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AMENDED COMPLAINT

NATIONAL LEGAL AND POLICY CENTER, a corporation organized and existing under
the District of Columbia Non-pmﬁtCorponﬁonActandhm:ﬁgsofﬁcesandpnnc' ipal place of
business at 107 Park Washington Court, Falls Church, VA 22046, files this Complaint with the
Federal Election Commission in accordance with the provisions of 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(1) in the
belief that Respondents violated provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, 2 US.C. §§431, et seg.

The pri purpose of the National Legal and Policy Center, a charitable and educational
orgminﬁm%inmﬁonﬂl(?ﬂ)oﬁhelntema}kwm%isbh&mdpmou
ethics in government. In furtherance of that purpose, National and Policy Center educates the
public about the “Code of Ethics for Gavernment Service,” as by a Joint Resolution of
Congress on July 11, 1958. It endeavors to ensure iance by people in public life with
provisions of the Code and the laws of the United States. The apparent violations alleged herein
represent a serious lack of compliance with the law by a federal candidate and his campaign
committee.

RESPONDENTS

ALFRED C. SHARPTON, (bereinafter “Sharpton™), 1001 6th Avenue, Suite 1211, New
York, NY 10018 has been raising funds since August 2002 for a campaign for the Democratic
Party nomination for President for the 2004 election.

REV. AL SHARPTON PRESIDENTIAL EXPLORATORY COMMITTEE (a/k/a
2004) (hereinafter “the Committee™), 1001 6th Avenue, Suite 1211, New York, NY

Sharpton
10018 is the designated fund raising committee for Sharpton’s presidential campaign.
MR. AND MRS. LAVAN HAWKINS, | Atlanta, GA 30305 are major
contributors to Sharpton’s Committee. Mr. Hawxkins is CHO of the Hawkins Food Group, L.L.C.
and Mrs. Hawkins serves as Treasurer of that company. Sharpton received $25,000 in
“consulting” fees from Hawkins Food Group. Hawkins’ support of Sharpton’s campaign also
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included private jet travel, a fund raising dinner featuring Cristal champagne costing $200 a bottle
mdadim;’:peguedbyﬂawhnspamﬂchefwhomﬂmhbypnmjufathewmt

NATIONAL ACTION NETWORK, c/o Michael A. Hardy, Esq., |
Brooklyn, NY 11216 (hereinafter “NAN") is a New York state not for protit corporation tounded
by Al Sharpton which subsidized travels and other expenses during a period of time in
which Sharpton was seeking federal office.

FACTS
The facts su ing this complaint are found in accountui_ﬁ:dmg Sharpton’s
campaign as well as ShupmnCommiuee'wwnFECpéleis:gundare y cited below.

This Complaint amends the Complaint filed by the National Legal and Policy Center
re, the activities of Sharpton, the Sharpton Committee and Mr. LaVan Hawkins filed with the
Federal Election Commission on February 2, 2004. The Amended Complaint adds the National
Action Network as a Respondent and provides numerous additional details supporting the carlier
Complaint’s allegation that Sharpton ran an off-the-books ign in which campaign expenses
were paid by parties without the proper disclosure to the Federal Election Commission and at times
imviohﬁofcampumcmm'buﬁmﬁmimmdmeleplmﬁcﬁmmm

tions.

The Complaint filed on February 2, 2004 as well as this Amended int raise serious
doubts on whether the Sharpton Committee is entitled to matching funds from the federal
government because of a pattern of questionable subsidies. The Sharpton campaign has applied for
matching funds. [See “The 2004 Campaign: The Minister; Sharpton’s Bid Renews Queries Over
Finances,” by Michael Slackman, The New York Times, January 10, 2004, Page 1]

A richly-detailed account of financial irregularities in the campaign written by
Wayne Barrett has just been published by the Voice. [See “Slecping With the GOP,”
Village Voice by Wayne Barrett, additional research by Andrew Burtless, Cristi Hegranes, Brian
O’Connor, Abigail Roberts, Catherine Shu, and Jennifer Suh; February 5, 2004; online at
http://www.villagevoice.com/issues/0405/barrett.php] With respect to how tenuous
Sharpton’s effort to obtain matching funds was, the article states:

Sharpton was the last candidate to meet the December 31 deadline
and Is imm leellxlll:imore than $150,000 in federal
funding. If the s Which has been reviewing his n%‘lleaﬂon
for a month, determines that he meets the threshold, Sharpton
will be eligible for more.

But he only submitted 21 states, and at least one, Illinols, is
unlikely to be certified, since it came in at $5,100 and contains
two $250 contributions from the same individual. single
contributions of up to $250 can count toward the

That means Sharpton’s ﬁlldlll&; which he has already
taken a $150,00 bank loan - is blood of the camp Stone
and Halloran allies, including staffers Johnson and kicked

in at least four $250 contributions in D.C., all on December 30 and
31, that gave Sharpton a perilous $5,332 total.

The Village Voice article not only raises questions as to whether Sharpton’s campaign
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quahﬁesforfeduulmatchmgﬁmds it sheds a great deal of many different sources on

soﬁ'—the-boohcampugnﬂmmﬂzbe ll%nl:ﬂnnﬂwlefm:nscmuntlmrole
of political consultant Roger Stone (described as Wm-ﬁchm
[Viliage Voice atpagel])mﬂ:eSharpbnumgn,ﬂ:e which is repeatedly cited
as helping the campaign 18 NAN

The role Stone played is summarized as follows [Village Voice at page 1]:

Stone played a pivotal role in together Sharpton’s
pendlng application for Mersn::. funds, getting

dollars in critical states from family members and political
allies at odds with everything smm represents. He’s also
helped stack the cam with a half-dozen incongruous top
aides wllo’ve worked fo in prior He’s even boasted
about e figure loans to Sharpton’s National
Action AN) and allawing Sharpton to use his credit
cardtoeoverthouundshNANeutsneltherofwhlch he could

legally do for the campaign.

For the record, NAN is listed in New York Department of State records as a domestic not

forpmﬁtco:pmuonmﬂlanmcmponuondateofm4 1994, Corporation #1809235. Sharpton
is on record as the founder and driving force behind NAN

Stone’s involvement in the campai mfn began with a lunch at a New York steakhouse in early
March 2003. (Village Voice at 3 and 4] At the time, Sharpton had been a candidate for
President at least since October according to the Conciliation the FEC signed with
Sharpton fo anenrhacomplnntbytheNauomlLegalandP icy Center. [See Conciliation
Agreement for 5363, at numbered paragraph 10, “Sharpton became a candidate no later than
October 2002, wbenhamdemanumhubooknfarmgtohmsolfasacandldatefor
Pregident (see 11 CF.R. §§ 100. 72(b)(3)and 100.131(b)3)), given that his Committee had already
raised and spent more than $5,000 by that time.”)

The article describes how Charles Halloran, a political consultant close to Stone, came to be
Sharpton’s campaign manager in the Fall of 2003. According to the article:

Halloran had also managed a Stone-run cam in New York

in 2002, l!‘nndlng nearly $65 million of billio Tom Golisano’s
money dence Party candidate a mere 14
pereentof evotelntlle torial race. [Village Voice at page 4]

«.he [Halloran] l'vl at Stone’s 40 Central Park South apartment
when he’s in New York working for Sharpton. [Village Voice at page 4]

...tle two eratives (Halloran and Stone] talk virtually
y his own account, Halloran made 350 much

money ln the Golisano and Bermudsa cam he has

so far worked for Sharpton since September 4 without

recelving a single cent in pay. [Village Voice at page 4]
N thaswm Slumn Stone vement in helping the campaign wi
el affi mm:nTwmwmw %«M"ﬁmﬂ
his ﬁmdundstaﬁngmlea [Village Voice at pages 1-2] And the article cites Sharpton
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on the subject:

He did not dispute that Stone had fed erate mate
contributions and staff the campaign. WIIS; Voice at page

Stone’s major involvement with the Sharpton campaign is most relevant to Federal Election
CmpuﬁnActmmbmuoﬂhemmmmddmmbetmehnpbnmdMNaumﬂ
even as he runs for President.

Perhaps most controversial are jons that Stone was bankrolling NAN as he was

Elizabeth Burke

Ehzabetthke,likeothmontheSlmpnon staff, was a veteran of the Stone and
I-hllom-nm(iohsanozooz for New York Governar. She joined the Sharpton campaign,
working first cmlpagoﬁceatthehospmlworkmumonandlatuatan
usedbycampmpconsul Sharpton commuttee from the Archer Group. Her ions

. thtsdeolermn[AmherGroupconsulmwothngﬁ)rboﬂtNAN:nd
the Sharpton Committee] told her that Stone made “at least two loans in six
figures to NAN, totaling well over $200,000™ - and that they were all
“stunned to hear about 1t” because Stone, she said, has to know that he’ll
never get it back.” [Village Voice at page 6]

. “Burke was paid $1,000 a week, half by NAN and half by the campaign,
and says she did “all the logistics™ for him across the country,
“working with debate organizers and creating campaign events."[Fillage
Voice at page 6]

. ‘“The campaign and NAN, which she calls a ‘shell,” were in such disarray
that ‘the only way we were staying afloat was olhersourcesthat

mxghtnotbeley.l,qubhcansomces'"[V’dIage oice at page 6]
Randy Credico
Randy Credico is described as an “anti-Rockefeller-drug-law activist” who was a mutual
ﬁlmdofhothSmandSharptonTheamchﬁrﬂumﬁnhemumdmcmwchmm
SmmmtmeShmpmncnmpumMmmqumdunymgMSmmMMmhemka

$270,000 promissory from Sharpton. Credico also is cited as saying that Stone told him that
(S:h;lnmamupSIBOOOonm«educudmzooa in order to cover some of the costs of a

aflmdmsmgdlmerormzedbyNAN [Village Voice at 6]

When Stone was questioned Voice about the $270,000 and $18,000, Stone
mswu-ed.“Gobadgenomeoneel [Village vice at page 6]

When Sharpton was asked about the payments, he told the Village Voice that they should
gNAN’lmSﬁlmgs“mwmgﬂmmeydomtdmﬂrevmuesmmlndmzn'thathv?tobeﬁled
months.” [Village Voice at page 6]
With respect to the Stone credit card payments, Sharpton responded that the event was an
4
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annual NAN event in California and that any Stone credit card purchases were NAN-related
exclusively. The article stated, accurately:

The NAN loans are a potential illegal end-run around FEC
limits, as are his donated services, which are an in-kind
contribution to the campaign from a professional consultant.
[Village Voice at page 6]

's assurances regarding Stone’s financial dealings with NAN appear to raise more
questions than they answer:

Asked about the Stone loans, he [Sharpton] conceded that he

“asked him to NAN,” but attributed the financial aid to

his and Stone’s joint “fight against the Rockefeller drug laws,”

ad “lfheletmemhllcredltmdtoeoverNANexpemu,ﬂne.”
The finances of NAN and the Sharpton n have so merged

in recent months that they have shared g from contractors to
consultants to travel expenses, though Sharpton insists that these
questionable maneuvers have been done in compliance with Federal
Election Commission regulations. [Village Voice at page 2]

The Archer Group

. The Archer Group, a California consulting firm that had made $246,000 from the Golisano
se:ntwoofltscpuanves,MmbnclPMdeonColemn,mNewYakmwmkfor
tember 2003. AcooxdmgtoSharptonComnutteeFECrecordsﬂweongnybas
beenpal 85000 the campaign for “logistics™ and was owed $5,000 for ren
oﬂi’::el est 34th Street. The article states that Pitts described their role as being
recnntedbyﬂallomn“todoananonalﬁeldopmuonplan“

, the Archer Group - according to Michael Pitts - had a contract to get $20,000
a month from N. althaughthatammmtwaslawrmdwed_AIsomﬂmngm,dwywerepud
ennrelybyNANuntheember purportedly to run a voter registration drive,

But Pitts concedes that all they did was a registration plan,
never any tion, and that they began “to focus more on
sehednllng or the Rev, saying that many of the events they
scheduled across the coun were “shared events,” part

campaign and part NAN. [ Voice at page 5]

We knew that some of these things were commingled,” he said.

We heard from Charles that it had been ruled that our ents
had gotten 2 bit too hazy. Was there, he asked, “a hazy about

ald by NAN to do scheduling for the campaign? “Yeah, you get
?uplnthenﬂddleoﬂt.”[mlagei’ozuatpage

Ehnbemnud:e,theumpugnwakerprevmsl cited, said that the $5,000 payment to
an-herwas 1uughnble”oomparedmtheamountofwmktheeompmyd1d [Village Voice at page
The pattern with consultants linked to Stone and/or the Golisano campaign working for
5
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Sharpton and being underpaid or unpaid also applies to Emest Ba of the Meridian Hills
ies. Ba is described i and research for i
MMW@& Shumal?ﬁ‘comsmmdsmlisthimu .szo.ooomShinoncmgny;t{hgl}as

Ys

Hill ies, while working for Sharpton, was also retained by another campaign associated with
Stone. [Village Voice at page 5]
Eddie Harri

mm&mmmmemmmngmmmw
Ex:nuom' regarding border between operations as a not corporation and
Committee have surfaced in other news accounts. A recent York Times atticle
regarding Sharpton’s tangled finances touched on other questionable expenditures:

The campaign has also spent thousands of dollars on airfare
and lodgﬂl for Mr. Harris [described earlier as Sharpton's
personal fiimmakerjwho, according to Mr. Halloran, does

not work for the campaign. he is under contract with
the National Action Network and has a deal with Mr. Sharpton
to film his activities. In June and July, the campaign paid about
$4,000 for Mr. Harrls.

Election-law experts sald using campaign contributions to cover
noncampaign-related expenses is improper, and s commission spokesman

said Mr. Harris’s travel and was probably not a “qualified
aign expense.” [See “The 2 : The Minister; 's
Bid %m Over Finances,” by Michael Slackman, The New York Times,

page 1]

Yaammerexamlphoﬂheoﬁ‘-th&bwksmmofsmwn'scmmignwasdescribedm
the New York Times article just cited:

The Sharpton campaign also did not report that it had recelved
the free use of cars from a car dealer in South Carolina. That
should have been res:rtul as an in-kind campaign contribution,

Mr. Halloran said. Bob Biersack, a spokesman for the election

commission, said that in some circumstances the free car usage could be

considered an corporate contribution, [See “The 2004 ign: The

Minister; Sharpton’s Bid Queries Over Finances,” by Michael Slackman,

The New York Times, page 1]

QUESTIONS RAISED
The facts presented above raise numerous questions regarding the financial ices of the

Slmptonunmgn. As with the Complaint filed by the National and Policy on
February 2, 2004, this int provides example after example of off-the-books i

activities. These exampl explain how Sharpton’s FEC reports can be so lacking m travel and
oﬁume;wdmco:mrgdmhpuuicwuﬁn;ofmlmmpd;ﬁcﬁ?ﬁe. "

The questions raised include:




. Did the Sharot ion illesally benefit from . Givities bei id for
Wompomﬁom,inchdingShlrpmz'snon-;mﬁtcmmuon.iﬂmNn' A’:ludon

. Did the Sharpton campaign repeatedly fail to disclose campaign expenditures as
weﬂuh-ﬁndm’bﬁominviohﬁ%nofﬁeFMﬂecﬁgmAamd

FEC regulations?
. Contribui
Corporate contributions to candidates for federal office are illegal. [11 C.F.R. § 114.2(a)]
Whether the ion provides a cash contribution or an in-kind contribution does not
matter as both are illegal.

by the Wmewnfl_e&mﬁbhcmwmecmﬁmumghumeﬁﬁym?lfmc:‘nﬁ'omaeardealer
ign if the dealer is incorporated, are relatively modest, sti ecta ive
atﬁmdemﬂ;lmnnﬂescanbelgnmed.' Y pervas

The allegations with respect to the heavy involvement by NAN are far mare consequential.
Nmoﬂymoorponummbuﬁomavbhﬁonoffeduddeo:‘ymhwuciwdabove,mm
contributions raise both state and federal law issues regarding abuse of a nonprofit’s tax status.

Without reciting all of the allegations and questions cited in the factual review above, there
are indications that NAN:

. was paying consultants and/or staffers who were working for both NAN and the
Sharpton campaign

. provided financial support for key campaign consultants or staff as a subsidy for
campaign activities

J repeatedly sponsored “shared events” with the Sharpton campaign

. was financially assisted in a major way by an individual who was closel i
was financially ; by y working

If expenditures by NAN are found to bave paid for campaign trips, consultants and other
activities, it calls into question whether the Sharpton campaign has any claim whatsoever to federal
matching funds. One of the purposes of the matching fands provision was to encourage
involvement of smaller donors in the Presidential election process, not to reward campaigns that
come up with schemes to have corporations underwrite their activities.

An iture is a purchase or payment to influence a federal election. [11 C.F.R. §
100.8(a)(1)]

Ifa makes a ora that constitutes an fture, it must be
ooy P s eyt o o ichuc ot consitios u penis, st o
purchase may constitute an in-kind contribution does not in anry way eliminate
responsibility of the campaign to disclose the expenditure. 11 C.F.R. § 104.13(a)
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Of course, if a corporation is routinely paying for ign costs, a disclosure of such a
meWthammmmﬁ_¥mmwﬁmcmm
explaining the illegality of such payments. The Sharpton campaign solved the problem by not
reporting any corporate contributions.

CONCLUSION

The facts provided by recent media f the Sharpton ign add further wei
bmonMmmxwmmsh[&emkthﬂ
President and Influence,” The New York Times, December S, 2003, page 1]:

His [Sharpton’s] campaign has little in the way of organization
or inﬁﬂ:rpnctnre, relying on the generosity of uyfew wealthy donors.

Now it i i that ’s non-profit ion - termed a “shell”
s LR S
. was ’
by NAN whileshcwasdoing“allthelogisﬁesﬂnfg:ﬂw Shmptonclmpaign.o

The same Elizabeth Burke is quoted as calling the $5,000 payment to the Archer Group
“Jaughable” compared to the amount of work they did for the Sharpton ign. This is the same
Archer Group that had signed a $20,000 a month contract with Sharpton for and which was
paid only by NAN for their activities from September 2003 until December. The NAN payments
was ostensibly to run a voter registration project but somehow no voters were registered. Perhaps
they were too busy working for the Sharpton campaign.

And then there is the statement by Archer Group operative Michael Pitts that many of the
events they were scheduling for Sharpton across the country were “shared events,” part Sharpton
campaign and part NAN.

Less there be any doubt as to what the arrangement was, Mr. Pitts is further quoted as
saying,“Weknewso::Zofﬂwsethingswemcommingled." T

It certainly looks like a campaign ive who received most of his pay from NAN was
hsy_scheduﬁng“shuedwm”fmmegg:;lmwnpd@mdNANfoudwhrdfeduﬂ

Sometimes things are what they look like.

' Then there are the statements in the article regarding Mr. Stone’s purported generosity to
NAN, including the use of his credit card and © Bix- assistance to a non-profit group
with a long and troubled financial history. And this was in the context of Stone and Sharpton both
mmedinsgﬂSt;m’shelptothe ign with matching funds and staffing, not to mention Stone’s
virtually daily conversations with his friend, campaign manager Charles Halloran.

msmedeSM'smuemmgN“cinmemefm
campaign was that shared an interest in opposing the anti-drug laws. As if
that was what either or Stone was ing any time on whatsoever. It would be

i i %w;gmﬁmmhh yelrtoleeexagla‘howmhmspmtm
opposing a New as opposed to, say, “shared events” wi Sharpton campaign in
keyprimnryshﬂmdinpaymenlsbShtpbn.:ym:pdgnmmlhntsmdmﬂi
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The two pillars of campaign finance law are contribution limits and financial disclosure.
If someone set out to design a campaign that would make a mockery of those two

principles, it would be hard to top the Sharpton campaign.

As int is being filed, canﬁignistelﬁngthewodddnt

S e T
18!

as “Federal matching funds receivable.(”‘&sie Sharpton 2004, Schedule C-P-1

Filing with the Federal Election Commission, January 16, 2

We urge the Federal Election Commission to fulfill its responsibility to protect the integrity
i ing a audit of a
ibited by federal election

gﬁ%ﬁmmmmb%beﬂ p:g'child:l- evﬁ:;?i:mg

NATIONAL LEGAL AND POLICY CENTER
107 Park Washington Court

Falls Church, VA 22046

Tel: (703) 237-1970

www.nlpc.org

By: @»«% m
Kenneth F. Boehm
Chairman

Subscribed and swomn before me this 6th day of February, 2004
Stateof Vinginia /1§ ~F Falft effpni b,

My Commission Expires: | 2./3 ) /oL
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