charles Zulu, alleging irregularities and missing ballots, the District Tally Centre, without the Petitioner’s monitors reopened tamper-evident envelopes containing void votes. Only 345 of the recorded 445 void ballots were found, and 206 were reclassified as valid votes, after which Gangata still led by 17 votes. Despite this, MEC ruled that the void vote handling was irregular, that materials had been tampered with, and that the results could not be verified with certainty, leading to the nullification of the election and the ordering of a by-election.
2. THE LEGAL ISUES.
Whether the Court should:
a. Reverse MEC’s decision nullifying the election; and
b. Order MEC to declare the Petitioner as the duly elected Member of Parliament.
3. THE FINDING.
The Court found that while the Malawi Electoral Commission (MEC) is constitutionally and statutorily mandated under section 76 of the Constitution and sections 96 and 99 of the PPLGEA to manage elections and handle complaints, it failed to discharge these duties properly. MEC did not verify the alleged missing 100 void votes. Its decision to open sealed envelopes without the Petitioner’s monitors compromised transparency, and the failure to call key witnesses further weakened its case. Since the Petitioner still led by 17 votes midway through the irregular verification of void votes, the Court held that the will of the people was evident. Consequently, MEC’s decision to nullify the election lacked sufficient basis, violated principles of transparency and the right to an effective remedy under section 41(3) of the Constitution, and risked setting a dangerous precedent that could enable electoral manipulation.
4. THE ORDER.
The MEC’s decision of 30 September 2025 nullifying the election is declared null and void. The MEC is ordered to: Determine the results based on available materials, and the Petitioner is awarded costs of the action.
NB: The High Court of Malawi and the Honorable Judge are not bound by this explanatory note, which is provided by the Office of the Chief Registrar to facilitate public understanding of this case and to assist the media in reporting on it. Readers are encouraged to read the court’s judgment or ruling.
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