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IN THE 

UNIVERSITY ELECTIONS COMMISSION 
 

  
No. UEC-2018-W- 

006 
 

 

 

MVision, Complainant 

v. 

aMplify, Respondent 

 

 [March 27, 2018] 

Appearances of Counsel: THOMAS ALLEN appeared before the 
Commission on behalf of the Complainant. SEIF-ELDEEN SAQALLAH 
appeared on behalf of the Respondent.  

Heard before: KOZIARA, Election Director, Backup Election Director 
GHAZAL, DOTSON, and INSALACO, Commissioners. Commissioners 
SORGE and BHATTACHARYYA did not take part in the consideration or 
decision in the matter. 

Opinion of the Commission 

COMMISSIONER INSALACO delivers the opinion of the 
Commission, in which KOZIARA, Election Director, Backup 
Election Director GHAZAL, and DOTSON, Commissioner, join.  

On Wednesday, March 23, 2018, Mr. Thomas Allen, in his 
capacity as counsel for the MVision party, submitted to 
Election Director Koziara a complaint alleging a violation of 
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Email Group Ownership and Email Harvesting on Behalf of 
a Party under the Election Code in Article VI Section F 
(3)(d)(ii).  

The relevant provision of the Election Code states,  

 “A candidate or party may not send campaign related 
emails to an email group unless the group is owned by 
that candidate or a member of that party through 
mcommunity.umich.edu and was created for campaign 
purposes as indicated by the group name.” Id. 

Counsel for Respondent aMplify Party, Seif-Eldeen Saqallah, 
submitted a reply brief to the Commission within the 
prescribed 24-hour time frame with additional evidence, and 
a hearing was scheduled for the parties to present their case. 

It is undisputed, based upon the evidence submitted by both 
parties, that on March 17th, 2018, Ms. Andie Harris, Vice 
President of Delta Phi Epsilon Sorority emailed Michelle Fan, 
Director of Community Relations of the aMplify Party. Ms. 
Harris informed Ms. Fan in the email that the sorority would 
not be able to accommodate a member of aMplify speaking at 
their chapter meeting, ostensibly in response to a request 
from aMplify to do so. However, Ms. Harris offered “… if 
there’s an email or something you want to share with our 
chapter about your platform, I would be happy to send that 
out! Let me know how I can help.” Ms. Fan responded on 
Monday, March 19th with an email, saying “Thank you for 
reaching out! I’ve attached some highlights from our platform 
that you and your chapter can take a look at and that we would 
greatly appreciate your feedback on... thank you so much!” 
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(emphasis added). Two days later, on Wednesday March 21st, 
Ms. Harris replied via email, telling Ms. Fan “I’ve sent out 
your highlights.” Five minutes later, at 12:09AM, Ms. Harris 
sent an email to the sorority’s listerv 
(delta.phi.epsilon@umich.edu), saying, “Hi everyone! The 
aMplify representatives … wanted me to send out this quick 
summary of their platform. Definitely check this out…” 
Attached to the email was a PDF copy of the aMplify platform 
that Ms. Fan had sent to Ms. Harris for ostensible 
distribution. Ms. Harris is not listed as an owner of the 
listserv (delta.phi.epsilon@umich.edu), per MCommunity.  

It is well established in the Election Code and binding UEC 
Case Law that non-owners of an MCommunity listserv may 
not send campaign related emails or materials to such 
listservs. Violations of this rule are punishable by 4+ demerits 
per 100 recipients, and here, the listserv in question has 
nearly 200 members.  However, because Ms. Harris sent the 
email to the listerv and is not a member of the aMplify party, 
in order to find fault with the party, we must determine if Ms. 
Harris’ actions were within the scope of coordination with 
aMplify.  

According to the Election Code Sec. G(4)(b), and well-
established precedent from the case Make Michigan v. The 
Team, UEC-2015-W-003, the UEC must analyze three 
elements in order to determine whether a party can be liable 
for the actions of a non-candidate volunteer under the scope 
of coordination analysis. Having already established that Ms. 
Harris’ email was a violation of the Election Code, we now 
turn to an examination of whether Ms. Harris worked “with 
or at the request” of aMplify, and whether her sending of the 
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email “occurred within the parameters of what the candidate 
or party requested the Respondent to contribute to the 
campaign.”  

The first prong is easy to analyze. Ms. Harris indeed worked 
with aMplify to disseminate their campaign platform 
materials amongst the members of the Delta Phi Epsilon 
sorority. Thus we turn to the third prong to determine 
whether in the manner in which she did so was within the 
parameters of what aMplify requested she do.  

Ms. Harris explicitly said in her March 17th email to Ms. Fan, 
“If there’s an email or something you want to share with our 
chapter about your platform, I would be happy to send that 
out!” The Commission finds that this statement constituted 
an offer on Ms. Harris’s part (even if unknowingly and 
unintentionally)1 to violate the Election Code Section F 
(3)(d)(ii). When Ms. Fan replied with a PDF attached to her 
email, it was in the context of Ms. Harris’s offer. Ms. Fan’s 
reply with the email attachment and the words “I’ve attached 
some highlights from our platform that you and your chapter 
can take a look at…” can be read by a reasonable person (and 
such is the Commission’s reading) to constitute acceptance of 
Ms. Harris’s offer. It is the opinion of the Commission that 
such an offer and acceptance of that offer by a party 
constitutes a set of parameters within which the Ms. Harris 
contributed to the campaign.  Even though Ms. Fan never 
used the word “email” or “forward,” the Commission views 

                                                             
1 The Commission notes that there is no requirement of 
scienter for the person working in the scope of coordination 
with a candidate or party in the Election Code.  
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Ms. Fan’s acceptance of Ms. Harris’s offer (in the form of 
sending the PDF for distribution), along with Ms. Fan’s 
request to distribute the platform to the members of Delta Phi 
Epsilon, as establishing parameters of coordination between 
aMplify and Ms. Harris. Indeed, the most common way to 
send a PDF is via email; there is an implicit understanding 
that distributing a PDF generally is likely to involve emailing 
said PDF.  When Ms. Harris offered to send out aMplify 
materials via email and Ms. Fan did not clarify or do anything 
to prevent her from reasonably foreseeably doing so (but 
instead attached a PDF for distribution), this constituted an 
implicit request to send out campaign materials. Therefore, 
the Commission finds that when Ms. Harris ultimately did so, 
it was within the scope of coordination and at the implicit 
request of the aMplify party.  

Given the size of the Delta Phi Epsilon listserv and the 
guidelines in the Election Code, the Commission believes that 
more than four demerits are warranted to be assessed to the 
party, but that also the full seven requested by Complainant 
is excessive. 

It is therefore ORDERED that five (5) demerits be issued 
against Respondent, aMplify party, for a violation of 
Compiled Code Article VI Section F (3)(d)(ii) of the Election 
Code and that votes cast for each candidate running with the 
aMplify party in the past election be reduced by fifteen (15) 
percent accordingly.  


