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      August 4, 2017 
 
Dear Station Manager: 
 
 This firm represents Senate Leadership Fund (SLF), which an independent expenditure-
only committee registered with the Federal Election Commission (FEC).  We are in receipt of 
Mr. Gill’s letter on behalf of Judge Moore’s campaign, Judge Roy Moore for Senate Committee.  
Mr. Gill complains that SLF’s ad contains “false and defamatory” material.  To the contrary, 
SLF’s ad is fully substantiated and entirely accurate, as explained in more detail below. 
 
 First, Mr. Gill complains that SLF’s ad “states that Judge Moore was paid more money 
than any other judge in the country and implies a special deal.”  Mr. Gill’s characterization of 
SLF’s ad is inaccurate – SLF’s ad does not assert that “Judge Moore was paid more money than 
any other judge in the country.”   Rather, SLF’s ad states: “Despite being one of the highest paid 
judges in the nation – raking in more than $170,000 a year, Roy Moore wanted more.”  SLF’s 
statement is based on the fact that when he served on Alabama’s Supreme Court, Alabama’s 
judicial pay was among the highest in the nation.  See Dana Beyerle, Moore faces loss of office, 
high salary, Times Daily, Nov. 11, 2003, http://www.timesdaily.com/archives/moore-faces-loss-
of-office-high-salary/article_bc5b2ce3-bf60-5d3a-85e3-b8777b9f1260.html (“Moore is one of 
the top paid judges in the nation, according to the National Center for State Courts. . . . 
Alabama's judicial pay became the highest in the nation when Gov. Don Siegelman signed the 
Investment in Justice Act of 1999.”).  The ad in no way “implies a special deal,” as Mr. Gill 
asserts. 
 
 Second, Mr. Gill claims “[t]he ad also implies that Judge More [sic] was paid by a charity 
– the Foundation for Moral Law, while acting as a judge on the Alabama Supreme Court.”  
SLF’s ad makes no claim that the Foundation for Moral Law paid Judge Moore while he was 
serving on the Alabama Supreme Court.  The ad’s on-screen substantiation for the payments that 
Judge Moore received from the Foundation for Moral Law clearly indicates that the information 
is sourced from the Foundation’s Form 990 tax filings from the years 2005-2013, which is a 
period that falls between Judge Moore’s two terms on Alabama’s Supreme Court.  SLF’s ad does 
not state or otherwise imply that Judge Moore was paid by the Foundation for Moral Law while 
he served as Alabama’s Chief Justice. 
 
 Third, Mr. Gill objects that “[t]he ad also states that Judge Moore ‘took’ over a million 
dollars from The Foundation for Moral Law non-profit organization and further implies that it 
occurred in one transaction.”  SLF’s ad states: “So Roy and his wife took over a million dollars 
from a charity they ran. . . . paying themselves a million dollars and spending even more on 
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travel, including a private jet.”  As detailed in the attached verification, The Foundation for 
Moral Law paid Judge Moore and his wife a total of $1,030,875 from 2005-2013.  The 
Foundation spent an additional $140,582 on travel, including travel by private jet from Alabama 
to Florida for one of Judge Moore’s speaking engagements.  SLF’s figures are fully 
substantiated.  If Mr. Gill wishes to dispute any of these figures, he will be challenging the 
veracity of the Foundation for Moral Law’s filed tax returns. 
 
 Fourth, Mr. Gill complains that “the ad suggests that Judge Moore spent even more than 
his salary on the travel expenses for the Foundation.”  This is not what the ad states.  As detailed 
above, and attached, SLF’s statements regarding travel expenses are based on the Foundation for 
Moral Law’s tax filings, which report to the IRS that the Foundation spent $140,582 on travel 
from 2005-2013, which is an amount in addition to its payments to Judge Moore and his wife. 
 
 Contrary to Mr. Gill’s assertion that the ad’s claims are “patently false,” every statement 
made in SLF is accurate and documented.  Your station faces no potential legal liability by 
continuing to air an advertisement that is factually accurate and fully substantiated.  We trust that 
SLF’s advertisement will continue to air as originally scheduled. 
 
 Please feel free to contact me if you require any additional information. 
 
      Sincerely, 

          
      Thomas J. Josefiak 
         Counsel to Senate Leadership Fund 
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