
BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

Tim Allen )
   27w174 Birch Rd. )  12 CD 010
   Winfield IL 60190 )

complainant )
v. ) Hearing Officer:

) Mr. Andy Nauman
Stanley R. Zegel ) State Board of Elections
   27w734 Gary's Mill Rd. ) Suite 14-100
   Winfield IL 60190 ) 100 W Randolph St.

respondent ) Chicago IL 60601

Appearance and Answer

Now comes the Respondent who appears pro se via this pleading and answers that 
(1) The Respondent should be dismissed with prejudice as a party in this 

action because the Complaint deals with activities of a newspaper of 
which the Respondent is the Publisher, not the Respondent's personal 
actions.

(2) The Complaint should be also be dismissed as a matter of law because 
the activity the Complainant appears to fear is exempt as news coverage 
and a future editorial position the newspaper may take on its editorial 
page.

(3) The Complaint states no cause of action, being vague, citing no specific 
section number of statute said to be violated by the Respondent. 

(4) The Complaint is wholly without merit, filled with speculation and false 
assumptions, and is devoid of fact.

(5)  The Complaint is a false complaint willfully filed, in violation of law, 
and with actual and demonstrable malice as part of a personal one-sided 
vendetta, for which the Complainant should be prosecuted and any 
cooperating Counsel should be sanctioned.
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The Parties
Complainant Tim Allen, 40, is an elected Trustee of the Village of Winfield. He has 
held that office since May of 2011. He operates a blog site at www.Winfield411.com 
on which he has for years made personal attacks on various members of the 
community with whom he disagrees. Many articles attack the local watchdog group1 
and its members.2 The site does not require true names of those who make 
comments on his articles, so members of the Winfield community are slandered 
daily by potshots taken by persons hiding under one or more false identities. The 
Respondent has been the subject of over 503 articles of personal attack by the 
Complainant in recent years. 

The Complainant is the principal proponent of a binding question of public 
policy appearing on the ballot of the March 20, 2012 General Primary Election. He 
has, as exhibits attached show, lodged a very visible campaign to kill the newspaper 
of which the Respondent is the Publisher, by publishing on the Complainant's 
website lists of the names, phone numbers4 and e-mail addresses5 of the 
newspaper's advertisers, urging his readers to contact those advertisers with the goal 
to withdraw their advertising and to thus financially starve the newspaper to death.6 
He has personally made some threatening calls to our advertisers.7 Advertisers have 
received hostile anonymous threatening phone calls, and similar e-mails8 signed with 
false names. They received a threatening letter9 earlier this week further terrorizing10 
them by telling them they may be subpoenaed as witnesses in future matters related 
to this Complaint. Many have panicked and canceled their advertising, inflicting the 
damage intended by the Complainant because the newspaper's expenses are paid 
mainly by advertising, a few subscriptions, and occasional free-will donations from 
the public in answer to appeals printed in the newspaper. This frivolous Complaint 
is but another prong of the Complainant's effort to kill the newspaper, that through 
its coverage and Letters to the Editor give the public an opportunity to hear other 
voices and views than the Complainant's on the question of public policy he 
advocates.

1 Winfield United for a Better Community. It has a separate PAC, a distinction the Complainant ignores.
2 The Complainant has been told by the President of the watchdog group that the Respondent is not a member,  

nor an officer, but the Complainant continues to publish anyway that the Respondent is a member or officer.
3 A search of the Complainant's website www.winfield411.com for the term “Zegel” returned 57 articles not yet  

purged.
4 See Exhibit Number 9.
5 See Exhibit Number 11.
6 See Exhibit Number 9, from his website.
7 Several former Advertisers said he had identified himself during an harassing phone call.
8 See Exhibit Number 12.
9 See Exhibit Number 4. The letter is signed “Citizens for Districting Winfield” with no personal name and no  

return address. The text of the letter is dated February 7, but it is postmarked February 13. No Committee with  
such a name showed up when the Respondent searched the SBOE website on February 14.

10 The term used by once such recipient when describing her reaction.
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Respondent Stanley R. Zegel, 67, is the Publisher of The Winfield Register, a weekly 
local newspaper owned by WWW Publishing Inc., an Illinois corporation. The work of 
the newspaper is done by volunteers11 so that community will have a newspaper 
covering local news.12 The Winfield Register published its 88th issue on February 15, 
2012. It published its first issue in April of 2007 as a semi-monthy publication and 
later was able to change to a weekly schedule. The newspaper was started because all 
of the other weekly newspapers pulled out of Winfield due to lack of advertising, the 
hardware store closed and so did the grocery store (places in which shoppers ran 
into mostly other residents of the Winfield) so the Respondent led other residents to 
start a newspaper so that residents would still have one thing in common –the 
newspaper-- and thus a sense of community could be preserved. At the end of May 
2009, after advertising dropped off due to a similar but quieter campaign against 
advertisers (while The Winfield Register appealed to its readers for donations to Save 
the Winfield Register, the Complainant publicly urged them to Starve The Winfield 
Register). The Respondent retired, but after three years was urged by members of 
the community to bring back The Winfield Register because there had been no 
adequate and thorough coverage of local affairs by any newspaper of wide 
circulation in the community since the Respondent retired.

The Respondent is a former elected Village Trustee of the Village of Winfield. 
While in office he would not go along with developers' efforts to loosen zoning 
restrictions or other requirements, thus disappointing those whose projects never 
got off the ground, or who did not make as much money on developments as they 
had hoped. His stands created enemies in the real estate speculation and 
development faction (with which the Complainant is affiliated) who hold grudges to 
this day. 

11 Volunteers have asked that their names not appear in the newspaper so that they will not be harassed by the  
Complainant and be personally attacked in his blog. One volunteer consulted with the local Chief of Police  
before committing to work on The Winfield Register.

12 A local man has been printing “The Winfield Post” and leaving it as a free pickup on racks in some store  
entryways. Observation shows that few copies are picked up, and queries show that few members of the public  
know of its existence. One person who did know about it said that he thinks few persons go out of their way to  
pick up a copy because it has little news, what news it has is bland with no context, no editorial positions or  
community leadership, and it fills its space with recipes and police reports containing no names or even  
addresses of the crime sites. In contrast the Respondent's Winfield Register sells for $1, has meatier content, and  
subscription or sample copies are mailed to several thousand homes in Winfield every issue, giving the  
advertisers the circulation they expect. That is probably why the Complainant fears it and wants to kill it.
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Argument on The Merits
It is difficult to determine from Section 2 of the Complaint the exact cause of action 
the Complainant thinks he has, but from the narrative in Section 3 of the Complaint 
it appears his complaint is really against the newspaper's activities, and that he has 
named the Respondent either mistakenly or for malice. He appears to be trying to 
say that he thinks the newspaper should have to register as a 10 ILCS 5/9.8(e) Ballot 
Initiative Committee. That statute defines the constitution of such a committee as 
[emphasis added:]

* * * *. "Ballot initiative committee" includes any natural person, trust, partnership, committee, 
association, corporation, or other organization or group of persons that makes electioneering 
communications during any 12-month period in an aggregate amount exceeding $3,000 related to any 
question of public policy to be submitted to the voters. * * * *. 

However, 10 ILCS 5/9-1.14(b) provides [emphasis added:]
(b) "Electioneering communication" does not include:

(1) A communication, other than an advertisement, appearing in a news story, commentary, or 
editorial distributed through the facilities of any legitimate news organization, unless 
the facilities are owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, or 
candidate.

(2) A communication made solely to promote a candidate debate or forum that is made by or on 
behalf of the person sponsoring the debate or forum. 

(3) A communication made as part of a non-partisan activity designed to encourage individuals 
to vote or to register to vote.

(4) A communication by an organization operating and remaining in good standing under Section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(5) A communication exclusively between a labor organization, as defined under federal or State 
law, and its members. 

(6) A communication exclusively between an organization formed under Section 501(c)(6) of the 
Internal Revenue Code and its members.

The Winfield Register's news stories, commentary or editorials do not constitute 
“electioneering communications.” Electioneering communications are a required 
element before the obligation to form a ballot initiative committee tolls, therefore 
there is no requirement for us to form such a committee.

The facilities of The Winfield Register are not owned or controlled by any 
political party, political committee, or candidate.

The Complainant may try to quibble that The Winfield Register is not 
“legitimate” but that would be just a reaction by his animus (discussed below in the 
argument on Malicious Prosecution). The newspaper has been around for 88 weekly 
or semi-monthly issues since 2007, and has been accredited by law enforcement 
agencies, receives news releases from many governmental and other organizations 
(including the Complainant himself, as published on page 3, column 1, of the 
February 15, 2012 issue, attached13) and upon inspection can be seen to be a 
newspaper by any reasonable definition.

The Winfield Register also promotes a forum in which the views of Candidates 
and partisans of ballot questions may be publicized. We send candidates 
questionnaires (a copy is attached14) which, along with a telephone interview, forms 
the basis of a story about each contested candidate in a special Voter's Guide we 
publish before every election. We are proud that it includes every office on the ballot 

13 See Exhibit Number 2.
14 See Exhibit Number 3.
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within our service area, down to even the Community College Trustees.
For public questions on the ballot in our service area, we also run separate pro-

and-con articles written by partisans on each side. We have already invited one of the 
Complainant's associates to write the Pro piece for our coming Voter's Guide, and 
that associate has accepted.

Through our news coverage and features designed to promote and maintain 
civic health, voters are informed of different sides of issues and thus may be 
encouraged to vote on those matters.

Even if the newspaper were not exempt under 10 ILCS 5/9-1.14(b)(1) et seq., the 
Complainant would still have to show under 10 ILCS 5/9.1.14(a)(4) that

* * * * any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication, including radio, television, or Internet 
communication, * * * (4) is susceptible to no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal to vote for 
or against a clearly identified candidate for nomination for election, election, or retention, a political 
party, or a question of public policy.

Even a cursory examination of our newspaper (issues of which are attached) shows 
he could never meet that burden.

The Complainant also states that when he filed his Complaint that we had spent over 
$3,000 on publishing. While that is irrelevant, it is also untrue. We did not spend that 
much by then, and in his own public statements (attached15) he speculates a much 
lower cost than that for us. He is alleging a figure he must know is wrong, just to 
qualify to file a frivolous complaint. 

Malicious Prosecution
This Complaint is “a willful filing of a false complaint under [10 ILCS 5/9],” in 
violation of 10 ILCS 5/9-26, and should be referred to the DuPage County State's 
Attorney for prosecution under that section.

The Complainant has engaged in a pattern of harassment of the Respondent 
for years,16 originally based upon political differences with the Complainant's 
political mentors, whose grudges have been taken up the the Complainant.

Police reports show that vandalism has occurred at the Respondent's home; a 
death threat was scratched into the door of a vehicle parked in his driveway; screws 
and nails are discovered at the mouth of his driveway about once per month, and 
several tires have had to be repaired because of such damage.

Most recently17 the Complainant has used his blog at www.Winfield411.com to 
urge its readers to contact all the advertisers of The Winfield Register with the 
purpose of inducing those businesses to stop advertising in that newspaper so that 
it would be forced to discontinue business.

The Complaint is filed in bad-faith as part of a personal vendetta by the 
Complainant, as a review of the exhibits will show from the pattern of disregard for 
the truth and personal vilification of the Respondent:

15 See Exhibit Number 6, page 2, where he puts the cost per issue at $1,600. Earlier in time, Exhibit 9, page 2, he  
used the figure of $2,000.

16 See Exhibit Number 7, from March 2010.
17 See Exhibit Numbers 9 and 11.
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Exhibit 7 shows an unprovoked personal attack on the Respondent by the 
Complainant using his website. In subsequent attacks, he often link back to this one. 
In the final paragraph, he notes that The Winfield Register “went bankrupt” as the 
reason it was no longer being published. The newspaper did indeed find it financially 
impossible to continue publication after a Starve the Winfield Register action to 
scare off our advertisers back then, a movement the Complainant supported.

Exhibit 8's page 2 shows an attack on the local watchdog group, Winfield 
United for a Better Community. In it, he now invents history, changing it to say that 
the shutdown of the newspaper was voluntary and strategic.

The Complainant frequently attacks the town's only watchdog group, and in 
Exhibit 13 he mockingly feminizes the surname of Steve Romanelli, the group's 
president. He says that Winfield United controls The Winfield Register. (It does not.) 
It makes more personal attacks on the Respondent. It was published in the days 
before the Complainant decreed that original posts (as opposed to comments on 
those articles) must now be signed with the author's real name, and that it would 
apply to him too.

In Exhibit 14, we see a map posted on February 7 by the Complainant in which 
he knowingly disregards the truth and falsely lists the Respondent as a member of 
the watchdog group. Complainant has vilified the watchdog group and hopes to 
further his character-assassination of the Respondent by associating him with the 
group that the Complainant disparages.

Looking at Exhibit 5, a teaser for the Complainant's story about the matter at 
bar, one sees the actionable-per-se conclusion that the Respondent is guilty of a 
crime and the illustration is further designed to humiliate the Respondent.

Exhibit 6 is a posting by the Complainant about the matter at bar, stating his 
unproven allegation as fact, and in the second-half of page 2 intimidates friends of 
the newspaper by using terms such as “dragged out,” “exposed” and other words 
that can scare off new volunteers to the newspaper who fear his retaliation.

In Exhibit 9, where he incites his readers to start the telephone intimidation of 
the newspaper's advertisers, he has a bulletin at the top saying that the newspaper 
was not authorized to publish certain advertisements. That is false. He quotes 
persons who are not the managers who accepted our offers of free sample ads to 
demonstrate the power of an ad in The Winfield Register to draw new business to 
the establishments. There was no “pirating” of artwork, much of which we created.

His thrust is that advertisers should withdraw because the Respondent is a 
horrible person, and that he has personally already phoned all of them to say so.

He points out the purpose of scaring the advertisers away is to purposely cost 
the Respondent as much money as possible.

The Respondent, attempting to mitigate the damages, sent the Complainant a 
Cease and Desist demand, which the Complainant posts, Exhibit 10, with a mocking 
response. The score-keeping attitude is also shown in Exhibit 2, page 3, column 2, 
where the Complainant writes about life as a game.

After phone calls from the Complainant and two or three others, several 
advertisers called in panic to cancel their ads. These even included some businesses 

12 CD 10 Allen v. Zegel Page 6



that are struggling so much the the Respondent was giving them free ads to help 
them get on their feet, a demonstration of the amount of terror the Complainant's 
harassment was causing them.

Not content, the Complainant posted Exhibit 11 on his website the next day, 
resulting in the advertisers receiving the e-mails shown in Exhibit 12. Two of them 
are signed with false names.

And to be sure the advertisers stay dead, the advertisers received the scary 
letters of Exhibit 4 this week. Note that the letter is backdated from when it was 
mailed, and the lack of address or responsible person's name. No such committee 
has been found by the Respondent in a search of the online records of the State 
Board of Elections.

All of the above is recited to show the pattern of animus of which this willful 
filing of a false complaint is another instance of harassment of the Respondent by 
the Complainant. The SBOE should actively discourage this type of behavior by 
enforcing the penalties provided in the statue, as one of the petitions in the Prayer 
asks.
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Prayer
Wherefore, the Respondent prays the State Board of Elections to:

1. Dismiss with prejudice the Respondent personally as a party in this action.
2. Dismiss with prejudice the Complaint as a matter of law because newspaper 

activities as described are exempt.
3. Dismiss the Complaint for failing to cite a cause of action. 
4. Find in favor of the Respondent.
5. Find that the Complaint is a false complaint willfully filed, and refer the 

matter to the DuPage County State's Attorney for prosecution.
6. Sanction or recommend sanctions against any cooperating Counsel for the 

Complainant for ethical and other violations for aiding a frivolous action.
7. Grant such other relief as it finds appropriate in the circumstances.

Verification
State of Illinois ) ss
County of DuPage )

I, Stanley R. Zegel, Respondent in this matter, upon my oath swear that all 
statements made in this Pleading are the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, as I know it.

Before me, a Notary Public, /s/ Stanley R. Zegel
appeared Stanley R.Zegel, Respondent
personally known to me,
who, being duly sworn, 
executed the foregoing, 
acknowledging same as his
voluntary act and deed /s/ Kiyoko L. Kataoka
on this 15th day of February, 2012. Notary Public
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Index to Exhibits
Number Exhibit

1 The Winfield Register, issue 87, February 1, 2012. This was the only 
issue published since 2009 when the Complainant filed his Complaint 
on February 1, 2012, the first day it was published.

2 The Winfield Register, issue 88, February 15, 2012. This is the most 
recent issue.

3 Questionnaire sent to current opposed candidates.

4 Letter sent to advertisers telling them they may be subpoenaed in 
these proceedings. Note backdating of letter and lack of contact 
information. Signed by a non-registered Commmittee.

5 Inflammatory picture and caption from Complainant's website 
suggesting Respondent is a criminal.

6 Posting by Complainant regarding SBOE hearing, full of falsehoods 
and threats of unwanted publicity to those who pay for subscriptions 
or donate time or money to the community newspaper.

7 Citizen Pain, a posting by the Complainant from March 2010, included 
because he frequently links to it in other postings submitted as 
Exhibits. He notes in the final paragraph that The Winfield Register 
closed for lack of money. In later postings he says otherwise.

8 A posting demonstrating Complainant's animosity to the local 
watchdog group, and to the Respondent.

9 Complainant's posting urging public to start harassment of 
advertisers in newspaper published by Respondent.

10 Complainant's flippant response to Cease and Desist demand sent by 
Respondent. Note how he highlighted Respondent's telephone 
numbers for the benefit of his readers.

11 Complainant's posting to incite e-mails to advertisers.

12 E-mails received by advertisers. Those by “Steve Farmer” (famous 
guitarist) and “Brad Manning” (soldier who leaked classified 
documents to Wikileaks) are from false names.

13 Complainant's mocking posting of interview with watchdog group's 
president, who tells Complainant that Respondent is not a member of 
his group.

14 Map posted recently by Complainant, deliberately mis-describing 
Respondent as a member of the watchdog group.
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10 ILCS 5/9-1.14 Electioneering communication.
(a) "Electioneering communication" means, for the purposes of this Article, any broadcast, cable, or 

satellite communication, including radio, television, or Internet communication, that 
(1) refers to 

(i) a clearly identified candidate or candidates who will appear on the ballot for 
nomination for election, election, or retention, 

(ii) a clearly identified political party, or 
(iii) a clearly identified question of public policy that will appear on the ballot,

 (2) is made within 
(i) 60 days before a general election or consolidated election or 
(ii) 30 days before a primary election, 

(3) is targeted to the relevant electorate, and 
(4) is susceptible to no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal to vote for or 

against a clearly identified candidate for nomination for election, election, or retention, a 
political party, or a question of public policy.

(b) "Electioneering communication" does not include:
(1) A communication, other than an advertisement, appearing in a news story, commentary, or 

editorial distributed through the facilities of any legitimate news organization, unless 
the facilities are owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, or 
candidate.

(2) A communication made solely to promote a candidate debate or forum that is made by or 
on behalf of the person sponsoring the debate or forum. 

(3) A communication made as part of a non-partisan activity designed to encourage individuals 
to vote or to register to vote.

(4)  A communication by an organization operating and remaining in good standing under 
Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(5) A communication exclusively between a labor organization, as defined under federal or 
State law, and its members. 

(6) A communication exclusively between an organization formed under Section 501(c)(6) of 
the Internal Revenue Code and its members. 

(Source: P.A. 96-832, eff. 7-1-10.) 
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