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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110th 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.
I.

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.
2. 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
3. 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.
4. 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.
5. 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.
6. 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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B. Jurisdictional Statement
7. 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.”1 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
8. 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
9. 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, 3013.3
The second-phase review was scheduled to end on April 10, 2013.
10. 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.
11. 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.
12. The Board voted to refer the matter to the Committee on Ethics and adopted these
findings on May 31, 2013.
13. The report and its findings in this matter were transmitted to the Committee on Ethics on
June 13, 2013.
D. Summary of Investigative Activity
14. The OCE requested documentary and in some cases testimonial information from the
following sources:
(1) Representative Bishop;
(2) Robert Sillerman;
1

H. Res 895, 110th Cong. §1(e) (2008) (as amended).
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.
3
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.
2
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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.
II.

REPRESENTATIVE BISHOP’S OFFICIAL ACTS AND CONTRIBUTION
REQUESTS
A. Laws, Regulations, Rules, and Standards of Conduct
17. Illegal 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
6
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compensation4 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.5 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.6 However, the United States Coast Guard did not grant permission
for this location. According to the Constituent, the fireworks company with whom he
4

The House Ethics Manual notes that “[n]o 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.
5
Email from Fireworks by Grucci Employee 2 to the Constituent, January 25, 2012 (Exhibit 1 at 13-3308_0002).
6
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.7 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.8
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.9
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.10
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.11 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.12
25. This plan was met with problems concerning height and noise restrictions in addition to
continuing issues with proximity to the Piping Plovers.13
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.14
C. Representative Bishop Agreed to Assist the Constituent and Performed an
Official Act to Help Secure the Proper Approvals
27. On May 21, 2012 at 1:50 PM, the Constituent emailed Robert Sillerman,15 an individual
the Constituent knew from business dealings.16 The Constituent asked Mr. Sillerman if
7

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 133308_0017).
9
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).
10
Id.
11
Id.; 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).
13
Id.
14
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).
8
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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.17
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.”18 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.19
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.”20 Representative Bishop told the OCE that the attachment was
the email from the Constituent to Mr. Sillerman, discussed above.21
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.”22
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.23 He stated that he likes to work with paper so
he requested that she print out the attachments to Mr. Sillerman’s email.24
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.”25 Representative Bishop stated that he had
a “very good relationship” with the Southampton Town Trustee.26 Representative Bishop
relayed to Mr. Sillerman that he thought he could help.27

16

Email from the Constituent to Robert Sillerman, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 8 at 13-3308_0043).
Id.
18
Id.
19
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).
20
Email from Robert Sillerman to Representative Bishop, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 9 at 13-3308_0045).
21
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).
23
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0037).
24
Id. 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 133308_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.
25
Email from Representative Bishop to Robert Sillerman, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 12 at 13-3308_0055).
26
Id.
27
Id.
17

9

CONFIDENTIAL
Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110th Congress as Amended
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.28
33. The Communications Director told the OCE that Representative Bishop gave him an
email address and asked him to reach out to the Constituent.29 He then began contacting
the appropriate government entities.30 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.31
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 . . . I need a little
more information before I call the town trustees.”32
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.33
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.34 The Constituent stated that
“[Southampton Town Trustee] will be helpful” was the gist of the comments from
Representative Bishop made during the call.35
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.36 The Constituent
stated that Representative Bishop was going to make sure that “everything goes
smoothly.”37
37. Representative Bishop told the OCE that he recalled making a telephone call to the
Southampton Town Trustee the next morning, May 22, 2012.38 Representative Bishop
has known the Southampton Town Trustee for forty years.39 The conversation lasted two
or three minutes and concerned the Constituent’s requests; however, Representative
28

Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0037).
Memorandum of Interview of the Communications Director, April 4, 2013 (“Communications Director MOI”)
(Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0058).
30
Id. at 13-3308_, , 0059.
31
Memorandum of Interview of the then Legislative Director, April 16, 2013 (“Legislative Director MOI”) (Exhibit
14 at 13-3308_0064).
32
Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 15 at 13-3308_0068).
33
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0005).
34
Id.
35
Id.
36
Email from the Constituent to Grucci Employee 2, May 21, 2012 (Exhibit 16 at 13-3308_0070).
37
Id.
38
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).
39
Id. at 13-3308_0037.
29
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Bishop did not recall specifically requesting anything from the Southampton Town
Trustee.40
38. The Constituent corroborated this information, stating that Representative Bishop told
him that he had a conversation with the Southampton Town Trustee.41
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.42
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.43
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.44 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
making to help us.”45

40

Id. at 13-3308_0038.
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).
42
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).
43
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).
44
Email from the Constituent to Grucci Employee 2, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 18 at 13-3308_0077).
45
Id.
41
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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…”46

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.47 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.48
45. Representative Bishop stated that the significance of June 26, 2012 was that it was the
end of the primary cycle in New York.49 The Constituent and his wife could make a
$2,500 contribution each on or before June 26, 2012 for the primary election, and an

46

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).
47
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0038).
48
Id. at 13-3308_0039.
49
Id.
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additional $2,500 each for the general election.50 After June 26, 2012, they could each
make a $2,500 contribution for the general election.51
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 I guess you and your wife
really want to donate $5K each to Tim Bishop, right?”52 The Constituent responded,
“absolutely! how do we do it?”53
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.”54
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.”55
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.”56 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.”57

50

Id.
Id.
52
Email from Robert Sillerman to the Constituent, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0080).
53
Email from the Constituent to Robert Sillerman, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0081).
54
Email from Robert Sillerman to Representative Bishop, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0082).
55
Email from Representative Bishop to Robert Sillerman, May 22, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0083).
56
Email from Finance Director to the Constituent, May 23, 2012 (Exhibit 19 at 13-3308_0084).
57
Id.
51
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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.58
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.59 He told the OCE that
he forgot to make the contribution but intended to during this time.60
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.61 Representative Bishop stated that he did not think at
the time, “I did something for you so now you owe me.”62
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.”63 He also
stated that during that time he was impressed with what Representative Bishop was doing
for him.64 The Constituent stated he never spoke directly with Representative Bishop
about a campaign contribution.65
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.”66
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.”67 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.68
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Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0050).
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0007).
60
Id.
61
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).
62
Id.
63
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0007).
64
Id.
65
Id.
66
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.
67
Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 24, 2012 (Exhibit 20 at 13-3308_0086).
68
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.69 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.70
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.71 When he inquired internally about it further, a DEC employee told him that the
matter had been resolved.72 The Regional Director then placed a telephone call to
Representative Bishop’s office to inform them of the status.73
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.74 The Communications Director recalled that the Regional Director
told him he would look into it and get back to him.75 He stated that the Regional Director
called his office back at some point.76
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.77 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.78
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.79 A telephone conversation
between the two preceded the email.80
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
69

Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0039).
Id.
71
Memorandum of Interview of the DEC Regional Director, March 13, 2013 (Exhibit 21 at 13-3308_0088-89).
72
Id. at 13-3308_0088.
73
Id.
74
Communications Director MOI (Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0059).
75
Id.
76
Id.
77
Legislative Director MOI (Exhibit 14 at 13-3308_0064).
78
Id. at 13-3308_0065.
79
Email from U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 to Representative Bishop’s former Legislative Director, May 24,
2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0091).
80
Legislative 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.”81 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.82
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 1.83
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, 2012.84 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.”85 The then Legislative
Director responded by stating that Representative Bishop deeply appreciated the
assistance.86
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.”87 The Constituent responded at
2:30PM thanking Representative Bishop and stating that he “would be nowhere” without
him.88
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.”89
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Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 24, 2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0092).
Communications Director MOI (Exhibit 13 at 13-3308_0059); Legislative Director MOI (Exhibit 14 at 133308_0065).
83
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).
84
See Exhibit 5; Exhibit 22.
85
Email from U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1 to Representative Bishop’s former Legislative Director, May 25,
2012 (Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0094).
86
Email from Representative Bishop’s then Legislative Director to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Employee 1, May 25, 2012
(Exhibit 22 at 13-3308_0095).
87
Email from Representative Bishop to the Constituent, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 23 at 13-3308_0097).
88
Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 25, 2012 (Exhibit 23 at 13-3308_0098).
89
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. 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, 2012.90
69. Upon receiving the email shown above, Representative Bishop forwarded it to his
Finance Director stating “fyi.”91 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.92
70. 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.”93
71. The Finance Director told the OCE that sometime in June 2012, she had an in-person
conversation with Mr. Sillerman.94 In that conversation, Mr. Sillerman asked her whether
the Constituent had made a campaign contribution to Representative Bishop’s campaign
committee.95 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.96
72. 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.”97
73. On June 26, 2012, the Finance Director sent a third email to the Constituent requesting a
campaign contribution.98 The Finance Director told the OCE that this email was sent to a
“couple dozen people” and similar language was used to others.99

90

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).
92
Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0051); Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).
93
Email from the Constituent to Representative Bishop, May 28, 2012 (Exhibit 25 at 13-3308_0103).
94
Finance Director MOI (Exhibit 11 at 13-3308_0051).
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Id.
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Id.
97
Email from the Finance Director to the Constituent, June 19, 2012 (Exhibit 26 at 13-3308_0105).
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Email from the Finance Director to the Constituent, June 26, 2012 (Exhibit 26 at 13-3308_0106).
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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 2.100 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.”101

75. The Constituent told the OCE that he could not locate the email referenced above.102
When asked if he wrote the language presented in the email, the Constituent stated that he
did not know the answer to the question.103
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.104
77. On 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.”105 The Constituent stated that he was referencing Representative Bishop in
the email.106 He also stated that he meant that he was expecting himself to “pay”
Representative Bishop because “guys like that should stay in office.”107 The Constituent
told the OCE that “expecting” was not the right word to use in the email.108
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.”109 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).
Id. (Lowercase is in original form).
102
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0008).
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Id.
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Grucci Employee 2 MOI (Exhibit 4 at 13-3308_0018).
105
Emails between the Constituent and Grucci Employee 2, June 1, 2012 (Exhibit 27 at 13-3308_0109).
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Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0008).
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Id.
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Id.
109
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.110
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.111 The reporter stated that he had certain
emails from the Constituent to Grucci.112 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, 2012.113
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.114 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 I am unfit to serve.
Politico appears to be prepared to write a full on political corruption story. I have
spoken to the reporter defending myself, but I was unable to explain your
Admittedly exaggerated statement to Grucci and what you and I both know to be
the truth. This story is not gonna [sic] go away and it will breed others-I am being
screwed her [sic] simply because I responded to your request for help. I hope your
refund from Grucci was worth my job.115
Constituent: I 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. I am sorry that you are being treated
so unfairly.116
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Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0009).
Email from Politico Reporter to the Communications Director, August 6, 2012 (Exhibit 28 at 13-3308_0112).
112
Id.
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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 133308_0129-140).
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Id. (Capitalization is in original form).
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Id. (Lowercase is in original form).
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Representative Bishop: [Constituent]-I can’t thank you enough!! Thanks, and as I
said this morning I am sorry you are getting dragged into an ugly campaign.
Thanks again.117
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. I 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.118
81. 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.119
82. 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.120
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.121
83. 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.
84. 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.
III.

REPRESENTATIVE BISHOP’S CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE’S
REPORTING OF THE CONSTITUENT’S CONTRIBUTION
A. Laws, Regulations, Rules, and Standards of Conduct
85. 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.”
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Id.
Id. (Lowercase is in original form).
119
Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0010).
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Press Statements by the Constituent, August 15-16, 2012 (Exhibit 31 at 13-3308_0142).
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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.”122
88. Contribution Limits
For the 2012 election cycle, an individual could give up to $2,500 to each candidate or
candidate committee, per election.123
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.”124
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).
Federal Election Commission Contribution Limits for 2011-2012, available at,
http://www.fec.gov/info/contriblimits1112.pdf.
124
House Ethics Manual 122-23.
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(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
92. 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.125 The report was filed on July 15, 2012.

93. Representative Bishop stated that the Constituent contributed to his congressional
campaign committee on June 26, 2012.126 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.127 He stated that his Finance Director may have personally told him
about the Constituent’s contribution.128
94. 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.129 She recalled that the contribution was
submitted online.130
95. 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
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Tim Bishop for Congress 2012 FEC July Quarterly Report, filed July 15, 2012 (Exhibit 32 at 13-3308_0144).
Representative Bishop MOI (Exhibit 7 at 13-3308_0040).
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LLC”) credit card.131 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.132
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.133

97. As detailed in the excerpted credit card statement below, TCS Capital Management LLC
lists a $5,000 contribution to “TIM BISHOP FOR CONGRPATCHOGUE NY” on July
9, 2012.134

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.”135
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.136 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.137
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.
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Constituent MOI (Exhibit 2 at 13-3308_0009).
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Email from the Constituent to his Chief Financial Officer, July 9, 2013 (Exhibit 34 at 13-3308_0148).
134
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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
101.

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.138

102.

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.

103.

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.139 In public statements, Representative Bishop
identified these payments as attributable to the Constituent’s contribution.

104.

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.

105.

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.

106.

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).
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IV.

CONCLUSION
107.

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.

108.

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

109.

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

110.

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.

111.

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.

112.

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

113.

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.

114.

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.

115.

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.

116.

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
25
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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.
117.
V.

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.

119.

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

120.

The Board recommends that the Committee on Ethics issue subpoenas to Representative
Bishop and to Robert Sillerman.
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