
Elections Committee Meeting – Presidential Appeals Meeting #2 
February 15, 2018 
MSU Boardroom, MUSC 201 
 
Present Ahmed, Gupta, Lee, Nadarajah, Nwosu, Wong  
Late  
Absent Bhatti 
Others Present C. Deraiche (CRO), S. Figueiredo (DRO), V. Scott (Recording Secretary), Ikram 

Farah (Appellant), Kristina Epifano (MSU Member) 
 
1. Broken Links  
 

 Farah stated that this wasn't an easy decision to make, and that in consultation with past EC members, 
legal aid, and past Board members this was something unprecedented and undemocratic. She assumed 
that this was deliberate, and that EC didn't do due process. Farah stated that she has outlined in her 
appeal document on how this was made. She explained that the volunteer coordinator's slide clearly has a 
dash and that everyone was supposed to copy and paste. Farah stated that she could see how it could be 
confused with a deliberate attack, but she has examples of those who had it done correctly. She explained 
that they didn't check the links because they assumed they would work. Farah stated that this wasn't 
done to sway people from seeing other candidates. She encouraged the Committee to look at their 
mistake.  

 Lee asked for Farah to expand on the fine not being used against her that was listed in the document. 
Farah responded that she was showed two screenshots for the complaint. She explained that she was 
aware that people would be appealing her not being disqualified but was told that they couldn't do it with 
fines that were overturned and that they could only talk about fines leveraged against her. Farah stated 
that the Committee didn't disqualify her over a broken link, and that they didn't do their due process. She 
felt blindsided and this went against what was told and she didn't have a chance to defend herself. Farah 
added that this complaint was dismissed as bad taste, and by overturning it this goes against every 
process. She stated that this fine shouldn't have been discussed, and that the CRO made a mistake. She 
added that it wasn't the first time the CRO had made a mistake.  

 Nwosu asked for more clarification on the link provided to volunteers. She asked if they had asked people 
to copy and paste the post, and to tag Farah separately. Farah responded that Sabra was the volunteer 
coordinator and made sure every volunteer had the same bio. She explained that the dash in the 
instructions has a space where the name is and a space with the link. Farah stated that people were 
replicating the post and then put the dash too close to the link. She explained that some people did it 
correctly, and some people didn't. Farah added that the instructions from the slide corresponds with what 
it was supposed to look like in the post. Farah stated that the volunteer coordinator made a mistake.  

 Wong asked if anyone double-checked the links after they were posted. He asked if they did check, do 
they have a count. Farah responded that the instructions given were clear, and this was not deliberate. 
She stated that when she was given the complaint the CRO mentioned that it was for bad taste and they 
explained that it was a copy and paste error. Farah stated that they have a screenshot showing that they 
told their volunteers to fix the links and believe to this day some of them are still up and they won't be 
changing them now. She added that the majority weren't broken, and this shows it was not deliberate.  

 Nadarajah apologized that it was communicated that this wouldn't be leveraged and could see how that 
was disappointing. She stated that Farah took two screenshots from emails with the CRO showing that no 
new evidence could be used in an appeal. Nadarajah asked if there was any face-to-face clarification or 
was basing this assumption off of two emails. She stated that she would like to know what the CRO said, 
was this based on no new fines or no new evidence. Farah responded that by looking at the screenshots 
you could see that it would only be based on what fined for, and she wasn't for the link. Farah stated that 
she figured this wouldn't be leveraged against her as the Committee didn't disqualify her with a broken 
link that it can't be used, as no new evidence could be presented when doing an appeal. Farah stated that 
the CRO confirmed this when speaking. She felt that this fine was unreasonable and unprecedented.  
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 Gupta asked Farah to explain how they copy and pasted the link. Farah responded that the document 
shows that there was a space in between the link and name. She added that she also gave a screenshot of 
what it would look like with her name. Farah stated that some people made the mistake of putting both 
links, but her adding the tag wasn't directing people away. She explained that the error was the dash 
being too close to the link.  

 Ahmed ceded his question to Nwosu. She asked Farah to clarify the evidence presented, and that this was 
a screenshot from a team Facebook group but on a slide. Farah responded that the volunteer slides were 
on Facebook, and the second was a screenshot to anyone who had access to it on how it was to be done. 
She added that she gave an example from a previous presidential election and how it happened.  

 
2. Deliberately Breaking a Rule - Broken Links  
 

 Farah stated that in regard to this being deliberate she was told it was due to the number of occurrences 
that it happened. She explained that this wasn't deliberate, and her volunteers were instructed on one 
way and did another. Farah stated that they rectified this going forward. She stated that those who had 
the mistake corrected it. She explained that the profile picture has a link, they shared everything from 
Elections, and that was their way of telling students to go to other candidates. Farah stated that the 
narrative was wrong, and the evidence trumps it. She added that to suggest this was deliberate was based 
on unsubstantiated arguments. Farah explained that their intent was to have the working link in regard to 
copying and pasting.  

 Ahmed stated that she kept saying that the evidence trumps this. He was confused as they only made one 
post regarding the error. He asked if everyone had copy and pasted it, how do they have some with 
broken links and some without. Farah responded that it was easy to make a mistake, and that if they had 
malicious intent then everyone would have a broken link.  

 Gupta asked when she found out that the broken links were a thing. Farah responded that she was told 
on January 19 by the CRO. She explained that they rectified this by posting in their volunteer group telling 
them to change their links. She added that data on the back end of the website show that people weren't 
getting directed from Facebook to the Elections page and only 39 people were referred, and to say that a 
broken link didn't get people access about the election was unsubstantiated evidence.  

 Nadarajah asked for clarification on what was communicated from the CRO.  She stated that there was 
testimony saying it shouldn't be considered a fine. She asked for Farah to expand on the meeting she had 
with the CRO, DRO, and Administrative Services Coordinator. Farah stated that when she was aware that 
people were coming to discuss disqualification she wanted to be clear that the they could only use fines 
levied against her in that conversation. She explained that there was no mention that dismissed 
complaints could be used against her, and that in the minutes it shows that the Committee reconsidered 
the complaint. Farah stated that this isn't referenced in their bylaws that they can talk about things after 
the fact, and was told no one was providing new evidence, but this wasn't the case. Farah stated that the 
CRO said that it wasn't going to be discussed.  

 Wong asked in the spirit of section 4.14, did she ever share another candidate's platform other than the 
meet and greet. Farah responded that no one really shares other candidates' platforms. She explained 
that it was done by sharing the election link. She added that they shared everything else and this shows 
that they didn't do this deliberately.  

 Nwosu stated that there were pros and cons to having large and small teams. She asked Farah to speak to 
team sizes and expectations of teams. Farah responded that in regard to that she knows the Committee 
mentioned that it was negligent and that she needed to take more care towards this. She explained that 
they do care about this election, and that they rectified everything they could. Farah stated that to 
suggest going around and controlling thousands of people would be hard. She explained that this mistake 
was made by their team. Farah stated by the Committee's expectations they would hold everyone in the 
same regards. She added that by saying that the integrity wasn't broken but had no disregard for the 
rules, negligence couldn't be used towards her. Farah stated that this wasn't deliberate.  

 Lee asked Farah to clarify more on her response to Nadarajah's question. He stated that from his 
understanding the package says no new fines, but emails say no new evidence. He asked for clarification 
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on how she saw it as no new fines. Farah responded that she has showed the Committee the screenshots 
and has Sabra and Uwais as witnesses to what the CRO said. Farah stated that they wouldn't be and 
wasn't fined for a broken link. She stated that she could have misinterpreted it, but there were multiple 
accounts and she has witnesses. Farah stated that this wasn't in the bylaws to discuss it, and why was she 
appealing a dismissed complaint. She stated that the Committee made a mistake, and the CRO made a 
mistake, and there should be due process.  

 
3. Disqualification 
 

 Farah stated that within her package it walks through everything point by point. She stated that the 
complaint that was dismissed shouldn’t have been discussed. Farah felt that the narrative from biased 
candidates was affecting the integrity of the election, and that she lost the trust in the Committee and 
electoral process. She stated that she refuted every point during her appeal. Farah explained that the 
sheet amount of violations is subjected to disqualification, but it wasn’t done at the fines meeting. She 
stated that in her package she has proof that two of the candidates colluded to get her disqualified, and 
with that the integrity of the election was compromised as they overturned the democratic process. Farah 
stated that they shouldn’t be making assumptions and should have proof. She explained that the 
Committee should have had confidence in their decision, as that was what they were elected to do and 
shouldn’t be ‘rattled’. Farah added that her package will refute everything as she has proof, and that this 
disqualification was invalid. She stated that by upholding this they would be setting a precedent that after 
the fact the Committee could overturn a democratic election.  

 Nwosu stated that she had read the package, and she explained that when making decisions at the 
Committee level emotions can run high, and when something comes back to them it would be natural to 
feel rattled. She explained that this wasn’t factored in the decision but was part of the minutes for 
transparency. Nwosu added that Farah was focused on the votes in the document, and that the 
Committee went forward with the decision as if they hadn’t seen the results ahead of time. She asked 
Farah what they should be considering when it came to this, should they have considered the voting 
margin and give a different courtesy to another candidate. Farah responded that it should have been 
done before the votes so that it doesn’t bias the decision. She stated that they were all human, and the 
Committee knew the votes. She explained that it was unreasonable to suggest that they didn’t take that 
into consideration. Farah stated that when discussing the post in the Womanists Facebook group she 
brought forward analytics to show that this wouldn’t qualify a victory. She explained that she understood 
that the decision wasn’t easy, but the decision was invalid and unprecedented. Farah added that based on 
evidence and assumptions then considering the vote count it was impossible to suggest that she won by 
that much by what she was fined for. She stated that at this point the Committee’s decision was biased.  

 Wong asked Farah to clarify the conversation with the other candidate’s team member on Facebook, and 
how it went. Farah responded that the screenshot was to give context and counter two items. She 
explained that the conversation was between her campaign team member, and another Candidate’s team 
member and it shows that there was collusion between two candidates to get her to be disqualified. 
Farah stated that she was making assumptions of colluding based on the complaints but didn’t submit a 
complaint based on the fact that it was an assumption. She explained that when gathering evidence this 
conversation happened and it suggested that one candidate was out for another but decided to work 
together against her. Farah stated that this same person came in to appeal the Committee’s decision and 
say that she deserved to be disqualified. She added that the Committee couldn’t disqualify someone 
based on the number of fines, but the impact of them. Farah stated that having two teams come after her 
and colluding affected the integrity of the election.  

 Nadarajah thanked Farah for coming and respecting the elections and appeal process. She stated that the 
document was quite extensive. Nadarajah stated that in terms of precedent of results being viewed and 
then disqualify them, how much value does she think that the Committee should place on witness 
testimony. She explained that the appeals evidence provided to the Committee was also witness 
testimony. She asked Farah how much value the Committee should place on witness testimony. Farah 
responded that the Committee dismissed a complaint in bad taste based on the lack of clarity and 
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description, she explained that in the appeals package it refutes the bad taste. She stated that she 
understood that this wasn’t a justice of the court and that witness testimony holds a lot of merit, but it 
should also be based on counter evidence. Farah stated that the candidate who came to appeal the 
Committee’s decision had implored the Committee to look at their decision again, and that she was 
providing counter evidence. She explained that it was up to the Committee to decide on which merits 
hold, and that witness testimony was important but so was hers. Farah stated that no one deserves to be 
disqualified and felt that it should only happen if it materially affected the result of the election. Farah 
reiterated that witness testimony was valued but the Committee should take into account of what was 
evidence, and that hearsay and a description wasn’t a screenshot. She added that it was upsetting that a 
description of someone’s account was giving her a bad name, but she has provided direct proof, and 
nothing should be based on assumptions. Farah stated that in real life this would be considered evidence, 
not a description.  

 Nwosu stated that Farah thought that teams were colluding and trying to disqualify her, but that people 
could submit as many complaints as they wish. She asked if Farah was countering that she didn’t feel that 
the fines weren’t valid. Farah stated that the rule of having one severe or five standard violations resulting 
in a discussion of disqualification was to deter colluding. She stated that the Committee were the ones 
who decided the fines, and when people are appealing they have the right to do so but when they 
supplement that with the fact that the Committee’s decision was contradictory as they didn’t disqualify at 
the beginning. Farah stated that having someone come forward and imploring the Committee to look at 
their decision again was malice as they were the reason why she had so many fines. She stated that the 
idea of colluding should be held into account and encouraged the Committee to look at her package point 
by point. Farah stated that people were retroactively added to her campaign team, and they can’t 
monitor everyone. She added that she submitted a list of her team and that to hold that scrutiny she 
found it invalid. Farah stated that that was why there was an appeals process. She explained that there 
have been a lot of misconceptions, and when saying that when she admitted to breaking the rule of 
amplification it didn’t mean that she didn’t care.  Farah argued that the number of fines wasn’t an 
argument to disqualify someone. She stated that the Committee didn’t discuss the impact of integrity, 
and that numbers don’t matter impact does. Farah stated that these fines didn’t affect the election.  

 Ahmed stated that he was curious why Farah would say the number of fines wasn’t an issue and kept 
referencing to collusion. He explained that a complaint comes to the Committee and then they decide 
whether to fine the candidate or not based on the complaint. Ahmed explained that a candidate could 
collude and bring forward many complaints, but if they are legitimate and the candidate gets fines it holds 
weight in an election. He asked why Farah thought the number of fines doesn’t bring into question the 
integrity of the election. Farah responded that that the Committee validates the complaints, but that she 
can appeal the fines and refute them. She explained that there was no rule that a candidate can be 
disqualified because of the number of fines. She added that the complaints and fines were based on 
hearsay, and she has evidence of colluding. Farah stated that while the number of fines is valid, she was 
refuting those claims and saying that the impact wasn’t there. She asked the Committee if this materially 
affected the results and told them to think about it. She stated that it wasn’t fair to base this off of 
assumptions.  

 Lee stated that he wanted to discuss the quote on the page “People should never be disqualified from 
elections unless they did something that materially effects the results of that election.” He added that he 
would like to get Farah’s understanding of integrity of the election, was it the process or making an 
informed vote. He asked what Farah’s definition of the election process was: the rules or the votes. Farah 
responded that they are subjected to not swaying the votes and in addition a regard of the rules. She 
explained that at the time of the fines meeting the Committee didn’t have the results and it would be 
impossible to not be biased when looking at the results of the election when disqualifying. She stated that 
they have to look at it as did she do everything she could to give herself 1,200 votes and to suggest that 
she and her team didn’t have respect for the process is damning. Farah stated that the electoral process 
was important and that they won because she had a great team and that if the intention to garner 
supporters would be to have the guitars in front of the table, but it wasn’t. Farah stated that the 
Committee’s original unbiased decision was overturned by biased people and that it was important to 
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recognize that this hasn’t happened before. She thought it was disturbing seeing in the minutes that the 
Committee overturned a democratic decision and suggests that next year someone who loses could 
change the decision again. Farah stated that the Committee should not make assumptions and base the 
fines on what they know and facts.  

 
Discussion on Appeals 
 
1.  Broken Links 
 
Moved by Nwosu, seconded by Wong that the Elections Committee uphold their decision. 
 

 Nwosu stated they should be going through due process and look at the evidence from the emails. She 
stated that they should look at whether it was fair or not to levy the fine, as well as the fine itself. Nwosu 
stated that she felt it was fair to levy the fine.  

 The Committee discussed the appeal. They felt that while the CRO stated that no new evidence was 
presented and that the complaint wasn’t new evidence, also, the Committee could overturn any decision 
that they or the CRO makes so the Committee stated it would be fair for this fine be levied. A member 
pointed out that there was nothing in the bylaw that says that they couldn’t reconsider a disqualification, 
and that there was nothing in the bylaw that outlines the process when reconsidering fines, dismissed or 
not. The Committee felt that while the Appellant couldn’t refute something that could be used against 
her, that doesn’t mean that the Appellant should be saying that the Elections Committee couldn’t asses 
the fine by incorrectly referencing the bylaw. They stated that the Appellant was given the opportunity to 
speak to the new fines and the disqualification. The Committee was in agreement that the links were 
broken, and that the team could have done more to rectify the situation.  

 
Vote on Motion  
 

Passes Unanimously 
 
2. Deliberately Breaking a Rule - Broken Links  
 
Moved by Ahmed, seconded by Nwosu that the Elections Committee uphold their decision.  
 

 The Committee discussed the appeal. One member stated that they didn’t believe that it was intentional, 
it was brought up in the original fines meeting that the Appellant made a mistake that lead to a series of 
mistakes. Some members felt that while this may not have been intentionally done, they had the numbers 
that showed that quite a few volunteers had broken links, and this would still result in a deliberate 
violation of the rule. Another member stated that they didn’t think it was an accident, because if the team 
copy and pasted the link the ‘dash’ would have showed up and it didn’t. They felt it was negligence on the 
team’s part, as it was the team’s volunteer coordinator who was originally cited for the broken link fine 
and a large portion of the posts were still not rectified by the fines meeting. The Committee felt that there 
wasn’t enough effort to make sure the situation was fixed. 

 
Vote on Motion 
 

In Favour: 5 Opposed: 1 Abstentions: 0 
Motion Passes 

 
3. Disqualification  
 

 The Committee discussed the appeal. A committee member wanted to clarify with the rest of the group if 
they would be considering the voting margin during this meeting. The Committee felt that it wouldn’t be 
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fair to apply a different rule or way of reasoning when they didn’t do that before, one member objected. 
That member stated that they will be considering the voting margin during their decision making as they 
are in a different situation, and that during the first appeals meeting when the Committee was called in to 
question, and had to evaluate the original fines, as the Committee they have to consider all of the 
information presented to them. The member in question stated that it would be unfair to the appellant to 
not consider the voting margin, and that while they should have disqualified the Appellant in the fines 
meeting they didn’t. They added that when assessing the impact to the election the Committee can’t say 
they don’t have the analytics, that will be why the member will be factoring this into their decision. 
Another member stated that the Committee should have disqualified the Appellant at the first meeting, 
but they made a mistake, and based on the evidence in front of them the member would have 
disqualified the Appellant as it was the same evidence but with a difference perspective. The Committee 
had a lengthy conversation about this and wasn’t unanimous on the decision and noted that some would 
be considering the voting margin, and the others wouldn’t be.  

 The Committee went over the appeals document and went over each point with each other. One member 
stated that when asking the Appellant about the integrity of the election, she said that it was about the 
voters and materially affecting the results of the election. The member explained that this wasn’t the 
case, and if it was then they should know the votes before fines are given out. They pointed out that the 
Appellant re-tweeted an alumni’s tweet, was knowingly on Instagram stories, the Womanist posts were 
up for 8 hours but they don’t have the analytics for the Presidential election period, and whether the 
impact was there or not they felt that a presidential post would have gotten more reach than the other 
post they presented. The member stated that nothing had changed and that they would be upholding 
their vote. The Committee felt that their decision shouldn’t be based on the Appellants statement that 
democracy was compromised and that they were silencing votes, it should be based on the fines and 
appeals.  

 
Moved by Nadarajah, seconded by Ahmed that the Elections Committee overturns their decision.  
 

 Nadarajah stated that they should be going through every fine and stand by their assessment and impact 
after the evidence presented. She explained that they should discuss this as it would be a disservice if 
they don’t, and while there may be nothing new in the document the merits of disqualification were 
based on four key points.  

 The Committee went over the specific items that led to disqualification; deliberateness of broken links, 
the use of a guitar, the Womanists post, and the total amount of fines and violations. The Committee 
postponed the rest of the conversation until the next day due to lack of quorum.  

 
Lost Quorum 
Postponed until February 16, 2018 
 
Elections Committee Meeting – Presidential Appeals Meeting #2 Part 2 
February 16, 2018 
MSU Boardroom, MUSC 201 
 
Present Ahmed, Gupta, Lee, Nadarajah, Nwosu, Wong  
Late  
Absent Bhatti 
Others Present C. Deraiche (CRO), S. Figueiredo (DRO), V. Scott (Recording Secretary) 
 

 The Committee resumed their deliberation of the appeal. The Committee discussed the Appellant’s 
accusations of not taking the meetings seriously, and that they were undemocratic and not valuing 
students’ voices. Some felt that it was disappointing to hear to hear the Appellant say that the Committee 
was disrespecting the process as they had put their commitments aside to deliberate on these violations 
and appeals, after spending over 20 hours in a room. The Committee also didn’t know why the Appellant 
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thought that the number of fines one receives wasn’t relevant, as it states in the rules that one severe or 
five standard violations was a threshold to have a discussion on disqualification, and that the Appellant 
had met that threshold. The Committee reiterated that the conversation about the disqualification would 
have happened regardless of the broken links. A member stated that the Appellant had a duty of care, 
and that a couple of their violations showed that they were intentional and deliberate rule-breaking: Use 
of the guitar, and re-tweeting an endorsement from a non-MSU member. They felt that the duty was 
breached, and a lot could have been done to fix the violations. This member stated that a breach of the 
duty of care and rules would have changed the outcome of the election and felt that the integrity of the 
election was compromised.  The Committee kept deliberating and went over the appeal document point 
by point. The Committee felt that their reasonings to disqualify the Appellant were still valid, as none of 
the violations that were in question were overturned during the appeals process.  

 
Vote on Motion 
Moved by Nadarajah, seconded by Ahmed that the Elections Committee overturns their decision.  
 

In Favour: 1 Opposed: 4 Abstentions: 1 
Motion Fails 

 
RATIFY DECISION 
 
Moved by Nwosu, seconded by Nadarajah that the Elections Committee ratify the decisions made.  
 

Passes Unanimously 
 
/vs 


