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In the matter of Van Hulle v. Reeder (2008), Complainant alleges that Senatorial candidate Renae Reeder altered chalking sidewalk advertisements in a way that unfairly changed the meaning of Complainant’s chalking messages, “defacing” them and violating Article VII, Section D, subsec. 1b, which reads:
No candidate or campaign member shall post a flyer over, conceal, or otherwise deface any material created by another candidate.  This is a type II bylaw.
Held:  The Judicial Panel finds the Defendant in violation of Article VII, Sec. D, Subsec. 1b for defacing one of the chalking messages created by the Van Hulle campaign.  

The Panel heard this case concurrently with Van Hulle v. Bolaji (2008), with the consent of both parties, because the facts of the case and alleged violations are essentially the same.
Complainant presented photographic evidence of two chalking advertisements created by his campaign: (i) a picture of a “camel” that advertised his connection to Biological Sciences and (ii) a message urging readers to vote for his campaign.  In picture (i), the word “Bolaji” appears in close proximity to the “camel,” and in picture (ii), an arrow linking the word “vote” to a description of his campaign appears altered and redirected to point to a reference to the Bolaji campaign.  Complainant argued that it is well known that the Senatorial campaigns of Renae Reeder and Paul Bolaji mutually support one another in this election, a fact with which both Defendant and Paul Bolaji agreed and stipulated.    
After this evidence was presented, Defendant admitted to adding the word “Bolaji” to picture (i) and altering the arrow in picture (ii).  Defendant maintains that neither instance constitutes “defacing” advertisements and argues that she does not feel her actions violate a bylaw and therefore warrant an admission of wrongdoing.  
The primary issue in this case rests on the Panel’s interpretation of the word “deface,” and whether Defendant’s actions fall under that definition.  The Panel finds that adding campaign material in close proximity to, but not touching, another campaign’s advertisement does not constitute an instance of “defacing.”  Therefore, the Panel does not find the Defendant in violation of Article VII, Section D, Subsec. 1b for defacing picture (i).  Nevertheless, the Panel does conclude that altering an arrow’s direction to change the campaign name to which it points constitutes “defacing,” because the arrow drawn by the Van Hulle Campaign was drawn over and manipulated in an attempt to change the very meaning of the original chalking advertisement.  
The Panel finds that Defendant’s actions constitute a clear and conscious attempt to confuse, muddle, and hijack the Van Hulle campaign’s chalking advertisement in picture (i) by physically manipulating its components.  After considering the severity and nature of the offense, the Panel finds a fine of $30.00 to be both reasonable and deserved.  
It is so ordered.
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