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In the matter of Liber v. Koltak (2008), Complainant alleges that Presidential candidate Peter Koltak failed to include the value of pizza donated to his Campaign Kickoff Event in his campaign’s 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 in violation of Article VII, Sec. H, Subsec. 2b for failure to include the value of pizza donations on his Campaign Value Report.  After due consideration, the Panel hereby imposes a fine of $150.00 and values the omitted pizza donations at $225.00.  Therefore, in addition to imposing the fine, the Panel hereby orders the Defendant to add $225.00 to his Campaign Value Report. 
Both Complainant and Defendant stipulate that 25 PAD pizzas were delivered to the Koltak campaign’s Kickoff Event, and that no mention of them appears on the Defendant’s Campaign Value Report.  Complainant argues that providing pizzas to volunteers is an “administrative campaign cost,” which should be included on any respective Campaign Value Report.  Complainant offered the testimony of Jason Parris, Head of the Commission that revised the EGB bylaws earlier this year.  Parris testified that the Commission overhauled the preexisting bylaws, but assumed that i) administrative costs would be counted toward the value of campaigns and ii) any donations would be counted at their full retail value.  Complainant thus argued that the pizza in question was intended to be counted toward the value of a campaign, and that its total value amounts to $11.00/pizza – the full retail value of PAD pizza listed on the PAD’s website.  
Defendant argued that providing the pizza was not an act of campaigning, and therefore does not have to be included on his campaign’s Campaign Value Report.  He directed the Panel to the Glossary of the bylaws, wherein the definition of “campaigning” reads:

“Campaigning” is defined as any action whose purpose is to persuade anyone to vote a certain way in the upcoming USG elections.”

Defendant stated that only volunteers were invited to the event and were provided pizza.  Moreover, he stated to the Panel that all volunteers were unaware that pizza would be provided at the Kickoff Event.  Therefore, he argued, because providing the pizza was never intended to, and did not in fact persuade any one to vote for his campaign, it could not be defined as “campaigning.”  

The Panel concludes that the issue of whether providing pizza can be defined as “campaigning” is irrelevant.  In the Glossary of the bylaws, the definition of “Campaign Value Report” 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.
Thus, because candidates are required to submit Campaign Value Reports to the EGB, they may not provide false information (including omissions) therein.  The Glossary clearly states that Campaign Value Reports must contain all items purchased and donated.  Nowhere in the bylaws does it say that expenses required in Campaign Value Reports are limited solely to “campaigning” expenses.  Rather, the Panel finds in the definition of “Campaign Value Report” that reports are “a detailed report of all transactions and penalties of a campaign [emphasis added].”  
The Panel employs a “reasonable person standard” to adjudicate open-ended statutory interpretations.  In arriving at a proper interpretation of “transactions and penalties of a campaign,” it does not find the requirement that such transactions be directly related to the persuasion of voters to be reasonable.  If the Panel were to adopt Defendant’s interpretation of campaign finances, then Presidential campaigns could have hundreds of pizzas donated at their events without violating Article VII, Sec. E, Subsec. 2a, which reads:
No Presidential/Vice Presidential Campaign shall be valued at more than $2000 total. [...].  
This consequence is surely not the intention, nor the meaning, of the existent bylaws.  Rather, the very purpose of a Campaign Value Report is to list all relevant campaign expenses, whether they be labeled “administrative,” “campaigning,” etc.  

The Panel recognizes that it is charged with interpreting clauses textually, rather than considering legislative intent.  For this reason, the Panel does not base its decision on the testimony offered by Jason Parris.  Yet the Panel does not find a sufficient textual argument necessitating that Campaign Value Reports only include what Defendant labels “campaigning” expenses.  A “reasonable person standard” compels the Panel to come to the opposite conclusion.  
Finding the Defendant in violation, the Panel finds his arguments as to the monetary value of his infraction persuasive.  While Complainant insists that full retail value of the pizza be credited to Defendant’s campaign, both parties acknowledge that determining what full retail value of PAD pizza should be is difficult.  The Panel concludes that a “reasonable person” generally views PAD as a place to purchase pizza with swipes, and lacking a concrete retail value of PAD pizza, assigns retail value to that pizza in swipes rather than dollars.  Moreover, both parties stipulate that swipes may be valued at an average of between four and five dollars each.  Therefore, the Panel values the total donation at $225.00, since 25 pizzas were donated at two swipes each.  Finally, the Panel recognizes the degree of interpretation necessary to adjudicate this case, and it acknowledges the lack of definitive textual evidence offered by either side.  Furthermore, it finds that Defendant’s omission resulted in only a moderate electoral advantage in relation to its type.  Therefore, the Panel assesses only an additional $150.00 fine, in lieu of the maximum requested by Complainant.  
It is so ordered.
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