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4:45 

Monday 10/4/76 

Earlier I had called Robert Warner and 
read the list of requests for materials 
you wanted him to send. 

He will get them together and send them 
by air. 

They will be leaving from Detroit at 6:20 p.m. on 
United Fli ht 752, which will grriye at 
National ai 7:32 P.m. We have 
aske the messengers to pie the package up 
at the airport -- from the baggage claims desk. 

He said to tell you that finances are unimportant, 
but just to make sure everything is in order, 
they will bill us for the copies -- same as they 
bill anyone. There will be a package cost and 
they will charge mileage to the airport. Will 
probably cost about $15-$25. ~ -v.. 

It was addressed to Gerald R. Ford -- Attention -.) 
Philip Buchen. __ 

• 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 18, 1966 - Al Shapiro 11:00 a.m. 

Sept. 22, 1966 Al Shapiro 4:30 p.m. 

Dec. 20, 1966 10:00 - 12:00 Spoke at Maritime Trades lunch - Statler Hilton 

March 7, 1967 - 10:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

April 5, 1967 9:50 a.m. Phil Carlip 

April 18, 1967 - 1:30 p.m. Phil Carlip 

June 21, 1967 - 11:00 a.m. Spoke at Seafarers Int. - Statler Hilton (Phil Carlip) 

Feb. 28, 1968 - 10:30 a.m. Apt. ~ith Al Shapiro but may not have seen him as it 
was made tentatively because of Hr. Ford's absence 
fm. Wash. until late morning 

March 25, 1968 2:00 p.m. Phil Carlip (telephone call) 

June 6, 1968 9:30 a.m. Phil !Carlip 

June 19, 1968 - 10:00 a.m. Phil Carlip 
; ., ·, 

; 
' '' 

Feb. 27, 1969 - 2:55 p.m. Al Shapiro 

Mar. 6, 1969 10:15 a.m. - Phil Carlip 

Mar. 31, 1969 - 11:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

July 29, 1969 - 11:00 a.m. Spoke to Seafarers Int. - Statler Hilton 

Mar. 24, 1970 - 11:30 a.m. Leon Shapiro 

July 1, 1970 11:00 a.m. Spoke to Maritime Trades U. 2000 L St., N. W. 

May 6, 1971 9:45 a.m.. Phil Carlip 

June 21, 1971 11:00 Spoke to Seafarers - Statler Hilton 

Dec. 8, 1971 12:30 p.m. Spoke to Seafarers - 2000 ·L St., N. W. 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE , 
WASHINGTON 

Jan. 19, 1972 9:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

July 26, 1972 10:15 a.m. Phil Carlip 

Mar. 28, 1973 11:30 a.m. Avery(?) Shapiro and Mr. Von Conrad 

Nov. 27, 1973 - Spoke to Seafarers Conv. - Statler Hilton 

/-~~> .. 
. / ..:;' 



)t1EMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTO!'i 

July 18, 1966 - Al Shapiro 11:00 a.m. 

Sept. 22, 1966 Al Shapiro 4:30 p.m. 

Dec. 20, 1966 10:00 - 12:00 Spoke at Maritime Trades lunch - Statler Hilton 

March 7, 1967 - 10:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

April 5, 1967 9:50 a.m. Phil Carlip 

April 18, 1967 - 1:30 p.m. Phil Carlip 

June 21, 1967 - 11:00 a.m. Spoke at Seafarers Int. - Statler Hilton (Phil Carlip) 

Feb. 28, 1968 - 10:30 a.m. Apt. With Al Shapiro but may not have seen him as it 
was made tentatively because of ~fr. Ford's absence 
fm. Wash. until late morning 

March 25, 1968 2:00 p.m. Phil Carlip (telephone call) 

June 6, 1968 9:30 a.m. Phil 1Carlip 

June 19, 1968 - 10:00 a.m. Phil Carlip 

Feb. 27, 1969 - 2:55 p.m. Al Shapiro 

Mar. 6, 1969 10:15 a.m. - Phil Carlip 

Mar. 31, 1969 - 11:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

July 29, 1969 - 11:00 a.m. Spoke to Seafarers Int. - Statler Hilton 

Mar. 24, 1970 - 11:30 a.m. Leon Shapiro 

July 1, 1970 11:00 a.m. Spoke to Maritime Trades U. 2000 L St., N. W. 

May 6, 1971 9:45 a~m.. Phil Carlip 

June 21, 1971 11:00 Spoke to Seafarers - Statler Hilton 

Dec. 8, 1971 12:30 p.m. Spoke to Seafarers - 2000 ·L St., N. w: 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTOX 

Jan. 19, 1972 9:30 a.m. Phil Carlip 

July 26, 1972 10:15 a.m. Phil Carlip 

Mar. 28, 1973 11:30 a.m. Avery(?) Shapiro and Mr. Von Conrad 

Nov. 27, 1973 - Spoke to Seafarers Conv. - Statler Hilton 
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1. Between 1968 and 1973 the AFL Maritime Trade sponsored W etlnesday 

afternoon cocktail luncheons at which various congressmen spoke. Was 

Gerald Ford one of them? How many times did he speak? How much money 

did he receive for each speech? Did he list these fees on his IRS report? Did 

he write his own speeches on each occasion or were they written by the Union? 

2. Did the President receive contributions from an illegal fund set up by 

Seafarers International Union in 1962? According to a Justice Department 

indictment against the Union and its. officials which was delivered in 1970 

certain congressmen received a total of $750, 000 from that fund between 

1964 and 1968. Was Gerald Ford one of them? 

3. In J970 President Ford was named as one of those who received illegal 

contributions from American !?resident Lines and Pacific Far East Lines. 

Can you confirm that the President did in fact receive such contributions? 

Did the President have those contributions delivered to him in the form of 

checks in person? Was he aware that the contributions were illegal? 

The News 
Metromedia 

10:00 p.m. 

WNEW-TV - New York 
WTTG-TV - Washington 

Stanley Pinsley 

Mark Monsky 

1: 10 p. m. 

212-535-1197 or 212-535-1000 x426 
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UNITED STAT.ES v . .SEAI'AP..ERS INTERNATIONAL U. OF NO. AMER. 779 
Cite as 343 F .Supp. 779 (1972) 

[ 4] Insofar as we can analogize the 
facts and considerations operative in this 
case to those of Drown, we are satisfied 
that its precedent supports the position 
of the Bicentennial Corp. that no ad
ministrative hearing was constitutionally 
required. While Leslie received no 
formal hearing, on at least two occasions 
she received informal hearings with Mc
Lean and on one occasion with Supplee, 
at. which time she was informed of the 
reasons for her demotion and dismissal. 
Moreo,·er, she obtained a prompt 
judicial hearing, at which her claimed 
constitutional deprivations have been 
fully aired and determined. An adminis
trative hearing would have been no less 
time-consuming and inconvenient to l>oth 
Leslie and the Board and would have 
delayed the (inevitable) lawsuit. 

~ .Rev.ever, even if Drown was incorrect.' 
ly decided, we do not believe that Leslie 
was entitled to a formal administrative 
hearing. It is, in fact, difficult to con
ceiYe of just what type of independent 
administrative hearing could have been 
a.Horded to Leslie within the framework 
'Of the Bicentennial Corp. The Bicenten
·nial Corp., as we have noted, exists for a 
single purpose and will dissolve when that 
purpose is completed. The Bicentennial 
Corp. staff is small, . and there is no 
structure within its organizational setup 
which appears · suitable for the hearing 
procedure. In our view, the appropriate 
means of resolving her dispute was in 
the fashion that it has been resolved-in 
this proceeding.7 
h.li'l:_~ 
,.,,.~ 

"' 'ftt;c IV. CONCLUSION 

~·-Having balanced the interests of the 
parties, and having considered Leslie's 
penultimate and ultimate meetings with 
McLean and Supplee, we have been lead 
to ,,the conclusion that a formal adminis-.,_ 
tr::i.tive hearing was not required in these 

circumstances. Having considered the 

'"'!~~ 
7. We not e, too, that Leslie ne\·er requested 
·~·a bearing. H er attorney did, by letter 

to Bicentennial Corp. counsel, but on:l.r 

nature of Leslie's job and the circum
stances under which she was dismissed, 
we have concluded that her discharge was 
justified under the qpplicable constitu
tional principles. 

U:r..'ITED STATES of America 

v. 

SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 
OF NORTH AMERICA et al., 

Defendants. 
No. 70-CR-428. 

United States District Court, 
E. D. New York. 

May 25, 1972. 

Prosecution of union and union of
ficials for violation of Federal Corrupt 
Practices Law. On motion to dismiss in- , 
dictment, the District Court, Costantino, 
J., held that goYernment responses to 
pretrial disclosure orders failed to com
ply with orders, in that composition of 
special political action fund was not dis
closed, circumstances of contributions to 
fund were not disclosed, and alleged o•·ert 
acts were not disclosed, warranting dis~ 
missal of indictment; and that where 
there was 23-month delay betweeri indict
ment and trial, delay was attributable to 
government's refusal to properly respond 
to discovery requests by defendants, de
lay was · designed by government' to 
achieve tactical advantage, death of prin
cipal defendant during period of delay 
prejudiced defendants in preparation for 
trial, and there was no waiver of right 
to speedy trial, defendants were denied 
constitutional right to speedy trial. .· 

Indictment dismissed. 

as he was in the course of filing the in
stant lawsuit. 

• 

() 

<:.\ 
rl>) 



780 343 FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT 

1. Indictment and ln!onnation <P144 

Government responses in prosecution 

of union and union officials for alleged 

violations of Federal Corrupt ~ractices 

Act to pretrial disclosure orders failed to 

comply with orders, in that composition 

of special political action fund was not 

disclosed, circumstances of contributions 

to fund were not disclosed, and alleged 

overt acts were not disclosed, warranting 

dismissal of indictment. 18 U.S.C.A. § 

610; Fed.Ruies Crim.Proc. rules 7(f), 

16, 17; 18 U.S.C.A. 

2. Indictment and Information e:>t21(5) 

Conglomeration into one bill of par

ticulars of earlier unsatisfactory re

sponses to disclosure orders could not 

save indictment from dismissal. 

S. Constitutional Law <P268(4) 

Criminal Law €=>573 

In passing on motion to dismiss in

dictment because of denial of speedy trial 

or due process, court must examine 

length of delay, reason for delay, preju

dice to defendant, and waiver of speedy 

trial ; however, as alternative to deter

mining whether there bas been prejudice 

to defendant, court may determine wheth-

. er there has been purposeful and op

pressive government conduct. U.S.C.A. 

Const. Amends. 5, 6. 

4. Constitutional Law e:>268(4) 

Delay violating speedy trial provi

sions of Sixth Amendment can be so prej

udicial that it also violates due process 

clause of Fifth Amendment. U.S.C.A. 

Corist. Amends. 5, 6. 

5, Criminal Law <P573 

Where there was 23-month delay 

between indictment and trial, delay was 

attributable to government's refusal to 

·properly respond to discovery requests by 

defendants, delay was designed by gov

ernment to achieve tactical advantage, 

death of principal defendant during pe

riod of delay prejudiced defendants in 

preparation for trial, and there was no 

waiver of right to speedy trial, defend

ants were denied constitutional right to 

speedy trial. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 6. 

6. Criminal Law <P576(8) _ 

In view of government's faillll"& to 

file adequate bill of particulars as ....._ 

dered by court, . failure of defendants tlD 

move for speedy trial did not wafve ripi. 

to complain of want of speedy trial ._ · 

7. Criminal Law e:>573 

Prosecution had burden 

case forward. 

-

Robert A. Morse, Esq., U. S. Att1., £. 

D. N. Y., Brooklyn, N. Y., by Edpr N.. 

Brown, Gregory Jones, John· E. Clan. 

Special A ttys., Dept. of Justice. Criminal 

Div., Washington, D. C., and Gavin~ 

ti, Brooklyn, N. Y., for United Stato... : 
. -

Schulman, Abarbanel, Perkel & JI~ 

Evoy, by Howard Schulman, andA.nclrtW 

T. )IcEvoy, New York City, for de!IDll

ant Seafarers International Union" 

Rosner & Rosner, by Jonathan L.~Jtol

ner, New York City, for defendanta 'pp1 
. "" 

and Frank Drozak. . : ~ ·;. , 

Goldstein, Shames & Hyde, by Edward 

Brodsky, New York City, for defenda.lt. 

Al Kerr. · }-

Davis, Polk & Wardwell, by La'lrt"md 

E. Walsh, Michael W. Leisure, Richar'I 

J . Hoskins, and Richard L. Grimwadt~ 

New York City, for defendants Paul BalS 

and Earl Shepard. 

Abraham Brodsky, New York Cit.1. fQf 

defendants Philip Carlip and Joseph Dt· 

Giorgio. , . 

2. 
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UNITED STATES v. SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL U. OP NO. AMER. 781 
Cite as .343 F,Supp. 779 (1972) 

MEMORANDUM OPINION Failure to Comply with Pretrial ·. 
COSTANTINO, District Judge. 

By way of an indictment filed in this 
court on June 30, 1970, the Government 
charges that the Executive Board of the 
Seafarers International Union met on 
August 27, 1962 to create a special po
litical action fund-Seafarers Political · 
Activity Donation (SPAD). The Gov
ernment further charges that SP AD was 
nothing more than a device used by the 
union to conceal unlawful political con
tributions.1 In· furtherance of the con
spiracy, the Governmel)t alleges that the . 
defendants, through SP AD, received con
tributions from seamen scattered 
throughout the world and made unlawful 
·Political contributions totaling more than 
$750,000 in connection with federal elec
tions in the years 1964 through 1968.2 
~ -

Now, ten years after the alleged begin-
ning of the conspiracy and four years 
after the last wrongful act charged in 
the indictment, the defendants move for 
dismissal. Basically, the defendants set 
forth two grounds for dismissal-failure 
of the Government to comply with the 
pretrial orders of this court and for want 
of a speedy trial. In order to conserve 
judicial time and energy, the court will 
rule on both branches of this motion in 
bar. -

~:.: The substantirn wrongs charged by the 
.. .H Government in this 17-count indictment 

·involve violations of the Federal Cor
'l'tlPt. Practices Act, 18 U.S.C. § 610 

~ .(19i0), which provides in pertinent part: 
: It is unlawful for any . . . labor 
- organization to make a contribution or 

'"":" ... expenditure in connection with any elec
- tion at which Presidential and Yice 

Presidential electors or a Senator pr 
- Representative in, or a Delegate or Resi

dent Commissioner to Congress are to be 
voted for, or in <.'Onnection with any 

' primary election or political convention -:n or caucus held to select candidates for ~ .. ~ any of the foregoing offices, or for any 
..... 7 ~ candidate, political committee, ur other 
", person to accept or receive any con
~· ' tribution prohibited by this section. 
2. The s ubstantive counts of the indict

ment deal specifically with SPAD con-

Disclosure Orders 

[1] As the court and parties know 
all too well, this criminal prosecution has 
been the subject of lengthy pretrial pro
ceedings before two judges of this court.3 
These proceedings have resulted in or
ders g:ranting most of the defendants' re
quests under rules 7 (f), 16 and 17 and 
providing them with information that 
they, as well as the court believed to 
be essential to informing them of the 
crime with which they are being charged 
in addition to providing information nec
essary to defense preparation. In mov
ing disni.issal, the defendants argue that 
the Government has disregarded the or
ders of this court by supplying answers 
that are partially incomplete and at times 
at variance with each other.4 The Gov
ernment, on the other hand, contends 
that even though some of the court's or
ders went beyond what the Government 
believed case law required, it, never
theless, has complied in good faith and 
to the best of its ability. Further, the 
Government suggests the defendants' ob
jections are little more than challenges 
to the quantum and quality of the evi
dence the Government will educe at trial 
rather than being valid objections to the 
Government's compliance with the court's 
orders. After listening to the o~l argu-

-r tributions to the Republican Congres- .: 
sional Campaign Committee and the -
Humphrey-Muskie Cnmpaign Committee 
in 1968. 

3. Since the second branch of the defend
ants' ·motion--dismissal on grounds of op- -
pressive and prejudicial delay-requires 
a discussion of the pretrial stage of this 
litigation, rather than duplicating that 
effort here, the discussion has been in
cluded in a later and more appropriate 
pince in the opinion. 

4. The defendants do not complain that 
all the answers to their dL~covery and 
bill of particulars motions were unsatis
factory. They do argue, however, that 
the nonresponsi\'e answers of which they 
complain involved areas critical to the 
defense. 
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ments of very able counsel and upon re
reading the voluminous record, the court 
must grant this branch of . the defend
ants' motion. 

At the December 15, 1971 hearing on 
the defendants' pretrial motion and in a 
written order filed by the court on Jan
uary 25, 1972, the Government was di
rected and redirected on March 23, 1972 
to provide answers to bill of particulars 
requests designated as I-A, I-B, I-C, III
B, III-C, III-G(ii), III-I(ii)-(v) and 
111-M. These requests were designed to 
inform the defendants of: (1) the com
position of the SPAD fund; (2) the cir-· 
cumstances surrounding contributions to 
SP AD, and (3) overt acts not listed in 
the indictment upon which the Govern
ment intended to offer proof on trial. 
After examining the Government's re
sponses in each of these three topic head
ings, noncompliance is manifest. 

Composition of the Funds 
At the outset, the Government theor

ized that SP AD was merely the alter ego 
of the union itself. See Indictment 
Count 17. Consequently, from the Gov
ernment's viewpoint, it served no purpose 
to categorize the type of monies collected 
in the fund since any act of SP AD would 
in itself be deemed an act of the union, 
and, therefore, be proscribed by the stat
ute. See note 1 supra. Later, during an 
informal hearing before Judge Bartels, 
the Government stated_ it was not certain 
who bad contributed to the fund but re
fused, in any case, to categorize the type 
of monies in the fund. On December 15, 
1971 this court directed the Government 
to furnish in a bill of particulars infor
mation concerning the fund's composi
tion. A response came on February 10, 
1972 and consisted of two representa
tions by the Government: first, it had 
no information other than that which it 
learned from the union's cash receipts 
and, second, that it did not allege "other 
monies collected from members of the 
Union" or "other monies collected from 

5. Information concerning the fund's com
position was require<l by the defendants 
not only to enable them to prepare for a 

persons required to pay or tender union 
membership obligations" to be sources of 
SP AD fund monies. Then, after being 
redirected by the court to respond, on 
April 24, 1972, the Government answered 
that some of the money in the fund came 
from dues, union assessments, fines, pen
alties, "other monies collected from 
members" and "ot!>er monies C()Uected 
from persons required to tender or pay 
union membership obligations," with the 
bulk of the fund coming from involun
tary contributions. Moreover, the Gov
ernment claimed it had no data on what . 
portion of the fund was attributable to 
each of the categories nor did it explain 
its inclusion 22 months after the filing 
of the indictment of two categories of 
sources that were specifically excluded 20 
months after filing the indictment. 

Again responding, though stiU offer
ing no explanation for expanding its list 
of alleged sources, the Government reaf
firmed its inability to provide informa
tion concerning the amount of monies 
collected annually on a category basis. 
The Government, instead, continued to 
rely on a chart it furnished showing for 
the years 1966-1968 the source and 
amount of SP AD receipts for each union 
membership classification. The Govern
ment also noted the prior disclosure of its 
posi~ion on the ·voluntariness or involun
tariness of SP AD contributions as keyed 
to the various union membership classes. 

In light of these arguments, the court 
bas no choice but to find inexplicable in
consistencies in the Government's re
sponses. Further, the court finds the 
Government's failure to state the amount 
of monies attributable to each alleged 
category is in itself noncompliance \\ith. 
the court's order. Obviously, for the 
Government to state in .good faith that 
some of the monies in the fund were at
tributable to each category directly im
plies that; at bare minimum, the Govern
ment must have information to show at 
least one contribution for each category 
in at least one of the years covered by the 

trial but also to enable them, if the facts 
warranted, to move for dismissal on con
stitutional groun 

I 
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indictment. Yet, the Government pro- ment together with the amount of pay
fesses it has no data that will provide ment and the identity of the port agent, 
this information. Clearly, contradictory in addition to the receipt number of the 
responses cannot even be raised to the payment. Further, the Government 
level of colorable compliance. Thus, on notes, it attached explanations of the port 
the issue of fund composition, the Gov- and port agent codes utilized in the 
ernment has failed to comply with the printouts. Arguing on a different plane, 
court's pretrial orders. the Government also contends the defend-

Contributions to SP AD s 

With respect to contributions deposit
ed in "the SP AD account chargeable to 
other monies collected from members of 
the union as well as from persons re
quired to pay or tender union member
ship obligations, the court directed the 
Government to particularize the circum-

) stances under which these monies were 
collected. In its original February 1972 

r- response, the Government did not furnish 
.st these particulars because it represented 
af· that it did not allege either of these cate
:na· gories to be sources of SP AD funds. 
:l\e: Changing its position two months later, 
asi~the Goverriment referred the defendants 
d tto a computer printout from the union's 
g fcelectronic data tapes. 

ar . The Government argues that the com-
un1~mter printouts provide the defendants 
-0'7.-ith a complete and informative record 
e 0 ~ f each transaction resulting in a con
n'0 \ibution to the SP AD account-name of ke' 
lS • 'le seaman, his book number and mem-
1 c\aS!rship classification, the port of pay
tbe cc 
icab\E Especially since the Government's case 
· ent'.s must succeed or fail with its ability to 
\· a:,show the inrnluntariness of contributions 

in to SP AD and considering the minimum 
~be sJilapse of four years between the time of 
;i.cb a.l'Ontribution to SPAD and the time of 
)\iance rial, the defendants' need for specifica-
· 1 foion of circumstances is almost self-evi
; ':!' ·t~t. The fac·t that none of the individ
,d fal 9.l tlefenc1ants were present at the time 
'und Vi{,ntributions were made only serves to 
; airectinforce the argument supporting the 

tbe C-urt's order to disclose such informa
n, •n 
lOtl to S . 

. each c: this regard, the Government furnished 
S co'Ve!e<ntouts CO\·ering almost 400 transac-

lS purporting to represent SPAD col
it t\11ions in various American and Far 

:\_e111
•. ,.531 ctern seaports. Yet, these printouts 

hstni~ not specify for the defendants which 

ants' reliance here on language used by 
this court in its memorandum and order 
of March 30, 1972 is misplaced. The 
Government points out that the language 
used by the court related to request III
M concerning overt acts rather than re
lating to requests dealing with the cir
cumstances surrounding contributions to 
SPAD. 

The Government's response fails to 
comply with the orders of this court. Its 
response particularized neither the con
versations nor the circumstances sur7 
rounding contributions made to the 
SP AD account. Though the Government 
is correct in stating that the language 
quoted from the court's memorandum 
and order dealt specifically with request 
III- M, it is also unquestionable that the 
court on that point was dealing with the 
very nature of the computer printout 
data. Surely information the court ex
pressly found not in compliance with a 
direction to give the circumstances in
volved in one type of transaction cannot 
be held to be compliance with a similar 
order respecting other transactions.7 

individuals were coerced into contribut· 
ing, to whom, when and where they gave 
the contributions nor does it specify the 
conversations ancl circumstances at the 
time the contributions were made. See 
Meinorandum and Order of March 30, 
1972, at 13. The printouts, for example, 
do not distinguish among Far Eastern 
ports nor <lo they inform the defendants 
of what the port agents said or did to 
obtain a contribution from a seaman nor 
does it reveal the seaman's response, nor 
the absence or presence of ilther people 
at the time of the contribution. More
over, it must be called to mind again that 
nowhere is it alleged that any of the in
cliviclual defendants collected or e>en wit
nessed any of the transactions listed by 
the Government. Furthermore, even the 
union, acting through these indindual de
fendants, is without knowledge concern-
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Overt Acts s 
The history of the Government's re

sponses on this order are similar to its 
responses on the hvo previous orders. 
After the Government was directed to 
furnish the overt acts upon which it in
tended to rely, it turned over to the de
fendants a carton of computer printouts 
containing approximately 24,000 names 
and recording approximately 76,000 

· transactions resulting in contributions 
to SPAD. Additionally, the Government 
set forth eight alleged transactions with 
paraphrases of the· conversations at the. 
time of the transactions. When the court 
specifically held these responses riot to be 
in compliance with the court's prior or
der, the Government pared its list to 
14 pages of computer data involving 120 
different seamen. The Government also 
increased from eight to 22 the number of 
transactions . covered in nonprintout 
form.9 These changes, however, do not 
affect the basic nature of the original 
response ; a response held not to be in 
compliance with the court's orders. But, 
more importantly, this court warned in 
its March 30, 1972 memorandum and 
order that it would not be sufficient 
merely to reduce the number of transac
tions alleged to be overt acts. The court 
suggested to the Government then that it 
select a smaller number of transactions 
from the 76,000 and give the required 
information as to each of them. The 
Government cannot now expect the court 
to find anything Jess than that to be in 
compliance. Accordingly, the court must 
also find noncompliance as to this bill 
of particulars request. 

[2] Because of the Government's re
peated failure to furnish the essential 
particulars that would comply adequate
ly with the orders of this court, the court 

ing the cir<'umstances surroun<ling these 
transactions. This information is essen· 
tial t o defense preparation. As this court 
noted in its last memorandum an1l order, 
id. at 14, if at this late date the Govern· 
ment has no information about specific 
transactions upon which it presently in·· 
tends to offer evidence at trial, clearly, 
the defendants' right of confrontation can· 
not be secured. 

must grant the relief that it indicated 
it would grant pursuant to the terms of 
the March 30, 1972 memorandum and or
der. The mere conglomeration into one 
bill of particulars of earlier unsatisfac
tory responses-responses that failed to 
provide the defendants with information 
so vital to defense preparation--eannot 
now suffice to save · the prosecution. 
United States v. Armco Steel Corp., 255 
F.Supp. 841 (S.D. Cal. 1966). Conse
quently, this branch of the defendants' 
motion to dismiss must be granted. See 
1 C. Wright, Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure§ 130, at 295 (1969); cf. Unit
ed States v. Nardolillo, 252 F.2d 755, 757 
(1st Cir. 1958) (Government's refusal to 
turn over information). 

. ?. 

Purposeful and Prejudicial. Delay 
On this branch of their motion the de

fendants seek dismissal of the indict
ment on the grounds that the conduct of 
the prosecution has resulted in delay de
priving the defendants of rights secured 
to them by the fifth and sixth amend
ments to the Constitution, rule 48 of the 
rules of criminal procedure and by the 
rules promulgated by the Second Circuit 
to insure the prompt disposition of 
criminal cases. Thus, since this branch 
of the motion calls into question the Gov
ernment's conduct during pretrial pro
ceedings in this case, the court must first 
set forth the history of those proceed
ings. 

In September 1970, after the defend
ants had been arraigned, one of the de
fense counsel met with Government at
torneys for the purpose of narrowing 
some of the issues presented by the in
dictment. At that conference, counsel at
tempted to arrive at an understanding of 
the Government's definition of "union 

8. See l!emorand11m and Order of January 
25, 1972. 

9. These transactions were given in response 
to bill of particulars request III-I-(iv)
(v) which the Government . incorporated 
by reference into its response to request 
III-:\.!. 
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UNITED STATES v. SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL U. OF NO. AMER. 785 Cite as 343 F.Supp. ii9 (1972) funds," a critical term used in the indictment. The Government took the position then that all funds collected by representatives of the union, regardless of the voluntariness or involuntariness of such contributions, were included_ in the Government's definition of "union funds." Yet, despite the critical nature of this definition and despite a defense request to reduce this information to writing, on the day following the conference tbe Government refused to state in writing what it had told defense counsel orally at the conference. 
A month later, Judge Bartels placed this case on his calendar for an informal conference. Prior to the conference, defense counsel forwarded to Judge Bartels and the Government a memorandum that outlined matters on which the defense requested pretrial disclosure. After hearing counsel, Judge Bartels directed the defendants to mail to the Government within two weeks a questionnaire designed to simplify the issues in the case. Seeking the Go,·ernment's position as to the nature of SP AD and of the political contributions made by seamen, on November 6, 1970, the defendants forwarded their questionnaire to the Government. On December 15, 1970, the Government responded by mailing to defense counsel copies of the opinions ·delivered by the judges of the Eighth Circuit in United States v. Pipefitters Local Union - - No. 562, 434 F.2d 1116 (8th Cir.), aff'd en bane, 434 F.2d 1127 (8th Cir. 1970), cert. granted, 402 U.S. 994, 91 S.Ct. 2168, 29 L.Ed.2d 160 (1971) (Renumbered No. 70-74, 1971 Term)- a case the Govern-. ment contends is virtually identical to the inatant prosecution. (Until May 25, 1971, the forwarding of copies of the Eighth Circuit opinions was to be the sole Government response to the questionnaire propounded at the court's direction.) In light of the Government's 

10. The Government poipts out that a dock· et entry made by a deputy clerk of the court supports a finding that the defend· ants' motion papers were filed on July 9, 19il. The affidavit of service reveals, however, that the papers were ser-.ed on June 29, 19il. The discrepancy in dates 
343 F.Supp.-50 

unresponsive answer, in January 1971 the defendants sought an order compel
ling answers to the inquiries contained in their questionnaire. On February l, 1971, in its next communication with Judge Bartels, the Government sought a trial date. The defendants immediately made Judge Bartels aware of the Government's continuing unwillingness to provide the defendants ·with necessary pretrial disclosure and renewed their request to settle an order directing the Government to answer the questionnaire. Judge Bartels decided, however, to make another attempt at obtaining pretrial disclosure, setting the case down for a second informal hearing on May 14, 1971. 
It is clear from the minutes of the hearing that Judge Bartels had a twofold purpose in summoning the parties before the court: (1) obviate the need for filing motion papers and (2) furnish the defendants with the information they were entitled to receive. Minutes of Hearing, May 14, 19il, at 4. The minutes of the hearing also reveal that Judge Bartels placed the GoYernment on notice it would have to inform the defendants of the nature and composition of the fund, id. at 9, as ·well as the status of contributions to SP AD and to define the term "involuntary contribution," id, at 11-16, & passim. As the hearing wore on, Judge Bartels directed the defendants to review the minutes of the hearing and make a "motion for the residue [of information] that you didn't receive." Id. at 62. In addition, Judge. Bartels dii:-ected that if any motions were to be made that they be served by June 30, 1971 and be returnable on July 8, 1971. Id. at 71. Complying with the court's direction, on June 29, 1971, the defendants served the Government and filed with Judge Bartels a comprehensive set of motion papers returnable on July 8, 1971.IO Meanwhile, on May 25, 1971, the 

is attributable to the continuing practice of the defendants to deliver papers directly to chambers rather than filing them in the clerk's office. In order to resoh·e any doubt on this point, the court finds as a matter of feet that the papers ..-ere filed and sen ·ed on June 29, 1971. 
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Government furnished its response to the . 

questionnaire propounded on November 

6, 1970. Contrary to the intent of Judge 

Bartels as manifested at the informal 

hearing 11 days earlier, however, the 

Government refused to answer almost all 

the inquiries directed at the nature and 

composition of the SPAD fund. Unques

tionably, the need of proceeding by way 

of formal motion had not been diminished 

because of the Government's response. 

Disregarding -Judge Bartels' order of 

· May 14, 1971, the Government served and 

filed its answering papers 'on July 16, 

1971. Judge Bartels, however, was no 

longer available to entertain the motion. 

Two weeks later, on July 30, 1971, with 

the consent of this court and Judge Bar-

. tels, the case was formally reassigned 

pursuant 'to Rule 4, Individual Assign

ment and .Calendar Rules, E.D.N.Y. By 

its letter of August 25, 1971, the Gov

ernment then advised this court of the 

status of the prosecution. After inform

ing the court of their pending motion, the 

defendants filed, in September, a reply 

affidavit to the Government's answering 

papers. The next communication with 

the court by either side came by way of 

a letter to the court from the Government 

in November 1971 requesting a confer

ence to fix a date for trial. The court 

fixed December 8, · 1971 as the date for 

the conference. From the · date the Gov

ernment "responded" to the questionnaire 

sent it by the defendants until the date 

set for the first conference with this 

court, the Government had not furnished 

the defendants any additional informa

tion. 
Because the December 8, 1971 confer

ence was set 'down by the court at the 

Government's· request to fix a date for 

trial, the court, of course, assumed that 

the Government at least would be ready 

to do all that was necessary to clear the 

way for trial. Nevertheless, at the very 

outset of the conference, the Government 

informed the court · ft was not prepared 

to talk about the single, greatest road

block to trial- the motion filed by the 

defendants over five months earlier. See 

Minutes of Hearing, December 8, 1971, 

at 3. The Government then sugges~ 

the parties again try through informal 

meetings of counsel to voluntarily re

solve their differences concerning the 

pending motion. When this procedure 

ended in failure, the motion was formally 

submitted to the court for decision. ~· 

At a second conference held on Decem

ber 15, 1971, the court ruled on almost 

all of the requests contained in the de

fendants' omnibus discovery motion. The 

remaining request was disposed of in a 
memorandum and order filed by the court 

on January 25, 1972. As a result of the 

court's oral and written rulings most of 

the defendants' requests for particulars 

dealing with the nature of contributions 

to the SP AD fund and for other acts not 

contained in the indictment which the 

Government . alleged violated the Federal 

Corrupt Practices Act were granted. 

In response to the court's order to file 

a bill of particulars, the Government filed 

several pages of information expanding 

on the allegations of the indictment. On 

February · 25, 1972 the Government filed 

another supplemental . "bill of particu

lars"- a carton box containing an esti

mated 2000 pages of computer printout 

data covering all SP AD contributions, re
gardless of their voluntary or involun

tary nature, from the 24,000 contributors 

to SP AD during the years 1966 through 

1968. Accompanying the box of com

puter data was a representation by the 

Government that the data contained de

tails of all the overt acts upon which the 

· Government intended to rely. In the 

court's memorandum and order of March 

30, 1972, the Government's responses 

were held not to be in compliance with 

the prior rulings of the court. Despite 

the court's redirection to furnish a prop

er bill of particulars, however, as the -

court has ruled tOday, the Government 

still has not complied and the delay in 

prosecution continues. 

Argument on Constitutional Grounds · 

[3-5} In passing upon a motion seek

ing dismissal of an indictment for want 

of a speedy trial, whether ~h ~t~ . 
be the sixth amendment's gu'a:ra'iltee of .a~ 

) ~ .. , 
;ii -

.c~ ~ 

:, ~ 

~"" -



;es 
ith
ite 
>P
:.he 
mt 
in 

ek
ant 
nds 
1f a 

• 

UNITED STATES v. SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL U. OF NO. AMER. 787 
Cite as 3-13 F:Supp. 779 (19i:!) 

speedy trial or whether it is asserted that 
the delay in prosecution assumes the pro
portions of a denial of due process under 
the fifth amendment, the court must ex
amine four factors: (1) length of the de
lay; (2) reason for the delay; (3) prej
udice to the defendant, and ( 4) waiver 
of a speedy trial. United States ex rel. 
Solomon v. Mancusi, 412 F.2d 88 (2d 
Cir.), cert. denied, 396 U.S. 936, 90 S.Ct. 
269, 24 L.Ed.2d 236 (1969); United 
States v. Simmons, 338 F.2d 804 (2d 
Cir. 1964), cert. denied, 380 U.S. 983, 85 
S.Ct. 1352, 14 L.Ed.2d 276 (1965); Unit
ed States ex rel. Von Cseh· v. Fay, 313 
F.2d 620 (2d Cir. 1963).11 Case law, 
however, also recognizes an alternative to 
the third part of this four-fold test. A 
claim of deprival of the right to a speedy 
trial can be sustained if the defendant 
can make a showing of purposeful and 
oppressive Government conduct as an 
alternative to a showing of prejudice to 
the defendant. See, e. g., United States 
v. Dooling, 406 F.2d 192 (2d Cir.), cert. 
denied, 395 U.S. 911, 89 S.Ct. 1744, 23 
L.Ed.2d 224 (1969); United States v. 

. Pinero, 329 F.Supp. 992 (S.D.N.Y. 1971). 
Thus, the defendants argue that under 
either version of the test adopted by the 
Second Circuit their motion must be 
granted. 

Length of Delay 
. The first link in the chain of illegal. 

acts alleged by the Government in this 
indictment was forged in i962 when the 
union's executive board created the 
SP AD fund. The chain of acts violating 
the Federal Corrupt Practices Act was 
completed, according to the indictment, 
when SP AD made contributions in 1968 
to both 'Republican and Democratic cam
paign committees, with the knowledge 
that those funds would be used in fed
eral election campaig?s. Between 1962 

11. These Second Circuit cases indicate that 
<lue to the close interrelationship between 
the right to a spee<ly trial and the right 
to clue process the court must reYiew the 
same four factors in determining whether 
the delay has deprived a defendant of 
either of the two constitutional guaran
tees. Unque1>tionably, a <lelay violating 

and 1968 came the vast number of con
tributions by seamen that filled the cof
fers of the SP AD fund. The summer of 
1968 marked the beginning of both a con
gressional and Justice Department in
vestigation of SP AD operations. The 
congressional investigation produced no 
action; the Justice Department investi
gation, on the last day in the life of an 
18-month grand jury and almost eight 
years after the creation of SPAD, pro
duced this indictment. Under the test to 
be applied in deciding this branch of 

. the motion, however, none of these pre
indictment events are includable in com
puting the length of delay. United 
States v. Marion, 404 U.S. 307, 92 S.Ct. 
455, 30 L.Ed.2d 468 (1971). Given the 
stage of the proceedings at which the 
defendants made their motion, only post
indictment delay is attackable. 

Today, 11 days before the date set for 
trial, the time lapse· computed from the 
filing of the indictment stands at almost 
23 months. Clearly, while the delay here 
is not as shocking to the conscience as 
delays in some of the other cases in 
which similar motions have been grant-

. ed, see, e. g., United States v. Mann, 291 
F.Supp; 2·68 (S.D.N.Y. 1968) (nine-year 
delay), neither is the delay so minimal 
that the defendants' motion must be de
nied without considering the remaining 
three factors of the Second Circuit test, 
cf. United States ex rel. £olomon v. Man
cusi, 412 F.2d 88, 90 (2d Cir.), cert. 
denied, 396 U.S. 936, 90 S.Ct. 269, 24 
L.Ed.2d 236 (1969). This type of mo
tion does not merely test the passage of 
time. See United States v. Ewell, 383 
U.S. 116, 86 S.Ct. 773, 15 L.Ed.2d 627 
(1966); but see United States v. Lust
man, 258 F.2d 475 (2d Cir.), cert. de
nied 358 U.S. 880, 79 S.Ct. 118, 3 L.Ed.2d 
109 ( 1958) (leaving open the possibility 
that passage of time can be a per se 

the speedy trial provisions of the sixth 
amendment can be so prejudicial that 
it also violates the due proeess clause of 
the fifth amendment. See Cnited States 
v. Capaldo, 402 F.2d 821 (2d Cir. 1968), 
eert. denied 394 U.S. 989, 89 S.Ct. 14i6, 
22 L.Ed.2d 764 (1969). 
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violation of the due process clause). 
Accordingly, the court finds that the 
delay of _23 months in this prosecution is 
sufficiently long that, assuming the re
maining factors preponderate in the de
fendants' favor, dismissal is warranted. 

Reasons for Delay 

The Government has adopted a two
pronged position on this issue: (1) de
lay has not occurred and (2) if the court 
finds delay, then it must also find that 
delay is directly attributable to the ac
tions of the defendants. Reply to De
fendants' Motion to Dismiss, filed March 
23, 1972, at 4. The defendants argue, 
however, that the delay in this prosecu
tion has been caused by the Govern
ment's refusal to properly respond to 
their . discovery reques.ts. The defend
ants contend further that this course of 
conduct embarked upon by the Govern
ment has been designed by the Govern
ment to achieve a tactical advantage. 
Consequently, if the defendants can sus
tain their argument, they will not only.be 
successful on the second part of the 
Second Circuit test but the third part of 
the alternative version as well. The 
court finds the defendants . have sus
tained their argument. 

From the history of these proceedings 
it is evident that the Government has 
continuously sought what it termed an 
early but realistic trial date. On all 
occasions, both this court and Judge 
Bartels expressed a willingness to accede 
to the Government's request. In fact, 

12. Especially in this type of multi-defend
ant case alleging a continuing conspiracy 

· that commenced a1most 10 years ago, and 
presenting a myriad of complex. legal 
questions and raising the spectre of vast
ly protracted litigation, the Government 
must accept its burden- narrow the tri
able issues and provide the defenuants 
with essential pretrial disclosure. As 
Judge Marovitz noted in United States 
v. Tanner, 279 F .Supp. 457, 478 (~.D. 

Ill. 1967) (arson and bomb conspiracy) : 
[l]t is obvious that the Court has ex
pended much needless time in providing 
particulars to the defense 
EYen in a situation where 82 separate 
requests are included in a motion for a 

in December 1971 this court set a finn 
date for trial-June 5, 1972. Yet, con
commitant to moving a criminal cause to 
trial, an obligation arises on the part of 
the Government to forward to the de
fendants appropriate pretrial disclosure 
information.12 With this in mind, as the 
minutes of the December 15, 1971 hear
ing attest, the court established a time
table for pretrial disclosure leading up to 
the June 1972 trial date. Quite simply, 
however, the Government has not com
plied with this portion of their obliga
tion. Because of the Government's non
compliance, the defendants find them
selves caught in the squeeze between 
early trial and adequate preparation. . , 

The Government's failure to meet it:r 
pretrial disclosure obligations, see· note 

. 12 supra, has been a continuing one-
failure to respond to the October· 1970 
questionnaire; failure to file a timely 

·response to the defendants' discovery mo
tions; failure to comply with this court's 
rulings on those motions. The May 1. 
1972 hearing on the defendants' motion 
to dismiss is typical of the Government's 
failure to meet their pretrial obligations, 
e. g., in the early stages of this litiga
tion, at the direction of the court and, at 
least once by request of the Govern-

. ment, counsel attempted through infor
mal means to secure information the 
Government was obligated to give, yet, 
the Government, in explaining its fail
ure to disclose any essential information 
until January 1972, relied on the ab
sence of an order directing disclosure.13 

bill of particulars, the Government hu 
the duty to proffer those which are 
proper antl appropriate, rather than be- , 
ing content to argue that the bill seeks 
a mass of e' ·identiary material, antl 
shifting the burden to the court to sift 
the wheat from the chaff. 

13. ~Ir. Brown- . . . 
I would like to point out, though, that 

the first time that we had an order re
quiring the Government to prod11ce any
thing ~-as a year and a half after the 
indictment . . . . 
~finutes of Hearing, May 1, ~972, at 42 
(emphasis added). 
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Regardless whether the Government's all
out resistance to pretrial disclosure has 
exemplified good faith or bad faith, the 
Government has made "a deliberate 
choice for a supposed advantage" and 
the consequent delay has caused as much 
"damage to the defendant[s] as it would 
have caused if it had been made in bad 
faith." In re Provoo, 17 F.R.D. 183, 202 
(D.Md.), aff'd per curiam, 350 U.S. 857, 
76 S.Ct. 101, 100 L.Ed. 761 (1955). 

Accordingly, the court finds that the 
Government has chosen to embark on a 
course of purposeful conduct designed 
to secure a tactical advantage, resisting 
both suggestions and orders of two 
judges of the court to furnish the de
fendants with requisite pretrial disclo
sure while, simultaneously, demanding 
an early trial date. This choice of the 
Government seeking unfair advantage 
over the defendants has resulted in the 
current and continuing delay in the pros
ecution. Assuming the absence of waiv
er of the right to a speedy trial, then, 
under the alternative version of the Sec
ond Circuit test, dismissal is warranted. 
See United States v. Dooling, 406 F.2d 
192 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 395 U.S. 911, 
89 $.Ct . .17 44, 23 L.Ed.2d 224 ( 1969) ; 
United States v. Pinero, 329 F.Supp . 
992, 994 (S.D.N.Y. 1971); - cf. United 
States v. Blaustein, 325 F.Supp. 233, 238 
(S.D.N.Y. 1971); United States v. Blan
ca Perez, 310 F.Supp. 550, 551 (S.D.N.Y. 
1970) (prima facie prejudice). 
' •. 

Prejudice 
Though this court has already ruled 

that the Go•ernment's refusal to particu
larize its charges is in itself a violation 
of the right to a speedy trial, the court 
also finds the Government's failure to 
comply with the order to disclose infor
mation essential to the defense has seri
ously prejudiced the defei:idants' ability 

14. The prejudice flowing from the Govern
ment's failure to provide this information 
is magnified in this t ype of case wi1ere 
the issues to be resolved require a n in
quiry into t he state of a person's mind 
- lioth of t he contributing seaman and 
the collecting union official. See ~finutes 

to prepare to meet the charges lodged 
against them. Because of the Govern
ment's failure to disclose this essential 
information, the defendants will be un
able to investigate adequately the trans
actions concerning which the Govern
ment has indicated its intent to offer 
evidence on trial. Absent such investi
gation, the defendants will be prevented 
from effectively cross-examining the 
Government's witnesses, nor will they be 
able to locate, interview and procure the 
attendance at trial of any rebuttal wit
nesses who might have a recollection of 
these events.u Similarly, despite an or
der by this court to do so, the refusal of 
the Government to particularize fully its 
position with respect to the organization 
and composition of the SP AD fund has 
rendered impossible any statistical de
fense to the charges lodged against these 
defendants. 

Further, the defendants set forth the 
sudden and unexpected death on January 
26, 1972 of defendant Al Kerr as a spe
cific example of prejudice resulting from 
the delay in prosecution. Defendant 
Kerr, the sole individual named in the 
s.ubstantive counts of the indictment and 
termed in the Government's bill of par
ticulars as the "general administrator 
for the Union in all matters concerning 
SP AD," was the custodian of all SPAD 
records and reports. Assuming defend
ant Kerr took the stand, and there is no 
reason to believe at this time that he 
would not have taken the stand, he would 
have been in a position to testify as to 
the facts concerning SP AD's creation; 
the existence of SP AD as an entity dis
tinct from the union; the efforts of the 
defendants beginning in 1962 and con
tinuing to the present to comply with the 
r equirements of the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act, as well as to rebut 
the Government's allegations to the 

of Hearing, May 14, 19il, at 10. ?.!ore· 
o>er, the problem is great ly exac>erbated 
b.r the absen<·e of the defendants f rom any 
t ransaction upon which the Go>ernment 
intends to rely that resul ted in a con
t ribut ion to the SPAD fund. 
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contrary. Clearly, defendant Kerr was 
the one individual most qualified to 
testify as to SP AD's organizational 
structure and daily operation, and to dis
tinguish the interrelationships among 
the individual defendants, the union, 
SP AD and the alleged co-conspirators. 
More importantly, the defendants aver 
that defendant Kerr personally made re
funds to all SP AD contributors who re
quested them. Such testimony as to 
SPAD's custom and practice of giving 
refunds, in addition to specific evidence 
as to the time, place and manner in 
which these refun~. were made is vital 
to the defense. By the death of this spe
cific favorable witness, Al Kerr, how
ever, not only have the defendants lost 
all of his vital testimony at trial, but 
they also have lost his invaluable aid in 
preparation before trial. 

Moreover, the defendants alleged prej
udice in an :m:.:. not directly related to · 
trial preparation or the loss of evidence. 
In addition to alleging the presence of 
anxiety that accompanies the prospect of 
criminal trial and which becomes "mani
festly oppressive" when post-indictment 
delay increases "from months to years;'' 
see United States v. Blanca Perez, 310 
F.Supp. 550, 551 (S.D.N.Y. 1970); see 
also United States v. Marion, 404 U.S. 
307,· 320, 92 S.Ct. 455, 30 L.Ed.2d 468 
(1971), the defendants allege further 
that they "have been substantially dis
abled from properly fulfilling their func
tions as a labor organization and as offi
cials of that organization." Supplemen
tal Affidavit in Support of Motion to 
Dismiss, filed April 28, 1972. at 17- 18.115 
Furthermore, the defendants point out, 
bail limitation.s have reduced the ability 
of the individual defendants to perform 

15. The tlefendants a:~e that the pendency 
of these charges has adversely affected the 
union's organizational activities antl have 
effectively barred the union from func
tioning in the p0litica:l arena. Of course 
any arrest and indictment leaves the de
fentlant open to "public obloquy," to a 
drain on his financial resources antl a 
curtailment of his a·ssociations, t;nited 
States v. :\Iarion, 404 u.S. 307, 320, 92 
S.Ct. 455, 30 L.Ed.2d 468 (1971) ; here, 

various services in behalf of the union 
and its membership. 

From this recital of facts prejudice is · 
readily apparent. A key witness, Al 

·Kerr, critical to the defense has become 
unavailable through death. Dickey v. 
Florida, 398 U.S. 30, 36, 90 S.Ct. 1564, 
26 L.Ed.2d 26 (1969). Defendant 
Kerr's death, coming almost on the heels 
of the Government's initial pretrial dis
closure, coupled with the Government's 
continuing failure to disclose other es
sential information, has hampered the 
preparation of a defense in this case. 
United States v. DeMasi, 445 F.2d 251, 
255 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 882, 
92 S.Ct. 211, 30 L.Ed.2d 164 (1971). 
Moreover, there is a suggestion in the 
record that potential witnesses are un
able to recall some of the events that 

. have occurred in the last ten years, eight 
of which are covered in this indictment. 
Id. Thus, especially in light of the death 
of Al Kerr, it can be fairly said on this 
record that "the search for truth has 
been severely hampered" and, rather than 
being a case where possible prejudice is 
"unsubstantial, speculative and prema
ture," this is a case where prejudice is 
actual and has been particularized. 
United States v. Mann, 291 F.Supp. 268, 
271 (S.D.N.Y. 1968). 

Waiver · 
[6] Ordinarily, a defendant waives 

his right to complain of the want of a 
speedy trial if he fails to move for a 
speedy trial. See, e. g., United States 
v. Lustman, 258 F.2d 475 (2d Cir.), 
cert. denied, 358 U.S. 880, 79 S.Ct. 118, 
3 L.Ed.2d 109 (1958). Nonetheless, as 
this court indicated in its Memorandum 
and Order, filed March 30, 1972, _at. 5, 

however, the problem has been exacerbat- -
ed by delay. Defendant Paul Hall; par-

0 ticularly, who has been named in the 
press as a probable successor to George 
Meany as President of the AFL-CIO, 
see Supplemental Affidavit in Support of 
:\lotion to Dismiss, filed April 28, 1972. 
Exhibit .. C," has suffered greatly from 
the public notoriety surrounding this pros-
ecution. • 
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A key witness, :tr1·a1 cannot be an effective remedy. See d f ment the sixth amendment's guarantee 
e ense has becon: .. In re Provoo, 17 F.R.D. 183 (D.Md.), d of a right to a speedy trial. Pollard v. 

· eath. Dickey ·affd per curiam, 350 U.S. 857, 76 S.Ct. I, 36, 90 S.Ct. 156: 101, 100 L.Ed. 761 (1955). As the court United States, 352 U.S. 354, 361 n. 7, 1969). Defendar..has found, supra, the Government has 77 S.Ct. 481• 1 L.Ed.2d 393 (l957). 
1 

Before the rule can be invoked, however, ~ ~?st on the heel !ailed to file an adequate bill of particu- the defendants must make a successful initial pretrial dh Jars as ordered by the court. In fact, showing of delay and either that it prejt~e Government' this failure continues even today. disclose othe 
udiced the defendant's ability to rebut has ha . dr e~ [7] Since the burden is with the the Government's case or that it was ense inmi~~e th! prosecution to move this case forward, caused by oppressive governmental acasi 44~ F ~sd cas1: see Dickey v. Florida, 398 U.S. 30, 37- tion. United States v. Dooling, 406 F.2d i ied 4; 4 US 251 38, 90 S.Ct. 1564, 26 L.Ed.2d 26, the 192, 196 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 395 U.S. d.2d 164 Cl. 882 failure of the defendants to demand a 911, 89 S.Ct. 1742, 3 L.Ed.2d 224 (1969). 3uggest· . 971) speedy trial cannot be deemed a waiver But, in any case, a motion under this rule ivitne"s Ion m th1: of their rights when the Government, at is addressed to the sound discretion of " es are un. · · h S U · d Sta 

the e . t the same hme, has failed to comply ade- t e court. ee, e. g., mte tes v. t ten Y: en s ~hat quately with an order to file a bill of Research Foundation, Inc., 155 F.Supp. this i ~~st eight particulars and has, thus, failed to move · 650, 654 (S.D.N.Y. 1957). Here, the ?'ht ott~~ ::~~ the_ case to trial. United States y. Blau- court has found delay resulting from irly said th· stem, 325 F.Supp. 233, 237-240 (S.D. purposeful conduct of the Government for tru~~ h~ N.Y. 1970); United States v. Chin, 306 that has prejudiced the defendants' abils.nd rath h F.Supp. 397, 400 (S.D.N.Y. 1969). ity to rebut the case the Government ble 'pre . edr. t ~n Therefore, the court finds that the de- seeks to prove agafast them. Hence, JU ice is ! d t h t · d h · · ht th t · ·t d' t" d 1 
;e and '!n an s ave no wa1ve t e1r ng s e cour , m 1 s IScre ion un er ru e re prei· Pd:em~- . to complain of the lack of a speedy trial. · 48(b), must again find in the defend-u ice is 

ants' favor.16 
particularized. Consequently, since the . court has l F.Supp. 268, found in favor of the defendants on each of the four factors involved in the Sec

ond Circuit test, the defendants' motion to dismiss on constitutional grounds 
ndant waives 
le want of a 
move for a 

.nited States 
(2d Cir.) , 

'9 S.Ct. 118, 
1etheless, as 
emorandum 
1972, at 5, 

exacerbat
~all, par
ii in the 
o George 
FL-cro, 
tpport of 
~B. 1972 
ly from' 
tis pros-

must be granted. 

Rule 48{b) 
[8] Rule 48(b), Fed.R.Crim.P., pro-vides in pertinent part: . 
If there is unnecessary delay 
in bringing a defendant to trial, ·the 
court may dismiss the indictment, in
formation or ·Complaint. 

16. The defendants also seek dismissal under rights secured to them by the Second Circuit R ules R egarding Prompt Disposi· tion of Criminal Cases (January 5, 1971, as amended, l\Iay 24, 1971) These rules were promulgat ed by the Circuit Council in the exercise of its s upervisory power over the adminis tration of justice in the federal courts of the Second Circuit. But, since the rules were designed as a house· keeping tool to insure the swift and effi-

Indi?,,-idual Defendants 
Counsel for the defendants Paul Hall and. Earl Shepard urge dismissal on an 

additional ground-union officials should . not be vicariously liable for any unlaw
ful acts of the union committed by other 
union officials or union employees that 
were unauthorized by or unknown to them. Even assuming this to be the law, it would not of itself entitle these 
defendants to a dismissal at this time. At best, in light of the conspiracy count 
in the indictment," the defendants could 

cient administra tion of justice and in light of this court 's finding of a violation of the substantive rights secured to the defemlants under both the Constitution and the F ederal Rules of Criminal Procedure, it be<'Omes unnecessary to rule upon that part of the defendants' motion grounded on the Second Circuit rules. The court, therefore, refrains from rendering such an opinion. 
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have raised this argument at the close of 
the Government's case. Now, howe\-er, a 
motion on this ground must be denied.17 

As to another individual defendant, Al 
Kerr, quite obviously, an additional 
ground for dismissal exists-his sudden 
and unexpected death. For all the rea
sons stated previously and on this 
ground as well, the indictment against 
defendant Al Kerr must be dismissed. 

Conclusi<m 

The defendants' motion to dismiss is 
granted. The indictment is dismissed as 
to all defendants and all defendants are 
discharged. 

So ordered. 

Earlie WRIGHT, Jr., Petitioner, 

.v •. 

M. C. EDWARDS, Sheriff of Lowndes 
County, Mississippi, Respondent. 

No. Ee 71-72-K. 

United States District Court, 
N. D. Mississippi, E. D. 

June 5, 1972. 

Habeas corpus proceeding. The Dis
trict Court, Keady, Chief Judge, held 
that .fact that marijuana cigarettes were 
seized on mere suspicion and at time 
when police officers had no probable 
cause to suspect they were contraband 
did not render seizure invalid ; and that 
Mississippi statute prohibiting posses
sion of marijuana did not violate due 
process dause because it eliminated 
criminal intent as element of offense. 

Petition dismissed. 

17. Insofar as the defendants Hall and Shep
ard object that the charges against them 
have not been sufficiently particula rized, 
they are sit i.mted similarly to the other 
individual defendants. As to all the in
dividual defendants, howeyer, the court 

1. Searches and Seizures €=>7(1) 
Search and/ 01· seizure conducted 

without warrant is per se unreasonable, 
subject only to exceptions grounded upon 
exigencies out of which such exceptions 
arise. 

2. Searches and Seizures €:=>7(29) 
Burden is on party seeking to jus

tify warrantless search to produce . facts 
bringing search or seizure within excep
tion to rule that warrantless search is 
unreasonable per se. 

;,~ .. :: 
3. Arrest €=>71.1(6) . 

. W arrantless search may be conduct-· 
ed of person of arrestee incident to law
ful.arrest. ·* • 1 

. ~~"! • • 

4. Arrest €=>71.1(8) · ·· ,, · <} 

Search of person incident to arrest 
may be undertaken or completed at dif

. ferent time or place, but warrantless 
search and seizure is not lawful if con
ducted after long delay and not con
temporaneous with arrest .. 

5. Arrest cg:::,71.1(4) 
Warrantless searches and seizures 

incident to arrest are strictly limited in 
purpose and scope; as to ·purpose, arrest
ing officer may reasonably search for 
and seize weapons that arrestee may use 
to resist arrest or effect escape, evidence 
of crime which may be concealed or de
stroyed, and contraband; as to scope, 
arresting officer may reasonably search 
for and seize objects on arrestee's per
son and area within his immediate con.:. 
trol. 

6. Se~hes a.nd Seizures €=>7 (1) 
Whether search or seizure is reason

able within context of given case must 
depend on facts and circumstances pre
sented by each case. 

7. Arrest €=>7U(6, 8) 
Arrest of petitioner for misdemean·-, """:~"?

ors committed in presence of police · of- . ' ·""', ~ 

ficer s furnished valid basis for search .::. • ~ 
. . . . 

has already noted their trial preparation 
problems have been greatly exacerbated by 
their lack of knowledge concerning the 
daily operations of SPAD and of the 
transactions underlying contributions to 
the SPAD fund. 
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. It Pressei_f or the Enri:ctment 

-· :: :~~or. a:~ oh ~c;·rgo. ivr~;s~e; 

----;~ .z;.c9n~~ti~i."I~ ~liticai _'F)~ds 
. ·~'.~~·:~~-:~~~:~~:~)(~~-:--'.~·;:::~ti~~t};~,~~-

' Watcliirig :tne~~!Dues ;:1Vfq~t 

. -~~::::/~ cT= '. • ." . ~ ' ''.; -~~;t -:d)-~ ~::/{ :" 
_ :' "' . By JER.."'Y LA.""D.AUER C'. ' · . : ': 

- /staff Reporte?" ofTllE WALL STREETJOWL~Ai:. .. 

· - ~:_,,~WASHINGTON-.Am:ong Its'oiherc rlch r~
sources. Alaska enjoys- large deposits ot.nat-

~ ura1 gas, many of . them ideally located for 

liquefaction and . ocean ..._ .shipm.ent.-In · the 

lower 48 states, natural gas is in tight .sup

ply, . to. U:e . point of .threatening. indu.;tr!al 

layoffs. So why don't : gas ·suppliers and 

eager customers niake a .de~? ~·-~-==-:--::~: ·~< 

. . :. , ' Because ; · the '-~-federaJ ..,..:,.. governni.ent 

won't"' permit shipments o! th1diquefied ga3 

in tankers manned by foreign crews-even 

though no U.S. ·tarikers equipped for_ the imr· 

pose have yet been built: In this in.stance, as 

. in many others; the Executive Branch is lb

tenlng to the ,maritime.lobby, a loose asso

ciation ot .shlp operators, . shipyard <>Wners 

ani:!'ia.l:or leaders trui.t co=ands enormous 

· p0llticaI influence_ -~ a.·-resiilt, ,'some fuel· 

short:: A."Derican ·:conimuruties:; may .'Stiller 

thi1 Winter-while ga~!produ_c.i:d· mAJ,aska}s 

~ported to Japan. ~ :: ~:·'.-P·"·:/_ :~·~;--.:,. -~'.,"' 

, Jn· Congress, the union-powered maritime 

· lobby. is eq'Jally potent. Its clout can be In· , 

· feti'ed trom the working habits .of Philip 

cai-llp; an operative fot the.Seafarers -Inter-

. national Uniori. "1'£r •. 0 Car lip isn't here just 1 

now;" a receptionist for. Democratic Rep. 

Robert Leggett of California. said the other 

day..:"'Try Congressman· {Hugh) Carey's of• 

fke.'r she advised, re!errl..ng to the Demo-

. era.tic governor-elect of New York ... · ~:·· 

'Ille Chlel Dispensel"··~ . .:·;: .. .::.;-·.:·_;~~:'\::': :·. '.· ' 

~ .~I~;, Carlip's !reedo~ _u; h~~g ~··hat' ;~~ 

Capitol Hilt reflects more than his' gill . for 

gab •.. E'.e's well known to numerous lawmak

ers (including-· some who let him use ·govern· 

ment.facilities !or lobbying purposes) as the 

chie! disuenser ct maritime labor's Political 

· gifts~, . S;agoing unions regularly collect 

more.' political money ($1.5 million this , 

yeat)' than any other segment o! organize<l : 

labor. 'And i! their . current lobbyL.-ig sue- · 

ceeds, · the U!lion.s will be able to raise even 

more..'. .·,;-.. : '. · : .. ,, .- ·. · · 
. 

r 
; 

i 
l 

,· The Senate yesterday passed, 44-40, and '. 

sent to President Ford another in a ,Jine ·Of 

· · ' union-promoted le,,<>islative moves tq_ protect 

•
1

,...._, ... 'th<Y ·U.S.· :Merchant. • .Ma,r!ne .ags.inst· co:_npeti~ 

~· - tion., (See story : on .page 14.) This hotly 

·· controversial . bill ~would confer on: high~co5t 

U.S.·flag tankers exclusive rights to ca\'ry at 

kast.:20% (growing . to 30% by 1977) o! . all / 

oi,l imports;no matter the sourcJ. Currently, 

the U.S.-flag share ho'vers at less than 5%, I 
·mostly because muitinational ail companies 

generally register thei.r ships in Honduras, j 

Liberia and other low-tax countries and em· 

'ploy lower-cost iorei:;TI crews. . . .;.," ... ;~' 

Leaders of·. the' . U.S. ·· marltlme .uiilons 

·argue th2.t dependence on oil tankers flying 

foreign !lags constitutes a danger to na; 

tional safety. Reliance' on crews ",!:laving' no 

allegiance to the United• States . . ! : _severely 

threatens our security," declares Paul Hall, 

, pre.side.I!L. of '. th~ Seafar~rs : Int.ez:riati~naJ l 
Uruon. ·. But besides . legislatin~ . Jobs · for 

Ame'rican.s (and imi:nediately · adding · $315 , 

million. a year to consumer costs,'accorau:g i 

. to the · Commerce .- -Department), .;.~e .. oil·., 

. cargo 'bill will enhance the "political . influ· J 

· c ~: ence of labor leaderii"·such as Mr. Hall.'-~'. ·::· . 

-~cl\lountlng Obligatl.o~ ' .. ·: · . .> ;--· ._, ..,-;:;:y:-::;-.; __ 

· . .- In the Seafarers Unfo~; ·f~ one?~'Ii;eizi;. 
ber's dues obligations.2 keep~,;i!iounting, 1 

. · whether . he's working .. oi- not."-"So;c.,,when 

· ·;':-:·_work-hungry_ seamen .apply for the ,.tanker 

·: .. jobs reserved to them, they_ will . owe· the 

:· . '-. union · many thousands . o! dollars ~iii iunpaid 

dues and fines. And II recent experience·iS a 

guide, at.least some of -this money wnr be 

. ' :-,paid in the. form of '.'voluntary" political .do· 

.: ,_nations.;,.,~;-:'.:,_: >-· ·-::·· : -.. ~::-- : .=-~ : .. ~:-~ .. -
"The union real,ly muscles you,"- assertS . 

James Condon ot"Northville, Mich., a 27-

ycar-old Seafarers member. "Last summer 

1· went down to the union hall near Detroit 

_and asked the dispatcher how ·much dt:es I I 
owed. He starts . totaling up the bill, and it 

·:' got into hundreds"a.•d hundreds o! dollars, ' 

somet:hing like over a thousand . . I couldn't 

- pay, so he, takes me into the back r_o9m . . '.:." 

· · " 'We can make ,a little deal,' he ·says. 

'Don't tell anybody, but the only way, I Ca.I! i 

. · ·;- ship you out is Jor you to contribute to our 

· :-polit~cal fund.' So I i}aid $160 for th~ job, but '. 

- ~ ·.~ it ·turned out to-be temporary~ I !el~ shafted ! 

au around." .· . ~· , : . ' : . . . :·._ '.i. : ;,-,;.- ;;: .,~ ! 
·:·· Under the . campaign cleanup '· Jaws, it ; 

is a crime for union {or corporate} solicitors ' 

. to threaten job discrimination or· to convert 

to political purposes any dues «ir other fees ' 

. · "required as a condition of employment." 

All the maritime unions deny any ·illegal or : 

improper acts. · But, particularly in' the Sea

farers, casual hat-passing clee.rly isn't suf

ficient to raise the huge sums needed . !or 

big-league .lobbying. 

Lettin; Them Handle It 

Seaman . Michael Hinton, 23, a Seafarers 

member in _Seattle.spent part of this year 

aboard a tanker hauling military fuel · to 

bases in the Caribbean. Afterv.·ard, he says, 

the union sought to collect back dues and to 

Impose fines for nonpayment "Rather than 

having the fines written down on my record. 

they lold me I. couid go ahead and volunteer 

for the political fund." Mr. Hinton "volun

teered" Sl60- exactly the same sum as :!\fr . 

Condon in Detroit. -

Albert Dykes, 32, ot Chesapeake, Va., I 
wor~;ed at a nonunion place !or a time, also 

letting his dues to the Seafarers fall in ar

rears. "They said I owed five hundred and 

some-odd dollars," he relates. "I just ga\·e 

them the money, and they put it \\'her~ they 

wanted to themselves." Mr. Dykes says he 

got a dues receipt !or ~322 , and union rec

ords reflect a ~180 donation by him to the 

Seafarers Political ActiYity Donation Com

mittee, "which is something I don't know a 

damn thing about, believe me." {SPAD is 

Plca.se Tu.m to Page 20, Column 1 
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DATE TO WHOM PAID PURPOSE 

Dollars Cents 

- -
8/13/Gl Grand Rapids Press advertisement 6 7 20 
8/J_q_ 5JJ.l.--D.ir;t.ri.ct-.llcp.ubli~'1--C~."+~~ -i;.~4-r-~-urc a ~'£'"~ 12 118 - -: Jii;n;.': t., .. .• :lo b 

8 / 15 G.:a..1<l 11n4Ji<ls Press atl.v2.rtis0nents 100 80 
8 lJ 9. Lu.CLtlm__ gl 0" si~!0!-hrocb1re 30 00 - -
fJ /21 Rooks Transfer Lines, Inc. fre ight charges 7 72 
8/ 21 I\ ] 11..,.p··.-,<; rra.....1.ssnr-i;, 1-~-~ ] »t!•..,,.-··n~ 25 00 - -
C/23 Row r1otor Saks car rc~ntal 150 00 
Gt?3 1.....--C..OJkc.n rJ a 11 ...... ,.. .. 1 1'.\ - -i., .... ,. 1 r:..o--•.: ..... ~ --------1.5.0- 00 --
8/23 D. Carlr.on mobile offiC3 rental 130 00 
'?./-2.3-_ P~:Lnd i-ro !;el rOO'.'' lOS 40 --
8/23 Petty Cash postage ; distribution service ~ 51 00 
f. i2'J ~-~~ads!~ Co--.-- f?!:'.a:i:ght -eh.are:..- --l-0- 19 
G/29 Ucstern Union tel~~rnms 44 24 
9 l6 Ecti:¥--.£ash__. _________________ .. ~tag~ - - 1 L __QQ__ --. 
9/ 12 c. Daughtl. s?;1v.Lc...:s, p,: r::;o1al 30 00 

___l!1Ll_ C:i.t-t.~:3__1i~rv;i_cg_Qi 1 _co_.__ __ __g.<&_ ____ 6 _,'ill___ --
10/4 Cedar Sprines Clipper ads 79 52 
JQ/5 L0\·1~· l 1 L.:!..dgc r & Suburh..1." J,jfe __ nds ZQ ---5..6__ --
10/5 Sun & N::us ads 33 60 
JOj.5__ .EDut.hkcnt._1! e. us. _.&...Uy o.ming.....Ad.vo..cn..t:c .nds ---13... tio ---
10/5 17.:c; t:;rn llichi~.>.tn Ct>tholic W~eldy Ads - lJ.6 '•8 
JQJ5__ S-2ntine.L L'"' .., d "r../J:Tn.,. t Mich.Earm Illl'" l\~n __ $. l1B 

10/5 Grand Rapids News ads 84 00 
,... rlr.-J 0 /5 .Gra"l.d Papi.Js T:lr.1 :::. s 1110 00 ·---·--

10/5 The Almanac ads 
lOJ5- Ionia Conaty: fu::.ws._ . ...n.ds.... 
10/5 Ionia Sentinel-Standard ~ds 

10/5 _ n°lding Bannnr News .,ds -

10/5 Saranac Advertiser ads 
1Ql5 - fo:rtlanu RevieR.-1i_Qh.ser:Yer _ads_ 

10/5 Lak.~ Oclessa Uava ads 
J0/5___ Gree.mril 1 c D ily N a ... .ew.s_ _________ pds 
10/5 Sparta R~minder ads 
10/8 n.o.ck.ford ll ·""gistf•r -- ads 

?Y;}L Almanac Publishing Co. ads 
T-he -Intecyreter - - - - - ads - - - - - - - - -
~ - ~ tors-- ~ •• pita! L;l.r;y I ostcoruc uOS 

UNPAID DEBTS OR OBLIGATIONS-none 
1 () /1() ~ n,,-t..-.. ~ 

10/10 IloJ;:;rn Litho Plate Service 
DATE OBLIGEE 

10/10 . ho Whog\ 01E&'b Spartan Lit1ocrap1 ~oration 

10/11 WOOD-AH/Fi-1/'fV 
lQLll_ I. Lankford 
10/15 t e.strn Michigan Catholic 1..'eekly 
10[1.L ..cedar ~prings Clippe r 
10/15 Ionia Daily ~entinel Standard 
rnt1s Lake Od."ssa Ifa.vc ·-

10/15 Portland Revlcw & Obs<" rve.r 
10./J..5- nockfo~d Registe~ 
10/15 Saranac Adv~rtise.r&Ionia ShopGuid 
10/15 Sentinol L eodL'r 

107:15 Sun & News 
TO AL - - - . - - - - - - -
10 18 Hichigan Bell Tc l eohone 

•Strike one not a.pplleable. 

10/18 House Re cordin2 Stunin.c 
J .. <Jf l ~.J .... '\' "..:- l<l _:J . l\..., ·' 1 

l lv"•/].3 T. J r • ·l· ll 1' •1" r •• • _: ~ _ ... ,. •• - " - ,1 •- : 0 J '-CI .t.llC!O 

lOjlG r. f'· d.th -
10/10 l :<-'.:.:·tJ CDI. n;1, :·no . 
10/ lG G • .i'o:.:d 
10/?.1 X'os·t:'.:D.;T~c;X' 
io/0 2 l"'ff·· ;to 1 J.~··11· .,,....,. r._,,~_ c1-_o,t o_·r.-."~J..· ce ,., ,_ • "'--·.i.1•· 'I - '..i...'- -·-!.!.t.;;i.,1 _._ - . 

10/ 22 '25_110-I.ifo '.:~r-oc.c~cc.st 
lOf ?.2 7' . ::\1.cho~:0J.co 
10/23 I! o l ci:r11'Wr-l2l 
10/24 n .. ?01u 
J.0/24 Hn.i-tcd ld·rlil.100 
10/25 ?atty Cash 
11/l 
JJ/2 
11/4 
11/4 

K., ::o.;-or 
Pe'(jty Cn.ch 
G. I'o1"'d 

-

n..,--. ..,. 

plates 
PURPOSE 

layout, etc. 
studio use 
mai Ung & printing 
ads 
",1_ 

ads 
"~~ 

ads 
ads 

r£? ads 
ads 
ads 
- - - - - . 

Eastbrook service 

~erv_ices 
- . 

"i-·J :i t.! t · c ~ct 
t~1'"':.'1 .. -t ~~C::' ~":'.!:tr-J. 

r:.~J.os ;~~.i· :1110-t;oa 
· fr-'1:1~:··rl; ct ~-~··'t::·os 
c3 :'lii1c -t:i.cb:r;;g 
poetf1{;o 
v.ir rr- £..r;ace 

-

S"'~d ces 

--,. ono 
'~ !(" <?_ 

. > 
~ 
~, 

_ _/ 

- - -

p:i..'0lJf~:t:·0 :fi]r1,c~:~ i:o1~-:,ctc •. 
r~ :;.-·t l!O:r.1-~ 

£o::::·vic es 
-'~X'D.~Tn1. o:~.t1 c:1fle 
k:t.wc 1 e::<-:r,:;nse 
poGtr,::;o 
t::rave 1 cY.ponsos 
ce:r·vlc<H;1 
rontl:'l_co 
Oltt·.,...o~~QO;:'.;'::et ¢t'.:'.:1)0!'1.BOS 

175 23 
g_ z M_ __ 

62 72 
49 96 
43 12 
32 20 
47 G4 
78 ML_ 

176 40 
123 ?O 
48 72 

196 00 

11 n on 

l~ti~ 
Dollars Cents 

588 06 
50 00 

??1 39 
338 84 
l 87 04 
337 12 
144- -4S-:::--
120 40 
164 30---
337 64 
1] 6 96 
103 20 

44 94 

lO~oOO 

30.(fJ 
5oOJ 
5.24 

3(2.)0 
t;0.00 
97.G5 

C19.00 
10.,Q() 

r:n65 .0J 
15.75 
87.15 

loOO 
147.00 

50000 
3 .~16 

__JQ~ 

--

- -

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

L 

1sqns 



./ 

.. 
" ..,,,_. 

RECEIPTS 
-

DATE FROM WHOM RECEIVED STREET ADDRESS AND P. 0. 

Cr.:.<li t Balance - Primary Campaign 

CL1 2f 63 P. H~nd~raon Fo:i.:rfield . Con·c~ticut 

8 7 F. Christ.:.usca ~,;nt City , l:ichi~an 

S/ 20 ~! . Cartier !Ludington, l!ichi.~<m 
<3/ I-r;- B. Wc.lk~r ~ra.Tld P'-'lplds, !fici1igan 

8/15 D. Shine lyomfr .. g, m.c;ligan 

rr71u--1s:-r: :nwra ";r.:in d r~p:L<ls , liich:t~~ l 

8/9 R. Canr;_:>i.on ~mita Ho;1ica ! Cali.f . 

8~, R. Purc·<!ll _Jos fi ··e~lcs , Calif . 

8/9 J. Frool~s t;ar. ta. gonica, c.~lif . 

8/12 J. Bitn~r Grand Rapids , Hichigan 

8/14 E. D~'.·Jinter ~ran<l R.:-q~itls, N:tcht~an 

8/1 E . Clarke Gr.:md Rapids , Hichigan 

8/14!E. Gris\1old ~CTdar Spring!!. Michi~nn 

8/16 ,H. t)~troit, "' 
Ford II liic.higan 

S/14 E . LiBhtfoot ,fashi1•gton 1 D.C . 

3/2310: Byers ~rand Rapids , Hichigan 

Goolhardt '°;rand Rn~ids, 'I* t • 

8/7 1R . • ll.C"! J. nan 

U/ 8 D. Heis~nst~in Pittsburet!, Pa. 

8}12 Cnrp:.:ntcrs Lci;rlsl::.-.t1Y:~ Imi.~.::rlen ~- Cn•nr1i.£l~Q~.;J:!:r1h;l..netml ,D . C. 
Rocky 8 21 C. G;. rd.1cr 

e / 21 J. r!cnr·i de 

G/21 L. iJri~ht 

8/ 21 W.ikrkel 
3/ 21 u. Eir;angrein 
0/2J. .J ._ IU.cr"'inhoth<tm 

8/ 21 A. Jh:oholo 
BL21 H._ Tcn::.;!1l 
8/ 21 G. Stults 
GL21J N..e_.lb J f· , .Ir • 
8 /21 K. Geng 
BL21 J. Gingerich 
0/21 H. Cron::;:.1e.--i 

TOJfli F . Hinds - -

8/21 J. tuck 
8/21 R. Ne•-n.:-1a.n 
3/ 21 J. Stcvtnson 
8/21 R. Swope 
8/ 21 E. Uhlig 
8/ 10 K. Bockeloo 
8/10 K. Thompson 
8/10 G. P,arrington 
8/10 N. Slack 
8/10 J. North 
8/10 K.Hoore 
8/23 P. Haopers 
9/6 D. Geb~nsleben 
9/6 D. J elseoa 
9/16 G. Pardee 
9/25 J. Campbell 
9/ 27 J. Foshee 
9/30 S. Albert 

- - - . 

9/30 Republican Stata Central 
10/4 R. Stcvzns 
10/9 G. Stone 
10/11 R. Smith 
10/14 R. Ch~ney 
10/18 H. Hom2'.n 
10/18 E. Quigley 
10/18 C. Miller 
10/18 O. Meyer 
10/18 c. Caldwell 
10/18 W.Sundheimer 
10/18 G.E~senburgh 
10/18 R. Nimphie 
10/18 D. Fic~ering 
10/18 F. Bauhof 
10/18 D. Harper 
10/18 L. Storer 
10/18 J.Betchkal 
10/13 W .Hachru.ier 
10/18 J.Gallaeher 
10/18 C.Pi tzen 
10/18 f:.CJ:::.rsic ., . 

' 

- - -

Rivers Old o 

St . Lou:i.S!t His souri 
Clcvclnn.d , Ohio 
~ourro-sto1m . Ohio 
Chagrin. Falls, Ohio 
'1uff alo~ New York 
~vanston , Illinois 
'fass:tll on 3 O(lio 

!Buffalo , Neu York 
tr?al ti.r1nr.:-, r.fa.ry:l a11y 
!Roe!<: ton , Illinois 
Clev,~l:.md 1 Ohio 
~:cL1~· 1 0 , Flo::J.dn 

lf:v<::l:ind .. - O.i:io .· - -

Rockton, Illinois 
t~cw York , N .Y. 
Orl~\ o, FloridA 
Dcuver , Colorado 
Baltit:J.ore, 2iaryla_'ld 
Diraingham, Michigan 
I.anslng , Michigan 
B!lrminghmn, Michigan 
Birmingham, Hichigan 
Groasc Pointe, Michigan 
Birmingham, Michigan 
Grand Rapids, Yd.chigan 
Gra..11d Rapids, Hichigan 
Grand Raplds , :r-achi gan 
Sprlng J_.ake , Hichigan 
J ackson , Michigan 
Ada , Hichigan. 
Grand Rapids 

Committe e. La..risine , Hichigan 
Cra.~d Rapids , Hichigan 
Grand Rapids , Hichi gan 
Grand Rapids , Hichigan 
Belton, South Carolina 
Gra.11d Rapids, Michigan 
Grand Rapids , Michigan 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Grand Rapids,~1ichigan 
Grand Rapids , J.iichigan 
Grand Rapids,Michigan 
Grand Rapids, ~lichigan 
Gnmd Rapids , Michiean 
Grand Rapids , Michigan 
Grand Rapids , Michigan 
Grand Rapids , ~tichigan 

Grand Rapids , Michigan 
Cleveland Heights, Ohio 
Gre.nd Rapids , Michigan 
East Lansing, MichiGan 
Grand Rapids , Michigan 

10 l B .Hu.rtou_rrh:-------"=~======-~:--,:i·c.nd I\o.::::>i<ls ·;.fi~b ga.11 

lO/ lE3 R.Hinner~ WcstDearbox~n, z.Uchic;s.n 

10/ 18 H.II<Lnd.orf Detroit,M.i.chigan 

10/18 H.Em;.7.?hrey Oak Pc.rk,M.ichigon 

10/ 18 H . H~llem Birr.rl.nglw.Jn., Mich::i.c;an 

-

I 

I' 
I 

- I 

10/ 18 C . Elledge Dir:cningham, Michigan 

10/10 E. Tm:ner Grosse Pointe Woocls ;Hichiie.n 

10/ 22 D.Uart Gre11d Raptds ,Hichi5an 

10/23 H.Hazlewood 
10/ 24 A . Her1cll~ickson 

Sub .. 1rctnl 
G:rancl. Ru1}ids , Michigan 
Grand. R.:,:pids ,H:i.chiGDn 

1J-:'O'I'AL 

. . 

AMOUNT 

Dollars Cents 

1301 41 
lQQ OQ 
25 00 

lQQ_ QQ 
40 00 
10 Ql) 

1 00 
200 00 
200 ao 
200 00 
200 00 

25 00 
10 00 

5 00 
200 00 
200 00 

25 00 
200 00 
200 00 

___lQ_Q_Q_ QQ 
50 J O 
50 00 
50 00 
so 00 
50 00 
50 00 
50 00 
50 00 

100 00 
100 00 
100 00 
100 00 
100 00 
100 00 

100.00 
100. 00 
100 .00 
100.00 
100.00 

85 .00 
75.00 
85.00 
85.00 
as.oo 
85.00 
50.00 
20.00 
1.00 

25.00 
100.00 

50 .00 
200.00 
500.00 

25 .00 
10.00 

100 .00 
10.00 

25.00 
10.00 
25 . 00 
5.00 
4.40 
4.40 
4.40 
4.40 
4.40 

--

- -

--

--

- -

--

- -

---

-

I 

4.40 t6/t8' 
4.49 . (~~· 
4.46 ~ 
4.40 : 
l+.40 J 
4.40 
4.40 
!: • !~o 

. !~.40 
!1 . • 40 
!1.210 
l f .IW 
4 .1~0 
l+.21-0 
4.40 

10.00 

<'• r(IJ.9;" 111 • • • • •'f' "' O. r 

.l.00 
2.00 -----

~·r·i, no li.] 
~I r~..,/ · 1 • 



e ai led ta eme t of omination and Election Expenses 

z~L~1' 
To the County Clerk of the County of ..... ... ............................................................... ....... ......... ... . 

Jn accordance with the provisions of the Michigan Election L aw, 

*I, ............. ·~ ... ::~·: . :.'..: .. _: __ _ • .. J .. ' .. ___ : ......................................... , who was a ..... : .... '. .:.:~ .. .!..':: \ ..... ......... candidate for ...... .. L. _t : ..... : . .' ............. ..... , 
(Political Party) (Nomina tio n or Election) 

to tl1e office of. ....... ::.·_,:: ...... :' ...... ·- ~:. !:~ :.: . .-... L ...... : .... :.' ... '. .. · ....... • ...... ·.; __ -_~ · ......... ~ .. : .... ~ ... ::::: .................................................................... ·················-

*I, .......... .. Gi;-_r;.:t ld .. .R •... For.d .................. .. ......... , treasurer o f tl!e-·-..... F.or.d ... fo.r ... C.ongr.es.s ... C.omrni.tt.ee.. ............................. ........ . 
(State, C ounty, City, Municipal, Etc.) 

commit tee for the ....... .... .... ~.C.P.U.~J~-~~1:1 ... ...... ........................... party, 

hereby submit the following detailed statement of receipts, disbursements and unpaid debts or obligations incurred a t the 

p;rn:M y f:LECTIO~ :· IXTH AUCus·r ................................................................................................................ .lield on the .................. ............ _ ...... day 01. ......... .................................. , 
(Primary Electio n, Caucus, Conventio n or General Election) 

19 ...... C•.S., in the ... f.U?Xil...\~.\.~;_._G.RE.S.~JQ;1AJ-! .. . P.l$'..(};JG:'f ...................................................................................... , State of Michigan. 
(State, C ounty, City, Municipality, Township or District) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

- AMOUNT 
DATE TO WHOM PAID PURPOSE 

Dollars Cents 

6/10 Pa.1tlint.1 !!otc..: l pro so br(;~fU!lt~ 68 <;7 
v/l') 'J. :~ul le.n othr~rtisinu 6~) 00 
7/3 Vo11cJc~rsys ~ CQ . ccrpcting 2.43 sa 
012s .H H~:.::.! ~t.r.a J\s8<'>cietcs ov~rhc.:nd si~n 100 uo 
7/l8 Lo,.,i..; 11 S:~oJ .. Cri:,t Inc. ~dv~rtiei.llf:\ 175 O\i 
7/24 T. t::·~Lf vr.d btJr~r- ··c r ~·ti. c:·.l~ rs l.4'.) 00 
7/24 n K . .!;-! Jr.:<;'.{ c:···::.ry lJo.::rds 222 30 ., . 
7 /21t r-o~:t.(;r 1'ilr1 i~.1ci.P t-t ca 'rV spot f .l.lrt l IJ 00 ... . --~ ..... 

7/24 Font:::na Litho,~r~phc. !'S cook baoJ.s 777 25 
7/24 w. Km1drlc~~ Co . rn1.n b0'.!:1.C~ ts lt03 75 
7/24 G.n. Calcnclr.:.r Co. tJ0ok t,; ,).tC'..:.~'1 . 129 84 

__ _J_/_24 Htlrtv G!.lnrn.l . Inc. DOt~old ::t":1 5:q 50 
7/24 \..'. Kcnclricli: Co. s;,oµpiao ba1.~;J !~H5 ,S() 

111.4 c.-wita.l City ,.,ostcarcs po:-.;tcur<ls 197 00 
7/2<.J ?.::tty Cush po.;tn~c. ltini11ng1:1 20 00 
1 /3'J ro1~d Point & Vend.sh tmhurQ&i ctir:.!ctory 1U 20 
8/1 Cet,iitol Airlfoc,s Tick"°t Offtca ~rensportation 197 ~!·() 
f /5 D.;:; .. nl!; Kll'ie c::t:-~J)nien G~rvicos ;:~Cl) Ou 

t~9t6 C••",.,i{i r.o•:d ou~- cf-r•of.ct c~~p1s~!} l ' \I) i)J 
Cei:"ii' R·. rord t S t<,tiOtlt' r/ Aceou 1t i;.f;.y c.. u ns ru; .. n;:~d~ 5~5 Q,j 

TOTAL . . - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - . - - . 5513 59 

UNPAID DEBTS OR OBLIGATIONS 

DATE OBLIGEE PURPOSE AMOUNT 

To Whom Owing Dollars Cents 

Z:Q!-;E 

-~ 

• r"'.ru ~ 

.) 
_, 

TOTAL 
!; >:,;}! . - - - - - . . . - - - . . - - . . . - -

•Strike one not applicable. 



RECEIPTS 

DATE FROM WHOM RECEIVED STREET ADDRESS AND P. 0. 

) / 27 .J. Curr Grar.d r\apids. tB.d1 ir,i:;t1 
____ 6~/~4 _ _,__"?_._e_r_;_,c_·e_· _____________ _,__r.~;~y"'~'·.d.__Rn.-, t ,! .-, 1·H rh-! ., <>·\ 

6 /6 E. Tonk~l Gnrnd Hnp!.cis.,. !·~ichif.<1:l. 
6 /7 Kc:Jt Co. R~·\vhlican 'fi.;iQ•~cc.? C0t::i. Gr;nH.l r-ar:-id:l, NJ.e:::l.Ran 
6/17 H. HcGrail u.1~$!d.neton. n.c. 

___ 0_· ~/_2..c.5--1_i'_iC_,_.,,..__u_:>_l_i_c'-<t--' .. _:.i_L--'c__.r .... •i-'.-s-"-l--'a'-'t--'i-'-v"-"'-'-... ---'-F-'u""n"-<l=----+---=L':;,; :ir~: , :-:~c'-'':-"'i,_'~·.~"".;:;"'--·-------~-~ 
l:o:;, vill:? , :·1 c:, i~~r·n 

Cit i ~~~s~; ~ri r. . ...,..~·:i~·"'-+-'r~:....,11h· .i:~-r--C::;,li.f..., _______ - __ ...,.... 
c>.:1 ~d ::r;>?.~:~.,, t-'.Jc'ii:·i:.1 \,(.l:.;;..tt..nt:tv •.,. . .J•'-' • ~ ... 

---~~~-t~-~~~--------------lr--o--~-~ ---------*-·----
{,,~:) :.;1g>! l0$, Cftli.f.. 7/3 1.1, Kiilr-.... ?.;.t.; ? 

1/8 
718 
11a 
7/1 
7 /ll 

---1/15 
7/21 
I 1. \) 

·"' '1 I ~o 

TOTAL 

T. ~tr~?'r::on 
';) 
t • Olson 
H. Hc:;'<;>O 
A. !l0-tJr~,s t ra 
P, !:~rooks 
J. :.:au<lock 
F.c1~u'!.> lict.t:.1 Stnta. 
G,,. IcL.:;!.> 
"zq1u0 li c.nn r::rty 

Gr,~:· d f!:1 !:i i•.'.<; • ; iic:, ... •::~~• 
Gr"r~ d t->1i)lf'.:;; ~ :uc:.ir;a'l 
Orlcn:ttJ , Hic\i;.-~m 
Ada . t ii chi gm\. 
'.°1o lln-1tl • ~;ici~igm1 
Scottsdale. A~i~ona 

!'lnnncc' Co-:::m . L2a~'it1g, r:ichiean 
Gr:.md. ?.:--:p1.!ls • t·I:i.c!d.gs:1 

Lc:::infotivc F;;nd t,~;1 sing, ltt<:M.g;a:. 

-. :.;. ":',t.J';"°l"'i".":.;:~:1o.~;. ·."-:i:: ·:.. ·t...:="'~"f':~-:. 

, ..... . $T.ATEKQE. M.IC.HIGrAN 1 .. ,_ i·· .,._,. '·'-, , ... -,, ~J...-·;v· ~ ., '" .. ~s. 
_ .. -: .. ':::-~~:-.;... /:-. 
County;-/ ........... ............................................ . 

I , tMHALD R. t'ORt> 
..................................................... : ....................................... ............ being duly 

I ~ 

sworn, deposes and says that the foregoing is a full, true and detailed account and statement o f the disbursements, 

receipts, and unpaid debts or obligations, made, received and incurred in connection with the campaign for the 

.. a foresaid. 
(Nomination or E lection) 

Sub~cribed and sworn to before me this G,.. 
-., '~ ·' AUglJ!:it · o 

..... l\-'·~;wc.r··· ............ day 0£. ....................................................... , 19 ........... . 

Signature of N o tary Public 

- ll): 
c •GI ; 
0 .w : .: 

I- '~ : r ·-z + ~: 

u ~ -~ ~ w " .. 
~ 

~ GJ ; o: f w LLI ~ 
u: .: 

I- Ill 

~ -ct a.. GJ ~ ' ill: 
Ill 0 Ul : 

I- 0 c :i ·e: ... . 
"' 0 GJ .,, r.: c 0.. • :;; ~ 

oc : 
Q 0 ~ c 0 i:=: 

>< . o: w +: u ).lo 
LLI 8 'to? : _, ';; "' 0 ... i.. : -ct 

m 
" "' c E :::> o : 

I- . 
"' ."-': w E z "' Q 0 
.... '"Cl : 
"' ' M : z .... 

" 
' * '&: ~ ., - ~ :r < a: 

0 "' IL < 
/ 

--- ----------·---·----· ---------------------············-------·--·;_. ___ .. ;; ... ~'\.------- ----- -------------------

Name o f 
Notuy 

County 

Comm . 
Expires 

(Signature of-£'i:lne1t1me-or Treasurer) 

( T ype, print or stamp) 

:>., ~ <ti .. 'q ~ u 
:>., .... 
c: 
::i o; 0 

...... u 

.; 
:t; .... 
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AU"USt 9, 1966 

Mr. Alvin Sha~iro 
Executive Vice President 
Amorican Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. 
919 18th Street. N. w. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Al, 

• Alvin) 

Just a note to thank you for your lett r of August 8th relative to the 
proposed Department of Transportation. 

I was espacillly pleased to have your recommendation that the maritime 
industry not be included in the new Department. The House Republican 
Policy Committee will be taking up this matter shortly. A meeting of 
th~ House Republican Policy Committee to disc the new Depart nt was 
scheduled for today but has been postponed. 

Warmest personal re ards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, U.C. 

CRF :mr 

I 
I 

I .... a ft r oon to .,1d ~ • 1 llcy eo.d.t& .. ae•ti 

I 

) 



.... 

Jan aty 22, 1960 

! r. Alvin 
.x cutiv 

AMl:r:fcan Iustitute, Inc . 
9l'::J l8t.1 ... tr"'e • I. W. 
W ~l~u0to • • C. 20006 

D ar Al 

arnac 

cet th Pr o /l 

Just n note to thank you fr.Jr your '.dn cor:. en ts ,me tiiour,ht ful sonrrestion 
>f January 17th. 

Bc·tty 1 s r;;cntionc al'"'o my tendency to have toe portion of y arm fro 
t.h .. ; lbo,, oown test a .ain ... t tre table 1o1it't a rcsultin eff ct in 

I :.ion' t t i:inL ·lat we re be.in boxeu in by t tinp, that t e P esident 
i , inforu1tion 'hid 1 do nt t have for 'e.tenllininn polic . rankly. 

we exp t to 1~ut the onus on hL1 for th failure of our policy in 
Vietnam. \a ho c to o this rJy stressinn the fact that he has the 
uo~1l1.;!c e, he is mc-'·ing the (lcciuiom:, and · f hings eo wron,., it is his 

f·ult. 

Sincerely. 

Ger al R. rord, i1.C . 

GRF:m1 



' Dt r 

S~ptemDer 2b, 1966 
Personal 

tr. Paul l1all 
6 75 Po11rth Avenue 
I rook yn, Ncm York 1123 

De- Vr. ·raJ I, 

"'!J;i fr ou so rnnch fnr yo11r continued 'lport. I .1m most r, tef11J. 

Yo11 U l f'1so tin h~r:1rh1" from the comr>ittee ln l';rmi<l R3ni s r~garding 
yo 1r fine nFaistance. 

Yln ! t personal r ~arrls. 

:ancerely. 

GcrnJ d . Ford, ~r.c . 

• RF : r 
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I 1..;1) /r,. 

U"13r ric lt;, 

nclo•H.:' re follr contributions which I would like to have 
ear:nar~e·J for rny account. 

l' .. '-' 'cl.ires · "8 t•> wl.icn you may <llrect ' thank yous are: 

. uanyviL, .. lifornia 9/~U <) 

James U. 1cCLu·y 
)o.* c;e 

~Jann~;.> t regn rds. 

Paul i all. Pre~iJent 
:.;eafarers Int' l Union of :lo. , mt!rica 
Seafarers Co mittee on POlitical Education 
675 4th AVt!UU 

Brooklyn, New York 11232 



lkcer ·her 7 • l'l66 

Mr. Welter J. Russell 
850 Old :cnt Hank Ruildin~ 
Gran<l aplcs, Mlchi r,a 

Dear Walt, 

.. 
[ c ,') i l J i: r ' 

According to our records there remains with the Committ<."e $341 .78 of 
the funds which wPre to be earmarkecl for our use. 

[11 line wit.1 our cmwersation I would like to h;we $220).00 of thnt 
amoun~ depo<>it d t<> my Fifth 8istrict /\cconnt in the llP:ie>n P"lni<. :.111d 
Trust Con, ~'1Y. Lncl o,:;ec is a deposit o.lj p and duplic<>tc for tl1 t 

pur:'Ose . I 1,.1011] • a::> lr0ciate it if the duplicate were mni J eel to me 
h~ra in Washi1 ryton. 

Th.it \Till leave a balance in the fund of $1210. 78. I would like to 
hav1> $1000 of this crc·dited to the ccount of th2 KPnt Cnunty 
Republican Committee and t '1e remainder (S210. 78) reedited to the 
Ionia County Republican Commit tee. 

I would appreciate it if you would properly notify the officials of 
the Ionia County Republican CoUL'llittce of this action. 

May I express to you and all those who handl ed the a ccount my sincer e 
anprcciation for your assistance in this particular matter . 

Warnest pcrsonnl regards. 

Sincerely. 

fC 

Gerald R. Ford, M.C. 

GRF:mr 

Encl. 



.. 
Fifth Repl. 

~ 

Recd Acknowl .Forward 

10/l 

10/? Copy Center re: 9/24 l~nf. 
10/ WZZM-TV 

10? (15) newspapers page ads 

5 ) '/. '! ?.. 

10/26 GRF travel expenses 

10/ 27 SPARTA RElfilNDER 
--~-----:--s .1.. l. K. f..7 

10/ 31 G.R. PRESS 

Invoices 

- 4. 48 I 

l vg;. ·"' ~-

3315.44 ~ 

200 .00 ~ 

~ 
63 . 75 

134. 40 . ./-

Cr. 

#17 11/2 
Sc/-D3,07 

deposit Nat ' l RDepucb1Jig~ ;;;r1t;s~fgnsrs€:i?~t 1250 .oo 
• • 6f-'Mlcm.ga.n 

11/2 IONIA- SENTINEL STANDARD page ad 
JS 7 9 , ¢7 

176. 40 . 

616 . 6o. 11/2 Tom -f..;.l.f.f ~f~ Lankford 
tJf /,. o? 

11/? J/Repl . committee ? 
mailing of brochures in Ionia 143. 15 

10/ ? #1~ 11/3 11/2 Bates , C. F~33~'1;7 Leeuwarden 
Darien, Conn . 

ioo .oo· 

10/? #19 11/3 11/2 
10/? #20 11/3 11/2 

10/? #21 11/3 11/2 

10/? #22 11/3 11/2 
10/? =//=23 11/ 3 11/2 

10/? #24 11/3 11/2 
10/? #25 11/ 3 11/2 
~~~ 

Fred J. Berch 570 LexingtonAve; N.Y. C. 100 .00 
Virgil B. Day 45 Cowdin Lane 

Chappaqua, N.Y. 100 .00 
James R. Donnalley 1 Cove Lane 100. 00 

Fayetteville, N.Y. 
James H. Goss 325 Highland Rd; Rye , N.Y. 100 . 00 
John D. Lockton Pecksland Road 100 . 00 

Greenwich, Conn . 
Francis K. McCune 25 Sutton Place So .; N.Y. C. 100 . 00 
H~lbert B. Miller 6 Watchtowe Rd. 100 .00 

Darien, Conn. 

Balance 
6950.00 
6945.52 

;y'-/s.01> 

1745 .08 

1681.33 

1546. 93 

2796 . 93 

2620 . 53 

2003 . 93 

186o . 78 

i96o . 78 

206o . 78 

216o . 78 
226o . 78 

236o . 78 
246o . 78 

256o . 78 
266o . 78 

Note : #18 thru #25 
10/? n-26 11/3 11/2 

n:ade out to "Ford Campaign Committee" endorsed by 5th hdqrts 
Robert J . Wilson Zantop Air Trasport 

11/1 71'27 11/3 11/4 

11/4 #28 11/7 11/7 

Detroit-Metropolitan Airport; Inkster, Mich . 200 .09~ 286o . 78 
Samuel N. Lebola 7 S. Dearborn; Chicago, Ill. 100. 00 296o . 78 , -r:-/J 

made out to Ford C~mpaign Committee - endo~5.:th-.hdq.I!t& -~ 

~~.p/.~l~t/:.H .D . Billmeyer , Jr . 100 Penobscot Bldg. 250 . 00 3210 . 78 
Detroit 

made out to GeralQ R. Ford for Congress & so endorsed . 8 :1/7 J~9 11/7 11/7 Junius F . Allen %H . J . Heinz Co . Pittsbu~~~:PA ~ ~ 33.10 . 7 
,r Progress mt .No~ 100 .00 t!'/:, ~~10 . 78 endorst 

11/7 rr30 11/7 11/7 Norrr.an .... . Daniels ditto(bothmade out G~rald R. Fnd 88.r:i~•gnet\,~)cy 5th 

~
I ; 

t::J 
. r<-

(-f r :.5J - ·, 
1/5(,) -

93' n ~ f .. t'-'~ 

• 



Pay to the order of . c ),µ e>-r .. 
Fifth DisErict Republican Committee J/r,, ' .:._ 

.__ .: a.... <2.-i_ ,.,..., 

Rec'd Acknowl. Forward Name Address Amount Fwd. 

8/12 Ill 8/16 8/16 Walter J. Cesarz 601 Stocking Aven,NW $ 25.00 $ 25.00 
Grand Rapids 

"Ford for Congress Committee 
By 

Treasurer II 

8/? 112 8119 8/19 ? ? 
500.00 525.00 

8/30 II 3 · 8/3f) 8/31 Charles M. Boyer, G. w. Butler, 
L. Finlay, W. Greeven, D. Jones, 
T. W. Moore Of Connecticut, N.J. & N.Y. (6) @ $100.00 1125.00 

9/2 114 9/2 9/2 John G. Brooks 3171 S. Bundy Dr. 200.0Ll 1325.LlO 
Lear Siegler Inc. 
Santa Monica, Calif 

9 /2 115 9/2 9/2 Robert L. Purcell 357 Chadbourne Ave 200.0U 1525.00 
Los Angeles, Calif 90049 

9/2 116 9/2 9/2 K. Robe rt Hahn 2 Meadowlark Lane 200. 00 1725 .oo 
Rolling Hills, Calif 

("endorsed for deposit/ w/Kent Co. Republican Finance Committee - Ford for Congress CommY 

9/2 $7 9/2 9/ 2 Lewis M. Keller 43-70 Kissena Blvd 
Flushing, N. Y. 11355 25.00 

('endorsed for deposit w/Kent Co. Republican Finance Committee" ) 

9/7 118 9/9 9/9 J. T. Lykes, Jr. 
p .o. 53068 

Goomte't"ce--Btt:i::hi·iftg 100. 00 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

9 / 7 119 9/9 9/9 Frank Nemec p .o. 50998 100.00 
New Orleans 70150 

(118&1!(.( endorsed - "Pay to the order of 5th District Republican Committee"~ 

2/ rJ t:;;Ol , µdl'L 
~~~ 
9 /l<J /Ill 

fd 
-re 9/20 

~ .sy:J,~50 Ci-<L. ~?fa {"' ~;J: 
v·~ 

J.N.Pew estate 1 08 Walnut St 

C 
F f Philadelphia, Pa. 19103 1,000.00 

(endorsed - Pay.order.Sth D. Rep. omm. Con~tess Comm) 

9/20 1112 9/21 Thomas K. Taylor 

~~<~Edors.=._d: Pay order 5th D.Repl. Comm. 

5800 Bent Branch Rd 
Tulip Hill, Maryland 
F. f Cong. CQJmB) ..... 

300.00 

1750.00 

1850.00 

1950.00 

3450.00 

3750.00 

91\~ 1113 fd 9f2it Reg R Kearton P.O. Box 504 200.00 3950.00 
Sunnyvale, Calif. 94088 

(mde to "Gerald Ford Campaign Comm. endorsed; Pay order 5th D. 

9~~ 1114 fd 9/2~ 
----· --~~-g·~-·~- signed 

Seafarers Comm. on Political Education 
Individual Contribution Account 

Rep. Comm, 
Gerald R. Ford) 

1000.00 4950.00 

Paul Hall, Pres. 
(Seafarers Int'l Union of No. America - 675 4th Ave; Brooklyn NY ll232 
~') (made out: "Ford for Congress" endorsed Pay order 5th D. Rep!. Comm" 

1115 fd 9/2ii ditto 1000.00 5950.00 
1116 fd -9/2~ - (~~de .D~t Ford T c~~gress Comm" endorsed Fay Order 5th D.Repl. Commlr , 

...v H""r.Jarnes D. McClary Boise, Idaho 1000.00 6950.00 



pri 4, .... 967 

~r. P ul Hall 
l"r sident 
M ritime Tr es Depart nt 
815 Sixteenth Street~ N.W. 
Waehin ton, D. C. 20006 

Dear r. ·all: 

"Labor" 

(HALL, Paul) 
legislative 

re: HR 100 -Siutu 

Th nk you for s nding a copy of your April 4 letter dressed 
to Ch innan Frank Thompson in uppo t of H.R. 100, t e Situs 
Pie eti Bill. 

As you know thi bill 
on Educotion nd L bor. 
on 11.R. 100 this week. 

a been ref err d t 
Th C ittee h s 

1 was. th we ore~ pleas d to have the b nefit of your views 
and the r c end tion of th iariti Trades D part ent on 
this sure. You ay b sure that I will hav th well in 
ind should this 1 1slation com to the Floor of th louse 

of Representatives lat r on for consid ration. 

Kindest person l re ards. 

Sincerely, 

G r ld R. Ford, M. C. 

GRP':pc 

cc: r. P ter M. McGavin 



• 
[ .tl -c1] 

Uctob •r 11. 196 7 

r. Paul Hall 
s_afur ·rs Int r, ational Union of North America 
0 75 roui·th AV<.!h\.le 

Brooklyn, N~w York 11232 

'-.!ar Paul, 

v. 7 

(llAt. ~ ul) 

r : tick t 

'iany t1. .1k., for the ~&e lp n ssis t nc w 1ich y u ave rend ·.r _cl to us 
;,oth in n. ; inr~ton and in Grand 'apids. 

1hil Cnrli;l wnr. in to Be•-? me' '1onday a d I t-rnnt you to l~n()w t·1at o1e ar 

r,rnteful. 

Warne t pcrsot.nl regard·· • 

. dnccrely, 

Gerald R. ·orcl, !!.C. 

GR • r 



April 8, 196 

lr. Alvin Shapiro 
47 Beverly oad 
West Oran ,e. ~~ew .J rsey 07052 

Dear 1. 

I really ish I w re in a position to b encoura~ing s far as Susan 
is concerned. ..Je would lik nothing hett r t 1a to have her with u 
this sum er • 

• ut, a!'l you can well ima~ine, we have ,b en i undated with soch reque ts 
and hav_ nlr~ndy made nrranc~c."1tmts to hav ... eight or mor. o-ople in the 
office thi sumni~r. 

On or two are p ople outside my district w: o f:lrc ht: re on a fallow hip 
·lit no cost to e or the ,overn nt and the others are all from y 
own con ,ressional dist t'ict. We h V{l ha to make this restrict ion in 
vi~w of the large nu~ er of pplicatlons. 

I hubv that Susan is a freshman so tt.at she ay b. wanting to do 
;mu.~thing like this next summer. I nm wondering if s e is famil tar 
with the student intern program onsor~d by the executive branch of 

I ovcrnment. T 1is gives many more opportunities than are avai labl 
in congressional offices. 

E closed is a pamphlet which describes t e program for this summer. I 
rcnlb;e that the examination dates l. v passed an<l it is too late to 
make application for t ds ye r. If. however, s e is intere ted in ti is 
sort of t ling she may want to apply for the summer of 1969. I am sur . 
tl at a similar pamphlet will e issued early in the fall. and sh. may 
want to ,et them from the local post office or by writi g ti1e Civil 
S rvice Commission. 

I am extremely sorry that I am not in a position to accommodate Susan, 
but I a.'11 sur you will understand. 

r 



r. Shapiro 
PnRe Tw 
April 8, 1968 

Warmest p~r onal r gards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, '1. • 

GRF·mr. 

Encl. 

'-· s. Al, t1e Hou Republican Committee on Planning 11nd esearch 
xpects to ma!' usa of a num(>er of interns this suMmer. If this 

a' ears to be so ~ting 1ich wotld int re t Su·an, may I ~ug0est that 
h writ to Dr. Patrtc' Boarman, St ff Direct61m of t c Co:n.nittee. at 

1618 Lon~worth '3uUding, Iousa of epr~sentatives, outlining h r 
back~round and indicating her interest in working with the com.'11ittee 
thif:> summer. She may lso want to su,..gest th t ! mention~d this ap roach • 

• 
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September 26, 1968 

Dear Curt. 

I would appreciate _your depositing 

this check to my special "F" fund account. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Curtis R. Fulton 
Director 
Finance Division 

f ~ 
) 

JerryyFord 

National Republican Congressional Committee 
Box 199 C.H.O.B. 
INSIDE MAIL 

' J 

f .. 

1 
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=============:::;i~====~11i 111~====::;ir.::================~@ 

. / 
_. 

r"'- .... 
,,----. Natinmd .-..... 

Erpuhlinm O!nngrrs.ainual C!!nttttttittrr -
WASHINGTON 3, _!'•C• 

<Uh.is will acknowledse with thanks the 1'eceipt of a contPibution 

September 28, 1968 intheamountof$ 5,000.00 

from Seafarers &Political Activit'y Donation 

s. P. A. D. 
675 Fourth Avenue 
Brooklyn, New York 11232 

~ 
CHAIRMAN ~@ TREASURER 

@] 1!:==========~r.:::===:::::::i11 1 11r.::1 ====::;il!:::============:::..l@] 
-------·--

' , 



CHA IR MAN 

Boe WI LSON , M . c .. CALIFORNIA 

VICE CHAIRMEN 

WILLIAM G. BRAY, M. C . , INDIANA 
SILVIO 0 . CONTE, M. C., MASS. 

WILLIAM C . CRA•ER , M. C . , FLORIDA 
WILLIAM M. MCCULLOCH, M. C . , OHIO 
ARCH A. MOORE: JR . , M. C., W. VA. 

. IAll L . SPRINGER, M. C . , ILL. (FINANCE) 

SECRETARY 

ROGERS C . 8. MORTON, M. C., MD. 

TREASURER 

GEORGE OLMSTED, VA. 

... 

1 

October 5, 1968 

The Honorable Gerald R. Ford 
H230 Capitol Building 
Washington, D.c. 

Dear Congressman: 

Enclosed please find the receipt for the check which 
was sent to this Connnittee for your special account here . 

As is the practice with such donations, we return the 
receipts to the office which forwarded the checks. 

CRF/sjk 

Sincerely, 

-e~ 
Curtis R. Fulton 
Director, Finance Division 

I , 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

JAMES BATTIN, M. C . , MONTANA 
WILLIAMS . BROOMFIELD, M. C . , MICHIGAN 

PAUL F I NO, M. C., NEW YORK 
JAMES GARONER, M . C., NORTH CAROLI NA 

MELVIN R. LAIRD, M. C., WIS CO NSIN 
THOMAS M. PELLY, M. C . , WASHINGTON 

ROBERT PRICE , M. C . , T EXA·S 
JOHN P . SAYLOR , M. C., PENNSYLVANIA 

H . ALLEN SMITH , M. C . , CALIFORNIA 
WILLIAM B. WIONALL, M. C. , NEW JERSEY 

AUDITING COMM!TTEE CHAIRMAN 

WILLIAM E. BROCK , M. C . , TENNESSEE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

I. LEE POTTER 



. 
I 

October 8, 1968 

Mr. Leon Shapiro 

... 

I 
t 

TEL NO. 

) )25-nso oLeon 8hapir~ 
} DISTRICT No. I 

NATIONAL MARINE ENGINEERS' 
BENEFICIAL ASSOCIATION - AFL-CIO 

17 BATTERY PLACE, NEW YORK, N. Y. IOOJ4 
~•o•J .. -· 

·. H. c ~ Ll-leo N-fri¥° 

\ 
"' 

District No. l Secretary-Treasurer 
National Marine Engineers' Beneficial 

Association AFL-CIO 
17 Battery Place 
New York, N. Y. 10004 

Dear Leon, 

Many thanks for the very generous contribution 

You may be assured it will be used to the best possible advantage; 
we must elect a Republican President and gain control of the House 
of Representatives. 

I am most grateful for your support of the Republican cause. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M.C. 

GRF:r 

Encl. 

• 

I 
I 

,• 
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- 1 -----@r1~==============-=n===i~I =====illi i1~1 ====~~==============~@] 
,--- I - ,..--) ,,-- N atinmtl, C\ f&eµubltra~ Ornngressinnal &tiuUitlttee B - ) ;~ ~,- WASHINGTON 3, D.C. •i• t)1~·~ ~.e. 11. t - ~~--:.___a 

72948 
CC3his will acknowledse with thanks the receipt 01 a contribution October 8, 1968· in the amount of$ 5,000.00 · from District No. 1, Pacific Coast District, M.E.B.A. Retiree's Group 

17 Battery Place 
New York; New York 

CHAlRMAN 
~@ 

TREASURER @Jr.===============:::;ir.====~11 1 "'l!=:===.JI!::===============~@) 

I , 



TEL. NO. 
425-7280 

• 

NATIONAL MARINE ENGINEERS' 
BENEFICIAL ASSOCIATION - AFL-CIO 

17 BATTERY PLACE, NEW YORK, N. Y. 10004 

~170 

October 8. 1968 

Hr. Jesse M. Calhoon, President 
National Marine Engineers' 

Beneficial Association -- AFL-CIO 
17 Battery Place 
New Yori<., New Yori<. 11004 

Dear Mr. Calhoon, 

May I express to you my sincere gratitude for the most generous 
contribution to ~ c,ampaign fund. 

IL;-A- f--......f:<---~--a. - ..,.._,, 
Your endorsement in tnis practical way of our efforts in behalf of 
sound government are deeply appreciated. 

We must elect a Republican President and gnin control of the House 
of Representatives. Again, thanks for all your help. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M.C. 

GRF:rm 

cc: Mr. Leon Shapiro 



CHAIRM AN 

Bos WILSON, M. C., CALIFORNi. 

VICE CHAIRMEN 

WILLIAM G. BRAY, M. C., INDIANA 
SILVIO 0 . CONTE, M. C . , MASS. 

• 

. _ Jr;i,ero1ial' . .... ~ :..:.- - .. ..:.n;,, rrr•f: ~ i ~_Ve.. ' .. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

JA·MES BATTIN, M . C., MONTANA 
WILLIAMS. BROOMFIELD, M . C., MICHIGAN 

PAUL FINO, M. C., NEW YORK 

WILLIAM C. CRAMER, M. C., FLORIDA 
WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH, M. C., OHIO 
ARCH A . MOORE, JR. , M . C. , W. VA. 

~~~~C(gf:;,1?;t~iozza/-~~nznu£/ee 
.. ~-iii:-·~ -: -;· ~'iilf ~t=·r>,,~-!f: --:-~.~-

, ' CONGRES:;ilON~t.: . HOTEL 

JAMES GARDNER, M. C ., NORTH CA ROLINA 
MELVIN R. LAIRD, M. C., WISCONSIN 

THOMAS M. PELLY, M . C., WASHINGTON 
ROBERT PRICE, M . C., TEXA'S 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, M . C., PENNSYLVANIA 
H. ALLEN SMITH , M. C., CALIFORNIA 

WI LLIA M B. WIDNALL, M . C., NEW JERSEY 
.LIA M L . SPRINGER, M. C., ILL. (FINANCE) ....... .... ~............ ..~ 

SECRETARY 

ROGERS C. 8 . MORTON, M. C., MD. 

TREASURER 

GEORGE OLM ST ED, VA. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20003 

LINCOL N 4 - 3010 
AUDITING COM~ITTEE CHA IR MAN 

WILLIAM E . BROCK, M. C., TENNESSEE 

-.. ~ ... ··· 

December 20, 1968 

The Honorable Gerald Ford 
230 H Capitol Building 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman: 

Enclosed please find a receipt for the check which 
was sent to this Committ~e for your special account here. 

As is the practice with such donations, we return the 
receipt to the office which forwarded the check. 

CRF/sjk 
enclosure 

Sincerely, 

1 

'---~ -t-~~ 
Curtis R. Fulton 
Director, Finance Division 

I , 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

L LEE POTTER 



• 

.· 
@r.===============~~====~11 1 i11r.=====;irr===============~@] 

r,. . N attnmtl~ ~- ,-- , 
mrvubttran arnngrr.a.awnat arnntmutrr B t -

- ~ -~ ...... ~~INGTON 3, 0,•C. , ili~ 
67260 

<ohis will acknowledAe with thanks the 7'eceipt of a cont7'ibution December 19, 1968 in the amount of$ 2. 500.00 · from 

S.P.A.D. 
Brooklyn, New York 

CHAIR MAM 
~® TREASURER [Q]t!::::================~P~========~~n, i1~1 ====~~================:=.J@J 

' , 



Dec<!mber 30, 196R 

t 

Legislative 

Maritime 
Paul Hall 

::ir r. r..-· l nn t ional l'uion 

'rt 
po 
ci 
I'. 

S J.ncer '.1 v, 

L. C • 

Ge n11 K.. Ford, 

GRF: J. 

· .~ · 2lt· 1 :!t..· t 111~ Tr. no::: -
I r~ 'tl ~ n1J;-il'0 

.. • ,.. ... l 1 r: f ,.. • n , .. 

v· •' ,, lt 1·· , • 

. c. 
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LEGISLATIVE 

October 31, 1968 

"Agriculture" 

(Hall, Paul) 
Re: Seafarers Int.Union 

PL 480 cargoes 

~r. Paul Hall, Presid nt 
Scaf·1rer>3 In+.:errntional Union 

( .... ...-t_l1 ., .. ~:i~~; c~-... l' FL·-CIO 
) ... 

t j .. i l t 

i..: ... r i:. .all: 

I t.. ... ' 

( l 

( . 

rL~'iv_d f;oru ~~c 
::.~ • i·1 • : ry ~. ·a:.:di.ng 

u tr l" • r 1 ~,_ : ct. 

lett ·r fi~ , ... ~tan t If tie c•1.r ... ~ .rnt 1 M1 L u -tr: 
s . r ' t ' r 0 f v• l \: •. 1 t: l .. - l'(>t ·.·;tl. '°:1.'tC:"':/ tc VOt, 1)). ~S'! 

"'"1 ~J t,,::. t:J."· ~ t·i.e l~ tt' :ar up -.;."' .... airi . t ,~ r.ov c«1L I . il 1 •• 

~1. ccrcJy, 

G.rald R. Ford, M. C. 

GP..F: 1 

Enclosure 
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SUSPENSE 

October 9, 1968 

Mr. Paul Hall, President 
Seafarers International Union 

of North America, AFL-CIO 
2000 L Street, N.W. 
Washington. D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

"Agriculture" 

(Hall, Paul) 

Re: Seafarers In~ern. Union 
PL 480 cargoes 

Many thanks for your telegram of October 1 concerning the shipment of 
PL 480 cargoes in American-flag merchant ships. 

I am in coruplete agreement with you that the Con ressioual r.:iandate 
must be followed by the Departmert of Agricultur I have, therefore. 
today written Secretary Freeman urging that the Department adhere to 
the letter and the spirit of the law in this regard. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M.c. 

GRF:mh 



fr. P .iul itall, .'resident 
Sc;; fare: rs I:ttc:rna .lo~1al Union 

of ,.ort1 .£,n rica, .rL·CIO 
2'JJO L ,., trcet {: .W • 
• la hin"'ton, D.C. 

Dcnr • .-r:. ..all, 

l} · icu tur 

e U.i\S for :J'!I'ii. i rue a co-1y Of our tele.?,r .m of June '• a<ldre sed 
t 1 Seer. tary of A r.Lcu l t•1rc r1i f ford Ltd.rd '.n. 

1. ·1v. toc:ay 1r.ltt•~r. ~r. ·.nrJ.in su nortir1~ lOUC te egraro a11<l \lr1Jina, 
t 1£~ Sccrei::ary 1..0 ta:~ ... i1atcvl.!r actio1 ilo ,1..::C•!i>ti' cy to i.>£: certaiu 
th t avail ;,.,1e :11 ..:rlc.m 11.ip:,; ar 1..:$C • L tra.1,, >or~L1g fL 4v0 "heat 
a.t<l cior•{! un fro. 1 • • • 1)ort:s to In,lian 1ort ~ . 

Sincercl/, 

Gerald .or·, .C. 

GRF:'T!.r 
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68173 
COh.is will acknowledse with thanks the 7'eceipt of a cont7'ibution September 15, 19 69 in the amount of$ 500. 00 f1'om 

S. P. A. D. 
675 Fourth Avenue 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 11232 
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CHAIRMAN 

Boe WILSON , M . C., CALIFORNIA 

VICE CHAIRMEN 

WILLIAM G . BRAY . M. C ., INDIANA 
f llllA M E. BROCK, M. C . , TENNESSEE 
.LIAM 5 . BROOMFIELD, M . C., M ICHIGAN 
YIO 0. CONTE. M . C., MASSACHUSETTS 
NILLIA M C. CRAMER, M . C., FLORIDA 
VILLIAM M. MCCULLOCH , M . C .. OHIO 
AM l. SPRINGER, M . C., ILL. (FINANCE) 

SECRETARY 

ROGERS C . 8. MORTON. M. C .. MD. 

TREASURER 

GEORGE OLMSTED, VA . 
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LINCOLN 4 - 3010 

September 17, 1969 

Hon. Gerald Ford 
230 H Capitol 11Building 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Congressman: 

~· .. cl 
•' 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

JAMES BATTIN , M. C .. MONTANA 
DONALD G . BROTZMAN , M . C ., COLORADO 

GEORGE BUSH . M. C .. TEXAS 
GLENN DAVIS, M. C ., WISCONSIN 

CARLETON J . KING . M . C .. NEW YORK 
WILMER MIZELL , M . C., NORTH CAROLINA 
THOMAS M . PELLY, M. C . ;->vASHINGTON 
JOHN P. SA·YLOR, M . C .. PENNSYLVANIA 

H . ALLEN SMITH , M. C .. CALIFORNIA 
WILLIAM 8. WIDNALL, M . C .. NEW JERSEY 

AUDITING COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN 

JOHN DELLENBACK , M . C .. OREGON 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

I. LEE POTTER 

Enclosed please find a receipt for the check which you 
sent to the Committee for your special account here. 

As is the practice with such donations, we return the 
receipt to the office which forwarded it. 

CRF/sv 
enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Curtis R. Fulton 
Di rec tor, Finance Di vfsion 

I , 



ctober , 1 69 

?r. lvin Shapiro 
47 B v rly oad 
W t Or nge. New J rsey 07052 

D r l, 

1 v J 

In r po sc to your t lep on c 11 I c s y th t I did discuss 
th probl wit!l the tnlit House d ur el the inclusio of 
p 0 sengor ships. 

As yet no final deci ion ha b n mad • 

~a st p rsonnl r ard • 

Sin r ly, 

Gerald • Ford, M.C. 

G F:mr 

) 



December 24, 1969 

Mr. lf.l C rltp 
3 Beverly Road 

Brooklyu. New Yoi-k 

Dear Phil: 

Susp. HARM 

Carlip, Phil 

Enelosed is he letter l r ceiv todity fr th Office of Pera l per• 
ationa on th possibiU.ty of esaig t to Ge f for 2nd Lt. Jeffrey Harm. 

l expect th tnal word to reach me b for lo How ver, c 
in eny way, and we c u't predict what acti will be t • Let' 1t 
will 'W~k out for Lt. Hem. A soon as I receiv further word, Phil• I' 11 
let you know. 

Kindest regarda. 

S1ocerely. 

Ger ld R. Pord, M.C. 

GaF/ed 
encl. 



• hil Carlip 
303 Be• rly Road 
rooktyn, ew York 

Dear Phil: 

Susp HAR .. M 

2nd Lt. Jeffrey 

Carl ip, Pyil 

You recently nt1ooed the tatereat of 2Qd Lt. Jeffrey Ba ill eithel" bef.ag 
retained at Fort th or •••igaecl to Germany for a tour of duty. 

Sine you did not ntion any such CQIDJiaa~ns 
not pTesent in Lt. am' s case. 

oUllds, I i!umed the e X!t"e 

However, I am the Director of ersonnel Operattou to provid me 
wit infon:Jati.on a to action that c n taken at thi• time to obtain conaid• 
ration of a reft\!Mt f r a tOUT of duty ia Germany for Lt. • As soon •• 

thi• infonnation i• de available to will be in touc ith you again, 
Phil. 

Wa'rtlest person.al regards. 

Sillc.erely> 

Gerald • lord. .c. 
GU/fll4 



GENERAL 

c 
Car lip, Phil 

November 25, 1969 

Dear Phil: 

Mildred told me about your telephone call and 
needless to say. I was very surpciaed and sorry to learn of 
your leg infection. Certainly hope you are not heving too 
much discomfort and that it will be completely healed soon. 

By all means take it easy. We all miss you and 
hope you will be "nodding in" to the office arain real soon. 

Warmest personal regards. 

Mr. Phil Car lip 
303 Beverly Road 
Brooklyn. New York 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford~ M. C. 



LEGISLTIVE 

Anr:~ 9 1970 

"'r. P, u1 Hall President 
~rit1F£ Trades Department 
.PT~ CI 
15 - 16th Str et~ N.W. 

Suite 501 
Washinr,ton D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Hall· 

"Maritime" 

(Hall, Paul) 

Re: Military Sea Transportation 
contract 

Thank you for. your telegram of rch 31 re""c-n1int: your concern that 
the ~ilit ry Sea TransportDtion Ser 1ice wil eward a charter contract 
to American r.tear ship fir w- \ich •ill utiliz ve11Rels con tructed 
in foreign ya c . 

I e.~ enclo~inr. ~ copy of a letter frOM Vice Aemira A. R. Gralla. 
Corm11anc!er of the Mllitsry Sec Transportation Service, w ich l-1as 
received in reply to our inquiry on your behalf. 

If I cnn be of any further sssi tanc , ple e let rne know. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald • Ford, .c. 

GRF:rp;h 

Enc.1. 



Philip Carlip 
Sea Farers Union 

675 4th Street 
Brooklyn, New York 

General 

Gerald R. Ford , M. C. 

Congrats to 
Car lip, Phil 

9/18 

Belated Birthday greetings! Hope your many returns will be happier. You know 
my feelings about yesterday's "celebration." Look forward to enjoying our fine 
friendship for many years.inWarmest personal regards. 

Jerry Ford, M. C. 
Minority Leader 
House of Representatives 

70 
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Nov~er 9 ~ 1970 

Mr.. Jesse M. Calhoon 
National Marine Enginee~e• Beneficial. Association 
11 Battery P1ace · 
New York, New York 

Dear .Mr. Calhoon1 

This letter is to acknowledge with thanks the 
recent contribut.1.on of your Association to the 
Firth District Republican Conunittee. 

we would 11ke to assure you that 1our contribution 
was well used for the re-el.ection ot our Congressman 
in laat Tuesday's election. .In case you have not 
heard, Congressman Ford was .re-elected receiving 
80,000 votes or 6~ ot the total votes cast. 

Sincerely yours, 

Gary w. Maur!na 
Executive Director 

cc i Joseph I~ Miller 
' , I -

I # 
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December 16, 1970 

Mr. Alvin Shapiro 
Exe.cutive Director 
National 'Maritime Union 
36 7th Avenue 

General 

New York, New York 10011 

Dear Al: 

Thanks to 
Shapiro, Alvin 

TI1ank you so much for your thoughtfulness in sending the 
delicious fruit cake. The Fords are thoroughly enjoying 
the wonderful treat and we are deeply grateful for your 
kindness. 

Thank you again and very best wishes for a P.erry Christmas 
and a happy, hea~~hy. and successful New Year. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M. C. 

GRF:l 



April 2, 1971 

Mr. Paul Hall, President 
Seaf arere International Union 

of North America, AFL-CIO 
Washington, Il. C. 

Dear Mr. Uall: 

LEGISLATIVE 
"Merchant Marine" 

(Hall, Paul) 

Hany thanks for your telegrnm of March 30 cone rning the reduction in 
sea time experience for able-bodied seamen. 

This is an extremely important matter and I can well understand your 
position and appreciat your bringing this to my attention. I will be 
discussing this matter with my colleagues and with those in the Administra
tion. 

Warmest p rsonal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M.C. 

CRF:md 
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August 16, 1972 

District 2 MEBA-AMO, AFL-CIO 
Voluntary Political Action Fund 
650 4th Avenue 
Brooklyn, New York 11232 

Dear Friends, 

It was so kind of you to send a contribution for my campaign fund. 
I am most appreciative of your wonderful generosity on my behalf. 

It is indeed encouraging to know that we have your support and 
can only say that I hope I may continue to merit your confidence. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M.C. 

GRF:r 

bee: Mr . Phil Carlip 
Sea Fare rs Union 
675 4th Street 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

I 
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October ll, 1972 

Mr. Leon She.pi ro 
MEBA Political Action Fund 
17 Battery Place 
New York, New York 10004 

Dear Leon: 
Your helpfUlness is immensely appreciated. May I thank the Committee 
most sincerely for its contribution which I have sent on tb the Friends 

of Jerry Ford Committee. 

I can only say that I hope to continue to merit your confidence. 

Warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford, M. C. 

GRF:d 




