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CHIEF RETURNING OFFICER DECISION 

Re: Inves)ga)on into evidence of candidates running in a slate 

This decision concerns evidence I obtained that 18 candidates ran in the elec)on in an expressed 
or apparent slate, contrary to KSA’s bylaws and regula)ons. The candidates are: 

• Charanpreet 
• Ekamjot Singh 
• Gurassis Singh Makkar 
• Gurbir Dhaliwal 
• Gurfateh Singh 
• Gurleen Kaur 
• Guruamrit Singh 
• Harshdeep Singh 
• Jiwanjot Singh 
• Manoviraj Singh 
• Pardeep Singh 
• Prabhdeep Singh Rai 
• Prabhjot Singh 
• Rahuldeep Trehan 
• Simranjot Kaur 
• Subhseerat Chauhan 
• Tarandeep Kaur 
• Yuvraj Gill 

Inves)ga)on Process 

All of the candidates who are a subject of this decision were no)fied of the allega)on, provided 
a copy of the evidence, advised that they were at risk of being disqualified, and invited to respond. 
Addi)onal evidence pertaining to paRerns discovered in vo)ng was also provided to these 
candidates, and they were provided a further opportunity to respond to that evidence. I received 
numerous responses and have considered them in reaching this decision. 
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Slate List 

The primary piece of evidence is a list of the 18 candidates noted above with green checkmarks 
next to their names. The names do not all exactly match the candidate names as they appear on 
the ballot, but it is clear from the list which candidates are being referred to. 

This list was brought to my aRen)on during vo)ng, but at that )me, there was no evidence as to 
the source of the list. I was later provided a screen recording video taken on an iPhone. The video 
shows the WhatsApp text messaging app. It shows a picture message received from “AMRIT 
SINGH”. In the video, the picture is then opened, revealing the complete list of 18 candidates (a 
s)ll shot of the list taken from the video is aRached to this decision). The app is then navigated 
into contact details of the sender of the message containing the list. The phone number of the 
sender of the message is that of Guruamrit Singh (a candidate on the list), as is shown on his 
campaign posters and his candidate nomina)on form. 

It is my understanding that the phone number displayed for a person in WhatsApp is verified by 
the app as part of the registra)on and login process. I also believe it would take considerable 
exper)se to fabricate the video. Another screen recording video of this message was sent to me 
previously. However, the full image of the list was not actually opened in that video and I could 
not see the complete list, so I requested a new video of the WhatsApp message be sent to me in 
which the list is opened. The new video was sent to me in a fairly short amount of )me. Moreover, 
the sender of the WhatsApp message containing the list is, himself, implicated by the list. For 
these reasons, it is my opinion that the evidence was not fabricated. 

In his response, Guruamrit Singh claimed that he sent this list to someone, not to solicit votes, 
but to complain that someone else was circula)ng the list. I find that unlikely. He also provided 
me with two audio recordings, which he claims are of conversa)ons he had with the person who, 
he believes, provided the video of the slate list message. The recordings are in Punjabi. He claims 
that, in the recordings, she says that her phone was used without her permission to send the list. 
I find it unlikely that the videos were created by someone other than the owner of the phone, 
especially since mul)ple versions of this evidence were sent at separate )mes. 

The recordings appear to be surrep))ously recorded phone calls, and it appears from one of the 
recordings that she did not wish to speak with him and hung up the call on him. I have previously 
disqualified Guruamrit Singh in this elec)on based on my opinion that he engaged in coercion 
and in)mida)on of a candidate. 

I also received two other versions of this list from separate sources. One of them is cropped and 
incomplete. However, all three versions appear to be the same list, referencing the same people 
in the same order (not alphabe)cal), in the same format (numbered list created in the iPhone 
Notes app with green checkmarks next to the names), with the same errors, with minor revisions 
to candidates’ names. For example, one list includes “Taranpreet Kaur” while another includes 
“Tarandeep Kaur”. My impression is that these minor differences are simply correc)ons to the 
same list. 
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In their responses, many of the candidates denied knowledge of this list. 

Among the responses I received was another alleged slate list with none of the same candidates. 
While the deadline to submit complaints has long since passed, out of fairness, I have reviewed 
the list. It follows the same erroneous structure as the slate list: a screenshot of a list from the 
iPhone Notes app, star)ng with candidates for “Business Representa)ve”, then “Arts 
Representa)ve”, then “Science & Hor)culture” then the remaining candidates incorrectly 
grouped under the heading “Cons)tuency”. The slate list that is the subject of this decision uses 
the same headings in the same order, except that “Cons)tuency” is replaced with “Campus 
Representa)ve”, and also incorrectly groups the candidates under that heading. I did not see any 
evidence that any candidate on that list was involved in circula)ng it. Vo)ng data (which is 
discussed below) also does not appear to support the existence of this alleged slate. It is my 
opinion that this list of an alleged second slate was fabricated as an adapta)on of the slate list. 

Voter Interference Video 

I obtained a video showing Gurbir Dhaliwal (a candidate on the slate list) filling out a ballot on a 
phone while it is being held by another voter (Dhaliwal has already been disqualified for this 
incident in a separate decision). A photo taken from another angle confirmed that the video was 
of Dhaliwal (the photo and a s)ll shot from the video are aRached to this decision). He can be 
seen checking some candidates and unchecking others that had been previously checked. While 
I could not make out the text on the screen, based on the layout of the ballot, including the 
number of candidates running for each posi)on and the order in which candidates are listed, I 
was able to discern several of the candidates that Dhaliwal was checking and unchecking. All of 
the candidates I could iden)fy that he was checking were candidates listed on the slate list, and 
all of the candidates I could iden)fy that he was unchecking were candidates not listed on the 
slate list. 

Candidate Links 

I considered some evidence that several of the candidates on the slate list have apparent 
associa)ons with each other. This evidence consisted of a group photo in which several of the 
candidates appear together, as well as screenshots of campaign posters being shared by a number 
of Instagram accounts that have apparent associa)ons with each other. In par)cular, some of the 
candidates appear to be connected through a group known as the Interna)onal Student Union 
and its leader, Jashan Sidhu. I also note that I became aware from KPU security that Jashan Sidhu, 
who is not a student at KPU, was removed from KPU by campus security officers during the first 
week of the campaign period and directed by them not to return during the elec)on. 

Some candidates raised in their responses that they have no associa)on with the Interna)onal 
Student Union and also claimed not to know certain candidates on the slate list. Other candidates 
raised that they are associated with the Interna)onal Student Union, but that this does not mean 
that they have run in a slate. I wish to be clear that associa)on with other candidates or with the 
Interna)onal Student Union does not violate elec)on rules. I considered this evidence only to the 
extent that it supports the credibility of the slate list on the whole because there are evident 
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connec)ons between many of the candidates on the list. At the same )me, the absence of 
evidence that a given candidate has associa)ons with the other candidates is not, in my view, 
sufficient to undermine the credibility of the slate list in light of the other evidence. 

Finally, I obtained a screenshot showing campaign posters of Pardeep Singh and Jiwanjot Singh 
shared together in a single image on an Instagram account. This piece of evidence is not 
persuasive of sla)ng and I give it no weight, as it may well not have been posted with the 
permission of the candidates. 

Vo)ng PaRerns 

As a confirma)on of my view that sla)ng has taken place between these candidates, I have 
reviewed vo)ng informa)on. I am able to view a spreadsheet seeng out which candidates were 
selected on each electronic ballot. The data does not reveal voters’ iden))es. Candidates who 
are the subject of this decision were provided a summary of the evidence set out below so that 
they could respond to it, but in order to protect voter confiden)ality, they were not provided with 
the actual ballot data. 

I was able to observe what appears to be a strong correla)on between vo)ng for candidates who 
appear on the slate list for one posi)on and vo)ng for candidates who appear on the slate list for 
the other posi)ons. In par)cular, of the voters who voted for each of the candidates on the slate 
list for any of the faculty posi)ons (the only posi)ons for which voters can select mul)ple 
candidates), a surprisingly large number of them also voted on other posi)ons for the other 
candidates on the slate list, in propor)ons that significantly exceed the overall share of the vote 
that those candidates received. 

I was also able to observe that a surprisingly large number of ballots cast voted for all five of the 
Business Representa)ve candidates appearing on the list. Given that 17 candidates were on the 
ballot for that posi)on, of which voters could vote for up to five, there were several thousand 
possible combina)ons in which voters could have voted for this posi)on, yet the combina)on 
shown on the slate list was by far the most common combina)on with well over 100 voters vo)ng 
that combina)on of candidates. By contrast, fewer than five ballots were cast for all five of the 
candidates who received the most votes for this posi)on. 

In response to my summary of this evidence, some candidates raised that they ran for faculty 
representa)ve posi)ons other than the Business Representa)ve posi)ons, and so this evidence 
should not be held against them. However, the vo)ng paRerns, in my view, also supports that 
candidates running for other posi)ons were involved in an apparent slate. I made specific 
reference to the Business Representa)ve posi)ons because of how much that par)cular posi)on 
stands out in light of the number of candidates running for it and the fact that voters could choose 
up to five candidates. 

One candidate sent me a copy of their vo)ng receipt showing that they only voted for themself, 
and not for other candidates on the slate list. I do not view this as strong evidence that this 
candidate was not actually involved in the slate. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the totality of the evidence, I have formed the opinion that the following candidates ran 
in an expressed or apparent slate: 

• Charanpreet 
• Ekamjot Singh 
• Gurassis Singh Makkar 
• Gurbir Dhaliwal 
• Gurfateh Singh 
• Gurleen Kaur 
• Guruamrit Singh 
• Harshdeep Singh 
• Jiwanjot Singh 
• Manoviraj Singh 
• Pardeep Singh 
• Prabhdeep Singh Rai 
• Prabhjot Singh 
• Rahuldeep Trehan 
• Simranjot Kaur 
• Subhseerat Chauhan 
• Tarandeep Kaur 
• Yuvraj Gill 

Therefore, these candidates are disqualified from this elec5on. 

Any of these candidates who have already been disqualified from this elec5on by previous 
decisions are further disqualified by this decision. 

 

 
8 March 2023 

_______________________________ 
JARED NASH 

Chief Returning Officer 
  



Appendix 
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Slate List (S)ll Shot from Video) 

 

S)ll Shot from Interference Video 

 

Photograph 

 
 


