
March 10, 2016

To Tribesty Nguyen

Re: Appeal on CEO ruling regarding the following issue:

As of 7:00pm on March 3, 2016, the UVSS Elections Office did not receive certification 
in writing that Woke UVic did not exceed the campaign spending limit.

I have carefully reviewed the CEO's ruling, your appeal with attached supportive information, 
as well as the Electoral Policy surrounding this issue.  

I believe that you are aware the onus for understanding and applying the policy stands as 
much with the individual candidates as it does with the members of the UVSS Elections team.
However, given the somewhat contradictory advice alleged to have been given by the CEO at
the February 5th, 2016 Candidate Orientation Meeting, I am willing to take it under advisement
that a somewhat confusing situation was perpetrated regarding the policy requirements 
around receipt submission.

Before giving my decision, I would like to address the points you have put forward:

1) “Our campaign manager, confused as to how submission of receipts works according to 
electoral policy, asked for clarification from the Chief Electoral Officer, Emma Hamill, at a 
public forum the Candidates Orientation, held on February 5th, 2016. Tribesty (our campaign 
manager) asked during the question period in front of approximately 50 attendees, whether 
receipts and the expense report had to be submitted individually, or whether he, as the 
campaign manager, could submit on behalf of the slate and combine the slate’s expenses. 
Emma said that he could submit as the slate. This question and answer can be corroborated 
by multiple witnesses (from candidates of our slate, a non-candidate, as well as a candidate 
from an opposing slate). Please see Appendices A D for witness statements.”

As I stated in my previous remarks, I grant that a confusing situation may have been created 
by the CEO’s comments at the Feb 5th meeting. I appreciate that witness statements were 
attached to your appeal. Although I will state that I have discounted two of the statements as 
they are slate members, thereby included in the original ruling and likely contain an open bias 
in the outcome of this issue. The other two statements come from outside the slate and I 
therefore regard them as non-biased and providing a valid account of the events at that 
February 5th meeting.
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2) In Emma’s ruling to disqualify our slate, she applies Electoral Policy section 5.6.f and
5.5.c, stating:

“...as per EPM 5.6.f, the campaign manager’s role is to simply deal with Elections 
Office personnel solely with campaign issues related to or complaints made against the
slate or candidate who is part of the slate. 5.6.f, clearly states that campaign managers 
are responsible for representing and informing candidates with respect to campaign 
issues or complaints. This does not mean that the campaign manager can certify on 
behalf of the candidates. In addition, 5.5.c clearly states, “candidates… must certify in 
writing that they have not exceeded the spending limit.”

We would like to point the Adjudicator to another section of the Electoral Policy in which the 
specification for “candidates” actions exist (outside of issues or complaints) in which Emma 
and the UVSS Elections office has allowed the campaign manager to act on behalf of the 
candidates. Specifically, we mean section 5.7.a (Third party endorsements), which states 
(bolded for emphasis):

“Candidates may accept the endorsement of an on-campus group and refer to that 
endorsement in their campaign material, but must provide written proof of an 
endorsement to a Deputy Electoral Officer before referring to it in their campaign 
materials.”

Upon checking personally with Emma, whether campaign managers could sign 3rd party 
endorsements on behalf of the candidates of the slate, Emma said yes. Of the six 3rd party 
endorsements that were approved by Emma and the UVSS Elections office for Woke UVic, not
a single 3rd party endorsement form was signed by Woke Uvic candidates. All forms were 
signed by Tribesty Nguyen, the campaign manager, and were approved and accepted by 
Emma and UVSS Elections Office. Please see Appendix E for an emailed approval of a 3rd 
party endorsement from Emma. The original written 3rd party endorsement that only contains 
the campaign manager's signature may be obtained from the UVSS Elections Office.

Although it may be debatable that the CEO’s interpretation of the role of the campaign 
manager may be a bit narrow by defining it strictly by EPM 5.6.f, she is absolutely correct in 
stating that the campaign manager is not allowed to certify on behalf of a candidate. 

You have submitted evidence to show that the role of the campaign manager has been 
allowed to exceed the definition as specifically defined by EPM 5.6.f and that may be true. I 
would like to point out that the third party endorsements policy which you indicated (EPM 
5.7.a) states that “Candidate...must provide written proof of an endorsement...”. No 
where in the policy does it state that the proof must be certified by the candidate.  Nor does it 
state that it can not be submitted as part of a slate endorsement or delivered by a 
representative. The policy is intended to protect the third party by ensuring that the 
endorsement is valid. It is also worth noting that the email out of the CEO’s office was sent to 
the email addresses of the Woke slate and appropriate members of the third party group and 
not specifically to the campaign manager.
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Decision

I cannot fully disagree with your claims that the definition of the role of the campaign manager
may be a difficult one to determine. I believe that the policy around this topic may have some 
room for improvement but I am also concerned that over definition within the policy may 
create an environment too restrictive to be appropriately productive. We must remember that 
policy needs to act as guidelines for interpretation.

Having said that, there are policies which leave little room for wide interpretation. I believe 
that EPM 5.5.c is such a policy. The policy states:

Candidates must submit copies of receipts for all of their campaign expenditures to the

Senior Deputy Electoral Officer by no later than the time that polls close, and certify in 

writing that they have not exceeded the campaign spending limit. A candidate who 

exceeds the campaign spending limit or fails to submit copies of their receipts or to 

certify in writing that the limit has not been exceeded must be disqualified by the 

Chief Electoral Officer.

The bolded portion refers directly to the issue. Whether the CEO confused the issue of receipt
submission or not is moot as it is not the issue at hand. What is important is that the 
candidates did not certify in writing that the (spending) limit has not been exceeded, prior to 
the close of polls. The submission of receipts (either individually or as a group) or the 
definition of the role of the campaign manager do not enter into it.

It is also important to note that the action of the CEO is definitively prescribed by the policy. It 
does not say that a candidate “may” be disqualified. It states the candidate “...must be 
disqualified by the Chief Electoral Officer.”

Taking all aspects of the issue presented to me into consideration, I must determine 
that the candidates of Woke UVic failed to comply with Election Policy section 5.5.c. 
and rule to uphold the previous ruling as prescribed by the CEO.

Sincerely, 
Randy Parker 
Elections Adjudicator 

If you desire to further appeal this decision to the Arbitration Panel, you are entitled to do so 
within one business day by sending an Appeal form (at uvsselections.com/electionforms/) to 
the Arbitration Panel email address and to the Electoral Office email address.


