Returning Officer’s Report
Statutory Annual Elections, Michaelmas 2008
Overview
The Michaelmas 2008 Statutory Annual Elections were free and fair and the process broadly successful. This report provides a roughly chronological narrative although it has obviously been impossible to list every action of the RO. 
I believe that the following are among the most important points of the report:
1. There were various technical problems at different points during the electoral period. Although I do not deny there were problems, they were by their nature far more public than their solutions. 
2. This year saw flagrant breaches of OUSU Electoral Rules and correspondingly severe penalties. 

I am aiming to record the events of the election and suggest various ways the electoral process could be improved. During the Election Period I did not give my views either on the SOs or the various events of the election, except as far as I was required to make rulings, for obvious reasons. In order to make recommendations it has of course been necessary for me to do so here.  I have only addressed the events of the election where necessary from an administrative point of view with a view to making the elections fairer, easier to administer or from a desire to make the rules more effective and consistent.
 Recommendations made in the report are highlighted in bold and they are collated in an Appendix.

SECTION A- Pre-Nomination Period

1. Appointments
I was elected in Termly Council TT08 with enough time to prepare for the statutory annual elections. I had a very helpful meeting with last year’s RO and also with both the outgoing and incoming OUSU President during their handover at the end of Trinity Term. In these meetings I was introduced to the chosen electronic voting system and there were preliminary discussions about mailmerging codes and the introduction of the OUSU print shop. There was also some discussion about which executive positions were to be elected (as we were at that point in the middle of a change to the governing documents the consitution and SOs were contradictory).
Stephen Goodman and Sanjay Nanwani were elected as DROs in 1st week Council. Under the new SOs all members of the executive are required to be on Elections Committee unless they are candidates, agents or campaigning in a referendum. Elections Committee comprised Rosanna Macbeath (VP (WEO)), Rachel Cummings (VP (Women)), Paul Dwyer (VP (Access and Academic Affairs)), Kaushal Vidyarthee (VP (Graduates)), Jack Wellby (VP (Charities and Community), Adam Mcivor (Common Room Support Officer) and Laith Dilaimi (Access and Admissions Officer). Rich Hardiman, OUSU’s Financial Admin. Manager was the one non-OUSU member allowed on Elections Committee. This was essential as the FAM has access to the online voting system. Rich also provided a great deal of technical help and covered some of the GM’s usual role (who was on leave).  The OUSU President was not on Elections Committee as he was an agent for the referendum campiagn. The only other eligible exec member felt that, unaware of the rule change, he had become too closely associated with a presidential candidate. We agreed he should resign. The SOs do not cover this eventuality, but I believe his resignation was sensible. There is no point having members of Elections Committee who feel they cannot remain, or are not seen as unbiased.
2. Preparation 
a). Electronic Voting Preparation
The new SOs require more advance preparation from any RO, because there is much more communication with external agencies.  During the long vac I contacted mi-voice (the electronic voting system providers) to ensure some changes could be made most importantly to allow voters to abstain if they wished, but also to ensure that links to declarations and manifestos could be customised, so that it was clear that these were available. I received mi-voice training in September and so was able to run a test election in line with the SOs, which flagged up various other opportunities to clarify the system. Mi-voice were very helpful at various stages during the election in helping us customise the voting system. However certain features of the ballot paper could not be changed in time for the statutory annual elections after the test election brought them to light in September. None of these were essential, but the ability to abstain, which I feel certainly is, could not have been provided if it had only been requested at so late a stage. At present the SOs only require a system to be tested by 0th week.
Recommendation 1: The test election should be run and evaluated as early as possible preferably at the beginning of the long vacation, especially if a new system is being introduced. 

b). Junior Tribunal

The new SOs state that JT should be made up of ex-OUSU officers more than two years away from their last Oxford degree. In September I went through the RO server and made a list of all ROs and DROs since 2000. I also added the names of eligible sabs since 2000. I contacted the University Alumni Office who were unable to provide the actual contact details, but did let me know to which members of my list they would be able to forward letters. OUSU Council accepted the amended list in 1st week. Thanks to Rachel McDonald at the University Alumni Office for forwarding my letters. This should be less work next year, as future ROs will be able to use these lists as a basis to update.

c). Publicity

I did manage to have short job descriptions from the current exec on the website advertising positions up for election. Plans for these to appear in a “Being an OUSU Candidate” booklet were sadly abandoned due to time constraints. The same is true of other good ideas such as a “Demystifying OUSU” quotes page from current sabs in The Oxford Student to show that you do not have to be an “OUSU insider” to run. Advertisement of the elections and nomination forms appeared in the third week Oxford Student.

The same trend continued after Nominations. Posters advertising the Election never appeared due to the workload of the rest of the election. There were advertisements in The Oxford Student and via Facebook Groups and events.

The RO is responsible for publicising the Election and broadly this makes sense. However I suggest that they work with the newly established publicity committee, who would be able to deal with any technical aspects (such as producing professional looking posters) and also with distributing publicity. My only reservation is the possibility for those who will become/are candidates, agents or activists to become too involved in publicising the election, which should of course both be and seem unbiased. The RO should be able to request that certain members of publicity committee not help with election publicity if appropriate.
Recommendation 2: That the OUSU publicity committee provide the RO with support to publicise the election.

3.“Informal Debates” and the Student Press.
This was a major issue in the pre-Nomination period. At the beginning or just before the first week of term Luke Tryl (Candidate for President) wrote to both the student papers and the three members of OUSU he believed to be running for President proposing “informal debates.” My only contact with the actual proposals was through what I read in the student press. As far as  can gather the hustings process was described as inadequate and restrictive. The exact details of the proposed format was never made clear but much was made of allowing better interaction between candidates and voters. Luke was quoted in Cherwell as claiming voters would be able to ask “full and frank questions” and the use of the term “debate” suggested interaction between the candidates themselves. The result of this open letter was that Stefan Baskerville, John Maher and Joel Mullan wrote to one or both student papers announcing their candidacies and giving their views on the proposals. Both Cherwell and The Oxford Student ran prominent articles on this perceived “row.” Regardless of the substance of the proposals, I considered that the SOs laid down the hustings how hustings should be run and issued a rule of interpretation making it clear that any other hustings would be considered an electoral offence. There is little point in laying down important rules for hustings if they can be ignored elsewhere.
The announcement of candidacies in the student press opened the floodgates as far as presidential campaigning was concerned. I received a question from an eventual presidential candidate after the 1st week editions of the Oxford Student had appeared asking if he could now begin facebook and website campaigning. Nowhere do the SOs state explicitly when candidates may begin campaigning, although I believe they strongly imply that it is after validation of nominations when they have had the benefit of a briefing session. Furthermore it is too difficult to regulate a campaign of unnominated candidates as well as it being unfair on anyone who had not yet decided to run or does not have the necessary prominence to announce themselves without the official announcement of official validations. In the past there has been a tacit understanding that while candidates may begin looking for agents or activists (which is certainly necessary as agents need to be registered at nomination), there should be no actual campaigning. I ruled upholding this tacit understanding and barring facebook and website campaigning until after validation of nominations. 

The final incident involved a press release from Stefan Baskerville to the second week student press on his views on academic discipline. The Oxford Student reported this responsibly in the circumstances taking quotes from the three OUSU members who had been the co-subjects of the previous week’s “informal debate” article (in fact the other three perceived presidential candidates). Nevertheless it was obviously impossible for the press to contact any potential presidential candidate (as any member of OUSU may run for President and the Oxford Student had no way of knowing everyone considering running). In actual fact Joel Mullan did not nominate for President, while Aidan Simpson did.
It is clear that there are a number of issues raised here about candidates’ activity in the pre-nomination period and also the role of the student press. The SOs explicitly state that candidates may not comment without permission from the opening of nominations. This suggests that ,while the SOs do recognise electoral offences before the opening of nominations if designed to affect the result, the act of commenting to the press  before the opening of nominations, even if designed to affect the result, is not an electoral offence. In practise, therefore, candidates may appear in the newspapers without limitation in the first two weeks of term and can even  be explicitly covered, as they were this term, as candidates. This is incredibly unfair on anyone who has not decided to run or is not known to be running by the editors of the student papers (such as one candidate for president this year). Furthermore, although both papers covered the four perceived candidates fairly in weeks one and two, there is no guarantee this will happen. 

Nobody could doubt that every candidate sought to advertise himself through these media appearances and to position himself as regards these issues. Although it is understandable that they did so given as they were not breaking any electoral rules and in some cases would otherwise have been at a severe disadvantage to their perceived opponents, there is no way to ensure this sort of publicity is fair. Any media participation (including that which functions to “raise the profile” of candidates) is not allowed without equal participation for all candidates from the opening of nominations. It would be unrealistic to extend this rule to the beginning of term, because it is not right to expect someone to have decided they will run at the beginning of term). However the current rule could be supplemented by another banning participation without permission when this participation clearly designed to affect the election from the beginning of Michaelmas term (which would definitely include speaking “as a candidate”). Although this might not stop candidates being able to raise their profile in the first two weeks of term, it would prevent the student press suggesting an election was already underway and announcing who they believed to be candidates.
Recommendation 3: The current rules on media participation should be retained. They should be supplemented by a further rule banning any media participation without permission clearly designed to affect the election from the beginning of the term in which the election is to take place.

It would be very difficult to introduce a rule explicitly banning campaigning before validation of nominations, as it would be almost impossible to phrase it in such a way as to allow candidates to recruit agents and activists. While I accept that publicity is good for the election, such unregulated and potentially unfair announcement of candidacies can only reinforce the advantage of the “prominent”. Candidates have written for the press in the opening of nominations in previous years, but they have not announced candidacies in this way, so I do not believe that this year’s circumstances are unavoidable or inevitable. 
3. “Alternative Husts” and OUSU Council

The early publicity over husts had further repercussions. John Maher and Dani Quinn (two members of what would become a  slate) submitted a motion to third week council to change to the SOs. to include a format for “Alternative Husts.” The format itself will be discussed in the hustings section Bb). of this report. At the same time future agents for the same slate submitted a motion calling for a special council to rediscuss this motion, which may count as the second and final reading of a change to the SOs (Article G 3.1b).). Both motions passed. The situation was then as follows. In third week council, a day after the opening of Nominations, a change was made to the SOs. Usually this would not have come into effect until it had been passed for a second time at termly council. The Constitution did not allow Special Council to be held before Friday of week 5 at the earliest ( G1.1d).)- I assume this is to give CRs a chance to hold meetings to debate the motion to come to Special Council. Special Council was then conceived of as, and indeed did, changing the SOs on Friday of 5th week, more than a week after the close of nominations and four days before polls were due to open. 
It is surely very bad practise to change the rules four days before polling is due to start. Changing rules of Friday of 5th week potentially means that various Rules of Interpretation and Rulings already issued are based on now inaccurate SOs. Furthermore the nominations were open. Candidates could have nominated unaware that these husts were expected of them.
As an RO I believe the Council’s ability to rush SO changes through in the middle of an election to be prejudicial to the electoral process. Furthermore I do not in any case see why a special meeting of Council should act as the final reading to SO changes. It certainly has the authority of concrete Common Room mandates, but Special Council seems to be a device to ensure CRs have the final say over all OUSU motions. The Constitution explicitly states that they are called to reconsider motions. They do not even always ensure that Council cannot theoretically override CRs: they only provide the next reading (so a first reading of constitutional change “reconsidered” by Special Council would still have to pass through one more termly council).  Special Councils are a safeguard for Common Rooms and therefore the fact that they were called suggests that CRs were not appropriately represented at the first reading of the motion. If the suggestions is that the original first reading was inadequate, the repeat of the first reading should surely be just that: a first reading. It seems sensible that it takes two readings and at least a term to change the SOs, given how important they are and how strongly they bind the workings of OUSU. Special Councils should be used when it is felt a motion needs to be reconsidered. In fact they are empowered to nullify the first consideration of the motion. It should not be possible to use them as a tool to rush through changes to the SOs which would usually take more time to put through Council. Not only could this be prejudicial to the election. In my opinion it also goes against the apparent purpose of Special Council. I realise here that this final consideration is not directly relevant to my role as an RO, but I do believe such a change would make the governing documents more consistent.
Recommendation 4: That consideration be given to amending the Constitution to remove Special Council’s power, when reconsidering a first reading, to act as the second and where appropriate final change to the governing documents.

Section B- Nominations

a). General
All nominations were received on either Wednesday or Thursday of 4th week. All nominations were valid.
b). JMB Endorsements

Many sabbatical candidates list endorsements on their manifestos. This year all endorsements listed on manifestos came from Common Room officers or previous OUSU sabbaticals and exec members. Candidates were also required for the first time to list all their endorsements in the declarations they were required to submit in 5th week.
There are clauses in the SOs prohibiting CRs or OUSU campaigns from supporting candidates and it is also obviously desirable that if an ex sabbatical officer or exec member supports a candidate it is clear they do so as an individual and not as an ex-representative of the institution. Following the example of the two previous MT ROs (2007 and 2006) I required all candidates add to any endorsements from CR/ex-OUSU Officials on their JMB entry “in their personal capacity” in the same size, font and colour. Some candidates also added this statement to their posters. I recommend the SOs or Electoral Regulations be amended to include this rule so that less work needs to be done in the 24 hours in which validations are nominated by both the RO and the candidates. I also recommend that the rule be extended to cover all electoral material. The endorsement of CR presidents has, in my view, become a strong factor in electoral campaigning, so it is sensible to have it clear and regulated.
In making this recommendation, I am aware that candidates often claim the endorsement of “society presidents” (the winning presidential candidate last year claimed the endorsement of “28 Common Room and Society Presidents”). Societies are not, of course, bound by the same rules as CRs, but the requirement to add “in their personal capacity” to such statements, unless conclusive evidence was provided that the president acted on behalf of his/her society such as the minutes of a GM, could prevent a statement being potentially misleading.

Recommendation 5: The SOs or Electoral Regulations should contain rules stating that candidates should only list endorsements if such endorsements are followed by an equally prominent statement that these endorsements are made in a personal capacity.  This rule should apply to all current and former CR and OUSU officers. Endorsements from officials of bodies not prohibited from supporting candidates under the SOs should be followed by such a statement unless evidence is provided to prove that the official is accurately representing the will of his or her organisation.

c). Declarations
For the first time this year candidates were required to submit a declaration form  by the end of 5th week detailing endorsements, national political affiliations, the number of times censured, no confidence or thrown out of council, the number of weeks of expected absence during office, a financial breakdown for the campaign and a source of funds. This form formed an attachment on the online ballot paper.

Making sure candidates submitted the form was a stressful process (the candidates will probably agree given the number of heavily capitalised reminder emails they received from ro@ousu.org). Obviously the breakdown “so far” had to cover the same period for all candidates, but also suggested that 5th week expenditure should be included. The declaration forms therefore had to be filled out and processed within a very short space of time. The situation was not helped by the fact that in hindsight I was too vague in the creation of the form. I should have provided categories of expenditure and explained more precisely how much detail was necessary (although I did make some attempts to do so). As a result I had to proof read the forms and alter those that had been submitted with detailed breakdowns so they were as vague as others, so that those who had tried hardest to comply were not disadvantaged (a detailed expenditure breakdown up on the internet is an electoral disadvantage). This is obviously undesirable and a waste of time. The whole process would have been much less stressful if I had not been forced to do it in so narrow a window of time. I was unsure what I would do if a candidate did not submit a form in time for me to get it onto the online ballot paper. It would have been grossly unfair if they had appeared without it, but the only other option was, in effect, disqualification.
I suggest that the form form part of the nominations process. The forms should be handed in with the nomination form and JMB entry. An RO can be sure of getting the forms at this point, otherwise a nomination risks being invalidated. It would solve a considerable amount of work for the RO. At the close of nominations the RO is anyway collecting documents by hand and by email from candidates. It would be more efficient to receive, check and format forms then. The only information that could not be given on Thursday of 4th week is all expenditure dating from the opening of nominations up to that point. For more thoughts on this see below.

There are other reasons why it would be helpful to have these declarations at the close of nominations. Lists of Endorsements force candidates to back up claims to certain numbers of endorsements. It would surely be helpful for the RO to have this to check off against any claims made on manifestos whilst the manifestos could still be changed (no problems of this kind occurred this year, but there is a definite potential). Candidates have to declare political affiliation, council behaviour and weeks of expected absence in husts in any case. A pre-submitted form means that all Electoral officials chairing husts can check they are doing this consistently and accurately (again there were no problems of this kind this year, but there is potential). 
The only declarations which could not realistically be made in 4th week is the breakdown of expenditure from the opening of nominations. I am not sure there is much value in the pre-form submission expenditure break down and also in the whole break down in any case. Most candidates had not spent anything by Tuesday of 5th week, which was the point at which I was forced to limit the first breakdown. Those who had spent money had spent very little. The rest of the breakdown is projected and I clarified to candidates that they were not expected to stick exactly to it. Although ROs have access to expenditure at the print shop throughout the campaign it is unrealistic to expect an RO to constantly check expenditure against the declaration and furthermore it is unclear and probably impossible for any RO to decide when an expenditure projection has been ignored, or when it is followed but not exactly. In this scenario candidates who are honest as they can be in their projections and spend time planning their expenditure for the purposes of them form are spending time and energy following rules that cannot be enforced against any less diligent opponents. They would be at even more of a disadvantage if they were to try and stick more exactly to their projections, while opponents were more flexible in responding to circumstances. I must say that I do not see why candidates should have to give up this sort of flexibility the week before the elections, but if they are required to do so, the rules should be enforceable against every candidate/slate.
The only other comment I have to make as regards the declarations forms regards the changes to the SOs that state that candidates should no longer declare membership of university political societies. I would like to put on record that opponents’ membership of university political societies and the role of these societies themselves were commented on . Candidates specifically declared they were not members of university political societies in husts. I think it unlikely that something along these lines won’t reoccur. This is a decidedly “political” issue in OUSU, but from a purely administrative point of view with the aim of making the election clearer and fairer, it might be thought more helpful to have all candidates declare their university political affiliations officially, openly and fairly.

Recommendation 6: The declaration form become part of the nomination process and be handed in with the other nomination documents. 

Recommendation 7: The candidates should no longer be required to give any financial breakdown for their campaign on the declaration form.

Recommendation 8: That the political declarations required be reconsidered to include university political societies.

SECTION B- The Campaign

a). Campaign Material

Posters were the primary campaign material used by candidates, although there was a fairly wide use of stickers. Flyers were also used on election days.

The new SOs abandon the “barcode” system and move to one campaign budget to be spent only at a designated print shop. I visited the print shop in the first two weeks of term to find out if they were interested in working with OUSU and explain roughly what we needed: a system of marking publicity material and a means of keeping track of candidates’ expenditure. I visited again before the close of nominations to finalise arrangements and gave candidates information about the chosen print shop at the candidates’ briefing sessions.

 The SOs are strict- all Election Material must come from the designated print shop  ( although I ruled to allow “non traditional” material to come from elsewhere, so candidates could be billed for domain names, which is surely in line with candidate’s ability under the new SOs to create websites and the SOs’ requirement that all spending must be included within the expenditure limit). In general the print shop system worked well. The print shop could supply posters, stickers, flyers, card and laminating. It could also supply banners, rosettes and various other non paper materials, although candidates were warned to order these as soon as possible and that they could not guarantee they would arrive on time. They were also disproportionately expensive when compared to posters etc. I am not sure anyone has bought a banner in previous OUSU elections, but had they done so they would surely have been breaking expenditure limit rules, so I feel this “failure” of the print shop is more of an advantage than a downside. There is of course the possibility that the print shop will not sell something which might be considered a “traditional campaign material”. For example one slate were later found using cardboard, which the print shop did not sell. I also refused permission for other non-electronic campaign material which could not be bought at the print shop. However I feel any restriction of campaign ideas is easily made up for in the efficiency and security of the print shop (which does after all provide a great many resources for advertising in elections). When candidates provide independent receipts, as they did for non-poster campaign material in previous years, there is no way of knowing they have provided all the receipts for large numbers of identical materials. Under the print shop system, all material is billed for and marked. I did however allow one exception. T-shirts and transfer paper could be billed separately with me as long as the photocopying was done in the print shop. Candidates could never have afforded professionally produced print shop t-shirts and photocopying at the print shop meant that the transfers would be marked: candidates could not submit receipts for fewer t-shirts than they had actually printed.
It must be possible to fine candidates in expenditure limit, as this is a much greater threat than monetary fines. To this end the print shop were very helpful in making sure I was up to date in with what candidates’ had spent.  They agreed to send me expenditure spreadsheets whenever I emailed for them. During the campaign these were used to update excel files on what candidates had spent or been fined. Stephen, Sanjay and Rachel are responsible for much of this very dull, but necessary work. They also kept a detailed account of what candidates had bought with prices in a folder with copies of all election material produced. I photocopied these detailed accounts before the polls opened and they proved invaluable. I was able to accurately fine candidates in expenditure limit during the polling period, when all their budget had been spent, by demanding appropriate numbers of posters be handed in.

The print-shop were extremely helpful and co-operative. They designed logos for both posters and stickers and manually stamped all posters to make it difficult for candidates to photocopy them outside the print shop. They proved themselves trustworthy and willing to report attempts at irregular dealing to me and often gave me warnings of their own accord. They were also reassuringly sceptical of candidates always ringing me to confirm any supposed member of election committee I had asked to speak to them (they were in fact all genuine). All candidates received the same prices and the same response. Nevertheless I think it would be sensible in future elections to draw up some kind of formal contract with the chosen print shop. This should lay down the precise nature of equal treatment to be given to candidates and how far the print shop will report attempts at sabotage to the RO or at least co-operate fully with the ROs’s inquiries (as well as a willingness for this testimony to be used in complaints considered by the RO or either tribunal). This print shop did on the sound basis that OUSU, rather than the individual candidates, were their customer. The print shop’s role as a specialist advisor should also be clarified. Some candidates chose to exploit this and the print shop were of course prepared to give the same advice to everyone. But candidates may not have been aware of this, I was not until the shop informed me they had done it, and if print shops offer advice, on poster colour etc, all candidates should be aware of the opportunity. 
Recommendation 9: That a formal contract be drawn up between the OUSU print shop and the RO detailing the precise nature of equal treatment to candidates and the print shops role in co-operating with the RO in the disciplinary process. If a formal contract is felt to be unnecessary or unhelpful, agreement with the print shop should be reached on all these issues before the beginning of the campaign period.

During Election Days one slate was found to have photo-copied posters. Elections Committee members took suspicious posters into the print shop, who confirmed they were indeed photo-copies of the ink stamp. It was possible to spot, but not to the general public and only if you looked hard at the posters . A number of different coloured ink stamps were used including black. To minimise this problem I recommend that the RO request the print shop to coloured stamps only (not black) on black and white posters on coloured paper. These are much harder to photo-copy.

b). Husts

At the notice of poll, the OUSU president forwarded on my behalf to JCR and MCR preslist and the OUSU campaign co-chairs, notifying them I would take hustings requests on a first come, first served basis. 11 College and 1 Campaign hust were scheduled to take place between Monday of 5th week and Monday of 6th week. We ran double husts most nights, but it was still necessary to turn some colleges away. I do not think much can be done about this. There was also a central hust in Council on Friday afternoon.  When the election was delayed until 7th week three more college husts were scheduled and Alternative Hustings was held at St Edmund Hall. Colleges and Campaigns were emailed again to ask them to request positions after nominations had been validated and they could see who was running. In all cases College JCRs requested husts and they were asked to email their equivalent MCR and invite them to attend.

 Husts were successful . Candidates had a chance to prove their commitment by visiting and speaking in so many Common Rooms. Although a few were very badly attended, most had reasonably turnout while some were very well attended indeed. It was however regrettable that no college or campaign requested referendum husts.

The central hust was held at Council on Friday Afternoon in the Moser Theatre, Wadham College. I started with the referendum with the aim of giving it some coverage at least. Husts were then held for all sabbatical and exec positions. The hust was shorter than last year. Council was more sparsely attended by the end of exec husts (although it should be noted that this may be due to sabs and elections committee members being busy during some of husts dealing with the inaccurate JMB- see more on this below).  Special Council and council motions were dealt with first so council did not go inquorate during central husts and I believe that there is a great deal of value in Central Husts: it provides a forum for anyone to attend and an opportunity for many exec candidates to hust. Furthermore candidates are forced to answer questions from students who know and care a great deal about OUSU.

Alternative Husts were held at 8pm at the Jarvis Doctrow Hall at St Edmund’s Hall. Turnout was not bad, especially for a Friday night. I decided only the presidential candidates should hust at these hustings. There is no reason why this should be the case, but I felt this had been the general assumption and did not manage to correct it in enough time to give candidates a fair chance to prepare. The regulations for Alternative Husts by their very nature mean that the husts themselves are very lengthy. For this reason I do not recommend that Alternative husts are combined with college, campaign or central husts (nor do the SOs suggest this should happen).

The format for “Alternative Husts” was passed by Special Council, so I do not feel it would be appropriate for me to suggest that it should be reviewed. Nevertheless I personally found the hust was a frustrating and protracted experience. More than two candidates precludes any real cut and thrust of debate (and candidates were in any case reluctant to criticise each other on some issues) and the necessity for a consistent format means that candidates are often required to make second responses when it is scarcely necessary (candidates were for example required to speak twice on their favourite ex OUSU president, which resulted in very little apart from repeated assertions of admiration for last year’s OUSU president). The attitude of many candidates and campaign teams was fairly unhelpful. The format had been pushed through council and I scarcely feel it was appropriate for them to try and rush the proceedings, suggest “1 minute” speeches or groan when I extended the hustings to allow everyone to ask any questions they still had, while we still had the room. Council had passed the format by extraordinary measures and it should have been taken seriously. Thank you to Daniel Lowe for organising the room and to all the candidates and attendees who helped moving tables etc.
c). Media Appearances

The Oxford Student contacted me to ask if they could interview the presidential candidates. I was happy to allow this and a contract was drawn up in line with the Electoral Regulations.
Cherwell contacted me on the evening of Saturday of 4th week to ask if they could do a photo-shoot of the presidential candidates the next day to accompany some sort of interview. As I was keen for the election to be publicised as much as possible, I agreed they could photograph the candidates the next morning, on the condition that every candidate could make it at such short notice, and I would attend and work out what sort of coverage they wanted. I attended the photoshoot and insisted candidates be allowed to approve photographs. The proposed format was for candidates to write 50 words on various topics. This was fair to all candidates and so in line with the SOs and I was happy to allow this, on the condition that I checked every submission first  and that Cherwell would agree not to edit submissions. Any candidates who submitted more than 50 words would therefore simply not be published on that topic. This seems a valid and helpful way of covering the elections and allows candidates to speak directly to the electorate. Cherwell did not break any terms of the agreement, although it might be safer in future for such agreements to be made in the form of contracts.
d). Internet Campaigning
The new SOs allow far greater internet campaigning. I received a great many requests for rules of interpretation from candidates, because the clause is ambiguous and it is not clear how interactive forums will stay in line with sensible provisions elsewhere in the SOs that candidates may not disseminate misleading information etc.
i.) Websites and Facebook Groups

The SOs state “candidates shall be entitled to make free use of the internet, to create a website, to establish groups on internet networking sites and to make use of email.” Most sabbatical candidates had a personal website or share in a slate website. To ensure expenditure limits were kept I required candidates to register websites, including receipts for domain names and statements from designers that they had not been paid for their work (I ruled that designing websites was the equivalent to designing posters, legitimate activist activity and not a service that should be costed at market price). This may seem bureaucratic, but did ensure that the SOs were upheld and expenditure limits were kept. Because of the impossibility of costing domain names candidates already possessed, for fairness sake I ruled that all domain names should be purchased for and include a reference to the elections. This ensured that a candidates was not disadvantaged for already possessing the domain name that matched his name (ie. John Smith, who already owned www.johnsmith.com would not be able to use this name because I could not cost something bought perhaps a number of years ago, but Jane Smith, who had never purchased a domain name, would still be able to use www.janesmith.com).

 The rules covering websites (SO C3d)) are already specific, but the rules clearly differentiated between websites and facebook groups.  In answering requests for rules of interpretation I ruled that facebook groups were campaign material and candidates were responsible not only for their own content, but also for any thing written on the “wall” 24 hours after it had been posted. The words “free use” prevented me from prohibiting facebook walls, as this seemed to be “free use” of “groups on internet networking sites”.  Obviously it is desirable that facebook groups are not hosts to defamatory or false posts and this seemed to be the most logical way of ensuring this. I also reminded candidates that the “wall” was part of their campaign material and they were allowed to delete anything they disliked regardless of whether it breached election rules. Again this seems sensible. Candidates need to have control over anything advertising their candidacies, as Election Officials need to know who to blame in a regulated election. I also issued Rules of Interpretation ordering “related groups” applications to be shut down to prevent advertant or inadvertent cross slating and requiring election officials to be members and “group administrators” to ensure I knew exactly how these groups were being used.
I do think it is necessary that the rules be so strict: it would be far too easy and damaging for false information or cross slating to occur on the web (there were problems with independent websites this year. The problems would have been far worse if this had been allowed to occur on webpages actually supporting candidates). Regulating websites and facebook groups was a time consuming process. While much of this is due on the new introduction of electronic campaigning, it would still be necessary in future years for Elections Committee to check facebook groups and websites regularly. While there would be no objection to doing this if the free use of such campaigning tools really increased participation in the election, I do not think the facebook “wall” feature or the ability to update websites really did so in this election. Last year’s RO was able to insist that wall features were shut down and facebook groups locked after a certain point, before the introduction of the clause “free use of the internet”. If this were allowed in subsequent years, it would allow candidates to advertise on the internet to the same practical effect without complex rules about responsibility for wall posts and huge efforts policing something that can in theory change every day. Slightly more restricted campaigning is a fair price to pay to make it easier to run a fair election. 
Recommendation 10: That the phrase “free use of the internet” be removed from the SOs and that candidates be required to “lock” any online campaigning after a certain date.

ii). Internet Advertising and Email
In line with a rule of interpretation that candidates had to request permission for expenditure of a non-traditional nature ( all other material had to be bought from the print shop), I received several requests that candidates be allowed to buy internet advertising. I refused on two counts. Firstly it is not “websites, groups on internet networking sites or email” as laid down in the SOs. Secondly it would be impossible to ensure that candidates submitted receipts for all campaigning used. Ie. Election Officials would be unable to tell if an advertisement seen at any point on facebook was paid for or not. The phrase “free use of the internet” is (again) unhelpful in this context and this is yet another reason it should be removed.
Emails were allowed this year. I am sceptical about this because it is impossible to regulate email correspondence and ensure it is not false or misleading. I am however aware that it is perhaps impossible to ever regulate this properly and perhaps it is not worth trying to fight this battle. Nevertheless email correspondence should not be accepted without question.

Mass mailings are clearly undesirable, not only as misleading mass emails  can potentially have a much bigger effect, but also because CR and society officials, who have access to mailing lists, are given more power and essentially more say in the election. There were huge problems with mail merged emails this year. Although these clearly contravened the SOs and disciplinary action was taken, the wording defining mass emails should be tightened up to explicitly ban mail merging and the like. Furthermore in a system that allows individual mailings it is very difficult for individuals to prove mass mailings and make appropriate complaints. I would reiterate that while free campaigning is a good thing, it is better to restrict campaigning and be able to enforce rules than to have unregulated campaigning.
Recommendation 11: That the definitions of mass mailing be tightened up and the use of emails in elections reconsidered.

e). The JMB
The JMB was produced a supplement to the 5th week Oxford Student inline with the SOs. There were some problems with the electronic copies of some JMB entries, but these were all solved either by numerous phone calls asking candidates to resubmit in different  formats or by the technical wizardry of the Financial Admin manager. 
Due to an error at the printers the manifesto of one of the presidential candidates did not appear in the 5th week JMB. There was a delay in the delivery of the paper which did not arrive in CRs or OUSU until Friday morning.
It was agreed that it was unacceptable to put out a JMB which did not include the manifesto of one presidential candidate. There was no way we could have adequately compensated the candidate in question. As soon as we were aware of the problem (about 11am on Friday morning) members of the Exec, Elections Committee, candidates and agents were dispatched to pull the JMB from every copy of the Oxford Student already delivered. We were lucky that many CR’s copies were still at the depo. The JMBs were brought into OUSU and a record was kept to ensure every college had been checked. The Executive Committee meeting was cancelled and members went to the depo to continue stripping JMBs out of papers to ensure the paper could be delivered.  During Central Hustings that afternoon some more papers were found to have been delivered and all available elections committee left hustings to strip the JMB from these papers. By the end of Friday we had accounted for roughly 95% of JMBs. 

Before Special Council, Council and Central Hustings, scheduled to start at 2pm, I consulted with members of Elections Committee including both DROs, the Financial Admin Manager and many members of the Exec about how we should proceed. OUSU could not afford to publish a complete JMB in any other format than as part of the 6th week Oxford Student. I decided there was little option but to delay the election by a week .
I emailed all the candidates and both I and the Financial Admin Manager addressed Council. There was a brief meeting for all candidates after Central Husts, where I apologised to them as a group and stressed that the election should not loose momentum: there would be another week of normal campaigning. I also explained how they should appeal this decision is they so wished. An email was sent to every member of OUSU explaining what had happened. The decision was not appealed and nobody submitted any complaints.

The response of OUSU in general should be noted. Candidates responded to phone calls to go and strip out JMBs that disadvantaged their opponents and the members of the Elections Committee ran around Oxford doing the same thing. Neither of the DROs hesitated before agreeing to commit one more week to the time consuming business of running an election. OUSU Council as a whole, once they understood the situation, were incredibly supportive. In an election marred by disciplinary procedures, OUSU responded admirably to this problem which was beyond anyone’s control.

A complete JMB came out as a supplement to the sixth week Oxford Student. 
There are no recommendations arising from these events. No procedures or regulations caused the problem. 

SECTION D- Polling

1. Mi-Voice
a). General

This was the system used for electronic voting. It was chosen by the TT08 Election Working Group and I was first introduced to it at the beginning of the summer vacation. The system allows the RO to create their own online ballot paper by entering an introduction, positions and names into a pre-existing ballot paper format. The system will also create unique voter codes in different batches, each batch being able to vote in a specific set of elections to fulfil the constitution’s requirements for constituency voting. The following batches were used: Undergraduate Men, Undergraduate Women, Graduate Men and Graduate Women. The distribution of voter codes is external to the voting system.

a). Abstention
The system used was called Mi-voice, a product of Imeta Technologies Limited. It was chosen by the TT08 Election Working Group and I was first introduced to it at the beginning of the summer vacation. Experimenting with the system, I found that it was impossible to effectively abstain. I made several phone calls to Imeta and once I had got through to the appropriate people, they agreed that right to abstain was a necessary one and would update the system in September. The final version had an “ABSTAIN” box to click which blanked out the rest of the ballot paper for that particular position. The ability to abstain was clearly advertised, as I felt some voters might not vote (as they were concerned they could not abstain on positions they were unsure about or) or were unclear about what an “abstention” involved. Details appeared  in the JMB, in the emails containing UVCs and on the ballot paper.
The presence of RON in most OUSU Elections does not exclude the necessity for an abstention option. A vote for RON implies you wish somebody other than the offered candidates to hold that position. An Abstention is a different political statement and also an important option for those who feel they are qualified to vote for some, but not all, positions.

At the minute abstention is active ie. you have to click the “ABSTAIN” box. Although this means voters have to think about abstaining, it might be preferable if the system simply allowed you to leave a section blank, which would more nearly replicate the paper system and might discourage random voting. There should be some consideration of this issue.
Recommendation 12: That all online voting systems allow an easy abstention option. It should be considered whether or not abstention should be an active choice.
b). Customising the electronic Voting system

Mi-Voice were very helpful in agreeing to customise the ballot paper for our purposes . Opportunities for clarification were spotted in the test election and in subsequent common room elections and I believe that the resulting ballot paper was much clearer and more accessible to the OUSU voter than the mi-voice prototype.

The following changes were made to customise the ballot paper:

i). An introduction on how to vote, an explanation of RON and Abstention was properly spaced and therefore easily legible (this was not the case if you simply typed your introduction into the relevant box when creating a ballot paper on the system).

ii). Much of the Mi-voice explanation on how to vote both at the top of the ballot paper and before each contest was removed. Much of the language is, understandably, not very specific to elections as opposed to consultation. I felt that references to “contests” and “a minimum of x choices” would be confusing and as seen above I was able to give a fuller description of how to vote in an STV election at the top of the ballot paper.
iii). The OUSU logo was added to the ballot paper.

iv). Error messages were changed to tell troubled voters to contact ro@ousu.org. Those error messages telling voters they had failed to vote in one contest were amended to remind voters of their ability to abstain.

v) Links to manifestos and declarations were customised.

vi). The referendum question was added externally to the ballot paper. This is because it was too long to fit in the “contest name” section (the box into which the RO usually enters the position name).

c). Making the ballot paper

I entered all the required information (position titles and names) into the ballot paper on the weekend before the election. The new SOs require a declaration form as an attachment to the online ballot paper. Although the SOs do not demand it, I felt that voters should have access to candidates’ manifestos, as they had previously had at the ballot box. It was very possible that voters might not have read the manifestos before voting. At present the system only allows one PDF attachment. I was informed this could be changed but I had made my request too late. To combat this, the financial Admin manager, who, unlike me, can use Indesign, turned each declaration form and manifesto into one PDF, which was the attached PDF for each candidate.

Recommendation 13: Any future use of the mi-voice system should include links (customised for clarity) to two pdfs.

Recommendation 14: That the provision of a manifesto as an attachment to an online ballot paper be a SO requirement.

d). The System in Action

We received several complaints about the system during the three days of the election. 

i) The majority of complaints were from those who were confused that the choices on the summary page of the voting procedure was in ballot paper order rather than order of choice (some people then clicked the back browser only to be informed that they had already voted). This is apparently to ensure secrecy, but I did anticipate this might cause confusion. Unfortunately there was not enough time for mi-voice to change this feature before our elections, but they have now done so.
ii) One voter was confronted with an error message when he tried to vote. He managed to vote by moving to a new computer. I passed this problem onto mi-voice both during the election and recently at a meeting. The cause is uncertain.
iii) Two voters were told that their codes had already been used.  Obviously I had to explain I could not issue another UVC, but have since spoken to mi-voice and there are ways in the future a voter code can be nullified so a replacement could be reissued.
iv) 10 minutes before the close of poll the election Elections Committee received a complaint about the page not loading and getting an error message (the complaint was received by phone and the exact details are not clear). The details surrounding this complaint are too unclear for Mi-voice to work out to what it could be referring.
During the election period we communicated with mi-voice by phone and by email to deal with any technical problems. They always got back to us extremely promptly and were prepared to respond to as many issues as we gave them. 

Elections Committee communicated with mi-voice and the relevant voter with technical problems and in some cases even sent follow up emails to check the system was now working to voters who had had difficulties.
It should be remembered that electronic voting depends on individual browsers to some extent. I voted on an Apple Mac in OUSU and found it infuriating that the page reloaded after I voted for each position, but I received no complaints about this during polling period and I do not know how many people had this problem. Mi-voice have since told me the system is tested on most mainstream browsers, but probably not on the browsers used in OUSU (Safari and Camino).
2. Polling 
a). Voter lists

      i). Provision of lists

Last year’s OUSU elections used list from the student registration services. These were simply not complete: the only impetus to register is if you receive a student, meaning undergraduates and many postgraduates simply may not have bothered. There are procedures that can be followed in somebody is not on a list in paper voting (although curiously there were few problems in last years election). Obviously only people who are emailed codes can vote in an electronic election.
Having dismissed the usual source of OUSU voter lists, I made other enquiries. We needed lists with names, email addresses, UG/G status and gender in order to properly assign voters to the elections they were relevant to vote in. OUCS refused to allow us to use their lists for privacy reasons, but in any case did not include gender in their records. Student Finance could not help us. Eventually we received a complete list from Student Administration which included email addresses and course. This was the list we used, but there were two problems. Firstly I had to go through the entire list manually assigning graduate or undergraduate status to every course taken in Oxford. Secondly the email address given was not always the herald address, but the address students had given the university at registration. This led to voters believing they had not received codes when in fact they had gone to accounts other than their herald accounts. Elections Committee were forced to manually answer emails to everyone suffering from this misconception. The university must provide OUSU with better voting lists, otherwise I see little option but to ask for lists college by college and conflate them all- a huge task. I am not convinced this problem was properly thought out when these changes were introduced. 
There were a very small number of voters who were not on this voter list, but this problem was dealt with by manually answering requests for codes.
Recommendation 15: Different voting lists must be found. 

b). UVC Narrative
Voter codes were sent out by email using mailmerge. The voter codes were originally sent out by mailmerge on the Monday night. Codes were sent out at this point partly because the huge admin burdens of an OUSU election inevitably fall on a very small group of people, who simply were not ready to send them any earlier, but also because I felt, and I maintain correctly, that voter turnout would be much better in voters were provided with a code and reminded of the election very near the opening of polls. I very much doubt subsequent calls for codes to be sent out far in advance would have been heard if there had not been initial problems.

It proved impossible to send out codes using the usual server OUSU uses, due to problems beyond our control. Having exhausted other options, we located an alternative server operated by a third party company, explaining what it would be used for and asking whether it was capable of meeting our requirements. We were assured that it was and sent out the UVCs by email overnight before the first day of polling (Monday night). In an effort to avoid jams we choked off the number of connections that the bulk mailing program was able to make to 10 at a time. It was understood that this would make the process take longer, but the email was sent out in plenty of time to arrive before the opening of the polls even allowing for that.

I, the Financial Admin Manager and one of the DRO Stephen Goodman stayed in OUSU late into Tuesday morning to check that the mailmerge was working (the financial manager actually stayed on OUSU all night). When I woken up at 7.30 on Tuesday morning, I found that neither I nor the worried agents than rang me had received codes. It was thought initially that it was taking longer than expected for the mailmerge to process. Due to huge numbers of voters emailing to complain about a lack of UVC, I set up an automatic response telling them to email again if they still did not have their code by 1pm. I sent the same instructions to JCR and MCR presidents asking them to forward this to their CRs.
Throughout all of Tuesday members of Elections Committee tried to work out why so many codes had not been received. Before we had been notified of the exact nature of the problem we explored a number of possible causes, including spam filters at OUCS, our own server settings, and malformed email addresses, none of which yielded answers, because they were not the problem.

 We discovered there was a cap on the number of emails the third-party server was able to process in a day. Although all 19 000 emails reached the server correctly only 10% were relayed from there. As OUSU had no control over this server this was not a problem that we had been able to identify ourselves. 

The following evening we set about converting one of our existing servers into something that was capable of handling the mailing. The same process was followed on the evening of the first day (Tuesday) of the election period (ie: choking the number of connections to 10) and by 4am on Wednesday morning all email addresses on the voter lists from student admin had received voter codes.

On Wednesday at 10.23 the OUSU president forwarded an email from me to the entire student body. This informed them that everyone should now have received a UVC and that those who still had not, after checking their spam folders and any alternative email addresses, should email ro@ousu.org (and they should email again if they had already done so). It also included a brief explanation of what had happened. From this point on there was always a member of Elections Committee on hand to answer manual requests for codes. Elections Committee answered roughly 117 requests for codes over the course of Wednesday and Thursday. It should be remembered that at the same time I was sorting out and responding to technical “problems” with the system (see above) and policing an election in which one slate was showing increasing disregard for the rules regarding publicity (see section on the disciplinary process). I have since been through the RO inbox and apart from one blank email (with a request for a UVC confusingly in the subject line), one voter whom we mistakenly believed was not on the list and had in any case deleted his code by mistake and two emails received very soon after the president’s email before I had managed to clarify to procedure to use to all members of Elections Committee (whose senders were told to check spam filters and alternative email accounts and to email again if they did not have codes- they never did email again, which I can only hope is due to a positive outcome), all requests for codes, where voters appeared on the voter list, were answered in time to allow voters to vote. The majority of those who believed they had not received a code in fact had received it to a non-herald address they had registered with the university, see the section on voter lists above, (though spam filters may have interfered and there does seem to be some difficulty in getting a 19 000 mailmerge to work with 100% accuracy- see the report on the HT09 By-elections). I received no valid official complaints about voter codes and none at all from any candidate involved in the election (the only complaint about voter codes I did receive was submitted by an independent voter the day after the election had finished).
c). Elections Committee

Elections Committee were very helpful in ensuring colleges were patrolled for three days and made many of the complaints relating to publicity rule breaches. For this reason it is very important that an Elections Committee presence is maintained in colleges even though they no longer have ballot boxes to check up on.

d). Results

Results were announced at 9pm in OUSU. Since the count was instantaneous, had the count occurred within 90 minutes of the close of poll, candidates could have still lodged appeals on events that took place before the close of poll (something that could not have happened in the days of a manual count). I believe this possibility is the effect of an incomplete update of the SOs in line with the realities of electronic voting and since the SOs do not require counting to commence immediately I waited until no more complaints about action before the close of poll could be received. Candidates should not be able to appeal the result of any election secure in the knowledge that they have lost and have nothing to loose. This should be enshrined in the SOs.

Recommendation 16: The SOs should be amended to ensure no declaration of the result can occur before the time for complaints relating to action before the close of poll has elapsed.

The “count” simply involved me opening the relevant files on the mi-voice system. In the interests of transparency I opened these files for the first time in the OUSU publications room. Every candidate/slate was permitted to nominate one representative (usually the agent) to stand behind me as I did so. It was simply not practical to allow every representative allowed under the SOs to attend a manual count to watch the results being opened. The agents were then asked to remain in the publications room, so that I could announce the results to the candidates in the general OUSU office below (this was to prevent agents coming downstairs with news and disrupting the formal declaration). 
Since the election Mi-voice have amended the system so that electronic counts do not take place automatically as soon as the election is finished, but have to be started manually. The electronic count is then almost instantaneous. In future this can be done in front of representatives so that they can be sure that this is the first time the results are being opened.
SECTION E- The Disciplinary Procedure

a) Summary of the disciplinary process
The Disciplinary procedure was a huge portion of the RO’s workload. I was keen that candidates understood the complaint and appeal procedure, outlining it in the candidates’ briefing, in clarification emails and repeatedly in person. This is because some candidates are accustomed to complaint about the “bureaucracy” of OUSU elections instead of realising that the rules are there to ensure that candidates can neither buy nor lie their way into OUSU office and the accountability of the RO is largely in their hands.   

The Baskerville/Wall/Medland slate were found guilty of various offences. One of these was a serious rules breach. Stefan Baskerville ignored my refusal of permission to publish an Oxstu features article in 3rd week and his appeal against this decision was rejected and a heavy fine for the offence enforced by Junior Tribunal. This  slate were also fined for media participation without permission from an exec candidate for women’s officer who gave a quote on her views on sexist statements and a misleading statement by Stefan Baskerville in hustings as regards the number of posters put up of other members of his slate (claiming the number was “very few” as opposed to “none”). The slate claimed that in the frantic atmosphere of Friday of 5th week he had not been kept up to date by his agents and as I said in my ruling, while I did not accept this as a mitigating factor in the penalties awarded, candidates being responsible for their agents, the claim, while not provable, was conceivable. The slate should be commended for openly admitting both offences when I forwarded the relevant complaints. One problem which did not arise, but which, given the nature of one complaint, arose as a distinct possibility was debate over what was said at unminuted hustings. As such, I believe all hustings should be taped, if resources allow.

Recommendation 17: That the chair be responsible for taping all hustings.

 Apart from these offences various candidates received monetary fines for not complying with facebook regulations  (Luke Tryl and Eorann Lean).

The Maher/Quinn/Lean slate received an expenditure limit fine due to copies of a Cherwell editorial endorsing John Maher for president photocopied outside of the print shop and stuck up next to posters of presidential candidates in various colleges throughout Oxford. Supporters of the same slate attended Alternative Husts wearing unmarked stickers. When the slate agent was question he claimed the stickers did come from the print shop and the shop was at fault for not marking them. I found out from the print shop that this was not the case and I complained to JT about this breach of print shop rules and lying to the RO, for both of which they were duly fined. The slates publicity offences continued during election days. Posters were found by Elections Committee backed on card and cardboard, neither bought at the print shop. The slate protested that these corresponded to bluetack, drawing pins etc. This was not convincing, the posters were attached with tags to lamp-posts etc which surely constituted the “fastenings”, but in light of any possible ambiguity I rule that the backings might be kept although the slate expenditure limit was billed for the card and cardboard and they received an expenditure limit fine (by this stage the only way to effectively fine a candidate was to demand an appropriate amount of campaign material be handed in). In hindsight I may have been too generous, as the rules clearly state that than all campaign material must come from the print shop. In future I recommend the RO publish a list of “approved fastenings.” (the RO already has the power to decide what constitutes “election material”). Although this may sound like election bureaucracy gone mad, the events of this year show it is not worth providing candidates with any sort of lee-way.
Recommendation 18: The RO should publish a list of “approved fastenings” exempt from the definition of “Election Material.” Fastenings should be interpreted in a manner which is a literal as possible. Candidates should not be allowed to circumvent the print shop rules.

The same slate also received fines for producing customised clothing (hoodies, t-shirts etc) externally to the print shop and, realistically, at huge cost: a huge breach of expenditure limit rules. They were also found to have photo-copied posters and received fines. Finally I received complaints about mailmerge emails being sent in various colleges by agents and activists of this slate, advertising candidacies (one of which was a misleading email). This was a clear and very serious breach of rules against mass mailings and I fined the slate the remainder of their expenditure limit. I spoke to the candidates and agents early on Thursday morning and insisted that every single piece of publicity should be handed in. I also made it quite clear the slate had pushed the rules to breaking point and, having done nearly everything I could do, I would be forced to refer any future offences to JT. Members of the Campaign and members of elections Committee handed in posters to the OUSU offices all morning which were counted to ensure the slate was co-operating (we allowed for a certain number of fallen  down/ pulled own posters) and by the early afternoon there were very few Maher/Quinn/Lean posters left in Oxford.

Expenditure Limit rules are some of the most important in the OUSU Elections. Candidates should not have any advantage by being richer than other candidates. I believe that the penalties I gave were the only fair way to redress such flagrant breaches (under the SOs I had a responsibility to fine in line with the gravity and the impact of the offence but also in line with the fact that any offence is aggravated by a previous offence). None of these fines were appealed. I hope that such drastic action will discourage candidates in future years from breaking the election rules on this scale. It has been shown that this is not necessary to win an OUSU election and I believe it was not the nature of the rules but the strategies of the candidates involved that gave rise to these offences.
There is one final point that should be made about the disciplinary process. When paper voting was replaced, the RO’s ability to send down college’s ballot boxes was necessarily abolished. However I do believe there are still offences that might prejudice the votes of a college to such a point that their votes should be properly disqualified. Such instances might involve grossly misleading emails on a college mailing list. The power to disqualify a college (or subsection of a college such as an MCR or JCR) should be returned either to the RO or to JT.
Recommendation 19: The RO or JT should have the power to disqualify a college or constituent Common Room, if the votes have been severely and unfairly prejudiced.

b) The Candidates in the disciplinary process.

The SOs state that the RO shall “usually” take representation on disciplinary issues. I invited written representation on almost every complaint including those during the time pressured electoral period, although I am not sure how much precedent there was for this. This often gave candidates a fair chance to make their case and point out mitigating factors. However I do believe that the ability to offer written submissions was occasionally abused. Submissions if offered should be to the point. It is not appropriate to subject the RO to attempts to redefine the complaint against you, to offer pages of irrelevant legal jargon or suggest that the RO take “legal advice” except when it is actually necessary.  I tried very hard to always give equivalent deadlines for submissions (taking into account reasonable working hours and my 48 hour deadline for rulings) and at various points during election days gave both sab slates (who were the subject of nearly all complaints) extensions. However one slate pushed hard to have their deadline extended only to offer an overly long submission of completely irrelevant arguments based on the meaning of the word “team”, past legal cases and the declaration of human rights. Candidates must understand that during election days if complaints are not dealt with swiftly it is very unfair on other candidates. It is too easy to use delaying tactics. In hindsight perhaps I was too willing to allow candidates representation even when they were unavoidably guilty (I did this in the interest of scrupulous fairness, but there was no way that certain submissions could have affected the outcome when rules had been clearly broken, for example as regards the large amounts of custom clothing illegally produced by one slate. This is the case with most breaches of the expenditure limit). Candidates should also recognise that the RO is not required to offer them the opportunity to make a submissions and not misuse the opportunity. Overly long and technical submissions do not overawe a Returning Officer.
Recommendation 20: That the RO should only take written submissions when absolutely necessary during election days and when doing so should impose tight and non-negotiable deadlines. 

Candidates should also not abuse the complaints process. There is little that can be done to prevent this (obviously a candidate’s ability to complain should not be limited), but would merely remark that two complaints about the removal of posters on illegal cardboard (one of which misinterpreted my original ruling and claimed I had admitted a fault which I certainly had not) and a complaint claming cross slating due to posters placed next to each other and green and blue paper being similar colours are a misuse of the Returning Officer’s time. 
c). Junior Tribunal

Junior Tribunal originally consisted of Tony Lord (Chair), Anthony Fairclough, Dan Paskins and Conor O’Neil. After the election was extended by one week, Conor’s place was taken by Antonia Bance. JT  convened via Skype, which seemed to work well and had the advantage of being free.

Junior Tribunal wdedicated despite no longer being students or members of OUSU. They were thorough and, naturally due to the separation from the current student body, completely unbiased. I cannot commend the new system of JT enough and recommend that wherever possible ROs invite ex-ROs to form JT.

The only change necessary is to make the SOs consistent: while the quorum is 4, the new rules require the RO to write to three potential members.

Recommendation 21: The quorum of JT should be updated to bring it in line with the new rules.

SECTION F- Online Voting
This election will naturally be seen as a test of online voting. In some ways this is unfair as the delayed election and voter code confusion may have affected turnout, both negatively and positively (due to the massive coverage they received in both the student media and popular opinion). Turnout was higher than last year, although not overwhelmingly so (the total votes (including those votes in ballot boxes sent down last year and blank ballot papers in both years) are 3356 in 2007 and 3785 in 2008). However the graduate turnout was hugely up, although how much this is due to a contested VP (Graduates) election is unclear.
We saw many of the predicted advantages of electronic voting. It was not necessary to put ballot boxes in the trust of multiple CROs, over whom we had no control and it was not necessary to send down ballot boxes. One huge advantage of electronic voting is that it freed up elections committee, who in previous years would have been getting ballot papers to boxes and checking up on polling stations, to actually police the campaigning side of the election. 

I was very worried that secrecy of voting would be severely compromised by activists providing or sitting at computers ( asking voters to come over and vote for x candidate). I ruled to prevent activists providing or being within a set distance of computers. In practise this did not prove to be a problem, but I believe provisions should be put in place in the SOs to deal with such issues and that online voting should be seriously reconsidered if this was shown to be a problem in any future elections.

There was less lodge campaigning than in previous years, which obviously has been very beneficial in publicising the election in previous years, although whether this is due to electronic voting in itself, the three day election or a change in campaign styles it is hard to say. 
I have spoken to Mi-voice since the election about the possibility of an external log of the RO’s actions on the system. Obviously this would greatly aid accountability especially as the RO may seem more powerful, and appearances are important, in an electronic election (although in actual fact the Election Committee’s access to codes etc should be weighed against the power of the scrutineer in a paper ballot system). This should be pursued.
In making no recommendation to return to paper ballots I am in effect supporting the status quo. I do however think it is important to not completely dismiss paper ballots as a system that OUSU might wish to return to in the future and electronic voting should be constantly re-evaluated.

Recommendation 22: Electronic Voting should be constantly re-evaluated.

     SECTION F- The Referendum
It is disappointing that there was so little focus and no campaigning on such an important referendum, although there is little that can be done if no valid NO campaign is submitted. One of the problems I encountered was the fact that there is only one deadline for registering referendum campaigns. This means that referendum campaign groups are forced to form independently and there is no way that people could know who else would like to campaign on the issue. Potentially the RO could be left with multiple JMB entries of a singe campaign. In practise campaign groups are formed exclusively by “OUSU insiders” who know “what is going on.” I tried to combat this potential problem by asking in the notice of poll publicity that those interested in campaigning got in touch with the RO, with the intention of putting campaigning groups in touch. Obviously this is undesirable and I believe the SOs should be changed to allow two deadlines: one for those interested in running a campaign and the second for their, now potentially combined, manifesto. 
Recommendation 23  : That the nomination process for referendums be changed to allow two deadlines. One for those interested in running the referendum campaign and the second for their, now potentially combined, manifestos.

Thanks

There are so many people I need to thank for their work and help with the MT08 Elections.  Thank you to every member Elections Committee: Laith, Kaushal, Adam for his support most notably in 5th week, Paul, who stayed so late on Wednesday night, Rosanna and Jack for all the patrolling and especially to Rachel. Thanks should also go to Richard Fine and Ed Batty for all their help with the mailmerge and to Lisa Stokes-King for her knowledge of the Oxford degree system. To Junior Tribunal for being so dedicated and so knowledgeable.
Huge thanks are due to the DRO Sanjay Nanwani for so much help throughout the term and to DRO Stephen Goodman for dedication above and beyond the call of duty. Finally thank you to Rich Hardiman for the technical help, the hours spent on the election, the advice and the solidarity.
Madeline Stanley

OUSU Returning Officer MT08
Appendix A- Results

President
To take office in June 2009 for one year

First Round:

Stefan Baskerville   1603

John Maher   1091

Luke Tryl  553

Aidan Simpson 260

RON   91 

Second Round:

Stefan Baskerville 1938 

John Maher  1400

STEFAN BASKERVILLE ELECTED

SBV   187 

Vice President (Welfare and Equal Opportunity)
To take office in June 2009 for one year 

After First Round:

Dani Quinn  1517

Alanna Barber  997

RON    181 

SBV   1090 

DANI QUINN ELECTED 

Vice President (Women)
To take office in June 2009 for one year

After First Round:

Kat Wall   1177

RON    77 

SBV    402 

KAT WALL ELECTED 

Vice President (Graduates)
To take office in June 2009 for one year

First Round: 

Sarah Hutchinson  234

Alex Priest   216

RON    23 

Second Round:

Sarah Hutchinson  238

Alex Priest   220 

SARAH HUTCHINSON ELECTED 

SBV    108

Vice President (Access and Academic Affairs)
To take office in June 2009 for one year

After First Round: 

Jonny Medland 2366

RON   371 

SBV   1048

JONNY MEDLAND ELECTED 

Vice President (Charities and Community)
To take office in June 2009 for one year

After First Round:

Eorann Lean  2290

RON   331 

SBV   1164

EORANN LEAN ELECTED
 

Women's Campaign Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year

After First Round:

Portia Roelofs   1122

RON     80 

SBV    454

PORTIA ROELOFS ELECTED 

Environment and Ethics Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2009 for one year 

After First Round, 

Daniel Lowe   2245

RON    362 

SBV    1178

DANIEL LOWE ELECTED  

 
Access and Admissions Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2009 for one year 

After First Round,

Elena Lynch  1463

Sam Wheeler  623

RON   219 

SBV    1480

ELENA LYNCH ELECTED 
 

Health and Welfare Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year 

After First Round, 

Sally Hutchings 2124

RON   348

 
SBV   1313 

 
SALLY HUTCHINGS ELECTED  

Common Room Support Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year 

After First Round, 

Jack Matthews  1342

Elliott Golend  486

RON   232 

SBV   1725 
 
JACK MATTHEWS ELECTED  

International Students Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year 

After First Round, 

Sinni Lim  2186

RON   299 

SBV  1300

SINNI LIM ELECTED
 
 

Rent and Accommodation Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year 

After First Round, 

Jamie Susskind 2270

RON   323 

SBV   1192 

JAMIE SUSSKIND ELECTED

Graduate Academic Affairs Officer
To take office on Saturday, 9th Week Michaelmas 2008 for one year

After First Round, 

Ian Lyons  341

RON   58 

SBV   182 

IAN LYONS ELECTED

NUS Delegates
The following were deemed elected unopposed:
Elliott Golend
Becci Burton,
Daniel Lowe
Dominic Weinberg
James Norrie
Aled Lloyd Owen
Nicholas Gomes
Gemma Maxwell
Nick Chan
Dominic Williams 

Referendum 

Do you accept the following changes to the OUSU Constitution Article B.8.1 and Standing Orders Section B to accept a new committee based system of policy making in the student union to come into force Michaelmas 2009? 

YES  2306
NO     282 

SBV  1197 

Turnout

Undergraduate Men: 1769

Undergraduate Women: 1435

Graduate Men: 360

Graduate Women: 221

Total: 3785.

Appendix B- Summary of Recommendations

Recommendation 1: The test election should be run and evaluated as early as possible preferably at the beginning of the long vacation, especially if a new system is being introduced. 

Recommendation 2: That the OUSU publicity committee provide the RO with support to publicise the election.

Recommendation 3: The current rules on media participation should be retained. They should be supplemented by a further rule banning any media participation without permission clearly designed to affect the election from the beginning of the term in which the election is to take place.

Recommendation 4: That consideration be given to ammending the Constituion to remove Special Council’s power, when reconsidering a first reading, to act as the second and where appropriate final change to the governing documents.

Recommendation 5: The SOs or Electoral Regulations should contain rules stating that candidates should only list endorsements if such endorsements are followed by an equally prominent statement that these endorsements are made in a personal capacity.  This rule should apply to all current and former CR and OUSU officers. Endorsements from officials of bodies not prohibited from supporting candidates under the SOs should be followed by such a statement unless evidence is provided to prove that the official is accurately representing the will of his or her organisation.

Recommendation 6: The declaration form become part of the nomination process and be handed in with the other nomination documents. 

Recommendation 7: The candidates should no longer be required to give any financial breakdown for their campaign on the declaration form.

Recommendation 8: That the political declarations required be reconsidered to include university political societies.

Recommendation 9: That a formal contract be drawn up between the OUSU print shop and the RO detailing the precise nature of equal treatment to candidates and the print shops role in co-operating with the RO in the disciplinary process. If a forma contract is felt to be unnecessary or unhelpful, agreement with the print shop should be reached on all these issues before the beginning of the campaign period.

Recommendation 10: That the phrase “free use of the internet” be removed from the SOs and that candidates be required to “lock” any online campaigning after a certain date.

Recommendation 11: That the definitions of mass mailing be tightened up and the use of emails in elections reconsidered.

Recommendation 12: That all online voting systems allow an easy abstention option. It should be considered whether or not abstention should be an active choice.

Recommendation 13: Any future use of the mi-voice system should include links (customised for clarity) to two pdfs.

Recommendation 14: That the provision of a manifesto as an attachment to an online ballot paper be a SO requirement.

Recommendation 15: Different voting lists must be found. 

Recommendation 16: The SOs should be amended to ensure no declaration of the result can occur before the time for complaints relating to action before the close of poll has elapsed.

Recommendation 17: That the chair be responsible for taping all hustings.

Recommendation 18: The RO should publish a list of “approved fastenings” exempt from the definition of “Election Material.” Fastenings should be interpreted in a manner which is a literal as possible. Candidates should not be allowed to circumvent the print shop rules.

Recommendation 19: The RO or JT should have the power to disqualify a college or constituent Common Room, if the votes have been severely and unfairly prejudiced.

Recommendation 20: That the RO should only take written submissions when absolutely necessary during election days and when doing so should impose tight and non-negotiable deadlines. 

Recommendation 21: The quorum of JT should be updated to bring it in line with the new rules.

Recommendation 22: Electronic Voting should be constantly re-evaluated.
Recommendation 23  : That the nomination process for referendums be changed to allow two deadlines. One for those interested in running the referendum campaign and the second for their, now potentially combined, manifestos.

