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In the matter of Han v. Koltak (2008), Complainant alleges that Presidential candidate Peter Koltak failed to include a proper monetary value on his Campaign Value Report.  Because Campaign Value Reports are submitted to the EGB, Complainant argues that the Defendant violated Article VII, Sec. H, Subsec. 2b, which reads:  

Candidates may not falsify any documents submitted to the EGB at any time.  This is a Type IV by-law.

Held:  The Judicial Panel finds the Defendant not in violation of Article VII, Sec. H, Subsec. 2b for falsifying his Campaign Value Report.  

Complainant argues that Defendant’s campaign worked in conjunction with the Moving Students Forward Slate to purchase campaign t-shirts that were nearly, but not entirely, identical.  Because the Moving Students Forward Slate’s t-shirts are nearly indistinguishable from Defendant’s campaign’s shirts, Complainant argues, Defendant must include the value of extra “visibility” and campaign exposure gained from t-shirts paid for by the Moving Students Forward Slate.  

Defendant argues that the definition of “Campaign Value Report” found in the Glossary of the bylaws reads:
“Campaign Value Report” is defined as a detailed report of all transactions and penalties of a campaign.  This document includes all items purchased and donated as well as a photocopy of all receipts.  

Defendant contends that campaigns cannot “donate” or “purchase” visibility, which is a nonmaterial object.  Therefore, Defendant was not responsible for including a value of increased visibility obtained from the Moving Students Forward Slate’s t-shirts on his Campaign Value Report. 
Complainant offered a number of pieces of evidence.  First, he introduced pictures of the respective t-shirts and websites of the Koltak and Moving Students Forward Slate’s campaigns.  He argued that both the shirts and websites were identical in every significant way except for actual wording of the text.  Defendant replied that the shirts were not identical, but rather very similar.  
Complainant attempted to offer this Panel’s prior opinion in Liber v. Usmani (2008) as evidence, but the Panel found that this case was under appeal at that time and ruled that it would not admit the case as evidence.  
Complainant next called EGB Director Alex Liber as a witness, who testified that he had warned potential candidates in February that duplicate t-shirts could get them intro trouble, that Zach Usmani and Peter Koltak in particular were unhappy with this, and that he felt duplicate t-shirts were a violation of the bylaws.  Complainant contended that this showed prior intent on the part of the Moving Students Forward Slate and the Koltak campaign to purchase duplicate t-shirts and increase their visibility and exposure.  Defendant argued through cross examination that other high ranking members of Senate were profoundly upset with Liber’s interpretation of the bylaws, so their unhappiness was not unique and solely the result of a plan to purchase such shirts in the future.  
Finally, Complainant offered as evidence two receipts for the purchase of t-shirts at American Impressions Sportswear.  Complainant noted that the receipts are for shirts that are identical in every way except for quantity ordered, and that the receipts list “Peter and Amanda” and “Moving Forward” in their respective “description” sections.  Complainant also noted that Nidhi Lahoti, a member of the Koltak Campaign, is listed as the purchaser of both orders.  Complainant argued that these receipts demonstrate a purposeful attempt to order “duplicate” t-shirts, as well as contain a monetary value for the visibility gained from them.  
The Panel concludes that “visibility,” an intangible entity, cannot be “donated or purchased.”  Though it does find that sufficient evidence was presented to conclude that the Moving Students Forward Campaign and Koltak campaign purposefully acted together to gain a competitive advantage through a larger quantity of advertisements, the Panel cannot attribute a value to this “visibility,” nor can it conclude that Article VII, Sec. H, Subsec. 2b requires the intangible “exposure” gained from similar websites and t-shirts to be listed on their respective Campaign Value Reports.  
Because the value of “visibility” is not required to be added to Campaign Value Reports, the Court cannot hold that Defendant is in violation for not including such a value.

It is so ordered.
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