CONFIDENTIAL

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110™ Congress as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

REPORT
Review No. 13-3308

The Board of the Office of Congressional Ethics (hereafter “the Board™), by a vote of no less
than four members, on May 31, 2013, adopted the following report and ordered it to be
transmitted to the Committee on Ethics of the United States House of Representatives.

SUBJECT: Representative Tim Bishop

NATURE OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS: In May 2012, Representative Bishop agreed to
assist a constituent in obtaining the necessary approvals for a fireworks event at the constituent’s
home. Representative Bishop communicated personally with public officials with certain
oversight in the approval process and also directed his congressional staff to make
communications to facilitate the necessary processes to the benefit of the constituent. Through
an intermediary, Representative Bishop then requested a campaign contribution from the
constituent. The request was made in an email after highlighting his performance of official acts,
previously conducted. Representative Bishop continued to perform official acts and authorized
requests for contributions.

Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee also reported receiving the
contribution thirteen days prior to the actual date of the constituent’s contribution. The report
did not disclose the constituent’s company, or the constituent as the sole member of the
company, as the source of the contribution.

If Representative Bishop sought a campaign contribution from a constituent because of or in
connection with his performance of an official act, then he may have violated House rules,
standards of conduct, and federal law.

If Representative Bishop did not take reasonable steps to ensure that his congressional campaign
committee operated in compliance with federal campaign finance laws, then he may have
violated House rules, standards of conduct, and federal law.

RECOMMENDATION: The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics further review
the allegation concerning whether Representative Bishop sought a campaign contribution
because of or in connection with an official act, because there is a substantial reason to believe
that a violation of House rules, standards of conduct and federal law occurred.

The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics further review the allegation concerning
whether Representative Bishop took reasonable steps to ensure that his congressional campaign
committee operated in compliance with federal campaign finance laws, because there is a
substantial reason to believe that a violation of House rules, standards of conduct and federal law
occurred.
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VOTES IN THE AFFIRMATIVE: 6
VOTES IN THE NEGATIVE: 0
ABSTENTIONS: 0

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OR STAFF DESIGNATED TO PRESENT THIS REPORT TO
THE COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Omar S. Ashmawy, Staff Director & Chief Counsel.
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OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CITATIONS TO LAW

Review No. 13-3308

On May 31, 2013, the Board of the Office of Congressional Ethics (hereafter “the Board”)
adopted the following findings of fact and accompanying citations to laws, regulations, rules and
standards of conduct (in italics).

The Board notes that these findings do not constitute a determination of whether or not a
violation actually occurred.

INTRODUCTION

1.

In May 2012, Representative Bishop requested a campaign contribution from a
constituent whom he assisted by performing certain official acts. Through an
intermediary associated with his congressional campaign committee, Representative
Bishop requested a campaign contribution in the same email where he highlighted his
performance of the official acts. Representative Bishop continued to perform official acts
and authorize contribution requests.

Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee reported receiving two
$2,500 contributions from the constituent and his wife on June 26, 2012, the last day of
the primary cycle. The contribution was actually made on July 9, 2012, authorized by the
constituent’s company in the amount of $5,000.

A. Summary of Allegations

Representative Bishop may have violated House rules, standards of conduct, and federal
law by seeking a campaign contribution from a constituent because of or in connection
with his performance of an official act.

Representative Bishop may have violated House rules, standards of conduct, and federal
law by not taking reasonable steps to ensure that his congressional campaign committee
operated in compliance with federal campaign finance laws.

The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics further review the allegation
concerning whether Representative Bishop sought a campaign contribution because of or
in connection with an official act because there is a substantial reason to believe that a
violation of House rules, standards of conduct, and federal law occurred.

The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics further review the allegation
concerning whether Representative Bishop took reasonable steps to ensure that his
congressional campaign committee operated in compliance with federal campaign
finance laws, because there is a substantial reason to believe that a violation of House
rules, standards of conduct, and federal law occurred.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

B. Jurisdictional Statement

The allegations that were the subject of this review concern Representative Tim Bishop, a
Member of the United States House of Representatives from the 1st District of New
York. The Resolution the United States House of Representatives adopted creating the
Office of Congressional Ethics (hereafter “OCE”) directs that, “[n]o review shall be
undertaken . . . by the board of any alleged violation that occurred before the date of
adoption of this resolution.”* The House adopted this Resolution on March 11, 2008.
Because the conduct under review occurred after March 11, 2008, review by the Board is
in accordance with the Resolution.

C. Procedural History

The OCE received a written request for a preliminary review in this matter signed by at
least two members of the Board on January 25, 2013. The preliminary review
commenced on January 26, 2013.2

At least three members of the Board voted to initiate a second-phase review in this matter
on February 22, 2013. The second-phase review commenced on February 25, 3013.
The second-phase review was scheduled to end on April 10, 2013.

The Board voted to extend the 45-day second-phase review by an additional 14 days on
March 22, 2013, as provided for under the Resolution. Following the extension, the
second-phase review was scheduled to end on April 24, 2013.

Pursuant to Rule 9(B) of the OCE Rules for the Conduct of Investigations, Representative
Bishop submitted a written statement to the Board on May 29, 2013.

The Board voted to refer the matter to the Committee on Ethics and adopted these
findings on May 31, 2013.

The report and its findings in this matter were transmitted to the Committee on Ethics on
June 13, 2013.

D. Summary of Investigative Activity

The OCE requested documentary and in some cases testimonial information from the
following sources:

(1) Representative Bishop;
(2) Robert Sillerman;

' H. Res 895, 110th Cong. §1(e) (2008) (as amended).

2 A preliminary review is “requested” in writing by members of the Board of the OCE. The request for a
preliminary review is “received” by the OCE on a date certain. According to the Resolution, the timeframe for
conducting a preliminary review is thirty days from the date of receipt of the Board’s request.

# According to the Resolution, the Board must vote on whether to conduct a second-phase review in a matter before
the expiration of the thirty-day preliminary review. If the Board votes for a second-phase, the second-phase begins
when the preliminary review ends. The second-phase review does not begin on the date of the Board vote.

5
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(3) The Constituent;
(4) Representative Bishop’s Finance Director;
(5) Representative Bishop’s Communications Director;
(6) Representative Bishop’s then Legislative Director;
(7) U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1;
(8) U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 2;

(9) Regional Director of the New York Department of Environmental
Conservation;

(10)  New York Department of Environmental Conservation Employee;
(11) The Southampton Town Trustee;

(12) The Southampton Fire Marshall;

(13) Fireworks by Grucci Employee 1; and

(14)  Fireworks by Grucci Employee 2.

15. Representative Bishop refused to provide the OCE with certain documents concerning his
congressional campaign committee’s receipt of the Constituent’s contribution.

16. Robert Sillerman refused to cooperate with the OCE’s review.

REPRESENTATIVE BISHOP’S OFFICIAL ACTS AND CONTRIBUTION
REQUESTS

A. Laws, Requlations, Rules, and Standards of Conduct

17. lllegal Gratuity — 18 U.S.C. § 201(c)

*“(c) Whoever— (1) otherwise than as provided by law for the proper discharge of official duty—

(B) being a public official, former public official, or person selected to be a public
official, otherwise than as provided by law for the proper discharge of official duty,
directly or indirectly demands, seeks, receives, accepts, or agrees to receive or accept
anything of value personally for or because of any official act performed or to be
performed by such official or person; shall be fined under this title or imprisoned for not
more than two years, or both.”

18. Compensation to Members of Congress — 18 U.S.C. § 203(a)

““(a) Whoever, otherwise than as provided by law for the proper discharge of official duties,
directly or indirectly— (1) demands, seeks, receives, accepts, or agrees to receive or accept any
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compensation” for any representational services, as agent or attorney or otherwise, rendered or
to be rendered either personally or by another—

(A) at a time when such person is a Member of Congress, Member of Congress Elect,
Delegate, Delegate Elect, Resident Commissioner, or Resident Commissioner Elect; . . .
in relation to any proceeding, application, request for a ruling or other determination,
contract, claim, controversy, charge, accusation, arrest, or other particular matter in
which the United States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest, before any
department, agency, court, court-martial, officer, or any civil, military, or naval
commission; . . . shall be subject to the penalties set forth in section 216 of this title.”

19. Gifts to Federal Employees — 5 U.S.C. § 7353(a)

““(a) Except as permitted by subsection (b), no Member of Congress or officer or employee of the
executive, legislative, or judicial branch shall solicit or accept anything of value from a person—

(1) seeking official action from, doing business with, or (in the case of executive branch
officers and employees) conducting activities regulated by, the individual’s employing
entity.”

20. Dispensing of Special Favors — Code of Government Service § 5

“Never discriminate unfairly by the dispensing of special favors or privileges to anyone, whether
for remuneration or not; and never accept for himself or his family, favors or benefits under
circumstances which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the performance
of his governmental duties.”

B. The Constituent Faced Difficulties in Obtaining the Proper Approvals to Hold a
Fireworks Event at His Home

21. On May 26, 2012, a constituent residing in Representative Bishop’s district held an event
at his home in Sagaponack, New York to celebrate his son’s bar mitzvah.”> The event
included a fireworks display. In days leading up to the event, the Constituent faced
various difficulties in obtaining the required approvals, as discussed below. He sought
assistance from Robert Sillerman, a close friend of Representative Bishop, and eventually
from Representative Bishop himself.

22. Initially, the fireworks display was planned for a barge off the coast, near the
Constituent’s home.® However, the United States Coast Guard did not grant permission
for this location. According to the Constituent, the fireworks company with whom he

* The House Ethics Manual notes that “[n]Jo funds or things of value, other than one’s official salary, may be
accepted for dealing with an administrative agency on behalf of a constituent. Caution should always be exercised to
avoid the appearance that solicitations of campaign contributions from constituents are connected in any way with a
legislator’s official advocacy.” House Ethics Manual (2008) 315, citing 18 U.S.C. § 203.

® Email from Fireworks by Grucci Employee 2 to the Constituent, January 25, 2012 (Exhibit 1 at 13-3308_0002).

® Memorandum of Interview of the Constituent, April 11, 2013 (“Constituent MOI”) (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005):
Memorandum of Interview of Grucci Employee 1, April 12, 2013 (Exhibit 3 at 13-3308_0012).
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contracted, Fireworks by Grucci (“Grucci”), did not file the application in time with the
Coast Guard.” Grucci Employee 2, who worked with the Constituent during this time to
secure a location, stated that the deadline had recently changed, restricting the time frame
for filing.?

23. In May 2012, the Constituent and Grucci then discussed alternative sites for the event.
One involved holding the fireworks display on the beach near the Constituent’s property.®
However, an endangered species registered with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the
Piping Plover, resides on the beaches in and around the area of the Constituent’s home.*

24. The Constituent and Grucci then communicated with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
and the New York Department of Environmental Conservation (“DEC”) to inquire about
the event’s effects on the Piping Plovers’ nesting near the beach location.** After
receiving information from the government agencies about the potential adverse effects
on the species, the Constituent and Grucci discussed a third alternative location for the
fireworks display: a pond adjacent to the Constituent’s home.*?

25. This plan was met with problems concerning height and noise restrictions in addition to
continuing issues with proximity to the Piping Plovers.*®

26. On May 21, 2012 at 12:04 PM, five days before the scheduled party at the Constituent’s
home, Grucci Employee 2 emailed the Constituent informing him that the Southampton
Town Trustee was now the key individual to contact to get the proper approval for
holding the display on waterways in the Constituent’s district.**

C. Representative Bishop Agreed to Assist the Constituent and Performed an
Official Act to Help Secure the Proper Approvals

27.0n May 21, 2012 at 1:50 PM, the Constituent emailed Robert Sillerman,** an individual
the Constituent knew from business dealings.® The Constituent asked Mr. Sillerman if

" Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).
& Memorandum of Interview of Grucci Employee 2, April 19, 2013 (“Grucci Employee 2 MOI”) (Exhibit 4 at 13-
3308_0017).
jOConstituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).

Id.
1 1d.; Emails between Grucci employees, DEC employees, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employees, May 23-25, 2012
(Exhibit 5 at 13-3308_0021-32).
12 Emails between Grucci employees, DEC employees, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employees, May 23-25, 2012 (Exhibit
5 at 13-3308_0021-32).
B d.
 Email from Grucci Employee 2 to the Constituent, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 6 at 13-3308_0034). The Constituent
and Grucci were in contact with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the U.S. Coast Guard, and the New York
Department of Environmental Conservation as well, prior to reaching out to Mr. Sillerman or Representative
Bishop.
15 Representative Bishop told the OCE that Robert Sillerman is one of his closest friends. Mr. Sillerman had held
the title of “Finance Chair” for Representative Bishop’s campaign committee but has transitioned to an inactive role
since 2006. Mr. Sillerman continues to hold fundraisers for Representative Bishop and suggests individuals for
Representative Bishop to contact for fundraising purposes. Memorandum of Interview of Representative Bishop,
April 18, 2013 (“Representative Bishop MOI™) (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0036).
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there was any way Mr. Sillerman could help and described some of the difficulties he had
faced so far in obtaining approvals, stressing the time sensitive nature of the situation.*’
In the email, the Constituent also referenced Representative Bishop and the Southampton
Town Trustee, specifically identifying the Southampton Town Trustee as the “key guy to
approve.”® The Constituent told the OCE that he may have had a prior telephone
conversation during which Mr. Sillerman suggested that the Constituent write out his
request and email it to him.*

28. On May 21, 2012 at 2:13 PM, Mr. Sillerman emailed Representative Bishop regarding
the Constituent’s request stating “attached is self explanatory . . . would really appreciate
anything you could do.”®® Representative Bishop told the OCE that the attachment was
the email from the Constituent to Mr. Sillerman, discussed above.?!

29. On May 21, 2012 at 3:20 PM, upon receiving the information from Mr. Sillerman,
Representative Bishop forwarded the email and attachment to his congressional campaign
Finance Director asking her to “[p]lease open attachments and print out.”?

30. Although both Representative Bishop and the Finance Director told the OCE that the
Finance Director has no role in congressional or legislative duties, Representative Bishop
stated that he forwarded the email to her because she was sitting across from him at the
time he received it, in his district office.”® He stated that he likes to work with paper so
he requested that she print out the attachments to Mr. Sillerman’s email.**

31. On May 21, 2012 at 4:29 PM Representative Bishop responded to Mr. Sillerman in an
email asking for the Constituent’s contact information, stating that he wanted to speak to
him “before [he] call[ed] the Town Trustees.”® Representative Bishop stated that he had
a “very good relationship” with the Southampton Town Trustee.?*® Representative Bishop
relayed to Mr. Sillerman that he thought he could help.?’

13 Email from the Constituent to Robert Sillerman, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 8 at 13-3308_0043).

i

19 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).

> Email from Robert Sillerman to Representative Bishop, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 9 at 13-3308_0045).

2! Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0037).

22 Email from Representative Bishop to Finance Director, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 10 at 13-3308_0047).

%% Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0037).

2 |d. Representative Bishop’s Finance Director told the OCE that she first became aware of the Constituent’s
requests when Representative Bishop told her about his assistance for a constituent in his district concerning
fireworks. She stated that when she solicited the Constituent for a contribution, she did not know he was the same
individual that Representative Bishop had previously discussed as requesting assistance for a fireworks display.
Memorandum of Interview of the Finance Director, April 4, 2013 (“Finance Director MOI”) (Exhibit 11 at 13-
3308_0050-51). However, the Board notes that after Representative Bishop forwarded her the email, she would
have seen the Constituent’s full name and his requests in the same set of documents.

zz Email from Representative Bishop to Robert Sillerman, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 12 at 13-3308_0055).
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32. Sometime after receiving the email and attachment from Mr. Sillerman, Representative
Bishop notified his Communications Director and his then Legislative Director about the
Constituent’s issues.?

33. The Communications Director told the OCE that Representative Bishop gave him an
email address and asked him to reach out to the Constituent.”® He then began contacting
the appropriate government entities.*® The then Legislative Director told the OCE that
Representative Bishop and Representative Bishop’s Chief of Staff asked him to “look
into” the Constituent’s matter and provided him with emails involving the Constituent.®*
The two staffers did not tell the OCE whether they began carrying out activities relating
to the Constituent’s requests on May 21, 2012 or May 22, 2012.

34. On May 21, 2012 at 6:48 PM Representative Bishop emailed the Constituent stating that
“Bob Sillerman has forwarded your concerns to me. Can you call me at . . . | need a little
more information before I call the town trustees.”

35. The Constituent and Representative Bishop then had a telephone conversation later that
day on May 21, 2012. The Constituent stated that during the call, he had the sense that
Representative Bishop had a good relationship with the Southampton Town Trustee.®
He stated that Representative Bishop told him it was all going to be fine and that he
would be able to get the permits that he was requesting.* The Constituent stated that
“[Southampton Town Trustee] will be helpful”” was the gist of the comments from
Representative Bishop made during the call.*®

36. On May 21, 2012 at 8:03 PM the Constituent emailed Grucci Employee 2 informing him
that he had spoken with Representative Bishop and that Representative Bishop had
offered his assistance by contacting the Southampton Town Trustee.*® The Constituent
stated that Representative Bishop was going to make sure that “everything goes
smoothly.”®

37. Representative Bishop told the OCE that he recalled making a telephone call to the
Southampton Town Trustee the next morning, May 22, 2012.%® Representative Bishop
has known the Southampton Town Trustee for forty years.*® The conversation lasted two
or three minutes and concerned the Constituent’s requests; however, Representative

%8 Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0037).
2 Memorandum of Interview of the Communications Director, April 4, 2013 (“Communications Director MOI”)
(Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0058).
% |d. at 13-3308_, , 0059.
%1 Memorandum of Interview of the then Legislative Director, April 16, 2013 (“Legislative Director MOI”) (Exhibit
14 at 13-3308_0064).
%2 Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 15 at 13-3308_0068).
% Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).
34
Id.
*1d.
% Email from the Constituent to Grucci Employee 2, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 16 at 13-3308_0070).
37
Id.
% Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).
¥ |d. at 13-3308_0037.
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Bishop did not recall specifically requesting anything from the Southampton Town
Trustee.*

38. The Constituent corroborated this information, stating that Representative Bishop told
him that he had a conversation with the Southampton Town Trustee.**

39. Although Representative Bishop stated that the Southampton Town Trustee simply
described the status of the Constituent’s matters during their telephone call,
Representative Bishop told the OCE that he had a second telephone conversation with the
Constituent, possibly on May 22, 2012, where he explained to the Constituent that he was
*good to go” because he considered the issue resolved after speaking with the
Southampton Town Trustee.*?

40. The Constituent also provided the same information to the OCE, namely, that the
Southampton Town Trustee told him, “don’t worry” and that they were “all good” from
the Trustees’ point of view.*®

41. On May 22, 2012 at 11:13 AM, the Constituent emailed Grucci Employee 2 and stated
that both Representative Bishop and the Southampton Town Trustee had called him
back.** He stated that the Southampton Town Trustee had spoken to individuals in the
local approval process, that “everyone is on board,” and if the pond plan did not work on
Grucci’s end, it would be embarrassing given “all the effort these elected officials are

H 145

making to help us.
Eric Semler
From: Eric Semler
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 11:13 AM
To: M. Phillip Butler
Cc: “I'racy Chutorian Semler'
Subject: update

Havermeyer and Congressman Sishop called me back again. Havermeyer spoke to the chief steward Mariah Ebert and
the tire marshall and everyone is on board. Please coordinate with the fire marshall and please make sure you check out
Fairfield pond today to make sure it works for you as it would be incredibly embarrassing for me if the pand doesn’t
work for you after all the sffort these elected officials are making to help us. Thanks, erlc

Eric Semler
President
TCS Capital Management, LLC

%0 |d. at 13-3308_0038.
1 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0006). The Southampton Town Trustee told the OCE that he did not
speak with Representative Bishop, and at times during his interview, was less than forthright in answering questions.
He stated that he spoke with someone from Representative Bishop’s office regarding the Constituent’s matter. He
also recalled that the request was not unusual and that the office asked if there was anything he could do to cut
through the “red tape” with the Plover program. He later told the OCE that he was never contacted by
Representative Bishop or his staff. Memorandum of Interview of the Southampton Town Trustee, April 5, 2013
(“Southampton Town Trustee MOI”) (Exhibit 17 at 13-3308_0073).
“2 Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).
“3 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0006-7). The Southampton Town Trustee told the OCE that the trustees
do not grant permits but rather “authorize” activity. His recollection was that the main issue was with the Piping
Plovers and their proximity to the fireworks near the pond. Although the Southampton Town Trustee stated that he
“facilitated” conversations between the Constituent, various government entities, and Grucci, he ultimately did not
authorize anything because the Constituent decided to move his fireworks display to his roof. Southampton Town
Trustee MOI (Exhibit 17 at 13-3308_0073).
i‘; Email from the Constituent to Grucci Employee 2, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 18 at 13-3308_0077).

Id.
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D. Representative Bishop May Have Requested a Campaign Contribution In
Connection with the Performance of an Official Act

42. After Representative Bishop made the telephone call to the Southampton Town Trustee
and may have directed his congressional staff to take certain actions to resolve the
Constituent’s issues, Representative Bishop, Mr. Sillerman, the Constituent, and
Representative Bishop’s Finance Director discussed a contribution to Representative
Bishop’s congressional campaign committee.

43. On May 22, 2012 at 2:47 PM, Representative Bishop stated to Mr. Sillerman in an email:

“Ok, so just call me the friggin mailman-we are all set with [the Constituent].
Hey, would you be willing to reach out to him to ask for a contribution? If he
donates before June 26, he and his wife can each do 5 large-if it is after June
26, they can each do a max of 2500...”%

Froe Tiva Bighop
To: Robery B X 38lsmens

BeplyTo: Tis Bidhon

Gubiren:

Hopaall is gotngvwedl wnd hoge 10 sre st sean.

44. Representative Bishop told the OCE that in the email, he was relaying to Mr. Sillerman
that they were “good to go” and that he asked Mr. Sillerman to request a contribution
because, in the past, Mr. Sillerman would occasionally solicit contributions on his
behalf.*’ Representative Bishop stated that he was in “full on fundraising mode,” during
this time and had just learned about a wealthy person in his district, so he asked Mr.
Sillerman to request the contribution.*®

45. Representative Bishop stated that the significance of June 26, 2012 was that it was the
end of the primary cycle in New York.* The Constituent and his wife could make a
$2,500 contribution each on or before June 26, 2012 for the primary election, and an

“® Email from Representative Bishop to Robert Sillerman, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0079).
Representative Bishop told the OCE that in making a reference to the “mailman” he and Mr. Sillerman were making
a joke that has existed between the two for several years. The “mailman” refers to accomplishing what one has
asked the other to do. Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0039).

*" Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).

“8 |d. at 13-3308_0039.

“d.
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additional $2,500 each for the general election.® After June 26, 2012, they could each
make a $2,500 contribution for the general election.>

46. Five minutes after the email discussed above, on May 22, 2012 at 2:52 PM, Mr.
Sillerman emailed the Constituent. In the email he stated, “So | guess you and your wife
really want to donate $5K each to Tim Bishop, right?”>? The Constituent responded,
“absolutely! how do we do it?"*®

47. Six minutes later, on May 22, 2012 at 2:58 PM, Mr. Sillerman emailed Representative
Bishop stating that “He will donate $5K each. Have [Finance Director] contact him.”*

48. Eight minutes later, on May 22, 2012 at 3:06 PM, Representative Bishop responded by
email to Mr. Sillerman stating that “maybe we should be calling you the mailman.”*®

49. The next day, on May 23, 2012, Representative Bishop’s Finance Director emailed the
Constituent, stating that “[o]ur Finance Chair, Bob Sillerman suggested to my dad that
you were interested in a contribution to his campaign and that I should be in touch
directly with you.”® The Finance Director also stated in the email that they were going
to be in a “tough, expensive campaign” and that “if you make a contribution before June
26th you and your wife may each contribute up to $5,000; after June 26th the most you
can each contribute is $2,500.”%

Gma i i Molly Bishop JEEEEE-DbIshoplorcongress.com>

ool

Tim Bishop
17 massages

Molly Bishop JIIRG bishortoreongress coms Wed, May 23, 2012 at 1:21 PM
Tay bloomborg.rgt

Hi Efie -

Our Finanes Chair, Bob Sillerman suggeatsd to my dod Mhat you weds inferested in cantritnation to his campaign and that | should be
in touch directly with you. We are going io b= in a lough, expensive campaign and eo we are very grateful for your willingnass e ba
of halp

1f you maks & conribution befors Juna 26 you and your wite may each contribute up to $5.000; after June 26t the most you can
&ach aaftnbute is $2 500

Altached i a contribution form with infaamation on bow to make ehacke payabie and where lo send them or you can vist our webiaite
=t wwwr bishoplorcangreas.comvcont ribute

Again, thanks so much for your wilingnoss to ba of halp, My dad and Bob reelly aporeciate il
Al the: basi,
Mally

Kaolly Beshop
Tim Bishop for Cangrass
aa1) 45t - N

oy l:lge{;rfﬂunbl’huﬂuﬂ_l’om,ﬁoc

%d.
L d.
%2 Email from Robert Sillerman to the Constituent, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0080).
%% Email from the Constituent to Robert Sillerman, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0081).
> Email from Robert Sillerman to Representative Bishop, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0082).
*® Email from Representative Bishop to Robert Sillerman, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0083).
‘Zi Email from Finance Director to the Constituent, May 23, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0084).
Id.
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50. The Finance Director stated that Representative Bishop asked her to follow up with the
Constituent because Mr. Sillerman had informed Representative Bishop that the
Constituent and his wife wanted to contribute the maximum amount.>®

51. The Constituent did not make a contribution immediately after receiving the request from
the Finance Director. The Constituent stated that he did not contribute at that time
because it was not something he thought he had to do right away.>® He told the OCE that
he forgot to make the contribution but intended to during this time.®

52. Representative Bishop told the OCE that when he requested that Mr. Sillerman solicit the
Constituent he did not think there was a timing issue relating to his assistance with the
Constituent’s fireworks approvals.®* Representative Bishop stated that he did not think at
the time, “I did something for you so now you owe me.”®

53. The Constituent told the OCE that he had “mixed reactions” to the request by Mr.
Sillerman on May 22, 2012, stating that he felt the solicitation was “abrupt.”®® He also
stated that during that time he was impressed with what Representative Bishop was doing
for him.%* The Constituent stated he never spoke directly with Representative Bishop
about a campaign contribution.®

E. Representative Bishop Continued to Assist the Constituent and Request
Campaign Contributions

54. On May 23, 2012, the Constituent emailed Representative Bishop, informing him that
additional issues were raised by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the DEC
concerning the height of the proposed fireworks display and asked Representative Bishop
if he knew anyone that was “understanding and flexible.”®

55. Representative Bishop responded to the email the next morning on May 24, 2012 stating
that he would “make a call . . . to the Regional Director of the DEC to see what [he]
could do.”®" The Constituent told the OCE he wished to “reengage” Representative
Bishop because he felt Representative Bishop had been successful in getting permission
from the Southampton Town Trustee.®®

%8 Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0050).
% Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0007).
%d.
%! Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).
62
Id.
83 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0007).
64
Id.
®1d.
% Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 23, 2012 (Exhibit 20 at 13-3308_0086). According to
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Piping Plover issues still remained at this time due to the pond’s proximity to the
Piping Plover nests.
%" Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 24, 2012 (Exhibit 20 at 13-3308_0086).
% Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0007).
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56. Representative Bishop could not recall whether he made a call to the DEC Regional
Director or whether his then Legislative Director did at his request.”® Representative
Bishop stated that his intent in contacting the DEC would have been to see if there was
any “give” to the height limitations on the fireworks display.”

57. The DEC Regional Director told the OCE that he recalled receiving a message from
Representative Bishop’s Communications Director regarding a constituent’s fireworks
display.” When he inquired internally about it further, a DEC employee told him that the
matter had been resolved.” The Regional Director then placed a telephone call to
Representative Bishop’s office to inform them of the status.”

58. Representative Bishop’s Communications Director stated that he had a brief telephone
conversation with the Regional Director to alert him of their office’s interest in the
Constituent’s matter.”* The Communications Director recalled that the Regional Director
told him he would look into it and get back to him.” He stated that the Regional Director
called his office back at some point.”

59. As discussed below, Representative Bishop’s congressional office also contacted the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service to facilitate communications between the Constituent, the
Service, and the Grucci fireworks company.

60. After receiving directives from Representative Bishop and the Chief of Staff,
Representative Bishop’s then Legislative Director spoke to the Grucci company and was
told that problems existed with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the DEC concerning
the Constituent’s planned fireworks display.”’ He stated that he had a contact at the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service and made a “generic” request that a conversation take place
between the Service and Grucci.”

61. On May 24, 2012, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 emailed Representative Bishop’s
then Legislative Director, informing him that U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 2 would
reach out to the DEC and to Grucci for further information.” A telephone conversation
between the two preceded the email.®

62. On May 24, 2012, Representative Bishop then emailed the Constituent stating “have
spoken with Fish and Wildlife. We will know more tomorrow, but I am cautiously

% Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0039).
4.
™ Memorandum of Interview of the DEC Regional Director, March 13, 2013 (Exhibit 21 at 13-3308_0088-89).
72 |d. at 13-3308_0088.
"1d.
™ Communications Director MOI (Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0059).
75
Id.
1d.
" Legislative Director MOI (Exhibit 14 at 13-3308_0064).
"8 |d. at 13-3308_0065.
™ Email from U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 to Representative Bishop’s former Legislative Director, May 24,
2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0091).
8 | egislative Director MOI (Exhibit 14 at 13-3308_0065).
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optimistic that we are on our way to a positive resolution of this.”®" Representative
Bishop’s Communications Director and then Legislative Director told the OCE that they
would periodically update Representative Bishop on the status of the Constituent’s
matter.%

63. On at least one occasion, Representative Bishop emailed his congressional staff on the
status of the Constituent’s matter and copied U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1.

64. Various discussions concerning alternative plans for the fireworks display took place
between the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the DEC, Grucci, and Representative Bishop’s
congressional staff on May 24, 2012 and May 25, 2012.%* Ultimately, the Constituent
agreed to move the display to the roof of his home.

65. On May 25, 2012 at 10:44 AM, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 emailed Representative
Bishop’s then Legislative Director and Communications Director, informing them that
“we have resolved all issues with the fireworks company and notified them of such. The
event is now in compliance with our guidelines and good to go.”®®> The then Legislative
Director responded by stating that Representative Bishop deeply appreciated the
assistance.®

66. On May 25, 2012 at 11:18 AM, Representative Bishop emailed the Constituent informing
him that his office had been “advised by Fish and Wildlife that all of their concerns have
been resolved” and that the event is “good to go.”® The Constituent responded at
2:308PsM thanking Representative Bishop and stating that he “would be nowhere” without
him.

67. One minute later on May 25, 2012 at 2:31 PM, the Constituent sent an email to
Representative Bishop, stating “[Finance Director] — we would be happy to. your dad is
the first effective politician that i have met. very refreshing.”®

e en Origingl Sessaps --

From: ERIC Senter (705 CaprTat maseecens ) (- oo et )
L s Pkl y e e
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2017 82:31 e o
to: 7:8t9skop, Tainothy

Swajert: Ra: <ipo subiectss

myliy -« we would be hapoy =9, vour dad

sty el i% Ehe first ef¥ective goliticisn tha® i have met.

8 Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 24, 2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0092).

8 Communications Director MOI (Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0059); Legislative Director MOI (Exhibit 14 at 13-
3308_0065).

# Emails between Communications Director, then Legislative Director, Representative Bishop, and U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Employee 1, May 24, 2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0093).

8 See Exhibit 5; Exhibit 22.

8 Email from U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 to Representative Bishop’s former Legislative Director, May 25,
2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0094).

8 Email from Representative Bishop’s then Legislative Director to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1, May 25, 2012
(Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0095).

8 Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 23 at 13-3308_0097).

# Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 23 at 13-3308_0098).

8 Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 24 at 13-3308_0100) (Lowercase is
in original form).
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68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

The Constituent did not know why he sent the email to Representative Bishop instead of
the Finance Director, but thought that it was in response to the contribution request made
by the Finance Director on May 23, 2012.%

Upon receiving the email shown above, Representative Bishop forwarded it to his
Finance Director stating “fyi.”® Representative Bishop and his Finance Director both
told the OCE that Representative Bishop was “uncomfortable” with the Constituent’s
email noted above, because it was sent to his government email address.”

On May 28, 2012, the Constituent emailed Representative Bishop again, thanking him for
“going out of [his] way to help . ..” and stating that “it would have never happened
without you. You give me renewed hope that convoluted political bureaucracy can be
surmounted. Your relentless focus on the task was so impressive.”*

The Finance Director told the OCE that sometime in June 2012, she had an in-person
conversation with Mr. Sillerman.®* In that conversation, Mr. Sillerman asked her whether
the Constituent had made a campaign contribution to Representative Bishop’s campaign
committee.® After informing Mr. Sillerman that she believed the Constituent had not yet
made a contribution, Mr. Sillerman told the Finance Director to send another email to the
Constituent concerning a contribution.*

On June 19, 2012, the Finance Director sent a “follow up” email to the Constituent
stating, “I wanted to follow up with you regarding you and your wife’s contribution to
my dad’s campaign . . . The deadline for donations to the Primary Cycle is Tuesday. We
would be most grateful if you would be willing to contribute prior to that deadline.””’

On June 26, 2012, the Finance Director sent a third email to the Constituent requesting a
campaign contribution.”® The Finance Director told the OCE that this email was sent to a
“couple dozen people” and similar language was used to others.”

% Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0008).
° Email from Representative Bishop to the Finance Director, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 24 at 13-3308_0101).
%2 Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0051); Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).
° Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 28, 2012 (Exhibit 25 at 13-3308_0103).
% Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0051).
95

Id.
*d.
°" Email from the Finance Director to the Constituent, June 19, 2012 (Exhibit 26 at 13-3308_0105).
% Email from the Finance Director to the Constituent, June 26, 2012 (Exhibit 26 at 13-3308_0106).
% Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0052).
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F. The Constituent Made Three References Connecting His Campaign
Contribution to Representative Bishop’s Official Acts

74. On May 29, 2012, three days after the event at the Constituent’s home, and one day after
thanking Representative Bishop for his “relentless focus,” Grucci Employee 2 sent an
internal email to Grucci employees that included the following undated email from the
Constituent to Grucci Employee 2.2 In it, the Constituent stated “i have to give $10k to
tim bishop’s campaign for his help with the fireworks . . . Really gross — they didn’t
hesitate to solicit me in the heat of the battle.”*™*

Phll - | forgot to mention also thatd have to give $10k to tim bishop's campaign for his help with
ihe firaworks. Please take that ito consideration 100, Thanks eric semler vee .

Really gross - they didnt hesitate to solicit me in the heat of the battle.

75. The Constituent told the OCE that he could not locate the email referenced above.'*
When asked if he wrote the language presented in the email, the Constituent stated that he
did not know the answer to the question.'*

76. Grucci Employee 2 told the OCE that he received an email or text from the Constituent,
with the same language shown in the email.**

77.0n June 1, 2012, the Constituent again emailed Grucci Employee 2 stating that “your
mistake as you know forced me to spend an exorbitant [sic] time dealing with coast guard
and elected officials, one of whom is expecting a $10,000 donation to his political
campaign.”*®> The Constituent stated that he was referencing Representative Bishop in
the email.’® He also stated that he meant that he was expecting himself to “pay”
Representative Bishop because “guys like that should stay in office.”**” The Constituent
told the OCE that “expecting” was not the right word to use in the email.**

78. On June 21, 2012, in response to an email from Grucci Employee 2 asking whether or not
the Constituent had to “pay Representative Bishop for his help,” the Constituent stated
“Yes-$10k.”% Because the Constituent was in a dispute with Grucci about a refund for

100 Email from Grucci Employee 2 to Grucci Employees, May 29, 2012 (Exhibit 27 at 13-3308_0108).
191 1d. (Lowercase is in original form).
192 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0008).
103
Id.
104 Grucci Employee 2 MOI (Exhibit 4 at 13-3308_0018).
195 Emails between the Constituent and Grucci Employee 2, June 1, 2012 (Exhibit 27 at 13-3308_0109).
196 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0008).
107
Id.
108 |d
199 Email from the Constituent and Grucci Employee 2, June 21, 2012 (Exhibit 27 at 13-3308_0110).
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the fireworks event, he told the OCE that he wanted them to “factor” in the contribution
he made to Representative Bishop’s campaign committee.'*°

G. Certain Communications Were Publicly Released and Representative Bishop
Requested that the Constituent Make Statements to the Press

79. On August 6, 2012, a reporter for Politico emailed Representative Bishop’s
Communications Director, requesting the opportunity to interview Representative Bishop
about his interactions with the Constituent.** The reporter stated that he had certain
emails from the Constituent to Grucci.*** Members of Representative Bishop’s
congressional staff, a communications firm, and the Finance Director then discussed the
strategy of how to handle the press inquiry in a series of emails on August 6, 2012.1*3

80. On August 8, 2012, Representative Bishop sent a text message to the Constituent,
requesting that he speak to the Politico reporter. The Constituent declined stating that
“there is no upside to speaking to the press” and that he had been advised by his attorney
not to speak to Representative Bishop."* The following series of text messages were
then exchanged between the Constituent and Representative Bishop on August 8, 2012.

Representative Bishop: You can kill this story right now by setting the record
straight-if not, this story will not go away, it will be the subject of press articles,
mail hit pieces And attack ads-this will be exhibit A in why | am unfit to serve.
Politico appears to be prepared to write a full on political corruption story. | have
spoken to the reporter defending myself, but | was unable to explain your
Admittedly exaggerated statement to Grucci and what you and | both know to be
the truth. This story is not gonna [sic] go away and it will breed others-1 am being
screwed her [sic] simply because | responded to your request for help. I hope your
refund from Grucci was worth my job.'*

Constituent: | spoke to the reporter and defended you the best i could I told him
the bald truth that you did nothing wrong, that you are a outstanding congressman
who gets things done in an era of gridlock and that you never asked me for a
donation while you were trying to help me. | am sorry that you are being treated
so unfairly.'*®

110 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0009).

i; Email from Politico Reporter to the Communications Director, August 6, 2012 (Exhibit 28 at 13-3308_0112).
Id.

13 Emails between Representative Bishop’s congressional staff, a communications firm, and the Finance Director,

August 6, 2012 (Exhibit 29 at 13-3308_0115-27).

114 Text Messages between Representative Bishop and the Constituent, August 8, 2012 (Exhibit 30 at 13-

3308_0129-140).

115 1d. (Capitalization is in original form).

1 1d. (Lowercase is in original form).
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81.

82.

83.

84.

Representative Bishop: [Constituent]-I can’t thank you enough!! Thanks, and as |
said this morning | am sorry you are getting dragged into an ugly campaign.
Thanks again.*"’

Constituent: The reported sounded very biased — i told him i used to be a reporter
and that i can see he is fishing for a story that isn’t there. | told him the story he
should write is about grucci’s horrible actions and your outstanding service for
your constituents. But he kept asking me about my emails to grucci so i have a
feeling that he will focus the article on them.*'®

The Constituent told the OCE that he decided to make a statement to the press because he
thought it was the right thing to do and because he thought Representative Bishop did
nothing wrong.**®

In statements to the press, the Constituent asserted that after Representative Bishop had
assisted him, Representative Bishop’s campaign staff requested a campaign contribution,
and the Constituent agreed to do so because Representative Bishop impressed him.!?
The Constituent acknowledged to the OCE that he was still seeking assistance from
Representative Bishop after the first solicitation was made by Mr. Sillerman on May 22,
2012, at the request of Representative Bishop.'**

The Board notes that Robert Sillerman played a significant in the interactions between
the Constituent, the Finance Director, and Representative Bishop and was the individual
who knew all three parties personally. He would not cooperate with the OCE’s review.

Based on the evidence obtained by the OCE, the Board finds that there is a substantial
reason to believe that Representative Bishop sought a campaign contribution, through an
intermediary associated with his congressional campaign committee, from a constituent
because of or in connection with his performance of an official act.

REPRESENTATIVE BISHOP’S CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE’S
REPORTING OF THE CONSTITUENT’S CONTRIBUTION

85.

A. Laws, Requlations, Rules, and Standards of Conduct

Federal Election Campaign Act — 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(5)

“Each [Federal Election Commission] report . . . shall disclose . . . the name and address of
each person to whom an expenditure in an aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within
the calendar year is made by the reporting committee to meet a candidate or committee
operating expense, together with the date, amount, and purpose of such operating expenditure.”

117 |d
Id. (Lowercase is in original form).

119 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0010).

120 press Statements by the Constituent, August 15-16, 2012 (Exhibit 31 at 13-3308_0142).
121 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0010).
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86. Contributions in the Name of Another — 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f)

“No person shall make a contribution in the name of another person or knowingly permit his
name to be used to effect such a contribution and no person shall knowingly accept a
contribution made by one person in the name of another person.”

87. Contributions by an LLC — 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(g)(4)

““A contribution by an LLC with a single natural person member that does not elect to be treated
as a corporation by the Internal Revenue Service . . . shall be attributed only to that single
member.”"'??

88. Contribution Limits

For the 2012 election cycle, an individual could give up to $2,500 to each candidate or
candidate committee, per election.'?®

89. House Rules

House Rule 23, clause 1 states that ““[a] Member . . . of the House shall conduct himself at all
times in a manner that shall reflect creditably on the House.”

90. House Ethics Manual

The House Ethics Manual states that “[w]hile FECA and other statutes on campaign activity are
not rules of the House, Members and employees must also bear in mind that the House Rules
require that they conduct themselves “at all times in a matter that shall reflect creditably on the
House’ (House Rule 23, clause 1). In addition, the Code of Ethics of Government Service, which
applies to House Members and staff, provides in § 2 that government officials should ‘[u]phold
the Constitution, laws and legal regulations of the United States and of all governments therein
and never be a party to their evasion.” Accordingly, in violating FECA or another provision of
statutory law, a Member or employee may also violate these provisions of the House rules and
standards of conduct . . .

Moreover, under these rules, a Member or employee must take reasonable steps to ensure that
any outside organization over which he or she exercises control — including the individual’s own
authorized campaign committee or, for example, a ‘leadership PAC’ — operates in compliance
with applicable law.”***

91. False Statements Act — 18 U.S.C. § 1001

““(a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction
of the executive, legislative, or judicial branch of the Government of the United States,
knowingly and willfully—

122 Citing 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1).

123 Federal Election Commission Contribution Limits for 2011-2012, available at,
http://www.fec.gov/info/contriblimits1112.pdf.

122 House Ethics Manual 122-23.
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92.

93.

94.

95.

(1) falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact; (2)
makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation; or (3)
makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any materially
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry; shall be fined under this title . . .”

B. Representative Bishop’s Congressional Campaign Committee Reported Receipt
of the Constituent’s Campaign Contribution Prior to the Actual Date of Receipt

Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee reported two contributions
from the Constituent and his wife, having been received on June 26, 2012, in the amount
of $2,500 each for the 2012 primary election.*”® The report was filed on July 15, 2012.

Full Name (Last, First, Middle Initial)
Eric Semler Date of Recaipt

" Maling Address

| 06 26 2012
City Stale Zip Code .
Newyek N 10108-1899 Transaction ID : C8685582
C Ameunt of Each Receipt this Period
Oocupation 20
TCS Capital Management LLC President
Recsipt For 2012 Election Cycle-to-Date
| Primary General
Other (specify) 2500.00
Full Name {Last, First, Middle Inttial)
c Tracy Semler Date of Recsipt

" Maling Address | v
- i o | 06 2% 2012
oy o ng/Code Transaction ID : CB685858
New York L1t 10106-1599 T
FEC ID number of contributing

Tenitiee C Amount of Each Receipt this Period

2500.00

Recept For. 2012

&
X Primary General

Other (apecify) 2600.00

Representative Bishop stated that the Constituent contributed to his congressional
campaign committee on June 26, 2012.2%° He told the OCE that June 26, 2012 was the
closing day of the primary cycle, so he and his campaign staff were monitoring campaign
activity closely.’?” He stated that his Finance Director may have personally told him
about the Constituent’s contribution.?®

The Finance Director, who supervises the individual responsible for Federal Election
Commission compliance, told the OCE that she thought the Constituent and his wife
made a joint contribution of $5,000 total.** She recalled that the contribution was
submitted online.**

The Constituent told the OCE that on July 9, 2012, thirteen days after the date in the
report noted above, he made a $5,000 contribution to Representative Bishop’s
congressional campaign committee, via his company’s (“TCS Capital Management

125 Tim Bishop for Congress 2012 FEC July Quarterly Report, filed July 15, 2012 (Exhibit 32 at 13-3308_0144).

126 Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).

127 Id
128 Id

129 Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0051).

130 Id
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LLC”) credit card.*** The Constituent stated that he makes all the authorizations for
expenses on the card and that his company pays for expenses made on the card.**

96. The Constituent emailed the Chief Financial Officer of TCS Capital Management LLC
on July 9, 2013, requesting a $5,000 donation to Representative Bishop’s campaign.**

From: ERIC SEMLER, TCS CAPITAL MANAGEME

To: <R tcscapital.com>
Subject: Fwd:From Tim Bighop
Date: 07/09, 2012 13:34:57

eamon — can you please make a $5k donation from TCS to tim bishop's campalgn?

97. As detailed in the excerpted credit card statement below, TCS Capital Management LLC
lists a $5,3000 contribution to “TIM BISHOP FOR CONGRPATCHOGUE NY” on July
9,2012.%%

Descilption
MEMBERSHIP FEE

= e

. T TGO L R B T e e ot
ﬂ;:aw‘lz TiM BISHOP FOR CONGRPATCHOGUE MY
I 631-451- .

98. The Constituent stated that at the time he felt that $5,000 was the right amount to
contribute because it was “just a feel.”**

99. The Constituent did not know why Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign
committee disclosed two separate $2,500 contributions on June 26, 2012 from himself
and his wife.’® The witness stated that he did not make any additional contributions to
Representative Bishop and that he and his wife pay their personal expenses with a
different card.™

100. The OCE sent a supplemental request for information to Representative Bishop on April
16, 2013, seeking additional information from his congressional campaign committee on
contributions made by the Constituent, his wife, or TCS Capital Management LLC.
Representative Bishop declined to cooperate with the OCE’s request.

BI Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0009).
132
Id.
133 Email from the Constituent to his Chief Financial Officer, July 9, 2013 (Exhibit 34 at 13-3308_0148).
134 TCS Capital Management LLC’s American Express Statement (Exhibit 33 at 13-3308_0146).
135 Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0009).
136
Id.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110™ Congress as Amended

C. Representative Bishop’s Congressional Campaign Committee May Have
Reported Receipt of the Constituent’s Campaign Contribution from Sources
Other than the Actual Source and Accepted a Contribution Over the Legal Limit

As discussed above and illustrated by documentary and testimonial evidence, TCS
Capital Management LLC made a $5,000 contribution to Representative Bishop’s
congressional campaign committee via a company credit card on July 9, 2012. TCS
Capital Management LLC is a limited liability company that is 100% owned by the
Constituent.**

Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee reported the contribution as
two separate $2,500 contributions from the Constituent and his wife, without disclosing
TCS Capital Management LLC, or the Constituent as a sole member, as the source of any
contribution and reported the date of receipt as June 26, 2012, when the Constituent’s
actual contribution date was July 9, 2012, thirteen days after the primary cycle
contribution deadline.

On August 13, 2012, Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee wrote
four checks totaling $5,000 to the 911 Veterans of Long Island, the U.S. Veterans
Motorcycle Club of Long Island, Honor Flight Long Island, and the Vietnam Veterans of
America — Chapter 11, respectively.™*® In public statements, Representative Bishop
identified these payments as attributable to the Constituent’s contribution.

The Board notes that Representative Bishop and his Finance Director made several
statements in documents and in testimony provided to the OCE, highlighting the June 26,
2012 deadline for primary contributions and its significance to them.

The Board also notes the following facts concerning Representative Bishop’s
involvement in the contribution: Representative Bishop’s solicitation, the email from the
Constituent discussing his desire to contribute sent directly to Representative Bishop, and
Representative Bishop’s statements to the OCE that he closely monitored his campaigns
fundraising activity during the end of the primary cycle — specifically the receipt of
contributions.

Based on the evidence obtained by the OCE, the Board finds that there is a substantial
reason to believe that Representative Bishop did not take reasonable steps to ensure that
his congressional campaign committee operated in compliance with federal campaign
finance laws. If Representative Bishop knowingly or willfully assisted his congressional
campaign committee in misrepresenting the date or source of a contribution, he may have
also violated certain additional provisions of federal law, including 18 U.S.C. § 1001.

138 The Constituent’s counsel informed the OCE that TCS Capital Management LLC did not file paperwork with the
IRS to choose to be treated as a corporation for income tax purposes. Therefore, the company is treated as a
partnership with a sole member, whose campaign contributions are attributed to the single member.

139 Checks from Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee to various groups, August 13, 2012
(Exhibit 35 at 13-3308_0150-151).

24



V.

CONFIDENTIAL

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110™ Congress as Amended

CONCLUSION

At the request of his congressional campaign committee’s Finance Chair, Robert
Sillerman, Representative Bishop agreed to assist a constituent in obtaining the necessary
approvals for a fireworks event, hosted by the Constituent, from various government
entities. Representative Bishop communicated personally with public officials with
responsibilities in the approval process and also directed his staff to facilitate the
necessary processes to the benefit of the Constituent.

On May 22, 2012, the Constituent and Representative Bishop believed that the requisite
permissions had been granted and that the fireworks event could proceed.

Representative Bishop then requested, in an email highlighting his performance of
official acts, that Mr. Sillerman solicit a campaign contribution from the Constituent.

When more issues with the fireworks display became apparent, Representative Bishop
continued to assist the Constituent and his Finance Director continued to request
campaign contributions.

Therefore, there is a substantial reason to believe that Representative Bishop sought a
campaign contribution because of or in connection with an official act in violation of
House rules, standards of conduct, and federal law.

Based on these findings, the OCE Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics
further review the above allegation concerning Representative Bishop.

Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee reported contributions from
the Constituent and his wife, $2,500 each, on June 26, 2012 that predated the actual
contribution, of $5,000 from TCS Capital Management LLC, on July 9, 2012. As
discussed in interviews and explained in documents provided to the OCE, June 26, 2012
was a significant date to Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee.

In addition, Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee may have
accepted a contribution over the legal limit from a source other than the one reported.
The $5,000 contribution made from TCS Capital Management LLC on July 9, 2012 was
not reported as being received from the Constituent or his company. Accordingly,
Representative Bishop’s congressional campaign committee may have also accepted a
$5,000 contribution from a single source, over the $2,500 per election limit.

Therefore, there is a substantial reason to believe that Representative Bishop did not take
reasonable steps to ensure that his congressional campaign committee operated in
compliance with federal campaign finance laws.

Representative Bishop would not provide the OCE with certain information concerning
his congressional campaign committee’s receipt of the Constituent’s contribution. The
Board notes the following facts concerning his involvement in the contribution:
Representative Bishop’s solicitation, the email from the Constituent discussing his desire
to contribute sent directly to Representative Bishop, and Representative Bishop’s
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statements to the OCE that he closely monitored his campaigns fundraising activity
during the end of the primary cycle — specifically the receipt of contributions. If
Representative Bishop knowingly or willfully assisted his congressional campaign
committee in misrepresenting the date or source of a contribution, he may have violated
additional provisions of federal law, including 18 U.S.C. § 1001.

Based on these findings, the OCE Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics
further review the above allegation concerning Representative Bishop.

INFORMATION THE OCE WAS UNABLE TO OBTAIN AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ISSUANCE OF SUBPEONAS

118.

Representative Bishop refused to provide the OCE with certain documents concerning his
congressional campaign committee’s receipt of the Constituent’s contribution.

Robert Sillerman refused to interview with the OCE or provide any requested documents.

The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics issue subpoenas to Representative
Bishop and to Robert Sillerman.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

IN RE: The Constituent
REVIEW Nof(s): 13-3308
DATE: April 11, 2013
LOCATION: One Bryant Park
New York, NY
TIME: 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS:  Paul J. Solis
Omar S. Ashmawy
James Benjamin
Steven Ross
Christopher Boyd

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

1. The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
signed a written acknowledgement of the warning, which will be placed in the case file in this
review.

2. The witness is the President of TCS Capital Management, LLLC. It is an investment fund. It is
100% owned by the witness.

3. Mr. Bob Sillerman is someone the witness knows more recently as a highly regarded business
man in media companies. The witness never really knew him well until the last year or two
when the witness invested in a new business with Mr. Sillerman called Viggle.

4. The witness has not spoken to Mr. Sillerman since the witness’s son’s bar mitzvah.

5. The witness did not know who Rep. Bishop was or that Mr. Sillerman had a relationship with
Rep. Bishop until the week of the bar mitzvah when the witness sought his help. The witness
stated that he did not know what Rep. Bishop looked like and had never met him.

6. The witness wasn’t going to call Mr. Sillerman, but then the fireworks vendor, Fireworks by
Grucci, asked the witness if he knew anyone on the Southampton Town Trustee board. That’s
when the witness thought of Mr. Sillerman.

7. The witness called Mr. Sillerman and asked him for his help. Mr. Sillerman said that he knew
“Tim.” The witness did not realize that “Tim” referred to Rep. Tim Bishop. The witness
thought Mr. Sillerman was referring to a Trustee.

8. Mr. Sillerman then wrote an email to Rep. Bishop and copied the witness.
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The witness did not know Molly Bishop at the time, until Ms. Bishop sent the witness an email.
It was at that point that the witness realized Ms. Bishop was the daughter of Rep. Bishop and
worked on the campaign, raising money.

The witness does not know Mr. Mark Copeland.
The witness does not know Mr. Oliver Longwell.

The witness was shown email [TB_000001]. This is an email the witness wrote to Mr.
Sillerman. The witness thinks he called Mr. Sillerman before emailing him. He asked Mr.
Sillerman if he knew anyone who could help him. The witness thought Mr. Sillerman suggested
writing it out and sending it to him.

The witness did not remember Mr. Sillerman mentioning any names at that point. He told the
witness that he would see what he could do.

The witness was shown email [TB 000007]. The email looked familiar to the witness. The
witness was asked if this email was the first time Rep. Bishop reached out to him. The witness
replied that the way he remembered what happened, Rep. Bishop told Mr. Sillerman to get the
witness to call him. This email represents an attempt to connect with Rep. Bishop.

The witness did not think he called Rep. Bishop before getting the email, but he did not
remember.

The witness was shown email [AG 00023]. The witness was asked if he recalled his brief
conversation with Rep. Bishop. The witness stated he recalled just the sense that Rep. Bishop
had a good relationship with Fred Havemeyer on the Southampton Board of Trustees, and that he
said it was all going to be fine and that he would be able to get the permits. “Fred will be
helpful” was the gist.

The witness did not remember if Rep. Bishop mentioned Mr. Sillerman when he spoke to him.

At this point, the witness was focused on getting permission on the alternative display at the
pond behind the witness’s house.

The witness explained as background, that he had used the Grucci fireworks company previously
in 2009 for his wife’s birthday. The witness was excited to replicate the experience. Because his
son’s bar mitzvah was Memorial Day weekend he wanted to get a jump on it, anticipating high
demand for Grucei’s services.

Somehow the witness learned that they were not going to have a fireworks display from the
ocean. Grucci admitted that they did not file for the permit on time. They told the witness that
the Coast Guard decided to start enforcing certain rules and that he was the first “victim.”

The witness thought that Grucci was ineffectual. They suggested the beach, but that was not
possible because of the Piping Plover issues.

Then Grucci suggested the pond near the witness’s home as a location for the display, but they said
that there were only a few days left to get the permit and asked the witness if he knew anyone.
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Then they leamed that there were height limitations related to a display at the pond that ultimately
made the location unworkable. Finally they decided on the roof of the witness’s house.

The witness then explained that there was a whole other component to this matter that related to
the witness trying to get a refund. The witness felt overcharged and was very frustrated trying to
get them to give him a refund.

On May 21st the witness asked Mr. Sillerman for help. Rep. Bishop spoke to Mr. Havemeyer
and Mr. Havemeyer said that everything would be ok. But then they learned about the height
restrictions that made the pond not work as a location.

The witness thought that Rep. Bishop mentioned that he spoke to Mr. Havemeyer. The witness
also spoke to Mr. Havemeyer and Mr. Havemeyer told the witness that he spoke to Rep. Bishop.

The witness got the impression that Mr. Havemeyer was the “key guy” and recalled Mr.
Havemeyer being very helpful. The witness recalled speaking to Mr. Havemeyer more than
anyone else.

The witness spoke to Rep. Bishop two or three times in this timeframe. The witness felt Rep.
Bishop was more of a facilitator — that he would talk to Mr. Havemeyer.

Outside of this timeframe, the one other time the witness spoke to Rep. Bishop was in August
when the Politico reporter tried to reach Rep. Bishop and the witness and Rep. Bishop was
“pleading” with the witness to defend him.

The witness was shown email [TB 000170]. The witness recalled this message. He believed the
calls referred to were separate calls — not a conference call involving both Rep. Bishop and Mr.
Havemeyer. When Rep. Bishop called him back, Rep. Bishop told the witness that he had
spoken to Mr. Havemeyer and “we’re in the clear” or words to that effect. The witness said he
was paraphrasing.

The witness did not know if the calls referenced in the emails were the same one. His
recollection was that these were brief reassuring phone calls —not a lot of substance.

When Mr. Havemeyer called the witness, he was a “lovely guy” and told the witness, “Eric don’t

worry.”

The witness did not have a lot of experience with politicians. He was impressed with Rep.
Bishop’s and Mr. Havemeyer’s ability to cut through the “red tape.” By that he meant getting
the proper permissions. The witness did not feel that on his own he could have gotten these
permits.

Asked if Mr. Havemeyer referenced Rep. Bishop is his call with the witness, the witness stated
that he did not know, but he thinks Mr. Havemeyer complimented Rep. Bishop. The witness
remembered Mr. Havemeyer being very complimentary of Rep. Bishop.

At that point the witness was aware that Rep. Bishop and Mr. Havemeyer had a conversation on
the topic of his fireworks display.
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The witness was shown email [AG 00025]. Asked if this was the first time he had made a
contribution to Rep. Bishop. The witness replied, “Yes, I think so.”

The witness stated that he had “mixed reactions™ to the solicitation made by Mr. Sillerman in the
email. He thought it was “abrupt.” At the same time he also was “really impressed” by what
Rep. Bishop was doing for him. The witness described Mr. Sillerman as a kind of “flip guy.” He
also described him as a “course guy.”

At this point, the witness thought they were all set to have the display from the pond. They had
not yet found out about the height limitations.

The witness was shown email [AG_00026]. The witness recalled the email and confirmed that
he sent the message to Mr. Sillerman in response to his request for a contribution to Rep.
Bishop’s campaign. He did not think he received a response from Mr. Sillerman after he agreed
to contribute. Shortly after this email he received an email from Molly Bishop regarding a
contribution to Rep. Bishop’s campaign.

Rep. Bishop never spoke to the witness at all about a contribution.

Regarding Mr. Sillerman’s role with Rep. Bishop’s campaign, the witness did not know of any
formal role. At this point he thought Mr. Sillerman was just a close friend and a big supporter.

The witness was shown email [AG_00034]. This is the email from Molly Bishop requesting a
contribution to Rep. Bishop’s campaign. The witness only recalled two requests for a
contribution — one from Molly Bishop and one from Mr. Sillerman. The witness stated that Mr.
Sillerman must have called Ms. Bishop and told her to contact the witness regarding a
contribution.

The witness did not contribute right after receiving the email. He planned to, but it was not
something he thought he had to do right away. It slipped his mind, but the intention was there.
He liked the idea of supporting a politician in his community who was effectual and cut through
red tape and gridlock. The witness stated that “we need more people like Tim Bishop in
Washington.”

The witness was shown email [TB 000017]. The witness recalled the communication. Mr.
Havemeyer actually told the witness that they were “all good” with the pond from the Trustees
point of view. However, the problem was that Fish and Wildlife or DEC was limiting the height
of the fireworks display.

The witness learned from Grucci that there was another snag [with Fish and Wildlife or DEC] —
the witness’s reaction was to “reengage” Rep. Bishop and see if he could help, because the
witness felt Rep. Bishop had been successful getting permission from Mr. Havemeyer.

The witness was shown email [AG 00042]. The witness recalled the communication. The
witness did not know where he got the email. The witness meant this email to go to Rep. Bishop
as opposed to Oliver Longwell. He was trying to explain that because of the height restrictions
they were going to do the display from the roof.

MOI - Page 4 of 7 OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS

13-3308_0007



CONFIDENTIAL

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

46. The witness stated that Grucci was trying to fight the height limits by saying it was a pyrotechnic
display not a fireworks display and that the height restrictions were for fireworks. The witness
then stated that he thought there was an implication that Grucci was asking for something, that
they hit a snag.

47. The witness was shown email [TB_000040-41]. The witness recalled this communication. The
witness explained that the language of the email meant that Rep. Bishop had been “instrumental”
in helping him. There were two issues that he was instrumental in helping with: Mr. Havemeyer
and the Southampton Trustees and the DEC regarding the height limits.

48. When asked what he thought Rep. Bishop had done to assist him, the witness stated that he
thought Rep. Bishop made some calls.

49. The witness was shown email [TB 000042]. The witness remembered this communication. He
did not know why it was addressed to “Molly” but sent to Rep. Bishop. He guessed that it was in
response to a contribution request, but did not know why it may had been sent to Rep. Bishop
instead of Molly Bishop.

50. The witness continued to explain that the email went to his “Bloomberg email,” which is not the
one he uses often, so he may have just hit “reply.” The witness thought it may be a reply to one of
the emails from Molly Bishop, but could not explain why this message was sent to Rep. Bishop.

51. The witness was shown email [TB 000046]. The witness stated that the reference to “going out
of your way” was a reference to “whatever [Rep. Bishop] did.” The witness was “thanking him
for that...whatever he did to help us.”

52. The witness was shown email [TB_000181]. Asked if he recalled the email, the witness replied
that “T couldn’t find [the email].” He stated that he tried to track them down, but could not find it.

53. Asked if he recalled writing the words “Phil — 1 forgot to mention also that I have to give $10k to
tim bishop’s campaign for his help with the fireworks . . . ,” he stated “I may have.”

54. When asked again if he wrote the language quoted above, the witness stated that “T don’t know
the answer to that.” Then the witness stated that “I could have written it or texted it.” He also
stated that he “probably” wrote it.

55. Regarding the Politico article, the witness stated that he thought it was taken out of context. He
stated that after the bar mitzvah ended his anger towards Grucci built up and he felt they owed
him a refund. They offered him an $8,500 refund and he immediately responded explaining why
it was not fair, listing many things to support why he deserved a larger refund.

56. The witness was shown email [AG 00057]. The witness stated that he recalled the email. “One
of whom” is a reference to Rep. Bishop. Asked if someone relayed to him that they were
expecting a donation, the witness stated that he was expecting himself to pay “because guys like
that should stay in office.” The witness explained that “expecting” wasn’t the right word to use.

57. The witness stated that he had already committed himself to making the contribution. No one
told the witness that they expected him to make a contribution.
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The witness was shown email [TB 000049]. Prior to this communication the witness had not
made any contributions to Rep. Bishop’s campaign committee. The witness did not remember if
he responded to the email from Molly Bishop.

When asked why he had still not made a contribution at this point, the witness stated “It’s a good
question. T let it slip.” He stated that he did not feel any pressure, but had no specific reason. “I
think it was just laziness on my part.”

Between this email regarding a contribution and the first email regarding a contribution, both
from Molly Bishop, there was no other communication between the witness and Ms. Bishop.

The witness thought Mr. Sillerman had “disappeared from the timeline™ at this point. The
witness also stated that up until the Politico story broke, Mr. Sillerman and he had regular
communication about the company and the witness’s investment in it.

He thought he may have received another email from Ms. Bishop, but he didn’t remember.

The witness was shown email [AG 00056]. The witness stated that his mindset when he wrote
this email was that at this point he had not “paid.” He should not have said it, but he did “maybe
because I was planning to.” The witness then stated that if Mr. Butler “was tallying up a refund,
I wanted him to factor that in.”

The witness went on to state that there was a “cause and effect factor here. If Grucci had not
screwed up then I would never have met [Rep. Bishop] and I wanted them to factor what was
paid out of my funds.” He also stated, “I’'m just trving to make the best case I can for a refund”
and that he felt compelled to play “hardball” with Grucci.

The witness stated that he had never made a political contribution before. As he previously
stated, he had never heard of Rep. Bishop.

When asked why he mentioned $10,000, the witness stated that it was because it was what he
anticipated on contributing and he thought that was what Ms. Bishop had said in her email to him.

The witness was shown email [AG _00056]. The witness stated that this was the third solicitation
from Molly Bishop.

The witness did not know why he decided to make the contribution on July 9th. He did not
know why it took that long to respond. He made a $5,000 contribution from TCS, his company.
He thought he just paid it using an American Express account. It was a business credit card that

has the TCS and the witness’s name on it. The witness makes all the authorizations for the use
of this card.

The witness did not know how it was presented to the campaign — whether online or otherwise.

When asked why he decided on $5,000, the witness stated, “I guess I just decided that was the
right amount. . .just a feel.”

The witness’s CFO hag authority to make transactions on the witness’s behalf.
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Asked why the associated FEC disclosure shows two contribution of $2,500 cach from the
witness and his wife, the witness stated, “I don’t know. Maybe that happened.”

The witness also did not know why FEC records show that the contribution was made on June
26, 2012 if the email authorizing it and the credit card statement show a date of July 9, 2012.

The American Express account used to make the contribution is paid by a management company
that TCS has.

The witness pays his and his wife’s personal expenses with a different, personal credit card. The
witness did not make any other contribution from any other account.

The witness was shown email [AG 00077]. The witness was referring to Ms. Bishop when he
said “campaign staff.” By “later” he meant after Mr. Havemeyer and Rep. Bishop told him that
everything was ok. That’s when there was a request for a contribution.

The witness stated that he thought the phone call between Rep. Bishop and Mr. Havemeyer was
before Mr. Sillerman sent the email asking if he wanted to make a donation.

The witness stated that he “wanted to reward a politician who can be so effective” and that was
the context of his statements.

When asked why he made the statement to the press, the witness stated that he just felt it was the
right thing to do. No one did anything wrong and Rep. Bishop deserved his support.

The witness also acknowledged that the situation was a little more nuanced than how the witness
described the timeline to the reporter in that he had sought additional help from Rep. Bishop
after the first contribution request.

When asked about his reluctance to speak with the press, the witness stated that having been a
reporter he knows that things are taken out of context, but Rep. Bishop was very concerned that
they were going to write a very negative article portraying him unfavorably. The witness stated
that “the human in [him] wanted to help,” and that “[he] was very impressed by the guy.”

When asked if Rep. Bishop ask him to say something specific to the press, the witness stated that
he did not remember. He did not think so.

The witness has not had any further communication with Rep. Bishop since August 2012. He
has not had any further communication with Mr. Sillerman except for a conference call for
investors. The witness was advised by his attorney to avoid them.

. The reason the witness made the contribution is because Rep. Bishop is a “stellar politician.”

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 afier the interview was conducted on April 11, 2013. 1
certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 11, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

IN RE: Fireworks by Grucci Employee 1
REVIEW No(s): 13-3308
DATE: April 12, 2013
LOCATION: 1425 RXR Plaza
Uniondale, NY
TIME: 11:14 a.m. to 11:48 a.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis
Omar S. Ashmawy
Alexander Bateman

SUMMARY:: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

1. The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
signed a written acknowledgement of the warning, which will be placed in the case file in this
review.

2. The witness is a logistics personnel manager for Fireworks by Grucci. He has held this position
for nine years. He is responsible for obtaining permits for the company’s fireworks displays.
Before holding that position the witness was a part-time security guard for the company. The
witness is also a pyrotechnician.

3. Mr. Phil Butler was the sales manager for Fireworks by Grucci at the time of the Semler
fireworks display. Mr. Butler is now retired.

4. The witness explained his standard practice at work. When the witness is asked to do a job, he
receives a notification of a fireworks show with the time, date, location and duration of the show.
He then uses that information to determine in which jurisdiction the show will take place and the
number of permits required for the show. A fireworks show may require between 1 and 6
permits depending on the nature of the show and the jurisdiction it is in.

5. Inthe case of the Semler fireworks display, initially the display was going to take place on a
barge anchored in the ocean off the beach in front of Mr. Semler’s house. The display required
the permission of the local Southampton Fire Marshal, Fish and Wildlife, the New York
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) and the Coast Guard.

6. The approval for the barge display could not be obtained because there is a 135 day window for
Coast Guard permits and they were in that window, so they could not get approval.

7. The witness first learned of the Semler fireworks display when he received an email from Mr.
Butler at the sales department.
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8. After the barge display was not an option, there was conversation between Mr. Semler and Mr.
Butler to see if the show could be moved. The next option was to move it to the beach, but that
was not possible because of the Piping Plover issue. While the Coast Guard approval was not
required, Fish and Wildlife and DEC approval was required and they would not grant approval
because of the Plovers.

9. The witness explained the he is the person who goes back and forth with government agencies to
obtain permission for the fireworks shows.

10. Then the company tried to move the fireworks display to a pond across from Mr. Semler’s house.
However, that location was not approved because Fish and Wildlife had height restrictions on the
fireworks shells.

11. Next, as the idea to launch the fireworks from the pond was being rejected, the witness was
talking to the Southampton Fire Marshal, Ms. Cheryl Kraft to see about moving the display to
the roof of Mr. Semler’s house.

12. The Fire Marshal said that the idea would work and asked the witness for a site plan and
arranged for a site check. The witness recalled that the Fire Marshal told him that Mr. Semler
was being difficult because he was calling her office every day.

13. In addition to the Fire Marshal’s approval, Fish and Wildlife, the DEC and the FAA also gave
approval for the show. The Southampton Board of Trustee also gave approval because they have
to approve any fireworks shows in Southampton — regardless of whether it is on the beach or
someone’s house.

14. These various approvals were discussed by email with some follow up by telephone. The
various parties were on an email chain and they are all, generally, “pretty much” in constant
contact with one another.

15. The witness knows of Mr. Fred Havemeyer, but does not know him personally. He just submits
his requests to the Board of Trustees without any personal contact. According to the witness, the
whole Southampton Board of Trustees must give their approval for fireworks displays. The
Trustees do not give approval to the witness, but provide input and approval to the Fire Marshal.

16. Fish and wildlife provides their approval in writing, usually in a letter. However, on this
occasion it was by email.

17. The Fire Marshal gives a permit that is delivered the day of the display.

18. The witness spoke to Mr. Semler while working on the fireworks show. He spoke to him to
verity the location of the show and because Mr. Semler was asking about the status of the show.

19. This particular show was more difficult that others mostly because of issues related to the
Plovers. Most people will accept it when Fireworks by Grucci say they can’t do a show, but Mr.
Semler was msistent.

20. Mr. Semler mentioned Representative Bishop in at least one email to the witness.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended
The witness was shown email (AG 000028).

The witness was asked about his reaction to the email, but replied that it would be better to give
the context. The witness explained that “Eric” was involved in making phone calls and
“muddying up things.”

The witness explained that the witness had already spoken to the Fire Marshal to get the show
moved to Mr. Semler’s roof — all the witness needed to do was get the Fire Marshal a drawing,

The witness then showed OCE counsel an email that was sent to Mr. Semler in response to the
email the witness was previously shown.

The witness remembered Mr. Semler mentioning Representative Bishop in two emails — one was
the email that OCE counsel showed him and the other time was in an email from Mr. Semler to
the witness that said that Representative Bishop was talking to the DEC.

The witness explained that at this point the witness had been told the approval for the rooftop
show would be coming. Therefore, Representative Bishop’s involvement was unnecessary.

None of the various approval authorities and government agencies mentioned Representative
Bishop to the witness.

The witness had telephone conversations with Mr. Semler. The witness does not remember
Representative Bishop’s name coming up in those conversations.

In the witness’s experience it is not typical to have politicians involved in fireworks displays. He
said that about 5% of shows may have someone involved — such as when they do a show in New

York City and the mayor’s office is involved. However, the witness does not remember another

time when a federal office holder was involved.

The witness was asked again about his reaction to the email mentioning Representative Bishop.
The witness replied that he had no reaction. “T had everything taken care of.”

The witness never heard from Representative Bishop directly, but was contacted by one of his
employees who tried to get a hold of the witness. The employee was named Oliver.

The witness then provided an email from his boss to the witness. The witness also provided an
email from Mr. Oliver Longwell to the witness.

The witness was contacted by Mr. Longwell on a few occasions. Mr. Longwell left a voicemail
message for the witness on May 24, 2012. The witness did not return the call. Mr. Longwell
also called the witness on May 25, 2012. On this occasion the witness spoke to Mr. Longwell
and told him that all approvals were in place.

Previous to this instance, the witness had never been contacted by a Congressman’s office about
a fireworks show.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

35. Mr. Butler did not mention anything about contributions made by Mr. Semler to Representative
Bishop to the witness. The only mention made to the witness by Mr. Butler of Representative
Bishop was in an email telling the witness that Mr. Semler reached out to Representative
Bishop’s office.

36. The witness did not know about any contribution to Representative Bishop until he read about it
in the press.

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 afier the interview was conducted on April 12, 2013. 1

certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 12, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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CONFIDENTIAL

IN RE:

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

Fireworks by Grucci Employee 2

REVIEW No(s): 13-3308

DATE: April 19, 2013
LOCATION: 508 Solar Isle Drive
Fort Lauderdale, F1L.
TIME: 2:05 p.m. to 3:05 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Kedric L. Payne
Alex Bateman (counsel)
Danielle Butler (counsel)

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
signed a written acknowledgement of the warning, which will be placed in the case file in this
review.

The witness has been an employee of Fireworks by Grucci for over thirty years. He is currently
the VP of sales and marketing. His duties include soliciting, sales, marketing.

The witness has never met Mr. Eric Semler but his company has done two prior fireworks shows
for Mr. Semler, one in 2008 and one in 2010.

The witness does not Mr. Robert Sillerman but knows he i1s a wealthy individual who lives in
Southampton. The witness does not know about any personal relationship between Rep. Bishop
and Mr. Sillerman.

The witness has never met Rep. Bishop. Rep. Bishop ran against his brother in-law in 2002 for a
congressional seat.

Mr. Semler called and emailed Grucei in February 2012 because he was interested in a fireworks
display for his son’s bar mitzvah. He sent a deposit in sometime in late February. From that
point on it was the witness’s job to follow-up with Mr. Semler and make sure Grucci got paid.

The witness stated that everything seemed to be going perfect when the coast guard denied
permits for the fireworks show. In previous years the coast guard had a sixty or ninety day
requirement for filing paperwork but at that time the deadline changed to 120 days before the
event, the paperwork had to be filed. It was then the witness’s job to make the client aware of
complications.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

8. Ed Rubio kept Mr. Semler informed as well and looked for other possibilities. The most viable
option was off Mr. Semler’s rooftop.

9. The witness stated that it was established that the display could be done off the rooftop even
though a piping plover nest was within the legal limits of the display.

10. The witness was shown document [AG 000006]. The witness stated that he believed this email
reinforces a phone call he had with Mr. Semler earlier. The witness thought that this was his way
of letting Ed and Donna Grucci know that Fred Havemeyer was interceding. The witness stated
that the Southampton Town Trustees have sway as to whether something can happen in town.

11. The witness believed that the denial of holding the fireworks display in Mr. Semler’s pond came
from Mr. Havemeyer. Usually the fire marshal is in the lead on whether this can be done but this
was the first time Mr. Havemeyer and the Town Trustees were involved.

12. The witness stated that he described obtaining the permit as a “longshot” in the email because
events are never approved when there is a piping plover issue. When asked why a permit was
issued in this case the witness stated that he was shocked that it was.

13. The witness was not involved in communications with the NY Department of Environmental
Conservation. The witness did not speak to the Southampton fire marshal regarding Mr.
Semler’s event. And the witness did not speak to anyone at the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
regarding Mr. Semler’s event.

14. The witness was shown document [AG 000023]. The witness recalled the email and was sure
that he and Mr. Semler talked over the phone as well. He usually has an email to backup a phone
conversation.

15. In the witness’s experience, he has never seen a congressman get involved in obtaining fireworks
permits.

16. The witness did not speak with Rep. Bishop about Mr. Semler’s event but could not recall I he
spoke to a member of his staff. The witness knows who Mark Copeland is but did not know who
Oliver Longwell was.

17. The witness stated that it is Ed Rubio’s job to obtain permits but as his boss, he monitors what is
going on. Nobody spoke to the witness about why the various government agencies would have
granted the permits for the event because that would have been Ed’s job.

18. The witness stated that Mr. Semler’s event was more difficult than other events he has worked
on in terms of getting permits and getting things done.

19. The witness was shown document [TB_000181]. The witness did not recall whether he received
this in text or email form but recalled receiving the message from Mr. Semler. The witness
stated that he did not change or manipulate any of the language in this message.

20. The witness stated that “our helpful congressman™ meant that Rep. Bishop was getting paid for
that he should do for free.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

21. The witness stated that he did not recall speaking with Mr. Semler by telephone after the event.
All communication was by email.

22. The witness was shown document [AG 000056]. The witness stated that he asked whether Mr.
Semler had to “pay” Rep. Bishop for his help out of curiosity. At the time Mr. Semler was
requesting a refund for the fireworks display.

23. The witness stated that it was obvious to him that the show would not have happened without
Rep. Bishop’s intervention because of the proximity to the plover’s nest.

24. The witness stated that he released some of the information shared between himself and Mr.
Semler to Diana Weir. Diana is a good friend, a local political person and was Randy
Altschuler’s campaign manager. Ms. Weir told the witness she released the information to news
outlets. The witness gave her the information because he considered the activity to be suspect.

This memorandum was prepared on May 1, 2013 after the interview was conducted on April 19, 2013, 1
certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 19, 2013.

Paul Solis
Investigative Counsel
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CONFIDENTIAL

IN RE:

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

Representative Tim Bishop

REVIEW No(s): 13-3308

DATE: April 18, 2013
LOCATION: 306 Cannon HOB
Washington, DC
TIME: 1:10 p.m. to 2:10 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Omar S. Ashmawy
Brian Svoboda

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
did not sign a written acknowledgement of the warning at the time of the interview.

The witness was asked about several individuals.

Mr. Bob Sillerman is one of the witness’s closest friends since 1978, He is one of the people that
when the witness first began running for Congress helped him. He had a formal title of “finance
chair.” However, Mr. Sillerman transitioned to an informal or inactive role since the 2006 cycle.
Mr. Sillerman was never dismissed from his role as finance chair and his title was never taken
away. At one point there used to be stationary with his title on it, but that stationary hasn’t been
used in some time.

Mr. Sillerman continues to be involved with the campaign primarily through an annual
fundraising event he holds at his house in the district. He has also held fundraisers at his home in
Manhattan. In addition, he will — from time to time — suggest individuals to the witness to solicit
for campaign contributions. The witness estimated that this may happen about ten times per
year, but stated that it was just a guess.

Mr. Sillerman does no work with the Congressional office.

The witness didn’t know Mr. Eric Semler and had never heard his name before Mr. Sillerman
asked for his help with the fireworks display, to “secure a permit for him.” The witness now
knows that Mr. Semler had a business relationship with Mr. Sillerman.

The witness had never heard of Mr. Semler prior to the May 21, 2012 email from Mr. Sillerman,
containing a forwarded email from Mr. Semler.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

8. Ms. Molly Bishop has no title or role with the witness’s congressional office, as it would violate
ethics rules to employ family members.

9. Ms. Bishop is the witness’s New York State and Long Island based fundraiser since 2002, She
handles everything to do with personal solicitations and fundraising events that are Long Island
based. She also pays all the bills and does all the bookkeeping for the witness’s campaign
committee, Bishop for Congress. She also sends everything to the campaign’s Federal Election
Commission compliance person.

10. The witness also has a Washington, DC based fundraiser, Molly Allen & Associates.

11. The witness was shown an email (TB_000002).

12. The witness was familiar with the conversation. The witness was asked if the email address
shown as “zzBishop, Timothy” was his email address. The witness stated that he did not know.
It appeared to be, but is actual email address 1s TimothyHR2700(@mail.house.gov. However,
“zzBishop, Timothy” is how it appears when printed.

13. This email is the first time the witness heard of Mr. Semler. This email is the cover “memo’™ as
following it was Mr. Semler’s email to Mr. Sillerman outlining his predicament.

14. The witness was asked what help he could have provided, and replied that he did not know. At
this time he did not know what the problem was or who the permitting authority was, if it was a
timing problem, or if the event was in violation of laws and regulations.

15. The reference to “membership™ is a joke. As is the reference to what Jews do at bar mitzvahs.

16. Mr. Sillerman has a very nice home on the beach in Long Island and opens his home to the
witness and his family every weekend in the summer. He teases the witness that he and the other
families who are invited have a membership in the “FoonDune Beach Club.” “Foon™ is Mr.
Sillerman’s nickname. “Dune™ is a reference to the fact the house is on the beach.
Approximately 7-8 families are invited to the house each weekend. The witness goes as his
schedule allows.

17. After receiving the email, the witness notified Mr. Oliver Longwell, who works in his district
office, and Mr. Mark Copeland, who works in the Washington, DC office.

18. He then called Fred Havermayer to find out what was going on. The witness has known Mr.
Havemayer for 40 years. His conversation with Mr. Havemeyer was approximately 2-3 minutes.

19. The witness was shown email (TB_000003).

20. The witness sent the email to Ms. Bishop because when he received it he was sitting across from
Ms. Bishop, making fundraising calls at the Long Island Office, and he prefers to work with
paper. The witness did not remember having any conversation with Ms. Bishop about this
matter,

21. The witness was shown email (TB 000005).
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22.

23.

24.

25

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.
34.

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

The witness explained that his memory is that Mr. Semler’s email to Mr. Sillerman referred to
Mr. Havemeyer, a Southampton Town Trustee, which led the witness to believe that matter was
within the purview of the Trustees, but before the witness called Mr. Havemeyer he wanted
additional information in order to be better informed. So he wanted to speak with Mr. Semler
first.

The witness recalled speaking with Mr. Semler early in the evening of May 21, 2012. The
witness asked Mr. Semler for a rundown of what was going on so that he could then call Mr.
Havemeyer.

Mr. Semler asked the witness to help him get the permit for the fireworks display. Mr. Semler
was full of anger with the Grucci company for the way the handles this matter.

After speaking with Mr. Semler, the witness thinks he called Mr. Havemeyer the next morning.

The witness does not remember specifically, but he believes that he asked Mr. Havemeyer to
describe what was going on, in a 2-3 minute conversation. The witness assumed that’s what Mr.
Havemeyer did.

It was after this conversation that the witness then looped in Mr. Longwell and Mr. Copeland for
the first time.

At first, the witness thought the problem was just a timing issue and thought it was done after
speaking with Mr. Havemeyver. However, he learned later that there was also a Fish and Wildlife
issue.

The witness did not remember what Mr. Havemeyer specific response was. The witness did not
remember requesting anything of Mr. Havemeyer.

The witness recalled one conversation with Mr. Semler with confidence — the one on May 21,
2012. There may have been one on May 22, 2012, but the witness was not certain. There may
have also been another conversation later in the week on Thursday or Friday, but the witness
could not be sure.

Asked about the content of those conversations, the witness explained that in the second
conversation he relayed to Mr. Semler that he was “good to go™ because they thought it was a
town issue and it was resolved after speaking with Mr. Havemeyer.

Later in the week, the witness received an email from Mr. Semler late in the evening saying that
there was a big problem.

The witness was shown an email (TB_000008).

In this email the witness was telling Mr. Sillerman that they were “good to go.” He was relaying
to Mr. Sillerman the information that he had relayed to Mr. Semler. He was informing Mr.
Sillerman because Mr. Sillerman was the person who had brought the matter to the witness
attention.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44,

45.
46.
47.

48.

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

The reference to the “mailman™ was a reference to a basketball player, Carl “The Mailman”™
Malone. It was a running joke between Mr. Sillerman and Mr. Semler for several years. When
the witness was the provost at Southampton College and Mr. Sillerman was the chancellor at the
school they would ask each other for things. When they accomplished what the other had asked
for, they would say that.

The witness asked for Mr. Sillerman to solicit a contribution from Mr. Semler because just as
Mr. Sillerman would suggest people to the witness for solicitations, Mr. Sillerman would
occasionally solicit people on the witness’s behalf.

The witness was in “full on fundraising mode,” and had just learned about a wealthy person in
his district, so he asked Mr. Sillerman to solicit him at some point.

Asked why he didn’t ask Ms. Bishop to do it, the witness stated that he did not know. He did not
have a specific reason. He thought he did it because Mr. Sillerman was the one with the
relationship with Mr. Semler, not the witness and not Ms. Bishop.

The significance of June 26, 2012 was that it was the end of the primary cycle in New York. Mr.
Semler and his wife could make a contribution of $5,000 each on or before June 26, 2012. After
June 26, 2012, they could only make a $2.500 contribution each.

The witness was shown email (TB 000009).

At the time, the witness assumed Mr. Sillerman had spoken to Mr. Semler, but he did not know.
Since then, the witness has looked over the emails and he does not know if Mr. Sillerman had a
conversation with Mr. Semler in the 11 minutes between emails.

The witness did not remember Ms. Bishop telling him that she reached out to Mr. Semler on
May 23, 2012. The witness remembers giving Ms. Bishop Mr. Semler’s name and email and
telling her that Mr. Sillerman suggested that she should follow up. This occurred in Ms.
Bishop’s office in Long Island.

The witness recalls telling Ms. Bishop, “This is a guy who wants to help us.”

The witness does not think he had any conversation with Mr. Sillerman about Mr. Semler until
everyone learned about the news article in Politico. There may have been some emails that
referenced Mr. Semler, but definitely no conversation.

The witness 1s shown email (TB_000017).
This email is the email the witness referred to earlier that Mr. Semler sent at 10:35pm.

The witness did not remember if he made the call to the New York Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) or if Mr. Copeland called. It may have been the witness or Mr. Copeland.

The witness was asked about the reference to “T’ll see what I can do.” The witness stated that he
did not know what he could do. He was just going to sce if “there was any give there” because
the DEC had limited the fireworks display to a height of ten feet, which is low for a fireworks
display. The witness recalled that there was.
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49.

50.

51.

52.
33.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

The witness did not reach out to Fish and Wildlife. Mr. Copeland did that because he had more
interaction with David Stilwell on a day to day basis.

The witness did not remember the specifics of whether Mr. Copeland and Mr. Longwell were
providing updates to him, but it was “hard to stay away from it.” As a result, the witness may
have been the one initiating updates.

Constituents do not email the witness personally as a matter of course. Lots of people have the
witness’s personal email, but few have his government email. The witness assumes that Mr.
Sillerman gave the government email to Mr. Semler.

The witness 1s shown email (TB_000043).

The witness did not know why Mr. Semler emailed the witness but addressed it to “Molly.” The
witness guessed that Mr. Semler hit reply from the witness’s earlier email to Mr. Semler, but
thought he was replying to Ms. Bishop’s email to Mr. Semler of May 23, 2012. However, that
was just a “deduction” on his part.

The witness sent the email to Ms. Bishop with an “FYT” because it was addressed to her, but he
also went over to Ms. Bishop and orally told her not to follow up with Mr. Semler because the
witness was uncomfortable that there was conversation about fundraising on a government
email.

The witness was asked to explain why Ms. Bishop followed up with Mr. Semler after the witness
told her not to. The witness explained that he told her not to follow up ““at that time.”

The follow up that Ms. Bishop sent out was “boiler plate emails.”

The witness confirmed that Mr. Semler made a contribution to his campaign on June 26, 2012,
He knows it was June 26th because Ms. Bishop told him it was June 26th. She “probably” told
him personally.

It was the closing day of the cycle and they were watching the contribution activity very closely.

The witness was asked about his quotes made in the Politico news article on August 15, 2012.
The witness stated that the quotes were approximately what he said.

Some people for whom the witness’s office has done casework have made contributions. The
witness’s office has successfully completed 15,000 cases. The witness stated that it is a “limited
universe, so it happens.”

There have been times when checks have been received with thank you notes. They have
returned those checks.

The witness was asked why he asked Mr. Sillerman to solicit Mr. Semler for a contribution in
email (TB_000008). The witness stated that he did not think it was a timing issue. He knows
who is, and he knows how he operates. What they did for Mr. Semler is what they’ve done for
thousands of people. The witness did not think: “T did something for you so know you owe me
dough.”
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

63. It never occurred to the witness that he was comingling an official act with “donors.” What did
oceur to him, concerning Mr. Semler’s email (TB 000043), was that he did not like discussing
fundraising on a government email. So he wanted a cooling off period. The witness did not
know what the right length of a cooling off period was, but that is why.

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 afier the interview was conducted on April 18, 2013. 1
certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 18, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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-----Original Message----- From: "ERIC SEMLER (TCS CAPITAL MANAGEME)" Date:
Men, 21

May 2012 13:50:16 To: Subject: fireworks bob -- thanks so much for offering to help
with the

firewarks for my son's bar mitzvah. the event is this saturday night in sagaponack.
grucci failed to get

our application with the coast guard filed in time -- they reguire 135 days notice and
we gave anly 65

days even though i signed a contract with grucei last november. we cant do the show
on the beach in

fromt of our house because the plovers are nesting thers so grucci wantsto do itina
small pond on the

other side of our house. we were told that we need southampton trustees
permission and grucci told me

to call fred havermeyer who is in charge of the waterways and apparently would be
the key guy o

approve. clearly time is of the essence and i am not sure if | should call fred today or
wait for

congressman bishop to help, thanks again and sorry to drag you into this. eric
Maolly Bishop

Tim Bishop for Congress

(6313451 - 1N
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zzBishoy, Timothy

From: Rober: Sillerman [l functioness com

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 2:13 P2

To: 2z2Rishop, Timolly

Ce: Edc Semfar

Subisct: S firavanrks

Aftachmeis: ail bedy il magedt pog: SCS3EE7F-8544-4172-85E7-751802C6FCT g
Hey Tis:

The attached is s=lf explanatory.

Fucking plovers, tet’z just eat thea all,

Alternatively would veally appreciate anything you can do. This &z for £ric’s sons Sar
Mitavah. That's an ouent where Jous Y anst outde one asother by Spending 25 wurh momey az
possible,

Thanks for the heip. | may ot revioke your membership £F you get this done.
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zzBishop, Timothy

From: 228shop, Temothy

Sont: Monday, May 21, 2012 3:20 P

T I cbeonsutivg.arg

Subjact: Py firgwiorlis

Attachirients: 3kt Bodyhiol; enags001 png GUNIEZTE-BE44-41 22855 7. 78 19020650 Df.ang

Flease open sttachuents and peint oul.

se--= Original Xecsage ...

From: ' Rotert Sidlermsn (GY < cionsing com]
Sent: Moraday, May 21, 2813 92:13 P

tor fiBishop, Tiaothy

ce: Eric Semier RS ooshors nets
Supiect; Fur fireworks

Hey Tim;

Fuckiag plovers, Let's just eat them all. -
Alternatively would reaily appreciate anything yuu can de. This is for Sric's cons Bur

Hitzvan., That's an event wiera Jowe tey and outde ore snother by spendiag as much ey Az
possible.

The attached i zeld cxplanatenry

i

Tharks fair the help. I may =57 revcke your mepbership if you get this doos,

G - 000003
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IN RE:

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

Representative Bishop’s Finance Director

REVIEW No(s): 13-3308

DATE: April 4, 2013
LOCATION: 31 Oak Street
Patchogue, NY
TIME: 9:40 a.m. to 10:55 a.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Omar S. Ashmawy
Brian Svoboda (counsel)

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and she consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
did not sign a written acknowledgement of the warning at the time of the interview.

The witness’s position is Finance Director with Tim Bishop for Congress, the campaign
committee for Rep. Tim Bishop. She has held the position for 10 years.

Her duties are to oversee all fundraising activities and she is responsible for all financial matters,
such as bills, etc. She supervises two consultants, a Washington DC PAC fundraiser and a
Federal Election Commission compliance professional.

The witness manages all local PAC activities.

The witness has a consulting company, MCB Consulting. The company provides services
relating to political fundraisers. The company has had clients other than Tim Bishop for
Congress over the vears. All of her other clients have been local, not federal.

The witness thinks her company was formed in 2006. Prior to forming the company, she held a
paid position, as opposed to a 1099, with the campaign.

The witness is Rep. Bishop’s daughter.

She does no work for Rep. Bishop’s congressional staff, nor does she do any non-paid or
volunteer work for the Congressional office.

The witness’s interaction with Rep. Bishop’s congressional staff is limited to scheduling. She
has occasion to ask about Rep. Bishop’s schedule or ask that time be held for fundraising events.
Also occasionally people leave messages on her voicemail that belong to the congressional
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office. Also, on occasion, people will ask about Rep. Bishop’s position on issues and the witness
will call and ask the Chief of Staff.

The witness does not know Mr. Eric Semler, however, she knew of him. They never met or
interacted in anyway prior to the campaign solicitation. The witness did not know who Mr.
Semler was prior to the fireworks event. The witness did not know of any personal relationship
between Rep. Bishop and Mr. Semler.

Mr. Bob Sillerman is a close family friend and has been for the witness’s whole life — for 34/35
years. For the past few years Mr. Sillerman has not had any role in the campaign committee,
though he has opened his home for fundraising events every cycle.

In the early days Mr. Sillerman helped introduce Rep. Bishop to political donors in New York
City. Back then, he was referred to as their finance chair. Now, on occasion, while it is not
official, they refer to Mr. Sillerman as their finance chair if they are corresponding with someone
they know through him.

Mr. Sillerman is not paid by the campaign and has never been paid by the campaign. He is not
authorized to speak on the campaign’s behalf. The witness stated that if Mr. Sillerman finds out
someone has a house in the Hamptons, he will tell that person to contribute money to Rep.
Bishop’s campaign.

Regarding the Semler fireworks event, the witness knew that sometime at the end of May, Rep.
Bishop was helping someone with a fireworks permit. The witness did not know the name of the
person. It was casually mentioned to the witness by Rep. Bishop that Grucei “screwed this guy
over.”

Rep. Bishop told the witness that Mr. Sillerman had a colleague or friend who had a contract
with Grucci and they hadn’t submitted the application for a permit. The witness recalled only
one casual conversation and did not remember when it took place.

By “helping” the witness thought that all that was required was that they had missed the deadline
to submit the application and would Rep. Bishop be helpful to ask the town to still review the
application.

At this point, all knowledge on the part of the witness was based on the one conversation she had
with Rep. Bishop. She did not speak with Mr. Sillerman.

The witness was shown email [TB_000011]. The witness confirmed she wrote the email. The
email is an example of using Mr. Sillerman’s title as finance director, because she did not know
Mr. Semler except through Mr. Sillerman.

The witness did not know if she had a conversation with Rep. Bishop prior to this email.

Rep. Bishop told the witness that Mr. Sillerman told him that she should follow up with Mr.
Semler because they want to make a contribution. Rep. Bishop told the witness to send an email
to Mr. Semler because Mr. Sillerman told him that he wants to contribute the maximum and he
needs to know how.

MOI - Page 2 of 5 OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS

13-3308_0050



CONFIDENTIAL

21

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

The witness did not remember when this conversation would have occurred. It would have been
sometime in late May because of the reference to contributing the maximum for the primary and
general election cycle.

At this point, the witness did not know that Mr. Semler was the person involved with the
fireworks issue.

Sometime in June Mr. Sillerman asked the witness if Mr. Semler ever made a contribution. The
witness told Mr. Sillerman no, she did not think so. Mr. Sillerman said to send Mr. Semler
another email. This conversation was at a social event. The witness did not remember which
one. She recalled it as a gathering of mutual friends. Rep. Bishop was not a party to this
conversation.

During this in-person conversation, Mr. Sillerman did not mention fireworks or Grucci to the
witness. This conversation was the only time the witness spoke to Mr. Sillerman on this issue.

The witness stated that Mr. Sillerman has over the years — about eight or nine times over the last
six years — connected contributors to the campaign.

Mr. Semler ultimately made a contribution to the campaign. The witness thought it was a joint
contribution for $3,000 total, from Mr. Semler and his wife. The witness thinks it was made
online. When asked how she knew about Mr. Semler’s wife’s interest in contributing, the
witness stated that she thought Rep. Bishop told her.

Mr. Semler has made no other contribution to the campaign.

The witness was shown email [TB 000043]. The email is a forward from Rep. Bishop to the
witness. The witness’s recollection is that she spoke to Rep. Bishop by phone before she
received the email. She remembers opening up the email after knowing about it.

Rep. Bishop had received the email on his government account and he wanted her to know not to
respond to anything on this chain of correspondence. He also let her know that he was not going
to respond to the email because he didn’t like that it was going to his government account. Rep.
Bishop felt uncomfortable about it.

The witness stated that she did not like it either because she did not understand why Mr. Semler
was emailing Rep. Bishop about a contribution. “FYT” referred to the fact that Rep. Bishop
wanted the witness to see the email because he wanted her to know and did not want her to
respond to it.

Despite the fact that the email is addressed to “Molly,” the witness did not receive the email. Tt
went only to Rep. Bishop. The witness did not know if Mr. Semler meant to send it to the
witness.

Next, the witness did nothing. She put Mr. Semler on a list of people who might be helpful but
did not want to communicate with him for a while.

The witness was shown email [TB 000049]. The witness recalled the email. The witness stated
that they were getting close to the end of the quarter and she was sending follow up emails. She
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did not remember if the email was a result of the conversation she had with Mr. Sillerman in
June. The witness did not remember if the conversation with Mr. Sillerman was before or after
this email. Mr. Semler did not respond to the email.

The witness was shown email [TB 000050]. The witness wrote this email. She sent out several
emails like this on the day of this email and the day before to people. The language in the email
was copied, pasted, and forwarded to a “couple dozen people.” Other people would have
received the same language.

Comparing the three emails sent to Mr. Semler, the first email was the more tailored one because
she references Mr. Sillerman. The term “follow up” in the second email to Mr. Semler would
have been typical language.

The witness was asked about her knowledge of the following individuals.

Ms. Lisa Santeramo was the campaign manager. She was on leave at the time from the
congressional staff where she had been the district director. She is no longer with the campaign
or the congressional staff.

Mr. Bobby Pierce is the campaign communications director. He has no role on the congressional
staff.

Mr. Peter Spiro is Rep. Bishop’s Chief of Staff. He still holds that position. He held no paid
position with the campaign. He does not volunteer for the campaign, but when “major things are
happening we let him know.” He plays a role in major campaign decisions.

The witness did not know exactly what Mr. Eric Rotundi’s role was. He was a field director, but
also at some point did work for other campaigns and started working for the party.

Mr. John Schneider was a former staff member. He left the congressional staff in December
2011. He held the position of Deputy Chief of Staff, based in the district. In 2006 he was
manager for the campaign.

Mr. Jon Vogel was a partner in the media consulting firm the campaign had to produce television
commereials.

Mr. Ed Peavy was a consultant at the mail consulting firm hired by the campaign.

The witness was shown email [TB 00058]. The witness confirmed that he email address was
reflected in the email.

The witness knows now that Mr. Copeland and Mr. Longwell were copied on the email because
they had assisted with the fireworks issue. She did not know that at the time of their assistance.

She became aware of it after the reporter from Politico called the office. After phone call “we
did an information dump of what everyone knew.”

Reference to “campaign chairman” was a reference to Mr. Sillerman.
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48. “We were happy to do what we could” means that Rep. Bishop’s office helps everybody and did
not include anything the witness did for Mr. Semler.

49. The witness thinks this email was written on the first day they learned of this. “My response
here is not a well thought out response.”

50. The witness thinks it was a matter of the timing of the application.

51. At this point — at the point of the email — the witness did not know to what extent Rep. Bishop’s
office helped Mr. Semler.

52. Reference to the campaign chairman soliciting was a reference meaning that “we knew that he
wanted to make a contribution.”

53. The witness stated that Mr. Sillerman sometimes exaggerates.

54. The witness was shown email [TB_000192]. The email address belongs to the witness. The
witness stated that they thought Mr. Semler was dishonest at this point. Mr. Semler
misrepresented his dealings with the campaign and with Rep. Bishop to Grucci. She stated that
Mr. Semler acted as if he had to make a donation to claim a refund for his fireworks contact. It
was not the case that he had to.

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 after the interview was conducted on April 4, 2013.

I certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 4, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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zzBishop, Timothy

From: 2fishep, Timothy

Sent: Harday, May 21, 2012 450 PM
To: e tionging ooy

Subisct: He: Hiroworks

doli-can you get me Erdc’s contect indo. want 1o speak oith Bis before T call the Town
Trusteas I have 2 very good relstionship with Mavermeyer, o T thisk T <an help.

----- Uriginal Massage -----

Feea: fobert Silterman [ o ioning . cond
Sent! Menday, May 11, 2012 62:13 PM

Fo: zzBishop, Tiecthy

Le: Eric Sesler (ERCOLoonberg, nets
Subjact: Fw: fireworks

tizy Tim:

The attschad is self sxplanatory. .

Fucking plovers. Let's just =21 them 3ll.

Alternatively would really appreciste spything you ¢sn do. This 45 for Eric's sons Bas
#itzvah, That's an event whers lesis Ty and outdo one anothar by spending as much meney as
possible,

Thankt for the heip, I may not revole your sembership 1 you 28t this done.
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OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

IN RE: Representative Bishop’s Communications Director
REVIEW No(s): 13-3308
DATE: April 4, 2013
LOCATION: 31 Oak Street
Patchogue, NY
TIME: 11:10 a.m. to 12:01 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Omar S. Ashmawy
Brian Svoboda (counsel)

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
did not sign a written acknowledgement of the warning at the time of the interview.

The witness is the Communications Director for Representative Bishop. He has held that
position since January 2012. Prior to being the Communications Director, the witness was the
Press Secretary for the office. The witness also previously worked as a Legislative
Correspondent and intern for Representative Bishop’s office.

As Communications Director, the witness is the point of contact with press, writes press releases,
manages the website, and staffs the Member at certain meetings. The witness also explained that
because it is a small office, he sometimes handles “inter-governmental” issues that involve
multiple government agencies. He does this “pretty often™ and estimated that 70% of his time 1s
spent working on his duties as Communications Director and 30% of his time is spent working
on inter-governmental issues.

The witness has only done volunteer work for Representative Bishop’s campaign. He will
occasionally volunteer to be “another set of eyes™ on campaign materials and on press issues,
including the issue that is the subject of this review.

The witness knew Ms. Molly Bishop but never worked with her on “official duties™ and has
never discusses any official functions of the congressional office with her, such as casework and
such. The witness thought her title was Financial Director for the campaign.

The witness knew of Mr. Eric Semler, but did know him personally. He knew of Mr. Semler
mostly by reading about him in the press. He knew that Mr. Semler was a wealthy constituent of
Representative Bishop, a home owner in the district, and works in finance.
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The witness also knew that Mr. Semler was a constituent because of a casework issue was
“referred to [him] by the Congressman.”

The witness knows of Mr. Bob Sillerman. He knows that Representative Bishop and Mr.
Sillerman have a very close relationship that dates to their time as colleagues at Southampton
College. Representative Bishop and Mr. Sillerman are close personal, family friends.

The witness does not know what Mr. Sillerman’s official title is as it relates to his role with
Representative Bishop’s campaign, but her knows that he was a “senior person on the
committee™ assisting with fundraising. When asked to explain what assisting with fundraising
meant, the witness stated that he did not know a lot about that.

The witness was then asked to explain what he knew about the events surrounding the Semler
fireworks display.

The witness explained that he is “not a caseworker really” and that he didn’t have a portfolio like
other caseworkers. The witness thought that Representative Bishop came to him. He
remembered that he and Representative Bishop were speaking that day about some matter
relating to the press and that the witness just happened to be in the room.

Representative Bishop gave the witness an email address and asked the witness to reach out to
Mr. Semler about his request.

The witness did not remember exactly what Representative Bishop said to him. The witness
remembered that the issue was time sensitive and that it dealt with environmental permits. The
witness also remembered that it was “less time than we like to have with inter-governmental issues.”

Representative Bishop did not mention Mr. Sillerman in this conversation.

The witness was tasked to contact Mr. Semler by email, get details on his situation, and then
begin working as an inter-governmental liaison to satisfactorily bring the issue to a close.

The witness did not remember specifically what his email to Mr. Semler said, but it would have
been something like “T was asked by Representative Bishop to reach out to you...”

The witness received a long chain of emails from Mr. Semler that contained emails from the
Southampton Trustees, Fish and Wildlife, and the fireworks vendor.

The witness was asked if the request from Representative Bishop was typical. The witness
replied that to the extent that this was an environmental request, it was standard. The particular
circumstances were somewhat notable as not a lot of people have fireworks at their parties. But
the matter was not atypical in the substance of the request.

The witness was asked what the overall issue was. The witness stated that he thought it was the
firework vendor’s job to secure the permits and that did not happen in a time manner. The
witness also stated that the short notice — i.e. the timing of the request — was “relevant.”

The witness did not think he had any phone calls with Mr. Semler.
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The witness explained that he forwarded emails to Mr. Mark Copeland. Mr. Copeland was more
experienced with intergovernmental issues and, while the witness may have made some
preliminary contacts with some agencies, Mr. Copeland was to be the point of contact on this
issue. This particular was more in Mr. Copeland’s portfolio.

Also, although the witness did not remember specifically, the witness thought Representative
Bishop asked the witness to loop Mr. Copeland in.

When asked about is contacts with government agencies, the witness explained that he had
recently refreshed his recollection.

The witness remembered a brief call with Mr. Peter Scully at the New Y ork State Department of
Environmental Conservation to alert him of the office’s interest in this particular matter. The witness
thinks Mr. Scully told the witness that he would look into it and get back to the witness’s office.

That ig all the witness remembered about agency contacts. He did not remember much about
agency contacts, in general, and did not remember if Mr. Scully called the witness or Mr.
Copeland back. However, the witness knows that Mr. Scully got back to the office.

When asked what the issues were, the witness explained that the main issue was the differences
between a pyrotechnic display and a fireworks display and that the reason this was an issue was
the piping plover — a bird with a habit in the region. The witnesses understanding was that the
large scope of the display they were hoping to have would unduly burden the plover. As a result,
the question was whether the display could be reduced to meet everyone’s interest.

When asked where this understanding would have come from, the witness stated that he would
have stayed abreast of the issue by email — as he was copied on “a lot” of emails — and maybe
phone calls. The witness stated that it was hard to explain, but that it was mostly emails that he
was copied on.

Representative Bishop would not have provided the details of the issue to the witness.

When asked if he had any contact with the Southampton Town Trustees, the witness stated that
he did not remember, but possibly.

The witness was shown email [TB 000031]. The witness recalled the email. The witness stated
that a lot of that he just said and his recollections were reflected in this email. He confirmed that
the top of the email shows that Representative Bishop emailed the witness.

The witness did not think he communicated with Fireworks by Grucci, the vendor at issue,
because the witness was transferring everything to Mr. Copeland. The witness stated that while
he did not remember, if he did communicate with the vendor it would probably have been by
email as opposed to a phone call. Based in the email chain, someone communicated with the
vendor -- it was either the witness or Mr. Copeland — probably Mr. Copeland.

The witness was asked about the frequency of emails he received from Representative Bishop on
this subject. He witness states that there were other emails from Representative Bishop, but he
did not know how many more of these suggestions from the Member came to him. The witness
stated, “Maybe a couple more.” The communication from the Member would have been by
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email, generally. The Member was in the district office at the time, so there may have been
conversations, but the witness did not remember the details of the interactions.

The witness was asked about the office’s “goal.” The witness stated that the goal was to find a
way that the celebration could be enhanced by the fireworks without violating the laws and
directives that protect the plovers. It became clear that the solution was a redesigned display.

It was the witness’s decision to contact Mr. Scully.

When asked about contacts with Fish and Wildlife, the witness stated that all he recalled was the

“cc’s.” Mr. Copeland had developed a strong relationship with Mr. Dave Stillwell, an employee
of the Fish and Wildlife agency and so Mr. Copeland would have contacted him.

When asked if he would have mentioned Mr. Semler by name to Mr. Scully, the witness
explained that he would have had to — so that everyone knew what we were referencing, The
witness thought that would have been the way they would have referred to this issue.

The witness was asked to explain what happened next.

The witness stated that he did not know how much Representative Bishop’s office was involved
in hammering out the compromise. The witness thought that was primarily with the vendor and
the agencies.

The stated that “we expressed our interest and that we wanted to play a liaison role”

The witness explained that ultimately the fireworks display was scaled down. Exactly how it
was scaled down, he did not know. He was not involved and he did not think Mr. Copeland was
involved.

The witness thought that Representative Bishop would have learned about the resolution of the
issue when Mr. Stillwell sent an email to Mr. Copeland, that the witness was copied on, and the
witness then forwarded to Representative Bishop or told him in person. Representative Bishop
told the witness, “Fantastic. Good job.”

The witness explained that the time sensitive nature of this was what made it a constituent
service issue.

The witness was asked what effect Representative Bishop’s office had on this issue. The witness
stated that he thought they “restarted the process™ and got everyone “to resolve a resolvable issue
in a tight time frame.” He also stated that ““without our involvement it might not have happened.”

The witness was asked about the office’s reaction to the news story in Politico that made this
matter public. The witness stated that the office was concerned that the issue would be a focus
of the campaign and that as an office they would have to be prepared that the office’s official
operations would be perceived as politicized.

The witness was asked about the emails in the Politico news story between Mr. Semler and
Grucci that were referenced in the article. The witness stated that he had been provided a pdf
copy of the emails prior to publication by the article’s author. When he saw them, the witness
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was “stunned.” Before seeing the emails, the witness knew nothing about any interactions
between Mr. Sillerman and Mr. Semler or between Ms. Bishop and Mr. Semler.

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 after the interview was conducted on April 4, 2013. 1
certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 4, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

Representative Bishop’s then Legislative Director

REVIEW No(s): 13-3308

DATE: April 16, 2013
LOCATION: 425 Third Street, SW
Washington, DC
TIME: 2:05 PM to 2:50 PM (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Brian Svoboda

Paul Solis
Michael Carnevale

SUMMARY': The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. A copy of
the warning was retained by counsel to the witness.

The witness was the Legislative Director of Representative Tim Bishop’s Congressional office
between 2008 and 2012.

The witness had been employed by Representative Bishop’s Congressional office from 2003
until September or October 2012. He began as a Staff Assistant, and then worked as a
Legislative Correspondent, a Legislative Assistant, and a Senior Legislative Assistant, before
becoming the Legislative Director in 2008.

The witness never worked as a paid employee of Representative Bishop’s campaign committee.
However, he was a volunteer worker on several of Bishop’s campaigns, comprising all House
campaigns from 2004 through 2012. He also volunteered for campaign work for other elected
officials. Although the witness did not receive a salary, the witness was reimbursed for travel
costs related to his campaign work for Bishop.

The witness worked closely with Oliver Longwell during his time at Representative Bishop’s
office. Longwell is the Communications Director for Bishop’s Congressional office. The
witness never directly supervised Longwell, although Longwell did have some legislative
responsibilities that the witness would have some degree of oversight of,

Molly Bishop is Representative Bishop’s daughter, and his Long Island campaign liaison. She
has had some role on Bishop’s campaign committee the entire time the witness worked for
Bishop. Molly never had any legislative or Congressional responsibilities that the witness is
aware of.
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7. When the witness volunteered on Representative Bishop’s campaign, Molly Bishop did not
supervise him. The witness was more involved in policy and field work, and Molly was more
involved in fund raising, so their responsibilities did not overlap significantly.

8. The witness has never met Eric Semler. He only knows that Semler is a constituent. He knows
there was a party at Semler’s house related to a Bar Mitzvah. The witness was tasked with
helping to resolve Semler’s constituent issue.

9. It was Representative Bishop and Pete Spiro, the Chief of Staff, who tasked the witness with
trying to resolve the Semler matter. The witness recalls discussing it with both of them, but does
not remember which of them came to him first.

10. The witness indicated that Representative Bishop told him there was an issue with the
constituent’s Bar Mitzvah, and that he would like the witness “to look into it” to resolve a
constituent problem. The witness was also provided with an e-mail exchange involving Semler.
The witness does not recall who turned the e-mail exchange over to him.

11. The witness updated both Spiro and Representative Bishop as he progressed on the Semler
matter, which is typical on issues the witness would work on. Neither Bishop nor Spiro gave
specific instructions on what to do other than to look into the issue. The witness had some
latitude as to how to resolve the problem to the benefit of the constituent.

12. The witness is not aware of any other relationship between Representative Bishop and Semler
beyond being a constituent.

13. The witness knows Bob Sillerman as an old friend of Representative Bishop. The witness has
met Sillerman on approximately two occasions. Sillerman never worked on the Congressional
side as far as the witness knows. Sillerman has worked on the campaign side, and held
fundraisers for Representative Bishop and other elected officials. Sillerman might have held the
title of “Finance Chair” at some point. The witness does not know if Sillerman was paid for his
work on the Campaign Committee.

14. The witness described the problem with Semler’s fireworks permit as the result of someone at
the fireworks company making an error in requesting permits. They were unable to effectively
communicate with state and federal officials about the difference between fireworks and
pyrotechnics. There was some concern that plovers could be disturbed by the pyrotechnics in
question.

15. The witness learned of the crux of the problem by reading the e-mails he was provided with
between Grueci staff and others.

16. The witness started his work on the matter by speaking with staff at Grucci fireworks. They
explained what the problem was, and that the New York Department of Environmental
Conservation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service did not accept their explanations. The
witness does not recall the names of the Grucci staff he spoke with, except that he spoke with
two different men at different times, one of whom he believed was the supervisor of the other.
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17. The witness next reached out to a contact at the Fish and Wildlife Service, David Stilwell, in
order to attempt to facilitate a conversation between Fish and Wildlife, and Grucci Fireworks.
Grucci was then able to provide documentation that satisfied Fish and Wildlife, so that the
pyrotechnics event was able to proceed as planned. The witness had known Stilwell for several
years, and was the witness’s only contact for this matter at Fish and Wildlife. Stilwell
occasionally comes to Washington to discuss Fish and Wildlife issues.

18. Prior to sending the e-mail (FWS_0001-6), the witness had a phone conversation with David
Stilwell. The witness called him after speaking with Grucci to gauge the situation. He requested
that a conversation take place between Fish and Wildlife and Grucci Fireworks.

19. Stilwell wrote back to the witness in the e-mail (TB 000031-32). This was the next
communication after the witness’s e-mail to Stilwell. The witness does not recall asking Stilwell
to take specific actions. Since he understood the issue to be a miscommunication, the witness
thought it could be resolved if the two sides would speak, which is what he asked Stilwell to do.
The request was more “generic” like “hey can you guys reach out to Grucci™?

20. The witness collaborated with Oliver Longwell on the Semler matter, but the witness does not
recall whether Longwell forwarded any materials to the witness.

21. The witness does not recall having any direct contact himself with Semler.

22. In the e-mail (TB 000031), in the portion where Representative Bishop requests that that witness
reach out to Grucci fireworks, the witness believes he had already made initial contact with
someone from Grucei.

23. The witness does not recall speaking with anyone from the New York Department of
Environmental Conservation, but could have. Oliver Longwell primarily spoke with the DEC
staff.

24. During this period, Representative Bishop periodically followed up, possibly because this was a
time-sensitive case, and a holiday weekend. The witness would not characterize Bishop’s
follow-up as more or less than in other similar cases.

25. The witness identified the e-mail (TB 000035) as a message from Stilwell to the witness
indicating that the parties had communicated effectively with each other and were on their way
to resolving the problem. The witness contacted Grucci fireworks to confirm that they had the
same understanding before considering the matter resolved.

26. The witness knew that Grucci and the regulators had been communicating prior to his
involvement, but he doesn’t know to what extend the talks were productive. He believes that
Grucci was trying to scale back the pyrotechnic display after the original rejection of their permit
and was not getting a timely response. The witness describes his role in this matter as helping to
facilitate a timely response to Grucci’s request.

27. The witness sent a reply e-mail to Stilwell thanking him for his help, and he does not recall any
further contact with Fish and Wildlife about this matter. Usually if Fish and Wildlife agrees to a
permit, the NY DEC will follow suit.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

28. The witness wrote to Stilwell that Representative Bishop expressed deep appreciation for
Stilwell’s assistance. The witness does not recall if Bishop asked him to thank Stilwell or Fish
and Wildlife. Sometimes, the witness would speak on Representative Bishop’s behalf in
situations where he would merely be conveying goodwill. This might have been one of those
situations. There were also situations were Bishop would ask the witness to thank someone for
him, after which the witness would do so.

29. The witness has spoken in the past with Fred Havemeyer of the Southampton Town Trustees,
although he does not know Havemeyer personally. The witness does not recall discussing the
Semler matter with Havemeyer.

30. The witness does not recall helping any other constituent with fireworks or pyrotechnic issues
prior to this matter, nor does he recall any other Bishop staff members working on such a matter
for a constituent.

31. The witness does not recall Representative Bishop or Chief of Staff Spiro ever asking him to
contact a specific government agency about the Semler matter. He would paraphrase the
assignment as being more like “Take a look at this and see if you can help the constituent.” The
witness specialized in environmental issues. If the constituent problem was a veterans’ problem,
for example, another staffer would have likely been tasked to it.

32. The witness never heard anything about Mr. or Mrs. Semler making a campaign contribution or
potentially making one during the period of time when he was assisting with this issue. The first
time he learned of a contribution being involved was when a Politico reporter brought it to the
attention of Representative Bishop’s staff several months after the fireworks display.

33. Molly Bishop would sometimes be involved in conversations with the witness and other
congressional staff when press-related issues arose. She would sometimes be included in e-mail
exchanges among staff about non-legislative issues. Whether she would participate would
depend on the type of issue involved.

34. The witness summarized his role in the Semler matter as a facilitator of conversation between
parties that had previously not been communicating effectively.

This memorandum was prepared on April 16, 2013 afier the interview was conducted on April 16, 2013.
I certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on April 16, 2013.

Michael Carnevale
OCE Law Clerk
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cmo- Originsl Message «--..

From: Timothy rzBishop o) hoose. goy>
At: 5/21 18:48:48 R A

?wﬁ Sillerman has forwarded your concerns to me.
&n I ask you to call =2 at _—I 2 i — B ,

Town Trustess, eed 3 Httle more information before I call the
Lok forward to haaring from you.

CONFIDENTIAL 000006
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

IN RE: Southampton Town Trustee
REVIEW No(s): 13-3308
DATE: March 14, 2013
LOCATION: 116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968
TIME: 2:00 p.m. to 2:45 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Omar S. Ashmawy
Carl Benincasa, Assistant Town Attorney

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and she consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning:

L.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
signed a written acknowledgement of the warning, which will be placed in the case file in this
review.

The witness is a Southampton Town Trustee, an elected position that he has held for
approximately eight years. The witness is the Secretary/Treasurer of the board of trustees.

The witness duties, as Trustee, include all of the responsibilities contained in an originating
document called the “Dongan” patent. Those duties include serving as custodian of the town’s
natural resources. These resources include protected animal species.

The witness became involved in the approval process of the Semler firework display because the
Southampton Town Trustees administer the Piping Plover program. The Trustees employ a
Chief Plover Steward and hire three to five part-time employees to assist in the administration of
the program. The witness is the Trustee liaison to the Plover program.

The witness recalled that the Chief Plover Steward received a call from the Grucci company.
The witness became involved directly because there was a problem as a result of the presence of
Plover birds. The witness also recalled an issue with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation.

The witness recalled that he was “brought in” to this matter at the end when there was discussion
about putting the fireworks display near or on top of Mr. Semler’s house.

The witness stated that is was not unusual for the witness to be involved because many of the
homes on the beach, such as Mr. Semler’s, want to have events on the beach.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

8. When asked about his interactions with Fish and Wildlife, the stated that they speak and when
there is a problem they try to work out a way to protect the birds and allow for the owners to
exercise their property rights.

9. The witness explained that when a request for a fireworks display involves the Trustees, the
Trustees must give their “authorization.” This authorization is not a permit, but it is formal. The
witness is the primary person to who gives this formal authorization. He speaks to the other
Trustee, but they do not “get especially involved.” The authorization is a “routine thing.”

10. Regarding the request for a fireworks display by Mr. Semler, the witness recalls that there was a
difficulty. The first request was for a massive display near a pond bordering the beach. The
witness then recalled that the plan for the display may have started on the beach, then moved to
the pond, and then finally to the top of Mr. Semler’s house.

11. The problem with the plans was the Plovers. A fireworks display at the pond in the month of
May would create a problem with the health of the Plovers.

12. The witness recalled that toward the end “someone™ contacted the witness to see if he would talk
to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. As a result of this request,
the witness made and received calls from the Grucci company, Fish and Wildlife, and Mr.
Semler. The witness mostly spoke with the Grucci company and Fish and Wildlife. The witness
said he “facilitated” the efforts of the various parties.

13. The witness described his conversation with Mr. Semler as “very simple.” Mr. Semler wanted to
have a fireworks display and he asked if there was anything the witness could do. The witness
told Mr. Semler that he’d look into it.

14. The witness stated that he did not speak with Rep. Bishop. The witness recalled that Rep.
Bishop’s office called the witness’s office. The witness “thinks” he called them back. When
asked who from Rep. Bishop’s office called, the witness could not remember.

15. The witness did not remember if Mr. Semler referred to or brought up Rep. Bishop when the
witness spoke to Mr. Semler.

16. When asked if the witness eventually authorized the fireworks display, the witness stated that he
didn’t authorize anything because Mr. Semler decided to put the display on the roof of his house.
As a result, the witness would not have to get involved. The New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation still had jurisdiction, but the witness no longer did.

17. The witness then stated that “That’s nothing I wouldn’t do for anybody.”

18. The witness was asked again if he remember who he spoke when he returned the call to Rep.
Bishop’s office. The witness stated that he did not remember. However, he did remember that
he spoke to a man. He thought the man he spoke to was “young.”

19. The witness was asked if he remembered what the message said and what Rep. Bishop’s office
asked of the witness, if anything. The witness stated that he did not remember the message that
was left for him. However, the witness described it as “not unusual” — that “someone wanted to
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22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34,

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

have a party, that there was a problem, and is there anything you can do to help us or help Mr.
Semler to get through the red-tape with the Plover program.”

The witness was shown email [AG 000024].

The witness stated that “we did not call in conjunction. I called then he called.” The witness
stated that the email was correct. The witness called Mr. Semler to tell him it was okay. It was a
“courtesy.”

The witness was shown email [AG_000028].

After reviewing the email, the witness recalled speaking to Cheryl Kraft. The witness stated that
“out of politeness we go out of our way to help them.” They did not help them because of Rep.
Bishop or politics. The witness read the email as simply being courteous.

When asked about the substance of his conversation with Cheryl Kraft, the witness stated that he
could not remember. The conversation “didn’t stick” but it had to be about fireworks and the
Plovers.

The witness then stated that he did not do any political favors or anything he would not normally do.

When asked if he told anyone about the message from Rep. Bishop’s office, the witness first
stated no. Then he stated “I don’t know. Who would [ tell?” After some follow up questions,
the witness then stated “I’m sure I did” and that the substance of any comments would have been
that “there was some interest” in this matter.

The witness then stated, “Granted, Congressmen’s offices don’t call over here very often.”

The witness was then asked if when he spoke to Mr. Semler did the witness mention that Rep.
Bishop’s office called. The witness sated that he “didn’t think so. Maybe.” The witness later
stated that if he did mention the name, he did so “innocently.”

The witness then stated that there was a context to these communications. The context was that
there “was a critical time element to this™ and that “they were getting close to that time.”

When asked how often Rep. Bishop or his office contacts the witness about an issue, the witness
replied, “Never.”

The witness has known Rep. Bishop for approximately 30 years, but very distantly.

The witness did not know Mark Copeland or Oliver Longwell. The witness said that he had
never heard their names before, but it could have been one of them that called him.

The witness knows who Robert Sillerman is, but has never met him. The witness did not
remember receiving a call or email from Mr. Sillerman.

The witness than stated, “I am not a baby. I know when I’'m getting push politically and I do not
think T was here.”
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35. In response to follow up questions, the witness stated that he did not know if anyone had
mentioned Rep. Bishop’s name when dealing with them on the approval process of the Semler
fireworks display. The witness stated that had we asked the weekend after maybe he would have

remembered, but not now.

This memorandum was prepared on March 17, 2013 after the interview was conducted on March 14,
2013. I certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on March

14, 2013,

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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Frers: Tim Bishap

To: Robert F. X Sillerman

ReplyTo: Tim Bishop

Subiect:

Sent: May 22, 2012 2:47 PM

Ok, so just ca’ll me the friggin mailman-we are all set with Eric Semier.

Hey, would vou ba willing i reach out to hirn o ask for a conmibution? [Fhe donates
hefore June 26, he and his

wife can sach do 5 large-if it is after lune 25, they can each doa max of 2200,

Hopezll is gning well, and hope to see you soon.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL _ 000008
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From: Bob Silierman

Teo: Tim Bishop

ReplyTo: Bob Sillerman
Subject: Re:

Sent: May 22,2012 2.58 PM

He will donate $5K each. Have Molly contact him.

CONFIDENTIAL 000009
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rrom: R viskopiorcongress.com>
Date: Tue, May 22, 2017 at 3:06 PM
Subject: Re:

To: Bob Silerman [Punctionsing.com>

Mavbe we sheuld be calling you the maitman, Thanks Bokl

CONFIDENTIAL 000010
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pyCiongle

Tim Bishop
17 massages

Motly Bishop RS bishopforcongress.com> Wed, May 23, 2012 at 1:21 PM 5

To G bloomberg.net
Hi Efic -
Our Financa Chair, Bob Sillsrman suggested to my dad that you were interested in contribution to his campaign and that | should be
i:nfm directly with you. We are going to be in a lough, expensive campaign and 8o we are very grateful for your willingness to be
help.

#f you make a contribution before June 26th you and your wita may each contribute up 1o $5,000; after June 26th the most you can
each eontribule is $2,500.

Altached is a contribution form with information on how to maka checks paysble and where to send them or you can visit our website
at www.bishopforcongress. comicondribute

Agailn, thanks so tuch for your willingness to be of help. My dad and Bob really appreciate it
All the bast,
Koty

Kotly Bishop
Tirn Bishop for Congrezs
@31) 451 - I

y New Contribution_Form.doe
180K

CONFIDENTIAL 000011
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From; EAIC SEMLER (TCS CAPITAL MANAGEME) (I bioomberg.net;
Seant: Thursday, May 24, 2012 8:14 Al

Ta: : zzBishop, Timothy

Subject: Ra: «<n0 subjeciss

Thanks sg much

Rent From Bloesberg Mobile MSG

--«- Original Message ----

From: Timothy zzBishop <N i house . sov s

AL 572472812 6£:233

¥

i will make a ¢all this morning to the Regional Director of the DEC to see what I can do.
Will be back in touch as soon as I connect with him.

————— Original Message -----

From: ERIC SEMLER (TCS CAPITAL MANAGEME) I ;L oorberg  net ]
sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 18:35 pm

To: zzBishop, Timothy -

Subject: Re: <<no subjects>

Hi fim,

We have 2 big problem with our fireworks show. The DEC is now limiting our fireworks height
to 187 when they need to go 250' - this effectively mekes the show impossible. Is thers
sayone 2t the DEC who is understanding and flexible? Thanks eric semler

Seni From Bloomberg Mobile WSG

---- Driginal Messapge ----

From: Tiwothy 228ishop <ESNENEEEEECv=1l.house gov>
At: 572172012 18:48

Bob Sillerman has forwarded your concerns to me. _

Can I ask you to call me at 631-655-MMMI need a little more information before 1 call the
Town Trustees.

Lock forward to hearing from you.

CONFIDENTIAL R
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW

IN RE: New York Department of Environmental Conservation Employee
REVIEW No(s): 13-3308
DATE: March 13, 2013
LOCATION: 484 Randall Road
Ridge. NY 11961
TIME: 1:05 p.m. to 1:25 p.m. (approximate)

PARTICIPANTS: Paul J. Solis

Omar S. Ashmawy

SUMMARY: The OCE requested an interview with the witness and he consented to an interview. The
witness made the following statements in response to our questioning;:

1.

MOI -

The witness was given an 18 U.S.C. § 1001 warning and consented to an interview. The witness
signed a written acknowledgement of the warning, which will be placed in the case file in this
review.

The witness is the Long Island Regional Director of the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC).

The DEC is the New York State equivalent of the Environmental Protection Agency. Long
Island is one of nine regions state-wide.

One of their responsibilities is the management of the wildlife population. They share work with
federal agencies — notably management of endangered species and notably the Piping Plover.

The witness explained that from time to time during the summer there may be issues of
interference with Plover populations because of fireworks. In those instances, Fish and Wildlife
will consult with DEC.

In this specific instance as it relates to the Semler fireworks display, Rep. Bishop’s office
contacted the witness and said that they have a constituent wants to have fireworks.

The witness spoke to Mr. Chip Hamilton to ask about the matter. Mr. Hamilton told him that it
was resolved and that a decision had been made to move the fireworks display.

Following his conversation with Mr. Hamilton the witness called Rep. Bishop’s office and told
them. The witness did not remember who he spoke to. It was his only call to Rep. Bishop’s office.

The witness was shown email (TB 000030).
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10. After reviewing the email, the witness recalled that he had spoken to Oliver Longwell. The
witness knew Mr. Longwell as a professional contact. Regarding the content of the email, the
witness stated that the email must have been sent before the witness spoke to them the first time
and before speaking to Mr. Hamilton.

11. The witness knows Rep. Bishop as a professional contact. He may speak to him twice a year.

12. When asked whether the call from Rep. Bishop’s staff was unusual, the witness replied that his office
gets approximately twelve inquires a year about various matters. The call was not out of order.

13. There has been no contact between the witness and Rep. Bishop or his office on this particular
issue after the matter became public.

This memorandum was prepared on April 22, 2013 after the interview was conducted on March 13,
2013. I certify that this memorandum contains all pertinent matter discussed with the witness on March
13, 2013.

Omar S. Ashmawy
Chief Counsel
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From: G ws.cov (I s 9ov]
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 02:57 PM

To: Copeland, Mark
Cc: Longwell, Oliver
Subject: Re: F&W- TCS Capital Management LLC — Semler Party- May 26, 2012

Mark,

I have spoken to Steve Papa and he has reached out to the DEC and he is requesting further information
from the fireworks company as we have learned that the event has been modified. I believe the fire
works company is trying to minimize the scale of the event which is a positive but I will not be able to
give you our conclusion until I have reviewed this new information.

I will keep you updated as I have new information. I don't expect to have more today. It is very
unfortunate that our agency was brought into this by the project proponents at such a late date as it
makes it very challenging to come up with a satisfactory solution for all.

David

David Stilwell

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New York Field Office (Region 5)
3817 Luker Rd.

Cortland, NY 13045

(607) 753 (voice)

(607) 753-9699 (fax)
I (ce!l)
http://nyfo.fws.gov (web)
fws.gov (email)

CONFIDENTIAL ' 1000027
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»+-- Original Metdage «----

sron: oo 1 touse oy

To: ERIC SEMLER

At: Thursday, May 24, 2012 4:46:36 PM Eastern Daylight Time

Have spoken further with Fish and Wildlife. We will know more tomorrow, but 1 am cautiously

optimistic that we are on our way to a pesitive resslution of this.
“ill be back in touch tomoreow morning, 1 hope,

CONFIDENTIAL 000033
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zzBishop, Timothy

From: zzBishop, Timaths

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 3:35 Pu
To: Longweli, Oiver
Subject: Re: F8W- TCE Capital Management LLC — Semlar Party- May 28, 2042

Sk-ant vou are gonna cormmunitate with Gruc 1o 1ell therm what DEC/Fidh and Wildlife napd?

From: Longwetl, Oliver

Bent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 03:32 PM

To: z#Bishop, Tirhothy

Ce: Copeland, Mark

Subject: RE: FRW- TCS Capital Management (LC ~ Semier Party- May 26, 2012

1just talked to Peter Scully at DEC, he is going to tell me what they need from Griseci in terms of the scaled-back
fireworks displey, s6 no need to get back to Eric Semiler today

- QOliver Lonigwell - Conpressman Tim Bishop

Office: (631) 269- M Ce!: I

Fros: 2zBishop, Timothy
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 3:26 PM
To: Copetand, Mark; G s ooV

Lot Longwsll, Oliver
Sﬂb)l!d+ Ra: FRW- TCS Capital Management LLC — Semier Party- May 26, 2012

Thanks Mark-to be clear, are you resching oul 10 ghe company? -
Welien should | get back to Fric Semlar?

From: Copeland, Mark \
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 03:05 #M

To: I - vs.co0- v s ooy >

Ce: Longwell, Dliver

Subject: Re: F&W- TCS Capital Management LLC - Semler Party- May 26, 2012

David - appreciate you looking into this. We will ask the company invelved to offer Steve and DEC zny info thay need
expeditioushy,

They slways seem 10 come to us at the last moment too!

Thanks again!
Flease forgive any typos.
Zent using BlackBerry

From: NG > cov (I /5 .cov ]
Sent: Thursday, Moy 24, 2082 02:57 PM

To: Copeland, Mark

Co: Langweli, Oliver

6 000031
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From: David_Stilwell@fws.gov [ I NNENEGINGzG@GEGCs.gov]

Sent: Friday, May 25, 2012 10:44 AM

To: Copeland, Mark

Cc: Longwell, Oliver

Subject: Re: F&W- TCS Capital Management LLC — Semler Party- May 26, 2012

Mark,

We have resolved all issues with the fireworks company and notified them of such. The event is now in
compliance with our guidelines and good to go.

Have a good Memorial Day weekend.

David

CONFIDENTIAL 000035
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From: Copeland, Mark

Sent: Friday, May 25, 2012 11:08 AM

To: I C fws.gov'

Cc: Longwell, Oliver

Subject: RE: F&W- TCS Capital Management LLC — Semler Party- May 26, 2012

David — Mr. Bishop wanted me to reiterate his deep appreciation for your assistance with this issue, as well as
his deep appreciation for the work of the FWS Long Island office.

Have a great weekend!

Mark Copeland

Legislative Director

Rep. Tim Bishop (NY-01)

306 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225- Ml phone

(202) 225-3143 fax
http://timbishop.house.gov/

CONFIDENTIAL 000037
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sesas Oripingd Meggape oo

From: Tirothy zzsistor N - 1 hovse . gov:
At &72% I1:iR:eF

‘ma shiubd be hesring from the folks at Gewcci, but we have tesn advized by Fish snd wildlbife
that all of theie concorns hzwe been rosolved in conversation with the Férsusorss campany, and

The EeRnt 1s now goorf te go. £ndoy, and congratulations to your Soe and your sntire tamily
ot This happy pClgiicm.
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s---- Brigingl Hésdage -----

=eon: £R seMLer (¢S capITal sonacene) (.10t ers not)
Sent: Friday, May 25, 012 92:36 B0 -
Ta: zefiishop, Tinsthy

Sablect: Re: <ono subjects

tim - what @ huge relieft  thank you for ali your help -- we sould be nowhare withaut wou.

have 2 zreat weekond and & hope we get the chancs o meet in perion Sometine soon. Best

ol B

CONFIDENTIAL 000041
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coveos Oedging] Messaps -
from: ERIC SENLER {TCS CaPITaAL RANAGERE 51
: ; L SEAL 35 EHE 3 —-."f.’aiﬂf‘.ntgr'* et
sents Feldsy, May 25, 2012 g2:31 PH Riess]
To: 7:8ishap, Tinothy
Subject: Rar cinp sultectsy
wolly -- we would be hapay 20, veur dad ie the § Fect i
¢ HepRly 0. % Sal 1% Firs wE Gl ian Chat 3 hav i
s f"‘@r“"‘r"&},ﬁ-ing_ i af Iz the First effective politiciae thaes 3 Navwe met,

— 000042
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zzBishop, Timothy

From; zzBishop. Tirmothy

Beril: Friday. biay 23, 2012 042 PR
Tes ﬁ & reboonsulling nng!
Sulbjent- Ewi wemip suldactss

Fyi,

“ooer Origisal Meccaps ----

prom: ERIC SEALER (15 caPITor manaGene) (I 1ocnbe g et )
Sant: Feiday, May 25, 2012 82:31 oM

10 zaBishop, timgthy

Subfect: Rer wino subjectss

m3ily «- we woirld be happy 0. vour dad is the fipss effective politician that § hawe metv,
very refrashing,

m-eme Original Message -

From: Tisothy zz8ishop <[RERS11 , house . go>
Bt: 5725 11:18:82 .

You should be hearing frem the folks at Grucei, but we have been advised By Tish and Wiidlif:
that all of their concerns have been resolved i convarsation with the #i~ewares company , and
the svenl is now gnod to g2 Enioy, and comgrotulations to yewr soa and your gntire Family
o this happy eccasian.

v- Original Message -----

From: ERIC SEmLER (TCs ceervar maaceve) (NG, conbers  net |
sents Thursday, May 24, 7812 66:56 P3

To: rzBishop, Timothy

Bubriest: Be: <eone subiectis

Tim

Youre amazing - thanks £0 much. Fisgers and tees crossed

Seat Froe gloombers Mobile M5G

mxxe Oripinal Xsssage - ...

From: Timsthy zzBishop <G =Ll house . g0y -

AvD 5/24/2002 16:45

Have 5pokén Ffurther with Fish and §idiife. wWe will kaos more Romoreow, But Ioam cautiously
optisistic that we are on sur way to & positive resolutios uf this.
Hiil Be back in teuch tomorrow morning, I hope. )

“=--- Driginal Hessage <----

From: EAZC SEMLER (TCS CAPIVAL MANAGEME) S e o
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2937 18:35 Pl

To: azBishep, Tisotly

5 000043
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From: ERIC SEMLER {TCS CARITAL MANAGEME] [ 5 (o cba rg niat)

oo Monday. May 28, 2012 925 AM
gz zz8izhng. Timothwy
© subject: Ra: «ano subigctzs

g
L afll

1 just want to thank you again for going out of your way to help us, The fireworks were
tercific and i roally can‘t believe we pulled it off. It would nevsr have happened without
¥oU.  You give me renswed hope that convpluted pelitical bursaicracy car Be suracented yisue
relentless focus on the task was so Smpressive.

[ hope wou hen @ grest weenend too and thanks 2gain for your heip.
Bast,
Ericg

Fent from Bloomberg for iPad

wemes Opjpinal Message -----

Fros: i1 00000000
fo:r ERIC SEMLER

At: Thursday, May 24, 2012 4:46:36 P Egstern Davlight Tims

+ Hawve spoken further with Fizh and Hildlife. MWe will know wore fodorrow, but I gw caplioysly
optimistic that we are on our way to @ positive resolution of this,
Will be back in touch tesorrom morning, I hope.

..... Origingl Messape

From: ERIC SEMLER (TCS CAPITAL HAAGEME) (S conts=rg_set ]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 26817 16:3%5 ow
To: zz8ishes, Fimothy
Subject: Re: <ono subject>y

Hi tim,

e have o big problem with sur fireworks show. The DEC is now Limiting our fireworks height
to 187 when they need to go 238° - this efferfively makes the show impossible. Is there
anyene at the DEC who it understasding and flexible? Thanks erie semler

-

Sent From Gloonberg Mobile #se

=-we Qrigingl Message «---

Fros: Tisothy zzsishor JNNNNNENGy=) . house oy

AL: Bf21/2812 18:48 i

Bob Sillerman has forwardes your concepns to me.

Can I ask you to call me at 631-655 T reed 2 little more inforsation before I call the

Town Trustesos.
took ‘fgrward Yo hearing from you.

CONFIDENTIAL ' e
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Gmaig mﬁﬂm-@mmﬁmwa;v

hy{im:;sk

Contributions to my dad
1 message

_;loﬂy Bishop G shopforcongress. com> Tue, Jun 19, 2012 at 10:20 PM
o 2 bloomberg.net

Hi BAr. Semier,

:\ow::teci to mw with you regarding you and your wife's donations to my dad's campaign. Thank you so much for your wilingess
SUpPO

‘trh!: gaadﬁne for donations to the Primary cycle is Tuesday. We would be most grateful if you would be willing to contribute prior to
g eadiine.

Checks can be made payable fo Tim Bishop for Congress, PO Box 437, Farmingvite, NY 11738 or processed onfine at
wane bishoplarcongress. comicontribute

Piease don't hesktate to reach out to me directly with any néed - 631451 [l
All the best and migny thanks,
Molly

Molly Bishop
Ten Bishop for Gongress
(631 451 -

CONFIDENTIAL 000049

13-3308_0105



Tue, Jur 26, 2012 ot 7:49 A

Hepe you ara daing wali

1 can't begin bs thark yeu encugh for your willngress to suppor my re-slection sfforts. Today marks the end of tha Primary oyce ard
EUDTM Fapublcan peimany concluded, this rsce wil bagin n eamest a3 p baiBe betaven fwa contrasting visions for Long Istand's
e

imwriing today because we'rs up aJans acenething new—SwperPACS, Thxuut&nmsm&hmmdmmmgwy,
anonymous donoes. They oould sven ba beded by farslgn monoy snd we woukd never know, SuperFACa have slesay mmm
t ﬂ@s@émdﬂmaﬁsﬁumlﬁvﬂmgmmﬂishm On fap af this, wa're runaing aganst tha seme 4 A
naine who poured 34 milion of his oan money o the 2010 mce.

Torrareow moenisy, Randy Alischiilar will ba the officia! nomines of the Reputidcas Party, afler moving to Long lalabd oaly o faw years
ago wih ks oulsoureing fortune. Wa'll alnosd certaindy be outspent this slection. f Rendy can’t rales monay, halljusireach into his
awn pockes. But v heve to make it closa, We Bave i make sure that we have the msturces 1o un g campaign wosthy of this dstric,
meﬁmh&hmﬁafwﬂmm&@wmu@m%&&m%mb& s will prevail oyer
Rendy Allschulars Tea Party aponde snd the unknown, fefeigh specal rareaby backing him.

Plaase maks 8 comribution today before Bhe picdny cycls desss aut. Maxknun contrfautions sre $5 000 per perecn end can be !
miade online at sww bishaplormongress. comicanirbute or maied o Tin Behop for Congrers, PO Box 437, Farmingviie, WY 11728,

Fhank you 20 miuch!
Tt

Moy Bizhep |
Tirn Eizhop far Congress %

wan <51 - i

=3
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—--Original Message-—---
From: M: Phillip Butler

Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 12:14 PM

To: Donna Grucci Butler; Felix James Grucci; F Felix & Madelline; M. Phillip Butler
Subject: Selmer Feedback

Our helpful congressman

Eric Eric Semler President TCS Capital Management, LLC
888 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1504

New York, NY 10019

(212) 621 -J(Direct)

212) 621 I (EA)

(212) 52.1~8‘?_90 (Fax)

Phil - i forgot to mention also that i have to give $10k to tim bishop's campaign for his help with
the fireworks. Please take that into consideration too. Thanks etic semler '

Really gross - they didnt hesitate to solicit me in the heat of the battle.

Sent from my BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL : | 000181
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otiver Longwell JJJJJE 21t -com> Mon, Auvg 6, 2012 at 4:37 PM

To: Peter M Spiro JJJJilIEverizon-act>, Bobby Pierce JPsmail.com>,
Lisa Santeramo

gmail.com>, Molly Bishop J@20).com>, Mark Copeland
gmail.com>

See below. Not good.

—-—Qriginal Message——-

From: john Bresnahar ([ NG E»c!itico-com)
Sent: Monday, August 06,2012 4:12 PM

To: Longwell, Oliver

Subject: Eric Semier/fireworks display

Oliver - This is John Bresnahan over at Politico (ce!l | NN offce
703-647-JJJ 1 am doing about Mr.

Bishop's interaction with Eric Semler, a constituent who was looking to put on a
fireworks display near his home

earlier this summer. Semler when was having problems getting permits for the
show and asked Bishop's office '

for help.

According to some e-mails sent by Mr. Semler (which | have), Bishop soughta
$10,000 campaign contribution

from Semler. Semler called the campaign solicitation "really gross -'they didn't
hesitate to solicit me in the heat

of battle,”

Bishop's office did contact local conservation officials to get the permit for the
fireworks display. FEC records

also show that Semler and his wife (Fracy) donated $5,000 to Bishop's campaign on
June 26.

CONFIDENTIAL : 000053
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I wanted to interview Mr. Bishop about this incident and get his comments on what
oceurred. Please give me a

call when you get a chance and we can set up an interview. ! am planning on posting
this story on Wednesday.

Thanks,
John Bresnahan

Politico

CONFIDENTIAL 000054
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From:Lisa Santeramo <@ gmail.com> Mon, Aug 6,2012 at 4:38 PM

To: Oliver Longwell <[ ilill@gmail.com>, Pete email {JRll@verizon.net>, Bobby Pierce
2 g mail.com>, Molly email Sz 20!.com>, G 2 ail.com”
I s ail.com>

What are the facts here?

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000055
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From: [Jili@ac!.com <HIl@201.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 5:03 PM

Reply-To: Illl@20l.com

To: Lisa Wieber <] ill@ gmail.com>, Oliver Longwell <@ gmail.com>, Peter M
Spiro

<@ Verizon.net>, Bobby Pierce JC e mail-com>, I @¢mail.com”
i com>

I think that our response is that this guy reached out to campaign chairman for help. We were
happy to do what

we could for him and later our campaign chairman solicted him and we followed up on his offer to
be of help.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL ‘ 000058
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From: mark copeland <} ] @ gmail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 5:07 PM

To: @2 mail.com
Cc: Oliver Longwell <JJJilf2 gmail.com>, Pete email <@ verizon.net>, Bobby Pierce

2 smail.com>, Molly email 220! .com>

Here are the facts as | know them:

In late May, our office was alerted to a request by Mr. Semler that

they had been unable to receive the proper federal and state

permissions for a pyrotechnic display for his son's bar mitzvah on May
26th during the Memorial Day weekend. Apparently, there was a concern
that the pyrotechnic display may have a negative impact on local

animal habitats. In short, the Semlers/Grucci Fireworks were unable

to adequately articulate the size and scope of the pyrotechnic event

to USFWS, NYSDEC. There is a technical difference between "firework"
and "pyrotechnic." Over the course of May 24th and 25th, I spoke with
the Grucci company and I contacted USFWS to clarify the intent, size

and scope of the Semler's event. After receiving additional

information about the event from the Grucci Company, USFWS and NYSDEC
agreed with us that the event would not negatively effect any species,
and allowed the appropriate permits to be finalized ahead of the

planned bar mitzvah.

Questions?

CONFIDENTIAL : 000059
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From: mark copeland </} @ gmail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 5:23 PM
To: Lisa Santeramo <|}jjjjill@gmail.com>
Cc: Oliver Longwell <|Jl2 gmail.com>, Pete email @ Verizon.net>, Bobby Pierce

2 2 2il.com>, Molly email {J@aol.com>

We get requests to help folks like this all the time. This request was
not unusual. Last week, Lisa fielded a request to contact the Coast
Guard to ensure the Mastic drawbridge does not rise during an upcoming

marathon.

CONFIDENTIAL 000074
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B ishopforcongress.com <I@bishopforcongress.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012
at 5:45 PM

Repiy-To: @ bishopforeongress.com

Teo: Lisa Wieber JJJ@bishopforcongress.com>, Bobby Pierce
I smail.com>

Does this help us or hurt us?

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000079
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BlEhishopforcongress.com J@bishopforcongress.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at
5:48 PM

Reply-To: @ bishopforcongress.com

To: Tim Bishop @bishopforcongress.com>, Bobby Pierce
JRE s mail.com>

We don’t know we are just gathering info at the moment.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000080
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From: i@ verizon.net JJJJ2 verizon.net> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 5:53 PM
To: R gail.com, I @5 mail.com
Cc: @ gmail.com, [JRR gmail-com JE® 20l.com

Scroll to page 150 for the relevant section of the Ethics guidelines:
http://ethics.house.gov/sites/ethics.house.gov/files/documents/2008_House_Ethics_Manual.pdf

Bad timing and perception is one thing, but TB clearly didn't ask the guy to pay up for solving his
problem, which is what

this section prohibits

CONFIDENTIAL 000081
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From: Lisa Santeramo </l Nl IIEI@gmail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 8:25 PM

To: Jon Schneider JJiPgmail.com>, Dad Campaign email <Jlli@bishopforcongress.com>,
Molly Bishop

42 0!.com>, Peter M Spiro JJJJl@verizon.net>, Oliver Longwell
42 g mail.com>, Mark

Copeland <} 2 mail.com>

Cc: Bobby Pierce JJjf@gmail.com>

After being contacted by Mr. Semler, Congressman Bishop's office worked quickly to secure the
necessary

approvals for a fireworks show for his son’s bar mitzvah. The office helps constituents with their
problems all

the time. Mr. Semler chose to contribute to Congressman Bishop’s re-election campaign a month
after the issue

was resolved. We accept contributions from supporters who value everything the Congressman
does and '

stands for, not individual issues. If Mr. Semler is uncomfortable with his contribution, we would be
happy to

return it.
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From: mark copeland <J R s mail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 8:46 PM
To: Lisa Santeramo <@ gmail.com>

Ce: Jon Schneider <JJifi@ smail.com>, Dad Campaign email <Jllli@bishopforcongress.com>,
Molly Bishop

42 20!.com>, Peter M Spiro <|Jl® verizon.net>, Oliver Longwell
<G g mail.com>, Bobby

Pierce <‘ngail.com>

Solid. My thoughts:

After receiving a constituent request, Congressman Bishop's office
worked quickly to assist Mr. Semler and his family by facilitating
conversations with the appropriate federal and state agencies toy
address the needs of his son's bar mitzvah. Congressman Bishop was
happy to successfully advocate on behalf of his constituent’s as he
has done on countless others across Suffolk County. Mr. Semler chose
to contribute to Congressman Bishop’s re-election campaign over a
month after the original request was resolved.

Congressman Bishop's campaign is proud to accept contributions from
supporters who value the Congressman'’s hard work and deep
understanding of the issues that face middle class Long Island
families. If Mr. Semler is uncomfortable with his contribution, the

campaign would be happy to return it.

CONFIDENTIAL ' 000118
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mark copeland <R oot com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at &:50 FM
To: Liza Santeramo <|lNGNGBE girail.coms

Ce: Jon Schneider <JJJlE emall com>, Pad Campaign email
I bishopforcengress.com>, Melly Bishop

Sz 20! com>, Peter ¥ Spiro <[ E verizon.net>, Oliver Longwell
4 il com>, Babby

Pierce JJIEsmsilcom>

A cleaner varsivc;'m;

After receiving a constituent request, Congressman Bishop's office
worked guickly to assist Mr. Semier and his family by facilitating
conversations with the appropriate federal and state agencies to
address the needs of his son's bar mitevah. Congressman Bishop was
happy to successfully advocate on behalf of his constituents, as he
has done on countless occasions for others across Suffolk County.
Mr. Semler chose to contribute te Congressman Bishop's re-election
campaign over a2 month after his request was resolved, Congressman

[Quoted text hidden]
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From: Peter Spiro <JJJ i@ verizon.net> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 8:54 PM

To: Jon Schneider |2 gmail.com> .
ce: Bobby Pierce |2 gmail.com>, IR 2o!.com” IN®20l.com>, Lisa Wieber

I @< ail.com>, Dad Campaign email [Jll@bishopforcongress.com>, Oliver
Longwell

S ¢l com>, MarkCopeland <O S com>

I think we have to start with the fact that his guy's request wasn't handled at the local level. We
don't have to

point fingers at any locals. And I don't think we should escalate with Semler

After being contacted by Mr. Semler with a request that was not resolved at the local level,
Congressman

Bishop’s office responded quickly to expedite the necessary approvals for a fireworks show for Mr.
Semler's

son’s bar mitzvah. The Congressman's efforts simply ensured the matter was resolved in time for
the

ceremony to proceed with the display. All constituents are treated equally and their problems are
addressed

regardless of the size of the problem or apparent level of difficulty. Why Mr. Semler chose to
contribute to

Congressman Bishop’s re-election campaign a month after the issue was solved is a fact known
only to him.

CONFIDENTIAL ' 000122
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From: Oliver Longwell < i@ gmail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 8:56 PM

To: mark copeland <} @ gmail.com>
ce: Lisa Santeramo <|JJJ il gmail.com>, Jon Schneider @ gmail.com>, Dad

Campaign email

@ bishopforcongress.com>, Molly Bishop I G 0!.com>, Peter M Spiro
<@ verizon.net>,

Bobby Pierce | @ gmail.com>

Now uncomfortable is a good edit Molly.

This is about as good a message we could get in there. Still, this is so flimsy, I wonder if we can kill
it. Unless

he is on record alleging a quid pro quo what is this story about?

CONFIDENTIAL 000123
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Bobby Piercs JJJJC zmail.com> Mon, Aug 6, 2012 at 9:00 FM
To: Oliver Longwel! <2 2 mail.com>

Ce: mark copeland <G ¢n2ilcore>, Lisa Santeramo
S =il com>, jon Schneider

-?‘gmaiimm:a, Dad Campaign emai -@%ialm pfercongress.com>,
Melly Bishop -G 20)-com>,

Peter M Spiro JJ¢ verizonnet>

Right. ] mean, we need to see what these Grucci/Semler emails say.

[Quoted text hidden]
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—————— BMS Tagt e

Frem: Erxric Semler

Sent: Aug 8, 2012 1:57 PM

Subiect: Tim - i am wvery sorry but my...

Tim - i am very sorry but my attorney has advised me not to comment, T am
really

zorry. Eric
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL ' 000158

13-3308_0129



—————— SMB TeRt w—w—www

To: Eric Semler

Sent: Aug 8, 2012 2:00 PM

Subject: Would you be willing te have your...

Would you be willing to have your attorney speak to mine to see if there is
something benign you would be willing to say? My attorney is Mike Burrows.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000159
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—————— SMS Text —~~—rw--

To: Eric Semler

Sent: Aug B, 2012 2:00 PM

Suhject: Would you be willing to speak off...

Would you be willing tc speak off the record with the Politico reporter?
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000160
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mmmesie SMS TEEL mwmeme

From: Eric Semler :

Sent: Aug §, 2012 2:26 PM

Subject: No as a former reporter i know too...

No as a former reporter i kmnow too well that there is no such thing as off
the

record

Zent from my Verizon Wirsless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000161
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—————= 5MS Text --————-
From: Eric Semler

Sent: Bug 8, 2012 2:27 BPM

Subject: There is just no upside to...

There is just no upside to speaking to the press
Sent frem my Verizon Wireleas BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000162
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~~~~~~ 8ME Text =—==ww-

From: Eric Semler

Sent: Aug 8, 2012 7:12 PM

Subdject: I apoke t¢ the reporter and...

1 spoke to the reporter and defended you the best i could. I told him the
bald truth that vou did nothing wrong, that you are an cutstanding
congressman who gebts things done in an era of gridleck and

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000200
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e M58 Text --—==--

From: Eric Semler

Sent: Aug B, 2012 7:12 PM

Zupiect: Mever asked me for a donation,..

Never asked me for a donation while you were trying to help me. I am sorry
that you are being treated so unfaiply
Sent from wmy Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

CONFIDENTIAL 000201
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mmemmew GHE TEXE —————-

From: Eric Semler

Sent: Aug 8, 2012 7:13 PM

Subject: The reporter sounded very...

The reporter sounded very biased - 1 told him i used o be a reporter and
that i can see he is fishing for a story that isnt there. I told him what he
should write is about gruceli's horrible actions and your outstanding service
for your constituents. But he kept asking me about my email

Bent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry
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Image# 12952469303

SCHEDULE A (FEC Form 3)
ITEMIZED RECEIPTS

Use separate schedule(s)
for each category of the
Detailed Summary Page

FOR LINE NUMBER: ‘PAGE 69 OF 114

{check only one)

H‘Ha ’:l‘l‘lb ’:lﬁc 11d
13a 13b 14

[ Lis

Any information copied from such Reports and Staterments may not be sold or used by any person for the purpose of soliciting contributions
or for commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any political committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

NAME OF COMMITTEE (In Ful}
TIM BISHOP FOR CONGRESS

Full Name (Last, First, Middle Initialy

A. Gary Seff Date of Receipt
Mailing Address _ TR =g
06 26 2012
City state Zip Code Transaction ID : C8674488
East Hampton NY 11937-1244
FEC ID number of contrbuting G Amount of Each Receipt this Period
federal political committee.
500.00
Name of Employer QOccupation .
Self Business Owner
Receipt For: 2012 Election Cycle-to-Date
S -
| Primary L| General
Other (specify) 1250.00
Full Name (Last, First, Middle Initialy
B Eric Semler Date of Receipt
) Mailing Address ! T
06 26 2012
Gity stale 2i-Cods Transaction ID : C8685582
New York NY 10106-1599
FEC ID ber of tributi
federal :glmcae\\r (Sorrfr?wri]ttr;eu 0 C Amount of Each Receipt this Period
Name of Employer QOccupation 2500.00
TCS Capital Management LLC President
Receipt For: 2012 Election Cycle-to-Date
| Primary D General
Other (specify) 2500.00
Full Name (Last, ﬁrst, Middle Initial)
Tracy Semler Date of Receipt
" Maiing Address [ ot T s
06 26 2012
Ciby statd Zip:Code Transaction ID : C8685858
New York NY 10106-1599
FEC 1D number of contributing
federal political committee. C Amount of Each Receipt this Period
Name of Employer QOccupation 2500.00
na homemaker
Receipt For: 2012 Election Cycle-to-Date
M Primary ‘ | General
Other (specify} 2500.00
5500.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page (optional) ...

TOTAL This Period {last page this line number only) ...

FEC Schedule A {Form 3} (Revised 02/2009)
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BISHOP FOR CONGRESS
P.0. BOX 437
FARMINGVILLE, NY 11738

50-546-214
Date 65}' b]\l.-

yome QN VeHrans of L | 1% 1500 —

Gamity Fostiran

Dollars @ Ly

"SUFFOLK COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
4 WEST SECOND ST.
RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11901
WWW.SCNB.COM

BISHOP FOR CONGRESS
P.0. BOX 437 : :
FARMINGVILLE, NY 11738 :

Date _ﬁfl-z/"t'r- wm&m |
g raote B Vederawns mﬂb*’“ﬂt{ﬂut Cluly oF I 1$ /500 —

Dollars (B B

SUFFOLK COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
4 WEST SECOND ST.
RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11801
WWW.SCNB.COM

P TS TS TR TRE T e T 1

BISHOP FOR CONGRESS
P.O. BOX 437
FARMINGVILLE, NY 11738

\ - ,8"}} 3 /}L 50-546-214
ke ofoner Tlhght e BT '8 /500 =

Feonors  F

Dollars (8 EX=

SUFFOLK COUNTY NATIONAL BANK e
4 WEST SECOND ST. B B
RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11901
WWW.SCNB.COM
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BISHOP FOR CONGRESS
P.0. BOX 437
FARMINGVILLE, NY. 11738
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SUFFOLK COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
4 WEST SECOND ST.
RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11901
WWW.SCNB.COM
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