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Dear Mr. Norton: 

We respectfully present h s  sua sponte subrmssion on behalf of our chents, Leo Bumett 
Worldwide, Inc., Leo Burnett USA, Inc., (“Leo Bumett”) and Mr. Raymond T. DeThome, a Leo 
Burnett USA executrve vice president, to notlfy the Federal Electlon Commission of a vlolatlon 
of the Federal Electlon Campagn Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S C. s 431 et seq. (“the Act”), 
and C o m s s i o n  regulatlons at 11 C.F.R. § 1.1 et seq. Specifically, Mr. DeThorne was 
reunbursed for a smgle $6 10,000 contributlon to a federal pohtlcal c o m t t e e .  

Leo Burnett became aware of a possible problemauc payment of $10,000 made by a Leo Burnett 
executlve m the course of allegations brought to the company’s attennon by the company’s 
audltors. Neither the audltors nor the company were aware of the specific nature of the potentlal 
$10,000 payment, nor to whom the payment was made. In the course of mvestlgatlon and 
mqurry, mtemal legal counsel became specifically aware of the DeThorne pohucal contributlon m 
January of 2004, and payment of a bonus to Ray DeThorne m July 2004. Leo Burnett attorneys 
contacted Patton Boggs for advice and counsel upon learmg of the specific payments, and 
followrng the advice of counsel, Mr. DeThome was asked to refund the money at issue to the 
company The amount was m fact refunded and repad on May 20,2005, and the company 
mstltuted other correctwe measures, as o u h e d  below. 

To present a complete and accurate submssion to the Commssion, Leo Burnett has held off 
h g  &IS submssion ~fl order to conduct a thorough review of all company electromc records, 
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mcludmg emds. T h s  has proven a time-consummg, expensive and arduous task that is now 
completed. In the mtervemg weeks, the U.S. Attorney for the Northem Distnct of I h o i s  m 
Chicago commenced a grand JUT mvestlgatlon of t h l s  matter, reqwmg addrtlonal review of the 
relevant matemls for attorney-chent pnvdeged and attorney work product mformatlon. Ths 
subrmssion mcludes all relevant facts to date. 

Backmound 

In January 2004, Mr. DeThorne contnbuted $10,000 to the Natlonal Repubhcan Congressional 
Comrmttee (“NRCC”). Pubhc records dsclose that the contnbutlon was received by the NRCC 
on January 23,2004, and &IS amount represents the only contributlon from Mr. DeThorne 
appearmg in the Federal Electron Comssion’s contributor database. 

I Mr. DeThome made h s  pohtlcal contnbutlon from h s  personal funds after drscussrng the idea 
with a Leo Burnett USA subcontractor m late 2003 or early 2004. Several months after writmg 
and forwardng hs personal check, Mr. DeThome was awarded a “departmental bonus” on 
July 21,2004 m an amount that was “grossed up7’ to account for taxes payable on the reunbursed 
amount, with the approval of Paul Eichelman (then Leo Burnett Worldwide’s Chef Fmancml 
Officer) and Lmda Wolf (then Leo Bumett Worldwide’s Chef Executlve Officer). 

’ 

Mr. DeThorne, Mr. Eichelman, and Ms. Wolf were not aware that corporate reunbursement for 
a federal pohtlcal contnbutlon (speclfically thls one to the NRCC) was imperrmssible. Based on 
its review, Leo Burnett cannot identify an addrtional mstance where Mr. DeThorne made a 
pohtlcal contnbutlon or was reunbursed for a pohtxal contnbutlon. In response to its drscovery 
of thls payment, Leo Burnett has reviewed the Federal Electlon Collltnlssion’s Indrmdual 
Contributor Database usmg the Commission’s advanced query system to search by name of 
employer (‘‘Leo Burnett”) and variatlons (for example, “Leo Burnett USA”). Leo Burnett has 
found no other mstance of a pohtlcal contributron by an employee that had been unproperly 
reunbursed. 

Correctwe Actlon 

Upon review of the facts surroundmg the reunbursement, Leo Burnett mmedrately lnttlated a 
number of remedral actlons with respect to thls matter. Leo Burnett learned of the issue m late 
March, 2005, and mmehtely sought the advice of expert outside counsel at that tune. Upon 
receipt of that advice on Apnl15,2005, Leo Burnett requested that Mr. DeThorne repay to the 
company the full amount of the reunbursement, and Mr. DeThorne repald Leo Burnett thls 
amount on May 20,2005. In addrtron, Leo Burnett began prepanng to make thls submssion by 
reviewmg its mternal documents and electromc medra. Fmally, Mr. DeThome and Leo Burnett 
wdl wave any nght to a refund of the contnbutlon and wdl request that the Natlonal Repubhcan 
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Congressional Cormattee dsgorge the entwe amount to the U. S. treasury. We d forward 
documentatton of thls dlsgorgement to the Comrmssion when it is avadable. 

B n e f l  Analvsis and Request to Enter mto Conchatlon Prior to Fmd~ne of Probable Cause 
to Bebeve a 1 

By reunbursmg Mr. DeThorne's contrlbuuon, Leo Burnett violated the ban on corporate 
contributrons m 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) and the prohbiaon on contnbutions m the name of another 

, m 2  U.S.C. 5441f. By madvertently a l lomg hs name to be used to make a contnbutlon m the 
name of another, Mr. DeThorne, as a corporate officer, violated 2 U.S.C. %§ 441b(a) and 441f. 
Thus, the Cormassion should make the appropriate reason-to-beheve findmgs. 

Please accept thls submssion as a request to enter rnto conchatron prior to a findmg of probable 

acknowledgmg an admssion of a violatlon of 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 441f and requmng the 
payment of a reasonable avil penalty. 11 C.F.R. 5 11 1.24(a)(l). See MUR 5643 (Carter's Inc., et 
- al.) . 

" cause to beheve. Respondents are fully prepared to accept a conchatlon agreement 

We respectfully submt that rn craftmg the proposed agreement, the Commrssion consider the sua 
Jponte nature of thls matter and Leo Burnett's cooperation to recti$ thls smgle, umntentional 
violation of the Act. 
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