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Peter G. Sheridan, Esg.
Graham, Curtin & Sheridan
50 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08608

Advisory Opinion No. 02-2002
Dear Mr. Sheridan:

Your request for an advisory opinion on behalf of the Republican National Committee
was considered by the Commission at its meeting of July 11, 2002, and the Commission has
directed me to issue this response. The Republican National Committee (hereafter, RNC) is a
national political party committee filing reports in New Jersey as a continuing political
committee under the name Republican National State Elections Committee (hereafter, RNSEC).

Y ou have asked what reporting and contribution limit requirements would arise under the
Campaign Contributions and Expenditures Reporting Act, N.J.S.A 19:44A-1 et seq. (hereafter,
the Reporting Act), if the RNC were to pay for some or al of the legal expense incurred
collectively by the Republican State Committee and Republican legidative |eadership
committees for litigation undertaken by them in April, 2001 to challenge the apportionment of
legidative districts in this State made by the State Apportionment Commission following the
2000 decennial census.

Submitted Facts

As initially submitted on March 27, 2002, the RNC asked whether or not it could pay
approximately $100,000 of legal expenses “incurred by New Jersey republicans’ arising out of
litigation undertaken in the spring of 2001 to challenge the apportionment of legidative districts
in this State, and if so whether or not those payments would be subject to reporting or
contribution limits under the Reporting Act. Included as Exhibit A of the request was a copy of
the Verified Complaint filed in Page v. Bartels, a case brought in the federal District Court for
the District of New Jersey. The plaintiffs included several minority voters in severa legidative
districts and the State Senate Republican Mgjority (hereafter, SRM) and Assembly Republican
Majority (hereafter, ARM). SRM and ARM are registered as and file reports with the
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Commission as legidative leadership committees of the Republican Party leadership of the New
Jersey Senate and Assembly, respectively.

The suit, Page v. Bartels, challenged the legidative apportionment plan adopted by the
State Apportionment Commission, aleging violation of the Voting Rights Act, and of the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments. The District Court denied the requested relief to set
aside the apportionment plan, but on June 25, 2001, the Third Circuit Court of Appeals vacated
the denial and remanded the opinion, holding that a three-judge panel should have heard the
case. However, the Court of Appeals did not grant plaintiffs any interim relief, and apparently
the suit was not pursued further. The Third Circuit opinion is reported at Page v. Bartels, 248
F.3'9175 (3" Cir. 2001).

You wrote that the RNC is an unincorporated association created by the rules of the
Republican Party adopted on July 31, 2000, by the Republican National Convention, and it is the
governing body of the Republican Party at the national level, subject to direction from the
Republican National Convention.

The Commission notes that the RNC has registered as and currently files quarterly
reports (Forms R-3) in New Jersey as a continuing political committee (CPC), under the name
Republican Nationa State Elections Committee (hereafter, RNSEC). As was noted in a prior
advisory opinion to the RNC (Advisory Opinion No. 07-2001), the RNSEC filed a Continuing
Political Committee-Registration Statement with the Commission on April 10, 1995, in which
the RNSEC described itself as the “National Party Committee organized to assist candidates in
various states and Republican organizations.” Based upon this description, the Commission has
considered the RNSEC as the “national committee of a political party,” as that term is defined at
N.JA.C. 19:25-1.7, and that the RNC and the RNSEC have identical standing for the purposes of
this response.  Accordingly, references in this opinion to the RNC include its New Jersey
reporting arm, the RNSEC.

Because the initial request presented by the RNC provided only limited information
concerning the identity of the person or entity that incurred the legal expenses that were the
subject of the request, the Commission asked the RNC to amplify its fact record by providing,
among other facts, the name of the entity that incurred the obligation to pay those fees. By letter
dated April 12, 2002, you responded that a legal services agreement was entered into between
the SRM and the law firm of PFitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch (hereafter, Pitney, Hardin).
However, you added, “...there was an alleged oral understanding to share the costs associated
with the legal challenge with the Assembly Republican Mgjority (ARM) and the Republican
State Committee (RSC).”

You further wrote in your April 12" correspondence that there is no precise formula for
the amount of the legal fees owing for the legal representation in the Page v. Bartels case.
According to the amplified fact record in your letter, the RNC has not received any invoice for
legal fees, and presumably the obligation to pay them arose on or about April 12, 2001, the date
on which the Verified Complaint was filed. Y ou noted that the SRM has reported in reports filed
with the Commission that it made payments to Pitney, Hardin in the amount of $100,000. The
Commission observes that the SRM reported on its fourth quarterly report (Form R-3) for
calendar year 2001 making two payments of $50,000 each to that law firm on October 30, 2001,
and on November 13, 2002, and these payments apparently are the payments to which you are
referring. You further noted that the reports filed by SRM and ARM do not show any
outstanding obligation to Pitney, Hardin for legal services. Finaly, you wrote that the RNC has
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not paid any legal fees owing to Pitney, Hardin to date, and has not entered into any agreement to
pay them.

This request was initialy considered by the Commission at its May 20, 2001 meeting; see
Public Session Minutes, May 20, 2002, item 6. Commission action was deferred to the
Commission’s July 11, 2002 public meeting, with your consent on behalf of the RNC.
Accordingly, your letter dated June 6, 2002, containing legal argument, was circulated to and
considered by the Commission as part of the record of this request. In that letter, you stated that
the RNC has no objection to disclosure reporting of the legal fees that are the subject of this
request, but asserts that the RNC payments should not be considered as contributions.

Questions Presented

1. Can the Republican National Committee (RNC), registered and filing reports in this
State as a continuing political committee under the name Republican National State Elections
Committee (RNSEC), pay for some or al of the Pitney, Hardin legal expenses described above
without those payments being subject to reporting under the Act?

2. Would payment by the RNC of the Pitney, Hardin legal expenses constitute an “in-
kind” contribution to a candidate, a legidative leadership committee, or a State political party
committee?

3. Would payment by the RNC of the Pitney, Hardin legal expenses be subject to
contribution limits and, if so, what would those limits be?

Commission Responses

1. In regard to the obligation of the RNC to report any payment of the Pitney, Hardin
legal fees, the Act mandates that a continuing political committee (CPC) filing quarterly reports
shall report “...al expenditures made, incurred or authorized by it during the period whether or
not such expenditures were made, incurred or authorized in furtherance of the election or defeat
of a candidate, or in aid of the passage or defeat of any public question or to provide information
on any candidate or public question....” See N.J.S.A. 19:44A-8b(2). The above quoted text of
the Act explicitly provides that all expenditures of a CPC, regardless of the existence or absence
of any linkage to a candidate or candidates in any particular election be subject to reporting as
expenditures of the CPC. The obligation to report a CPC expenditure arises not because that
expenditure furthers the election or defeat of any particular candidate or candidates, but because
it furthers the objectives of the CPC itsalf.

The Commission finds that there are innumerable examples of reportable expenditures by
apolitical party committee, or a CPC, that cannot be directly linked to any particular candidacy.
Such reportable expenditures would include, for example, organizational or promotional
expenditures incurred to operate or promote the growth of the political party or CPC entity, or
expenditures for non-candidate specific communications to membership or the genera public.
These expenditures do not necessarily inure to the direct benefit of any particular candidate, but
nevertheless they are expenditures that make it possible for the political party committee or the
CPC to function and ultimately to make contributions that do aid or promote candidates they
support. The contemplated RNC litigation expenditure that is the subject of this request falls
within this category of expenditure. It may not inure to the direct benefit of any particular
candidate, but the expenditure is made because the RNC perceives that it will advance the RNC's
election objectivesin this State.
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Accordingly, if the RNC makes payments to pay for al or part of the legal expenses that
are the subject of this request, those payments are reportable expenditures under the Reporting
Act.

2. The term “in-kind contribution” is defined in pertinent part to mean a contribution of
goods or services received by a candidate, a legidlative leadership committee, or a political party
committee, which contribution is paid for by an entity other than the recipient committee; see
N.JA.C. 19:25-1.7.

While the Commission recognizes that the ultimate determination of the geographic
composition of legidative districts has inherent political consequences for all potential
candidates, nothing in the facts you have submitted suggests that the Page v. Bartels litigation
was undertaken to promote any specific candidate, or group of candidates, in a specific election.
The individuals named as plaintiffs were registered voters, but none were candidates in the 2001
primary election. Further, nothing contained in the pleadings in the Verified Complaint you
submitted seeks any relief for any particular candidate, and therefore is in contrast with, for
example, litigation undertaken for a recount or to contest the election of a candidate, which
litigation would generate candidate reportable legal fees, see N.JA.C. 19:25-12.11. Instead, the
relief sought in Page v. Bartels would have enjoined implementation of the apportionment map
adopted by the New Jersey Apportionment Commission, a result that would have affected all
candidates in all State legidative elections until the next decennial census. Absent some
showing of some particular nexus of that litigation to a specific candidate, or group of
candidates, in a specific election, and the consent, cooperation and coordination with that
candidate, or group of candidates, in undertaking and obliging themselves to pay for the
litigation, there does not appear to be any basis for finding the existence of an “in-kind”
contribution to any candidate.

The RNC has advised the Commission thet the obligation to pay for the Pitney, Hardin
legal fees is subject to “an alleged oral understanding to share costs associated with the legal
challenge with the Assembly Republican Mgority (ARM) and the Republican State Committee
(RSC).” Further, the Senate Republican Mgjority (SRM) reported in 2001 making a total of
$100,000 in payments to Pitney, Hardin, which payments the Commission assumes for the
purpose of this response were in full or partial payment for Pitney, Hardin legal representation of
the SRM in the Page v. Bartels litigation.

The term “contribution” is defined in the Commission regulations to include pledges or
other commitments or assumptions of liability on behalf of a political party committee such as
the RSC, or on behalf of legidative leadership committees such as the ARM and SRM; see
N.JA.C. 19:25-1.7, Definitions. Accordingly, any payment made directly to Pitney, Hardin by
the RNC, or any assumption of liability assumed by the RNC in favor of Pitney, Hardin, for any
obligation of the ARM, the SRM, or the RSC, to pay Pitney, Hardin for the legal representation
that firm provided in the Page v. Bartels litigation would constitute an “in-kind contribution” by
the RNC to those entities.

While the facts submitted do not definitely provide the Commission with sufficient
information to determine whether the State political party committee or one or both of the
legidlative leadership committees incurred an entire or partial obligation to pay for the litigation
expense, the Commission recognizes that the Page v. Bartels litigation was undertaken to
advance the political objectives of the RSC and the two Republican Party legidative leadership
committees, ARM and SRM, collectively. Accordingly, the RNC may apportion any “in-kind
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contribution” it makes to pay for the litigation expenses among those three committees in any
amount that reasonably reflects each committee’s portion of the litigation expense as long as the
amount of the resulting “in-kind contribution” to any one of the three committees does not
exceed the applicable contribution limits discussed below.

3. The Act limits the amount that a national committee of a political party may contribute
to a State political party committee to $72,000 in a calendar year; see N.J.S.A. 19:44A-11.4a(2),
as adjusted by N.JSA. 19:44A-7.2, and see N.JA.C. 19:25-11.2, Contribution limit chart.
Therefore, the aggregate sum of any payments made in this calendar year by the RNC, or the
CPC it has established, the RNSEC, for the litigation expenses that are the subject of this request,
and any other contribution or contributions made in the same calendar year to the RSC by the
RNC, or RNSEC, may not in the aggregate exceed the sum of $72,000.

The Act also limits the amount that a CPC may contribute to a legidative leadership
committee to $25,000 in a calendar year; see P.L. 2001, c. 384, section 2, effective Jan. 8, 2002,
amending N.J.S.A. 19:44A-11.4. For the purposes of contributions to New Jersey committees
other than a State political party committee, the RNSEC is subject to the contribution limits
applicable to CPCs because the RNSEC meets the statutory definition of a CPC at N.J.S.A.
19:44A-3n, and is registered as and files reports as a CPC. The Commission notes that its
regulation applying contribution limits to various contributing entities has consistently indicated
that a national political party committee is subject to the same limits as are applicable to a CPC,
with the exception of the $72,000 limit in a calendar year to a State political party committee, see
N.JA.C. 19:25-11.2, Contribution limit chart. Therefore, the aggregate sum of any payments
made in this calendar year by the RNC, or the CPC it has established, the RNSEC, for the
litigation expenses that are the subject of this request, and any other contribution or contributions
made in the same calendar year to the ARM may not in the aggregate exceed the sum of $25,000.
Similarly, the aggregate sum of any payments made in this calendar year by the RNC, or the
CPC it has established, the RNSEC, for the litigation expenses that are the subject of this request,
and any other contribution or contributions made in the same calendar year to the SRM may not
in the aggregate exceed the sum of $25,000.

The Commission notes that you have brought to the Commission’s attention two advisory
opinions issued by the Federal Election Commission (FEC) to the effect that costs associated
with the reapportionment decisions of a State legislature are not subject to the requirements of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971; FEC Advisory Opinions No. 1981-35; and No.
1982-14. However, those opinions do not appear to address committees that are required under
the FECA to report al expenditures, as is the case under the Reporting Act for a CPC. Further,
those opinions interpret federal statutes and are not controlling over New Jersey’s regulatory
statutes over campaign finance activity for State elections.

You have also cited this Commission’s decision in People for Whitman v. Florio, 93
N.JA.R. 2d (ELE) 12, PF 03-93(G), and Advisory Opinion No. 15-1984, as authority for the
proposition that a television advertisement concerning prevention of child abuse in which an
incumbent Governor who was aso a candidate for reelection appeared did not give rise to a
reportable event for that incumbent gubernatorial candidate. However, those authorities concern
advertising expenses presumably paid for by the State of New Jersey, or provided as a public
service. They do not concern litigation expenses undertaken and assumed by a legidative
leadership committee, or a State political party committee, both of which entities are required to
report all expenditures they make, or obligations they assume; see N.J.S.A. 19:44-8c.
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Thank you for submitting this request, and for your interest in the work of the

Commission.

LGL\2002 AOs\Pending requests\ack Itr 4.1.02.doc

Very truly yours,

ELECTION LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION

By:
GREGORY E. NAGY
Legd Director




ADVISORY OPINION REQUEST D UPL / CATE

A person, committee or entity subject to, or reasonably believing he, she or it may be subject
to, any provision or requirement of the Campaign Reporting Act may request that the
Commission provide an advisory opinion pursuant to N.J.S.A. 19:44A-6. Such request must
be in writing (please type) and must include the following:

1. This request for an Advisory Opinion is being submitted on behalf of:
Full Name of Person, Committee or Entity

Republican National Committee (“RNC”)
310 First Street, S.E.

Washington, DC 20003
Mailing Address
Peter G. Sheridan, Esq.
c¢/o Graham, Curtin & Sheridan Day Telephone No.
50 West State Street (609) 695-0098
Trenton, New Jersey 08608

2, Indicate if the above named person, committee or entity currently files reports with the
Commission.
Yes X No

a. If yes, indicate in what capacity it is filing:
Candidate Committee Recall Committee

Recall Defense Committee

Lobbyist

Legislative Agent

Personal Financial Disclosure statement
Other (please describe) National Political P

Joint Candidate Committee
Political Committee
Continuing Political
Political Party Committee
Legislative Leadership

L0 el 11

rty X

b. If no, indicate if the above named person, committee or entity has in the past filed
reports with the Commission, giving elections (i.e., 1992 general election) or calendar
years, and identify filing capacity.

c. If reports are or were filed under a different name than that appearing in 1 above,
provide that name:

Republican National State Elections Committee/New Jersey.



3. Please provide below a statement of the cognizable question of law arising under the
Campaign Report Act, including specific citations to pertinent sections of the
Campaign Reporting Act and Commission regulations (if known).

The RNC seeks to pay approximately $100,000 of legal expenses incurred by New Jersey
republicans during the constitutionally mandated reapportionment of New J ersey legislative districts
following the 2000 census. The RNC requests an opinion, based upon the facts set forth herein, as
to whether the RNC can pay those expenses without the payments constituting in-kind contributions
and being subject to statutory contribution limits. The RNC also asks whether the payment of the
legal expenses would be a reportable event under the New Jersey Contribution and Expenditure Act
or the pertinent regulations.

4. Please provide below a full and complete statement of all pertinent facts and
contemplated activities that are the subject of the inquiry. Your statement must
affirmatively state that the contemplated activities have not already been undertaken
by the person, committee or entity requesting the opinion, and that the person,
committee or entity has standing to seek the opinion, that is the opinion will affect the
person's or committee reporting or other requirements under the Act (attach additional
sheets if necessary).

The RNC is an unincorporated association created by the Rules of the Republican

Party adopted on July 31, 2000, by the Republican National Convention in Philadelphia,

Pennsylvania. The RNC is the governing body of the Republican Party at the national level, subject

to direction from the Republican National Convention. The RNC is primarily involved in elections

for public office at the federal level, but is also active at the state and local level.
The New Jersey constitution requires the orderly reapportionment of legislative

districts based on the results of the decennial census. See, New Jersey Constitution, Article 11, §5.

Following the 2000 census, New Jersey legislative districts were reapportioned. As you know, a



ten person commission was created to agree on redistricting, i.e. 5 democrats and 5 republicans. Id.
The Chief Justice appoints a tie breaker. The chair of the New Jersey Republican State Committee
and the chair of each leadership committee plus two "public members" constituted the republican
contingency. Based on the new map as drawn by the tie breaker, republicans sued.

A legal challenge was initiated in U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey
by groups of minority voters in the 27th and 29th legislative districts. The Senate and Assembly
leadership committees, on behalf of elected republicans, joined the minority voters in this challenge,

which was entitled Donald Page. Gertrude Waters. Harold Edwards. Kathy Edwards. Wiliam Costly,

Carol G. Scantlebury. Jose A. Cabeza. Victor Cabeza. Antonio J. Almeida. Mario H. Neno. David

Vareas. Elvi Vasquez. Joseph Arteaga. Fred Shaw. Aaron Collins. Charles Robinson. Allen

Barnhardt. The State Senate Republican Majority. Assembly Republican Majority v. Larry Barbels.

Richard Code. Sonia Delgado. Thomas Goblin. Lewis Greenwald, Bonnie Watson-Coleman. in their

official capacity as Members of the Senate of New Jersey Apportionment Commission. State of New

Jersey Apportionment Commission. Deforest B. Soaries. Jr.. Secretary of State of the State of New

Jersey, John Farmer. Attorney General of the State of New Jersey. United States District Court,

District of New Jersey, Civil Action No. 01-1733 (hereinafter Page). The Complaint in Page

(attached as Exhibit A), alleges a breach of voters' rights under §2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
as well as violations of Amendments 15 and 16 of the U.S. Constitution. Questions of due process
and equal protection were also raised.

The plaintiffs' interests were represented by the law firm of Pitney, Hardin, Kipp &
Szuch ("Pitney, Hardin"). The RNC now seeks to pay $100,0QO of the legal invoices of Pitney,
Hardin for attorneys' fees and costs incurred in the Page lawsuit, due to the national importance of

this reapportionment challenge. New Jersey statutes and regulations provide no specific answer as



to whether such a payment would constitute a contribution to the New Jersey Republican State

Committee, the Assembly Republican Majority or Senate Republican Majority. Accordingly, the

RNC requests and Advisory Opinion from the Commission. The RNC has made no payment or

commenced any activity on this issue.

5. Please provide a statement of the result that the person, commlttee, or entity seeks, and
a statement of the reasoning supporting that result.

The RNC seeks an advisory opinion confirming that it may pay $100,000 in legal fees
to Pitney, Hardin incurred as a result of legal challenges stemming from the reapportioned districts
without the payment being considered an in-kind contribution, subject to the contribution limits. It
is RNC's position that (a) that this payment is an extraordinary expense which occurs, at most, once
in a decade, which has nothing to do with message or campaign contributions and expenditures, and
therefore is not a contribution within the meaning of the statute; or (b) it may be viewed as an RNC
expense due to the national implications of the underlying lawsuit and therefore is not an
"assumption of liability". In either case, RNC may make the payment without consideration of
contribution limits.

Assuming the above is correct, the RNC also seeks advice as to whether such
payments must be reported to the Commission.

Discussion

A review of the New Jersey's Campaign Contributions and Expenditures Reporting

Act ("Act") and pertinent regulations did not produce any guidance on the issue presented.

Analogous matters, however, have been addressed by the Federal Election Commission ("FEC").



Additionally, the Commission has held, at least in one instance, that matters which do not focus on

campaign activities but have collateral benefits to a candidate are not contributions.

FEC Advisory Opinions Hold That Costs Incurred by
Reapportionment Challenges Are Not Reportable

Pursuant to the FEC, costs associated with reapportionment decisions of a state
legislature, although a political process, aré not considered election-influencing activity subject to
the requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act ("Federal Act"). AO 1981-35 (attached as
Exhibit B). In the opinion, the FEC examined a committee established by Congressmen to "finance
activities related solely to the Congressional reapportionment process in California." Id. at 1. None
of the committee's funds were to be used for campaign related activity. Id. The committee's
resources would go to pay, among other things, legal challenges to reapportionment plans. Id. The
FEC noted that the United States Constitution mandates the orderly reapportionment of
Congressional seats based on the results of the decennial census. Id. at 2. The FEC acknowledged
that members of congress are dependent upon .the decisions made by states regarding
reapportionment and, thus, may incur litigation expenses to challenge those decisions. Id. "Attempts
to influence a state legislature's decisions on reapportionment plans may have political features, but
are not necessarily election-influencing activity" of the type subject to the Federal Act and
regulations. Id. The FEC concluded that no contribution or expenditures would be made to or by a
committee whose activity is solely related to reapportionment activities. Id.

The FEC has also approved the establishment by a state party committee of a separate
account to receive and disburse funds for the purpose of influencing reapportionment activities. AO
1982-14 (attached at Exhibit C). In that case, the Michigan Republican State Committee asked the

FEC whether it could use funds from such an account to pay for congressional reapportionment

5



related activities of the state legislature. Id. at 1. The Committee sought to influence the process and,
as a result, expected to incur legal expenses. Citing to the advisory opinion discussed above, the
FEC once again concluded that funds received and disbursed from the reapportionment account are
not contributions or expenditures and thus are not subject to disclosure requirement or contribution
limitations and prohibitions of the Federal Act. Id. at 2.

In New Jersey, the Commission has considered other expenditures that may have
collateral benefits to a candidate but are not subject to contribution and expenditure limits under the
Act. Specifically, the Commission adopted the findings of the Honorable Beatrice Tylutki, ALJ who
held that a public service announcement by then-Governor Florio was directly related to his public

responsibilities and was not motivated by his re-election campaign. People for Whitman v. Florio

93, PF 03-93 (G), see also ELEC Advisory Opinion No. 15-1984. In that case, Governor Florio
made a television appeal to viewers that the prevention of child abuse was a community
responsibility. Id. at 13. The Court felt the message was meant to draw the audience's attention to
child abuse, not to further his re-election campaign. Id. The Commission concurred with the Court's
conclusion that the expense of the public service announcement should not count against the
expenditure limits because it was not directly related to the promotion of his candidacy. Id. see also,

Friends of Governor Tom Kean v. ELEC., 114 N.J. 33 (1989). Like the public service

announcement, reapportionment expenses do not promote any campaign.
Similarly, the Act declares that the policy of the state is to limit political contributions
and to require the reporting of all contributions received and expended "to aid or promote the

nomination, election or defeat of any candidate for public office." N.J.S.A. 19:44A-2. The Act seeks

to regulate the flow of money aimed at affecting the electoral process. See, generally, Markwardt

v. New Beginnings, 304 N.J. Super. 522 (App. Div. 1997). In stark contrast, litigation expenses for

6



reapportionment occurs once every ten years as a result of a constitutionally mandated process as
opposed to expenditures in furtherance of the election or defeat of a candidate. This is simply not
an ordinary campaign expense, and should be treated as an extraordinary non-campaign related item.
Based upon the lack of clear legal precedent in New Jersey, the FEC advisory opinions are exactly
on point and should be followed.

Reporting Requirement

RNC requests direction from the Commission as to how the expenditure should be
reported, if at all, by RNC, the republican state party and the republican leadership committees.

The Act contemplates the reporting of non-election related expenditures. It requires
reporting of all contributions and expenditures which include all loans and transfers of money or
other thing of value "as well as" all pledges or assumptions of liability. N.J.S.A. 19:44A-3. A
political party committee and legislative leadership committee are required to report all expenditures

"whether or not such expenditures were made . . . in furtherance of the election or defeat of a

candidate.” N.J.S.A. 19:44A-8!. If the Commission rules this is an expenditure by RNC that is a
contribution not subject to the limits, then interested New Jersey entities have a reporting
requirement.

Alternatively, if the Commission accepts RNC's theory that it can treat this expense
as one of its own due to the national implications of the law suit, then the state party and the
legislative leadership committees do not have a reporting obligation.

Please advise.

! Parenthetically by use of the term "whether or not" the legislature was
acknowledging that some contributions may be reportable transactions that are not subject to
contribution limits.



Person who is submitting request on behalf of committee or entity listed in item 1
above;

Full name: Peter G. Sheridan, Esq. Day Telephone:  (609) 695-0098
Home Telephone: (609) 275-4903
Cellular Telephone: (609) 658-7283

Mailing Address: Fax Number: (609) 695-1298

Graham, Curtin & Sheridan, PA

50 West State Street,

Suite 1008

Trenton, New Jersey 08608

Of Counsel:

Michael E. Toner

Thomas J. Josefiak

Charles R. Spies

Republican National Committee

310 First Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003

Official capacity of person requesting opinion:
- Candidate

- Treasurer

- Organizational Treasurer

X New Jersey Attorney representing person,
committee or entity:

Other

I hereby consent to an extension of the 10-day response period provided in N.J.S.A.
19:44A-8F to a 30-day period for Commission response, which period shall start on the
date of Commission receipt of the completed advisory opinion request (Cross out
paragraph if consent is withheld).



8.

Dated;

A request for an advisory opinion will not be considered filed until a fully completed
and signed application is received by the Commission.

[t MAL_

Peter G. Sheridan






