
Dear Mr. Zurik 

You have asked the Supreme Automotive Group to respond to your inquiry regarding 
non-authentic invoices having been submitted to General Motors and Ford Motor Company by 
Raymond C. Reggie on behalf of some of the auto dealerships in the Supreme Automotive Group 
pertaining to advertising cooperative reimbursements.  

Our ability to respond is severely limited. Mr. Raymond C. Reggie has been indicted in 
both State and Federal Court and is the defendant in civil litigation in Baton Rouge and St. 
Tammany Parish. There are confidentiality orders in the Federal criminal case and the St. 
Tammany civil case, and requests for stay orders by the Federal government in both of the civil 
cases. However, in an effort to avoid any further damage to our companies by Mr. Reggie, we 
are able to advise you as follows: 

During the relevant time frame, the Supreme Automotive Group operated three General 
Motors stores and one Ford store. These manufacturers have created programs that provide 
dealers reimbursement for some of our advertising expenses based on the numbers of units sold. 
In the case of Ford there is no match from the manufacturer. In the GM program in which 
Supreme participated, GM matches 80% of the dealer contribution. 

Our current understanding is that some non-authentic invoices were submitted for 
advertising reimbursements by Mr. Reggie on behalf of Supreme. We have so advised both GM 
and Ford, and have requested their assistance. We have so far determined that based on non-
authentic invoices submitted by Mr. Reggie to the manufacturers, Supreme was reimbursed 
approx. $34,000 by Ford, and GM reimbursed approx. $56,900. Because of the way these 
reimbursement programs work, Ford contributed nothing toward these reimbursements, and GM 
contributed approx. $25,000. In other words, of the $90,900 reimbursed to Supreme, Supreme 
contributed $65,900. 

However, during the relevant period GM suffered no loss because there were more than 
sufficient advertising expenditures by Supreme to exhaust the available co-op funds even if 
NONE of the non-authentic invoices had been submitted. (The reimbursements made on Mr. 
Reggie’s non-authentic submissions represent less than 2% of the reimbursable advertising 
expenses.)  

With regard to Ford during the same relevant time frame, again, there were more than 
sufficient advertising expenditures by Supreme to exhaust the available co-op funds even if 
NONE of the non-authentic invoices had been submitted.   

Our current understanding is that during all relevant periods, the amount the Supreme 
Ford and Supreme GM dealerships expended on qualified advertising for new vehicles far 
exceeded the amount of money available for reimbursement from the co-ops. Therefore, 
Supreme had the ability to apply for the reimbursement using invoices from the other advertising 



vendors that were eligible under the reimbursement programs without using any of the now 
known non-authentic invoices in amounts sufficient to utilize all of the available co-op funds. 
Supreme did not benefit from any false invoices being submitted on its behalf. Neither Ford nor 
GM was harmed in any way by the false invoices being submitted and reimbursed. The fact is 
only Supreme was harmed due to the lack of actual advertising that was paid for but was not 
received. 
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