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Several of Ms. Harlos’ statements to the Judicial Committee (“JC”) are either outright 
misrepresentations or dramatic exaggerations.  Over the past few months, I and other members of 
the LNC have been subjected to false allegations and threats.  I would like to use this opportunity to 
set the record straight regarding three such issues. 

 

1.  Ms. Harlos Misled the Judicial Committee by Alleging Destruction of Evidence 

Ms. Harlos has alleged in increasing dramatic language in the appeal, emails to the EPCC and on X 
that the deletion of messages from my personal Messenger account was in violation of the law and 
constitutes a liability to the LNC.  See p. 29 of Harlos’ appeal, “Ms. Yeniscavich did likewise with 
relevant messages. The destruction of potential exculpatory materials alone also can be enough to 
reverse this decision”. 

No letter of spoliation from an attorney was received by the LNC.  At the time the messages were 
deleted, Ms. Vest’s lawsuit had not yet been served upon the LNC and Ms. Harlos had not yet filed 
suit.  Accordingly, Ms. Harlos is accusing me of deleting discussions relevant to Ms. Vest’s lawsuit 
although at the time the lawsuit was filed these messages had not yet occurred and the events 
themselves had not yet occurred.  The issue was discussed with LNC counsel and reported to the 
IC during my interview. 

LNC counsel and my attorney disagree with Ms. Harlos’ non-legal analysis.   

The nature of the messages deleted were either personal or, those pertaining to the LNC, were 
generally venting or speculating between friends.  The discussions that Ms. Harlos is concerned 
about appear to be those surrounding the level of involvement by a staƯ member in LPCO’s eƯorts 
to replace the LP ticket with Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. (“RFK”)/Nicole Shanahan, and a theory that the 
LNC Chair orchestrated these eƯorts. While I admit to engaging in speculation regarding both 
topics, I also admit to being wrong as speculation regarding both issues have since been proven 
incorrect based upon facts (see below).  It would be a stretch to characterize these conversation as 
“evidence.”  Nevertheless, screenshots of all relevant exchanges have been preserved.   

Many of the messages deleted were personal.  The person I shared them with no longer exists.  Ms. 
Harlos became a person I no longer trusted, and I did not wish to relive the events of last term when 
a former board member shared messages that included personal information that hurt many 
people.   My concern was well-founded as the next month she started sharing personal information 
from those and other private discussions, including about our husbands’ relationship and on 
October 19, 2024, completely crossing a line by announcing very private plans to leave the country 
on X: 

 



 

In addition, Ms. Harlos herself has also deleted private messages in the middle of conversations 
during the topics of her concern, which is at best hypocritical.  See two examples below. 

July 6, 2024: 

;   



July 7, 2024: 

 

The deleted message in the July 7 screenshot indicated that Robert Kraus, the LNC’s former 
Executive Director, handled this task in 2020, meaning that she did not. 

Lastly, see the September 25 message below in which Ms. Harlos advises me she saw the deleted 
messages, said she has a full archive of the chat before the deletions, and “that could have been a 
serious case of spoliation” (emphasis added).  It is almost as if I didn’t need to respond to these 
allegations.  But I do because although Ms. Harlos admitted this was not a case of spoliation, she 
continued to make allegations in social media and emails that I destroyed evidence.  Also see 
numerous emails attached, all after September 25. 

 

 

 

 



 

2.  Ms. Harlos Misled the JC by alleging I Did Absolutely Nothing About Her Complaint to the 
Employment Policy and Compensation Committee (“EPCC”) Except Require Her to File a 
Written Complaint 

[The EPCC complaints are normally confidential.  However, Ms. Harlos discussed this matter in her 
appeal and her derivative lawsuit making numerous allegations.  Accordingly, Ms. Harlos has 
willingly broke confidentiality which allows the EPCC to address her allegations.] 

On page 43 of Harlos’ reply/Amicus to the LNC’s response she states: 

More concerning is that it required me to sound the alarm for any investigation to be 
conducted regarding this staƯ member despite knowledge of their activities by the Chair of 
the Party’s Employment, Policy, and Compensation Committee (“EPCC”), Ms. Yeniscavich, 
and the Party is still exposed to potential liability for knowingly having a staƯ member 
potentially sabotage our own national candidates against our Bylaws which can be viewed 
as a conspiracy. Ms. Yeniscavich did absolutely nothing but required me to file a written 
complaint, which I did despite voicing fear of retaliation from the Chair, which has 
obviously come to fruition. I also filed an internal Judicial Committee Appeal with LPCO 
which was voided when they de facto rescinded their July 2, 2024, nomination and filed a 
notice with the Denver Post that they would be nominating Presidential and Vice-
Presidential candidates under a “vacancy committee” which was to be held August 12, 
2024 (see Exhibit 24, Denver Post ad) closing oƯ any internal LPCO appeal process as 
committee decisions are not appealable under the LPCO Bylaws. 

Contrary to Ms. Harlos’ assertions, the EPCC handled her complaint in accordance with its 
policies. Throughout the process, Ms. Harlos complicated matters at every step. 

On July 3, Ms. Harlos telephoned me to indicate she was concerned a staƯ member was involved in 
the Libertarian Party of Colorado’s (“LPCO”) eƯorts to replace the LP ticket with RFK/Shanahan.  
During the conversation, I told Ms. Harlos that I was aware that the staƯ member participated in a 
telephonic meeting with at least one member of Team Kennedy, and suggested she submit a written 
complaint to the EPCC.1  We engaged in some speculation as to how the meeting was arranged. As 
per a screenshot in Ms. Harlos’ appeal, I indicated that as far as I know, only two people in the party 
have the phone number for RFK’s Campaign Manager, who was in the meeting with the staƯ 
member, one of which was the LNC Chair. Ms. Harlos indicated she was not comfortable filing a 
written complaint with the EPCC because she believed the LNC Chair had engaged in retaliatory 
behavior that she would retaliate against her further if she filed a written complaint.2  Because she 
was uncomfortable putting these issues in writing, I advised her that the EPCC could handle the 
matter as an informal matter.  I did ask Ms. Harlos to informally send me the specifics of the 

 
1 Ms. Harlos mischaracterizes my knowledge of the staƯ member’s involvement on page 40 of her appeal 
stating, “Also around that time I learned from Kathy Yeniscavich that a paid staƯ member just prior to this 
occurring was in a Mises Organizer state organizers chat group attempting to obtain contact information for 
Amarilys [sic] just prior to that …”  I told Ms. Harlos about a meeting that had already occurred, though at that 
time I was unaware that a third-party arranged the meeting. 
2 EPCC Complaint Procedures require formal complaints be in writing. 



allegations that we discussed during the call only because I was in my car traveling to a July 4th 
event and unable to take notes.  At no time was Ms. Harlos required to file a written complaint, to 
the contrary I oƯered an alternate solution so that we could move forward. 

Following the holiday weekend, on July 8, I contacted the LNC Executive Director Hannah Kennedy 
to discuss whether there are any internal procedures regarding staƯ involvement in state aƯiliate 
activities and whether the staƯ member had discussed actions taken with LPCO.  The answer to 
both was no.  I advised Ms. Kennedy that the EPCC would be conducting an informal review.  I also 
called Steven Nekhaila and Andrew Watkins, two other EPCC members, to discuss the matter.  
Although the LNC Chair is a full member of the EPCC, due to the allegations we determined to 
honor Ms. Harlos’ request and not inform the Chair at the time.  We agreed to wait for additional 
information from Ms. Harlos which would presumably be available before the next EPCC meeting 
on July 16.  However, before that meeting, Ms. Harlos changed course and filed a written complaint 
with the EPCC on July 14.  The complaint alleged improper behavior by a staƯ member and 
involvement by Ms. McArdle in LPCO’s determination to replace the LP ticket on the ballot.  Ms. 
Harlos also requested that we not provide a copy of the complaint to the LNC Chair as she believed 
Ms. McArdle had engaged in retaliatory behavior against her and was concerned it would continue. 

Just prior to the EPCC meeting on July 16, I emailed Ms. Harlos to determine whether Ms. McArdle 
was a subject of her complaint. This was an important clarification because the EPCC is not 
authorized to review complaints about an LNC member from another LNC member.  In response 
Ms. Harlos indicated that Ms. McArdle is closely involved and therefore not able to objectively 
review the situation.  I followed up again to ensure that I understood that Ms. McArdle was not the 
subject of the complaint.  She stated that is correct but there are exceptions in the EPCC policies in 
which the LNC Chair would not be given the report.  See attached emails. 

At the July 16 EPCC meeting, myself, Mr. Nekhaila and Mr. Watkins discussed the complaint and my 
knowledge of the situation.  The first step of the EPCC Complaint Procedures is to provide a copy of 
the complaint to the LNC Chair and Executive Director unless they are a subject of the complaint.  

See EPCC Complaint Procedures adopted May 23, 2024: 

Policy 2: Complaint Procedure  

The EPCC shall develop a written procedure for handling complaints from staƯ regarding the 
workplace environment, observed violations of the policy or employment manual, as well as 
disputes between LNC members and staƯ. The complaint procedure shall include the 
following steps:  

2.1. Complaints shall be submitted in writing to the EPCC.  

2.2. Upon receiving a complaint, the EPCC shall provide a copy to the Chair and the Executive 
Director, unless they are a subject of the complaint. The EPCC shall open a case and 
acknowledge receipt of the complaint to the submitting party.  

2.3. The EPCC shall conduct an impartial investigation into the complaint, gathering relevant 
information and interviewing involved parties as necessary.  



2.4. The EPCC shall strive to resolve the complaint in a fair and timely manner. A written 
synopsis of the complaint and findings shall be submitted to the Chair, communicating the 
outcome to the submitting party and taking appropriate action based on the findings. 

 

Accordingly, we had a problem.  Ms. Harlos did not consider Ms. McArdle a subject of the 
complaint yet wanted the EPCC to withhold the complaint from her contrary to our written 
policies.3  The EPCC is obligated to follow the Complaint Procedure in sequential order. Given that 
submission of the complaint to the Executive Director and the LNC Chair is the first step of the 
procedure, the EPCC had to comply with this step before moving to an investigation.  The EPCC 
decided to send Ms. Harlos an email advising that there is insuƯicient evidence to withhold the 
complaint from Ms. McArdle under the EPCC Complaint Procedure as the only exception in the 
policy is when the LNC Chair is the subject of a complaint.  We identified several options to present 
to Ms. Harlos to move the complaint forward.  Later that night, before the email was drafted, the JC 
advised the LNC that Ms. Harlos had filed an appeal of the vote to enter into the Joint Fundraising 
Agreement with RFK.  In the appeal, Ms. Harlos requested interim orders which involved the 
complaint as follows: 

INTERIM ORDERS REQUESTED 1. Order that Harlos produce the "Internal Complaint" under 
seal upon signing of a Non-Disclosure Agreement by each Judicial Committee member and 
the redaction of names of any non-LNC members contained therein. It is believed that 
Rutherford can be consulted as to the general nature and subject matter of this Internal 
Complaint and that Party counsel can advise if a redacted portion can be made public. 

In light of yet another request to sail into uncharted territory, the EPCC decided to wait to see if the 
JC would request the complaint.  On July 23, I filed an Amicus on behalf of the EPCC as follows: 

The Harlos appeal regarding the above-entitled action requests the Judicial Committee, 
“Order that Harlos produce the “Internal Complaint” under seal …”   

The internal complaint is not directly or substantively related to the Executive Committee’s 
motion to authorize the Libertarian National Committee to enter into a Joint Fundraising 
Committee with the Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., 2024 campaign or any other LNC decision. The 
complaint is subject to internal review procedures and is confidential.  Ordering Harlos to 
produce the internal complaint could prejudice third parties and have other far-reaching 
unintended consequences unrelated to this appeal.    

The same day Ms. Harlos filed a response: 

I choose to respond by email and I appreciate the brevity of the Yeniscavich objection. 
However, there are no far-reaching consequences if it produced under seal, names of non-
LNC members are redacted, and the JC sign an appropriate NDA. There are pertinent 

 
3 The EPCC policies were created and adopted by the full LNC in response to complaints last term which 
created varying interpretations as to the appropriate procedure to distribute complaints to the Executive 
Director and LNC Chair, triggering cross complaints and consultation with LNC Counsel.  The EPCC could not 
make any exceptions as the policies were adopted by the LNC. 



allegations, emphasis on allegations, that the JC is entitled to investigate and review as it 
regards LNC behaviour. 

I would like this email to be part of the record. 

On August 9, the JC issued their decision on the appeal without ordering Ms. Harlos to produce the 
complaint.  On August 21, the EPCC sent Ms. Harlos an email stating we do not find suƯicient 
evidence to withhold the complaint from Ms. McArdle.  Given Ms. Harlos’ concerns, we requested 
her input on three paths forward: 1) Disclose the complaint to Ms. Kennedy and Ms. McArdle as 
written, 2) Rewrite the complaint in a manner she is comfortable before providing to Ms. McArdle, 3) 
Provide additional evidence Ms. McArdle is a subject of the complaint, and 4) Present more 
evidence of other violations by the staƯ member that should be investigated. 

I inadvertently sent the email to the wrong secretary’s email which caused a four-day delay in Ms. 
Harlos receiving the email.  Upon receipt, Ms. Harlos requested additional time to respond until  
her lawsuit against LPCO was resolved, thereby moving the deadline for response until September 
16.  No response was received on September 16.  On September 17, Ms. Harlos emailed the EPCC, 
“Did you make a decision on this issue?”.  In a series of emails through September 29, the EPCC 
again attempted to get Ms. Harlos to clearly select one of the options presented in the letter so that 
we could proceed in a manner compliant with our procedures that was acceptable to Ms. Harlos.  
We were unable to get a clear answer as Ms. Harlos refused to select an option, instead insisting 
she wants to go forward with the complaint without the involvement of Ms. McArdle.  The responses 
from Ms. Harlos became increasingly hostile, including multiple legal threats and various 
allegations with no basis in fact.   

One example is that on September 29, Harlos sent an email with a screenshot stating, “Additional 
evidence Angela knew.  This is Allison Spink, the former LPCO treasurer who resigned immediately 
after the vtr.”  The screenshot showed that on July 6 Ms. Harlos sent me a screenshot from Ms. 
Spink in which she stated, in part, “But if you’re going through with it I’m like 99% sure Angela was 
either aware of, or leading this.  She should feel some wrath too.”  Instead of being a smoking gun, I 
had, in fact, disclosed this allegation to Mr. Nekhaila and Mr. Watkins during the first EPCC meeting 
to discuss the complaint and to the Investigatory Committee (“IC”) during my interview.  I informed 
them that I asked Ms. Harlos multiple times if Ms. Spink had any evidence and the answer was 
either that she was unsure or no. The IC Report covers this matter on page 11 indicating that Ms. 
Harlos believed the Chair was involved and stated, “I do not have any proof of it, but I believe it.”  I 
later learned that Ms. McArdle was not involved in the plan to replace the LP ticket with 
RFK/Shanahan.  In late July, while assisting the LNC Chair with the Joint Fundraising Committee, I 
began working with Glenn Fink, a volunteer advisor for Team Kennedy.  I learned that Mr. Fink was 
introduced to the LPCO Chair by Hector Roos, Co-Chair of Libertarians for Kennedy.  Mr. Roos had 
been advocating for the LP to nominate RFK before the National Convention and was involved in an 
eƯort to disqualify the LP ticket and replace them with RFK/Shanahan.  It was Mr. Fink who took the 
lead for Team Kennedy and worked with the LPCO board to place RFK/Shanahan on the ballot and 
organized meeting.  The big push was from Mr. Roos and not Ms. McArdle.  Mr. Fink also advised me 
that he did not meet Ms. McArdle until mid-late July and that she was not in any meetings or phone 
calls regarding the eƯort.  While Ms. Harlos was unaware of this information at the time, she was 
also unaware of any proof that Ms. McArdle was involved.  A belief is not proof.  Yet, while only 



armed with this belief, Ms. Harlos continued to make the allegations about Ms. McArdle’s 
involvement. 

Other allegations were included in several messages.  One was the allegation that I destroyed 
evidence and placed the LNC in legal jeopardy.  As discussed above, no evidence was destroyed 
and Ms. Harlos had a full archive of the messages, yet Ms. Harlos continued to make such 
allegations.  She also claimed that Mr. Watkins and I had conflicts in reviewing this matter.  Ms. 
Harlos also stated that the EPCC was pressuring her to withdraw her complaint and that the EPCC 
was placing the LNC in legal jeopardy.  The EPCC never pressured Ms. Harlos to withdraw her 
complaint but tried to determine a path forward with her input.  Without a clear response from Ms. 
Harlos, the complaint could not proceed. 

Finally on September 29, Ms. Harlos selected option one and stated that we should proceed with 
review with the original complaint.  On October 2, the EPCC submitted the complaint and all the 
emails to LNC Counsel Oliver Hall for review as it was clear that legal action by Ms. Harlos was 
imminent.  Mr. Hall cleared the EPCC to proceed with the review and provide Ms. McArdle the 
complaint.  He was satisfied that the EPCC had gone above and beyond to accommodate Ms. 
Harlos.  At this time, I recused myself from the matter, although Mr. Hall did not believe it 
necessary.  Mr. Nekhaila and Mr. Watkins conducted the review and determined the disposition of 
the case.  Ms. Harlos has been notified that a review was completed and closed.  Accordingly, 
contrary to the allegations that I put the LNC in legal jeopardy, I discussed these matters with the 
EPCC, LNC Counsel and the Investigatory Committee. 

This lengthy description of the complaint review was necessary to demonstrate that the EPCC 
made every eƯort to work with Ms. Harlos to develop a plan compliant with our policies but also 
acceptable to Ms. Harlos.  The delays were due to her actions or inactions, except for a ten-day 
period where committee members had overlapping vacations and the four-day delay when I sent an 
email to the wrong address.  To state that I did nothing with her complaint is disingenuous and 
misleads the JC.  

You may read the emails and judge for yourself.  All are attached to the end of this brief. 

3.  I Did Not Provide Ms. Harlos With Information Regarding a Mises Caucus Meeting About 
LPCO. 

On page 3 of Ms. Harlos’ reply/Amicus to the LNC response she states: 

Kathy Yeniscavich also briefed me on the meeting that Mises had with the LPCO Chair which 
was all about how they are keeping with the plan how wonderful it was according to the 
LPCO Chair and Colorado State Organizer –- the Chair was her apologist.  I am not one-
hundred percent sure on this but I believe I hopped on that call briefly and left out of disgust 

The call in question was held at 5 pm Pacific on July 6.  I was not on that call as I was out all 
afternoon and evening on July 6 celebrating my anniversary with my husband.  Accordingly, I could 
not have shared information from this call.  Ms. Harlos herself may have been on the call. 

Ms. Harlos believes that the Mises Caucus was also involved in the eƯorts by LPCO to put 
RFK/Shanahan on the ballot and appears to allege that I concurred.  This also is not true as the 



Caucus has neither endorsed or denounced LPCO’s actions.  Given that there are strong views on 
this matter from both sides, the Caucus has maintained a neutral position on LPCO’s actions. 

 

 

Complaint and Emails Between the EPCC and Ms. Harlos Regarding Complaint: 

Emails are attached by thread.  Since there are multiple threads, some emails may be 
chronologically out of order. 

See below. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 


