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client had the option to purchase the system and software at the end of the rental period or
return it to OSC. According to the letter, both of the clients were testing different
concepts for OSC.

The Audit staff reviewed the documentation provided and
concluded that OSC had used other clients as test or beta sites; however, neither of the
examples demonstrated that OSC had offered a similar repurchase agreement to another
client.

At a conference held subsequent to the end of fieldwork, the Audit
staff discussed our preliminary findings with the Committee and requested a more
definitive response in regards to repurchase agreements that OSC had offered to other
clients. Committee officials did not offer any specific comments conceming the matter.
The Committee did submit comments in response to the meeting which stated:

“..based on the two cases already submitted, Lugar for President
believes that the transaction with Lugar for President was economically
the same as transactions for other customer{s] of Ontario.”

After considering the Committee’s response, the Audit staff
maintained that the documentation made available did not demonstrate that OSC had
similar agreements with other clients. Although, it appeared that OSC had entered into
test site agreements with other clients, none of the examples provided included a
repurchase agreement provision with terms similar to those offered to the Committee.
Therefore, the Audit staff concluded that, absent a demonstration to the contrary, an
apparent prohibited in-kind contribution existed from OSC in the amount of $232,500.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Committee:

(@)  provide documentation from Ontario Systems Corporation
which demonstrates that OSC made written agreements that
included an offer to repurchase equipment under terms
similar to those offered to the Committee, to include, but
not limited to, copies of the written agreement;

(b)  provide documentation which demonstrates that a standard
exists within Ontario Systems Corporation’s industry to
repurchase similar equipment at terms similar to those
offered to the Committee; or

(¢)  make a payment to the United States Treasury for
$232.500.
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In its response to the Memorandum, the Committee did not provide
any additional documentation, as requested in (a) and (b) above, from Ontario Systems
Corporation. Instead, the Committee elected to submit commentary and analysis from
Mr. R. Mark Lubbers, the Campaign Manager; a memorandum from Ms. Jan Abbs,
General Counsel for Ontario Systems Corporation; and three memoranda from campaign

employees. :

Mr. Lubbers contended that the Committee “cannot provide

examples of other repurchase agreements;” however, they can “make an equally
significant ‘demonstration to the contrary’.” .

The Committee’s response stated,

“The Committee respectfully submits that jf we can show that the
financing arrangements for other beta site examples accepted by the
staff [Audit staff] are economically the same as the terms of the
repurchase agreement, then this is a demonstration to the contrary
necessary for the Audit staff to reverse its finding.”

meCommmeecomendedthatotherbetames(chemsof

OSC) were financed through lease or rental arrangements and that the net present value'’
(NPV) of the purchase/sell-back transaction can be made identical to the NPV of a lease

or rental arrangement. The Committee’s response continued,

“the payment method is irrelevant; and

“that what js relevant is the comparison between the NPV of the actual
purchase/sell-back transaction and the NPV of a Jikely [emphasis not
in original] lease transaction, (the financial arrangement that had been
used in other beta test agreements with an Ontario customer).

“that in order for there 1o have been an in-kind contribution, the NPV
of the purchase/sell-back transaction would have had to have been Jess
than the NPV of a reasonable lease arrangement -- in other words, that

Net Present Value (NPV) is a technique used in capital budgeting which calculates the present
value of all of the project’s expected cash inflows and outflows found today at the company's
weighted average cost of capital. Simply put, NPV summarizes the expected net revenue
produced by an investment into a single figure that is adjusted for risk, inflstion and the time
value of money. The NPV measures the economic consequences of an investment decision; thus,
generally an investment with the highest NPV would add the most value to a company. (See
Sources: hup//www.cba.uiuc.edu, Introduction to Corporate Finance, Chapter 10;
hup://ans.uwaterioo.ca, Summary of Present Valug; bttp=//www.vanderbilt.edw/Owen, Lecture 2.
Net Present Value and the Alternatives: hup://www .salestoolz.com/capital.mmi, How Customer
Managers Budget Capital Expenditures: and hitp://www.agric.gov.sb.ca, How Much 1o Bid for
Beef Cows,
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if the NPV of the purchase/sell-back transaction is greater than a
reasonable or likely lease transaction, then there was no in-kind
contribution.”

Next, the Committee’s response provided a calculation of the NPV
of the purchase/sell-back transaction ($-134,243) and then posed this question,

“What would the monthly lease rate have to have been in order to
make the NPV of a lease or rental payment method jdentical to the
purchase/sell-back payment method?”” .

The Committee then calculated that a monthly lease rate of
$23,035, for a six month lease period (mid-August 1995 to February 15, 1996) would
have created a cash-flow with a NPV equal to the NPV of the purchase/sell-back
transaction.

The Committee’s response stated,

“...if the Committee had had a choice between the purchase/sell-back
payment method and a theoritical[sic] lease payment method, it would
have been indifferent about the choice at a lease rate of
$23,035/month.”

Finally, the Committee’s response concluded that:

“The existence of this NPV breakeven point is the basis of the
Committee’s previous response that the transaction between LFP and
OSC was ‘economically the same’ as other transactions between OSC
and its beta site customers.

“The analysis, however, gives further insight into the economics of
this transaction that will permit the Commission to determine that no
in-kind contribution took place. Again, in fact, there is no lease
program or lease offer to compare [emphasis not in original]. But
having pegged the lease rate that would have been required to make
the actual Purchase/Sell-Back jdentical to a lease arrangement, we can
ask the following question: Is it reasonable or likely that if Ontario
had a lease program, that they would have leased the Onyx system,
with a market price of $338,500, for 23,000/month?

“The Commitiee respectfully submits thet the answer to this question
is, ‘No." It is neither reasonable nor likely thst Ontario, if it had a
lease program, would charge a lease rate that would recover 40% of its
market value in 6 months.” [The Audit staff notes that in one of the

previous examples provided by OSC, although the terms and values
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are not analogous to the Committee’s arrangement, OSC recovered
approximately 21% of the market price of an OnyXx system, in the form
of a non-refundable rental fee over a term of four and a half months.)

The Committee’s response continued,

“At that rate, on a product with a multi-year useful life and the
capacity to have its software upgraded, Ontario would undoubtedly be
breaking even against their direct costs in less than a year, and
probably breaking even in less than a year against their fully loaded
costs - direct costs plus allocated indirect costs. In sum, it is
inarguable that, if Ontario had a lease program, it would be charging a
lease rate less thap $23,035 per month. And if that conclusion is
reasonable, then it is not possible to conclude that an in-kind
contribution occurred as a result of the transaction between Ontario
Systems and the Committee.”

The Audit staff had previously obtained documentation from the
Committee concemning two clients of Ontario Systems Corporation. This documentation
indicated that OSC had some form of beta site agreement with those clients; no detailed
terms were disclosed concemning compensation for selection as a beta site. The
Committee argued that if it could show that the financing arrangements with the other
beta sites are economically the same as the Committee’s purchase/sell-back transaction
then there was no in-kind contribution. The Audit staff agreed; however, the net present
value analysis put forth by the Committee did not accomplish this task.

The analysis did not compare the financing arrangements of
OSC's other beta site customers with the transaction in question. The Committee did not
provide any documentation which indicated that OSC ever made an actual offer to lease
the equipment to the Committee, thus, there is no basis in fact for the Committee’s lease
amount of $23,035 per month. The Committee acknowledged that “there is no lease
program or lease offer to compare” and that the lease payment method is “theoritical
[sic].”

Further, the results of the NPV analysis showed that the
purchase/sell-back transaction is economically the same as a hypothetical monthly lease
amount. The existence of the same NPV for the purchase/sell-back transaction and the
theoretical lease value, does NOT provide any basis for the Committee’s conclusion that
“the transaction between LFP and OSC was ‘economicslly the same’ as other
transactions between OSC and its beta site customers.” The analysis compared two
separate transactions available to the Committee and the results, even assuming that the
monthly lease value was factually correct, simply indicated that either financing option
would have the same economic impact to the Committee.
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its conservative and cautious approach to comply with all applicable
rules and regulations, was willing to pay OSC to be a Beta Site.”

In regards to the decision about the terms of the agreement, Ms.
Abbs stated,

“...0SC had used a lease arrangement for a Beta Site previously...The
lease arrangement was rejected by OSC and the LFP for two reasons.
One reason was that there was no standard contract form for a iease
arrangement. Secondly, and most importantly, the lease arrangement
appeared to place OSC in the position of a bank for the LFP. Simply
stated, neither party wanted it to appear that OSC was providing
financing for the LFP.”

Ms. Abbs further claimed that,

“[n]o special financing of the business arrangement was offered by
OSC. The LFP was required to pay for products in the same manner
as other customers. This was done because of the conservative and
cautious approach taken by the LFP and OSC to assure compliance
with all applicable rules and regulations. This was done even though
the LFP was a Beta Site for which OSC would typically consider terms
and conditions not regularly made part of a contract and alternative
financing possibilities. If anything unusual occurred in this situation,
it was that the ‘special’ treatment OSC is accustomed to providing its
customers could not be a part of the arrangement.”

Ms. Abbs also indicated that,

“[r]egular business factors were taken into consideration to determine
the appropriate amount of reimbursement to the LFP upon termination
of the contract and return of products.”

A footnote 1o this statement indicated that OSC intended to
maintain the confidentiality of this information and “does not waive any rights or release
any such information.” Ms. Abbs also stated,

*OSC also took into account the value of what was being returned to
OSC. Significantly, OSC would be receiving equipment which had
been little used. Indeed, the equipment returned was in excellent
condition. The LFP had kept not only the boxes, but the original
packing materials. It would have been very difficult to distinguish the
returned equipment from new equipment. The entire system could
have been resold, but was not because OSC had other needs for the
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equipment. OSC could re-configure the telephone switch and sell it to
another customer. (This was done.)”

Ms. Abbs continued to explain that OSC used the rest of the
equipment, including the main computer and the terminals to complete a computer
upgrade of their own facility.

Finally, Ms. Abbs concluded that,

“[t]he value of the returned products to.OSC exceeded the amount
reimbursed to the LFP...There simply is no basis concluding that the
amount reimbursed to the LFP was anything other than a return to the
LFP of its own money upon the cancellation of the contract and return
of OSC products.”

Counsel for OSC provided two generic examples of past situations
in which OSC repurchased equipment from its clients. In one example, OSC repurchased
equipment from a client who determined that OSC’s products did not suit their needs.
OSC did not explain the reason for the other repurchase. The Audit staff maintained that
neither of these examples were relevant to the repurchase of the Committee’s equipment.
The Committee’s contract included a specific clause to repurchase the equipment within
nine months of operation from the date of system acceptance. The Committee was, to our
knowledge, completely satisfied with the equipment. Further, Ms. Abbs did not disclose
any specific information about the other clients contracts. As such, the Audit staff has no
knowledge of the terms and conditions of those client’s agreements and was unable to
make a comparison to the Committee’s arrangement.

Further, Ms. Abbs indicated that extensive effort was put into
researching the terms of the agreement and finding the most conservative and cautious
approach to executing the transaction. Ms. Abbs stated that no standard contract existed
for political clients and/or “Beta Site” clients. The Audit staff contended that the fact that
the client is a political client is irrelevant. The Regulations at 100.7(a)(1)(iii) simply
require that a political committee pay the “usual and normal” charge for any goods and
services provided to them. Applied to this transaction, the Committee should have paid
the usual and normal price when purchasing the equipment. Likewise, when the
equipment was repurchased by OSC. the transaction should have been in the ordinary
course of OSC’s business and the repurchase value ($232,500) should have been OSC'’s
usual and normal value for repurchasing such equipment.

Ms. Abbs reiterated that the Committee received no “special”
treatment from OSC. At one point, Ms. Abbs specifically stated that no special financing
arrangements were made to the Committee. Further, Ms. Abbs remarked that,

“[t]his was done even though the LFP was a Beta Site for which OSC
would typically consider terms and conditions not regularly made part
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of a contract and alternative financing possibilities. If anything
unusual occurred in this situation, it was that the ‘special’ treatment
OSC is accustomed to providing its customers could not be a part of
the arrangement.”

__ This statement is inconsistent with the Committee’s original
contract which stated,

“[iln exchange for serving as a beta site for the political candidate
telemarketing industry, OSC will grant to Lugar for President a
repurchase option which may be exercised at any time during the first
nine (9) months of operation from the date of system acceptance as
defined in the attached Terms and Conditions. As a beta site, Lugar
for President will grant OSC the right to review and publish statistical
results observed on the Onyx system in use at Lugar for President and
will provide OSC direct access to Lugar for President employees for
interviews and debriefing not to exceed 80 hours of time. In exchange
for these considerations, the repurchase option may be exercised
for the amount of $232,500.00, payable within thirty (30) days
from the date notice is received by OSC of Lugar for President’s
desire to exercise this option” [emphasis not in original].

Accordingly, the language in the original contract afforded the
Committee a “special” financing arrangement -the repurchase option in question- in
return for the Committee serving as a beta site.

Finally, Ms. Abbs mentioned that “regular business factors were
taken into consideration” when OSC calculated the appropriate amount of the repurchase
option. Ms. Abbs also indicated that OSC reconfigured and then resold the telephone
switch. In concluding, Ms. Abbs stated that “[t]he value of the returned products to OSC
exceeded the amount reimbursed to the LFP.” These statements addressed critical factors
in attempting to determine whether or not OSC made an apparent prohibited in-kind
contribution to the Committee. However, as previously noted by Ms. Abbs, OSC
considers the information confidential and proprietary and will not release it.

In doing so, OSC has declined to provide any additional competent
evidential matter, such as a detailed breakdown of the equipment and its fair market
value, including documents which support the fair market valuation. Such information
was necessary to assist the Committee in demonstrating that an apparent prohibited in-
kind contribution did not exist or existed in an amount less than $232,500.

After considering the available documentation and the
Committee’s response to the Memorandum, the Audit staff maintained that OSC
apparently had other beta site agreements with other customers. However, neither of the
other beta site examples made available to the Audit staff indicated that those clients
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received equivalent incentives in exchange for being a beta site. According to the
representations of OSC’s Counsel, the only disclosed instances where OSC repurchased
equipment from its customers, notwithstanding the Committee’s arrangement, were in
situations where the client was dissatisfied with their products.

_As stated above, the Audit staff recommended in the Memorandum
that the Committee provide documentation from Ontario Systems Corporation which
demonstrated that OSC had made written agreements with other clients that included an
offer to repurchase equipment under terms similar to those offered to the Committee; and,
to provide documentation which demonstrated that a standard exits within OSC’s
industry to repurchase similar equipment at terms similar to those offered to the
Committee.

The Audit staff concluded that the net present value analysis and
other commentary submitted by the Committee did not demonstrate that the agreement to
repurchase the equipment was commercially reasonable. Likewise, the Committee’s
efforts did not prove that it was in the ordinary course of OSC’s business to offer to
repurchase their equipment at the terms and conditions offered to the Committee.

As previously noted, neither the Committee nor OSC had provided
adequate documentation with which to determine whether or not the agreement was
commercially reasonable." Thus, the Audit staff concluded that the amount of the
apparent prohibited contribution, if any, on a worst case basis, was equal to $232,500.

On September 18, 1997, the Commission directed the Audit
Division and the Office of General Counsel to attempt to secure the information (about
the valuation of the equipment upon the repurchase date and the valuation of the beta site
option) from the Committee and the vendor (OSC). In addition, the Commission
authorized the issuance of subpoenas, if necessary.

The Commission approved subpoenas to produce documents and
answer interrogatories on October 7, 1997. On November 7, 1997, the Commission
received responses from both the Committee and OSC.

The Committee’s response included documents already submitted
in response to the Memorandum, additional memoranda which take issue with certain
statements made and procedures followed by the Audit staff, and other miscellaneous
documents. Counsel for the Committee states,

" There were several unknown variables to consider when attempting to evaluate whether the
agreement was commercially reasonabie and whether or not an apparent prohibited contribution
existed. For example, the economic variables used by OSC to calculate the value of the
repurchase option, such as the economic value of the Committee serving as a beta site and the
estimated fair market value of the equipment.
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“At the September 18, 1997 Open Session Meeting, the Audit Division
misrepresented to the Commission certain facts regarding the alleged
lack of cooperation by LFP in supplying information as to the
valuation of the ‘beta’ site and the valuation of the returned ONYX
system. Further, subsequent to the September 18, 1997 meeting,
Commission staff caused the issuance of Subpoenas in this matter in
apparent contravention to the stated intention and explicit language of
an order of the Commission adopted unanimously on September 18,
1997.

“Under the Commission’s procedural rules, the Audit Division draws
‘conclusions’ and recommends ‘findings’ to the Commission based on
its audit of LFP. In this process, the Audit Division is under no
obligation to share with the Commission the actual text of any of the
materials provided by LFP or OSC, including their responses to these
Subpoenas. In fact, the Audit Division is free to characterize and

summarize the arguments made and the documents provided by LFP

and OSC, without actually forwarding either the documents or the
factual analysis submitted by LFP and OSC to the individual members
of the Commission.”

Further, the Campaign Manager (Mr. Mark Lubbers) also takes
issue. Mr. Lubbers, in a memorandum to Committee Counsel, argues that,

“Yesterday, I listened to the entire audio tape of the September 18 FEC
discussion of the LFP audit. 1 am extremely frustrated.

“As you know, | was surprised this week when we received the
subpoena. Based on your account of the September 18 meeting, I
expected the audit staff to contact us prijor to issuing the subpoenas.
Having now listened to the tape, | am more than surprised! From the
motion they passed and the preceding discussion, there is no doubt that
the Commission directed the staff to use subpoenas gply if they could
not get the information voluntarily. What gives? Is the staff allowed
to ignore a specific directive of the Commission?”

Mr. Lubbers also contends that,

“In listening to the tape, I find the staff (mostly Mr. Robert Costa)
consistently leading the Commission to believe that we have been
unresponsive to their requests for information.

“On numerous occasions during the September 18 meeting, Mr. Costa
and others made indirect and direct statements asserting that we had
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failed to provide specific information that the Audit Division had
requested. This is simplv untrue.”

Mr. Lubbers claims, in part, that

“No official or representative of either LFP or OSC has ever been
asked by any representative of the FEC, in writing or any other means
of communication, to provide information about the value of either the
repurchased Onyx Systems [sic] or the value of the beta test site.”

Mr. Lubbers continues,

“We received multiple requests for information about the similarity of
our transaction to other Ontario transactions, and about the usual and

customary pracnces in Ontario’s mdustry mﬂ_mmc_ﬂd_w

First, the Audit staff made several requests, both written and
verbal. for additional documentation concerning the OSC transaction. On August 30,
1996, the Audit staff requested that the Committee obtain additional documentation from
OSC which demonstrated that OSC entered into similar repurchase agreements with other
clients and that OSC’s agreement with the Committee conformed to the usual and normal
practice in OSC’s trade or industry. Further, the Audit staff requested documentation
regarding the use of the Committee as a beta site. The request noted that such
documentation should include instances where OSC used other clients as beta sites and
include information which documents the use of the Committee as a beta site. In
addition, the Audit staff discussed this matter with Committee officials on October 29,
1996. at a conference held at the conclusion of fieldwork. At this conference, the Audit
staff made a verbal request for additional documentation conceming the transactions with
OSC. Finally, the Audit staff recommended in the Memorandum, that the Committee
provide documentation from Ontario Systems Corporation which demonstrates that OSC
made written agreements that included an offer to repurchase equipment under terms
[emphasis not in original] similar to those offered to the Committee, to include, but not
limited to. copies of the written agreement; and, provide documentation which
demonstrates that a standard exists within Ontario Systems Corporation’s industry to
repurchase similar equipment at terms similar to those offered to the Committee.

The Audit staff acknowledges that the August 30th and October
29th requests were general requests for additional documentation primarily concerned
with the form of the transaction. However, the recommendation in the Memorandum
specifically addresses the terms of the transaction. “Terms” as defined by Black’s Law

ictiona ixth Edition is conditions, obligations, rights, price etc., as specified in a
contract or instrument. The recommendation, in our opinion, encompasses all documents
including those documents which assign values to the Committee’s, as well as, any of
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OSC'’s other client’s equipment. The Committee’s argument that the Audit staff never
asked for these documents is without merit. Although the Audit staff did not specifically
explain each interrogatory and list each document, as done in the subpoena, we clearly
requested all documents including the terms relative to the transactions in question.

_Next, the Committee questions whether or not the Commission’s
staff can “ignore a specific directive” of the Commission. The Commission approved a
motion directing the Office of General Counsel and the Audit Division to obtain
additional documentation from the Committee and OSC. In addition, the Commission
approved the use of subpoenas, if necessary. The Audit staff and the Office of General
Counsel evaluated the circumstances of this case and decided that the use of subpoenas
was necessary. OSC had already refused to provide documentation on the basis that the
documents were confidential and proprietary in nature. It was the opinion of the Audit
staff and the Office of General Counsel that further delays could be avoided by utilizing
subpoenas. As previously noted, the Commission approved the subpoenas on October 7,
1997.

Finally, the Committee’s Counsel argues that the Audit Division
“draws ‘conclusions’ and recommends ‘findings’ to the Commission...,” and, “..is under
no obligation to share with the Commission the actual text of any of the materials
provided by LFP or OSC.” Briefly, the Audit staff uses a Commission approved audit
program in conducting our audits. In addition, the Audit staff conducts each audit in
accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS).
Accordingly, the Audit staff performs an objective analysis of any documentation
provided by a committee. Furthermore, each Title 26 audit report undergoes several
levels of review, including an analysis by the Office of General Counsel. The Audit staff
includes in our workpapers the entire text of each document(s) submitted by a committee.
The workpapers are available at every level of review. Further, prior to the
Commission's consideration of any report, the Audit staff circulates a copy of the report
1o each Commissioner. The Commissioner’s have complete access to the Audit staff
responsible for the report, as well as, the workpapers which contain the entire text of
documents submitted by the committee. Consequently, the allegations of the Committee
and its representatives that the Audit staff is not obligated to provide the actual text of
documents submitted are without merit.

Notwithstanding the above, the Audit staff analyzed the arguments
provided by the Committee and documentation provided by OSC 4. Documentation
provided by OSC included: vendor invoices and purchase orders (from OSC’s purchase

" OSC states in its respcase to the Subpoena and Order, dated October 10, 1997, that all the
information provided is “highly sensitive commercial and financial information[,] disclosure of
which to competitors would have a demonstrable adverse economic consequence to Ontario
Systems Corporation. Accordingly, OSC formally requests an exemption to the application of the
Freedom of Information Act for this information, in its entirety, pursuant to 11 CFR §4.5(a)(4).
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of the equipment); general ledger reports; a product cost analysis; and examples of
contracts with three other clients.

Based on our review, it now appears that OSC did not make a
prohibited contribution to the Committee.

" The Audit staff based its conclusion entirely on the financial
impact of the transactions on OSC. Neither the Committee nor OSC has demonstrated,
including the documentation submitted in response to subpoena, that it is in the ordinary
course of OSC’s business to offer to repurchase its equipment from a customer, at the
terms and conditions offered to the Committee. Specifically, OSC has not provided any
evidence that it has repurchased equipment from other clients in exchange for being a
beta site. A specific clause in the Committee’s original contract contained that provision.

OSC has demonstrated that they have repurchased equipment from
other clients. However, in the examples provided, the repurchase of the equipment was a
business decision OSC made subsequent to the original contract. The Audit staff notes
that the existence of any undisclosed circumstances associated with these examples could
have a negative or positive impact on OSC’s business, thus effecting the terms of a
repurchase.ls In none of the examples did OSC offer to repurchase the equipment as part
of the original contract.

In addition, the Committee argues that, “the system itself at the
time of repurchase had a fair market value of at least $232,500.” Neither the Committee
nor OSC has provided any documentation, such as an independent appraisal,“ to justify
such a conclusion. Thus, the Audit staff cannot render an opinion as to whether or not the
$232.500 represents a fair market value for the equipment and software returned to OSC.
The Committee’s argument utilizes OSC’s accounting “book values” and several
assumptions about the fair market value of OSC’s proprietary equipment and software.

Although, the “book values” recorded by OSC seem accurate, they
are not necessarily representative of a fair market value. Further, the Committee’s
conclusion that no prohibited in-kind contribution exists is only valid if the Audit staff
assumes that the Committee can return OSC'’s proprietary software to OSC at its original

1 OSC repurchased equipment from one of its customers according to a “Settlement Agreement.”
The Audit staff is not aware of any mitigating circumstances relative to the agreement which
could have additional financial implications for OSC (e.g. pending litigation, etc.).

1 Counsel for the Commitiee indicated that the Committee contacted a “Big 6" accounting firm
about undertaking an independent appraisal of the computer equipment returned to OSC. The
firm indicated that they could conduct an appraisal for approximately $25,000. The firm stated
that the appraisal would take three weeks to one month to complete. The firm also stated that,
“such an appraisal is generally only undertaken by a client in contemplation of litigation..” The
Committee stated that it would obtain such an appraisal, if necessary, as part of its litigation
posture.
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cost. The Committee’s contract dictates that the software cannot be sold to a third party
without prior approval from OSC. Likewise, there are additional stipulations involved in
the sale of OSC'’s software to an additional third party (e.g., maintaining OSC’s service
agreement). It is the opinion of the Audit staff that the fair market value of the equipment
returned to OSC approximates the values placed on the equipment by the Committee.
However, the software has no market value to the Committee since it is a proprietary
asset owned by OSC. Consequently, the Audit staff disagrees with the Committee’s

argument.

Nonetheless, the Regulations at Section 100.7(a)(1)(iii) dictate that
an in-kind contribution exists “[i]f goods or services are provided at less than the usual
and normal charge.” The “usual and narmal charge for goods means the price of those
goods in the market from which they ordinarily would have been purchased at the time of
the contribution; and usual and normal charge for any services...means the hourly or
piecework charge for services at a commercially reasonable rate prevailing at the time the
services were rendered.” Additional analysis indicates that the Committee apparently
paid the “‘usual and normal charge” for the goods and services provided by OSC. In this
particular case, the financial impact to OSC from the transactions with the Committee,
was similar to the estimated financial impact from a repurchase settlement involving
another client of OSC’s,” both of which appear commercially reasonable.

Based on our analysis of the information provided, the financial
impact of the transactions between the Committee and OSC appears commercially
reasonable. Therefore, no payment to the U.S. Treasury seems warranted in this instance.

2. Air Charter Services

The Committee used various means of air travel during the
campaign including several air charter services. The Audit staff’s review of this activity
identified an entity that appears to have made an apparent prohibited in-kind
contributions to the Committee.

Eastway Aircraft Services, Inc.'® (subsequently referred to as
“Eastway™) is an air charter service located in Ronkonkoma, New York. Eastway was
incorporated in the state of New York on April 5, 1985. Documents obtained from the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) indicate that Eastway maintains a valid Air
Carner Certificate which authorizes it to “operate as an air carrier and conduct common

" The repurchase settiement predated the Commitiee’s agreement by approximately nine months.
" Documents provided to the Audit staff indicate that Eastway has become “Excelaire Services,

Inc.” Apparently, a name change was made in January of 1996. The Audit staff also notes that
both entities advertise their services in the Summer 1996 edition of, The Air Charter Guide.
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carriage operations.” Eastway operates its charter service out of Long Island MacArthur
Airport.
The Audit staff identified payments to three different entities:
“Eastway Aircraft Svcs”, “Tudor Investment Corp.”, and “TIC Aviation” for eight
different charters onananuaﬁwnhtheregsmuonnmbeerlTl‘F The total amount

paid for the trips was $9,988. 1 In some instances, checks made payable to Eastway were
endorsed and cashed by “Excelaire Services.” (See Footnote #18).

The Committee provided two letters from the Operational
Coordinator of Tudor Investment Corporation. The letters stated,

“.TIC. Aviation or Tudor Aviation, is the Corporate Flight
Department of Tudor Investment Corporation. Tudor Investment
Corporation is the aircraft owner of Falcon 900 - N117TF. Eastway
Aircraft Charter or Excelaire Services, as they are now known as (name
change 1/96) is the operator of before mentioned aircraft, N117TF”;
and,

“we operated ALLflights[sic] with Senator Lugar onboard under FAR
Part 135 and paid applicable transportation tax” [emphasis not in
original].

In most cases, the Committee contacted a travel agent to obtain a
first class air fare for each trip and then made a payment, in advance, for an amount equal
to the number of campaign related passengers multiplied by the quoted rate. In so doing,
the Committee treated the travel with the charter company as “corporate travel” and
followed the regulations at 11 CFR §114.9(e), which describes a candidate’s use of
corporate or labor organization airplanes and other transportation. This regulation
requires a candidate, candidate’s agent or person traveling on behalf of the candidate to
reimburse, in advance, a corporation for the use of a plane which is owned or leased by a
corporation other than a corporation licensed to offer commercial services for travel
in connection with a Federal election [emphasis added]. In the case of travel to a city
served by regularly scheduled commercial air service, the regulation requires
reimbursement at a rate equal to the first class air fare; whereas, for travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, the usual charter rate.

The representative from Tudor Investment Corporation indicated
that all of the flights were operated under “FAR Part 135.” Part 135.1 of Title 14 of the
Code of Federal Regulations states, in part, that “This part prescribes rules governing the
commuter or on-demand operations of each person who holds or is required to hold an

» The Committee made payments totaling $11,747 and received two reisted refunds totaling
$1,759 for a net cost of $9,988 ($11,747 - $1,759).
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Air Carrier Certificate...” Therefore, it appears that Tudor Investment Corporation
considered the trips in question to be commercial charter flights.

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that the Committee’s reliance on
11 CFR §114.%(e) is misplaced. The requirement of payment in advance at a first class
commercial rate is not applicable for the flights in question. The Regulations at 114.9(c)
addresses the use of an airplane which is owned or leased by a corporation, other than a
corporation licensed to offer commercial service [emphasis added]. Apparently, Tudor
lnvcsunemCorpomuonownsd:ephne(NllﬂF)ﬂmmeCommmeechm:redﬁom

] Eastway However, the plane is included on a FAA approved list of available aircraft

for use by F.astway,21 a corporation that maintains a license to provide air charter service
to the general public and commercial entities.

Therefore, it is also the opinion of the Audit staff that the
Committee should have reimbursed Eastway for the usual and normal charter rate for all
travel onboard the aircraft. Eastway advertises its services in JThe Air Charter Guide,
published semi-annually by Charter Guides of Cambridge, Massachusetts. The Audit
staff notes that Excelaire Services, Inc. (see Footnote #17) advertises the availability of a
plane similar to the one used by the Committee (N117TF, a Dassault-Breguet Mystere
Falcon 900 or DA900B), at a per hour rate of $4,475. The difference between the amount
paid and the usual and normal charge for the air charter represents an apparent prohibited
in-kind contribution from Eastway.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Committee:

(a)  provide documentation from Eastway Aircraft Services,
Inc. and/or Excelaire Services, Inc. that details the normal
charter rate for each flight taken by the Committee;

(b)  provide documentation from Eastway Aircraft Services,
Inc. and/or Tudor Investment Corporation that details
whether or not a corporate affiliation existed between
Eastway and Tudor Investment Corporation, as well as,
documentation which details what type of agreement
existed between the two entities with regards to the aircraft
in question (N117TF), to include, but not limited to, copies
of the written agreement;

» The Committee did not provide any evidence of a corporate affiliation or subleasing agreement
between Tudor Investment Corporation and Esstway.

n The aircraft listing as of January 11, 1988, inspected and approved by the FAA, effective
October 15, 1996.
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(c)  make a payment to the United States Treasury equal to the
difference between the usual and normal cost of the
charters and the amount paid by the Committee.

In its response to the Memorandum, the Committee did not provide
the documentation requested in section (a) above, nor did it provide any competent
evidential documentation relating to what type of agreement exists between Eastway and
TIC. Instead, the Committee elected to submit commentary from Mr. R. Mark Lubbers; a
memorandum from Mr. Andrew S. Paul, General Counsel for Tudor Investment
Corporation; and several memoranda from other campaign employees and/or consultants
describing their knowledge of the Committee’s use of TIC’s aircraft.

The Committee contends “that the factual analysis employed by
the Audit staff is incorrect,” and that the Committee, “believes that all payments made by
the Committee for use of aircraft N117TF were correctly made using the authority found
at 11 CFR §114.9(e)..” The Committee lists three reasons to support their contention.

First, the Committee argues that TIC owns the plane while
Eastway merely maintains and operates the aircraft. Statements from Mr. Paul indicate
that “[t]here is no corporate ownership, control or subsidiary relationship between TIC
and Eastway.” In an attempt to explain the business arrangement, Mr. Paul states that
*“[w]hen not used by TIC, the Aircraft is available through Eastway for charter to third
parties...Eastway does possess an Air Carrier Certificate and the Aircraft is listed on
Eastway’s FAR Part 135 certificate.”

Next, the Committee contends that the candidate used the aircraft
as an invitee of TIC and Paul Tudor Jones; not as a charter customer of Eastway. The
Committee further states,

“...the candidate and his campaign staff were informed by Paul Tudor
Jones that his company, TIC owned a Falcon 900 and that on those
occasions when the aircraft was not being used by Jones or TIC
executives, Senator Lugar would be invited to use the aircraft for
campaign travel ."

Mr. Paul indicates in his discussion that,

“[t]he proper amounts were collected prior to each LFP flight and such
amounts, whether paid to Eastway or to TIC offset the costs which TIC
incurred for such flights. Because Eastway managed the Aircraft for
TIC, it made no difference whether LFP’s payment checks were made
out to TIC or to Eastway. In fact, it appears that at different times LFP
was told by TIC personnel to pay to either TIC or Eastway. Payments
by LFP for use of the Aircraft, whether the checks were made out to
Eastway or directly to TIC, were credited to TIC’s account.”
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Finally, the Committee’s response notes,

“[iln large measure the Audit staff bases its conclusion on its
application of the provision of 11 CFR §114.9(e) which would prohibit
corporate travel if the sponsoring corporation were a corporation
licensed to offer commercial service. Successful application of this
provision of the Regulations to this fact situation would require either
(1) that Eastway was the sponsor corporation which had provided the
aircraft, or (2) that TIC was licensed to offer commercial air service.
In fact, neither of these is true.” ’

Considering the representations in the commentary provided by the
Committee (including the comments of Mr. Paul), the Audit staff agrees that the plane is
owned by TIC. In addition, the Audit staff concurs that TIC is not licensed to offer
commercial services and TIC does not maintain a valid Air Carrier Certificate. Further,
based on the arguments presented, TIC apparently made the aircraft available to the
candidate.

Thus, it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the Committee’s
transactions with TIC were in accordance with the provisions of 11 CFR §114.9(e).

C. DETERMINATION OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS

Section 9034.5(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires
that within 15 calendar days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, the candidate shall
submit a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all
outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses, plus estimated necessary
winding down costs.

In addition, Section 9034.1(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 11 CFR §9034.5, that candidate may
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there are
remaining net outstanding campaign obligations.

Senator Lugar’s date of ineligibility was March 6, 1996. The Audit staff
reviewed the Committee’s financial activity through March 31, 1997, analyzed winding
down costs, and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations which

appears below.
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LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE, INC.
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS

As of March 6, 1996

As Determined March 31, 1997

ASSETS

Cash in Bank

Accounts Receivable
Capital Assets (80% of cost)
Other Assets

Total Assets
OBLIGATIONS

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses
Loans Payable

Amount Payable to U. S. Treasury
Stale-dated Checks (see Section 111.0.)

Actual Winding Down Costs (March 7, 1986 - March 31, 1997)
Estimated Winding Down Costs (aprit 1. 1997 - July 31, 1997)

Total Obligations

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

FOOTN TON

$ 105,693 @
148,448
305,410
19,245

$ 578,795

352,605
1,328,500 ®

10,858 ©
10,958

225,436
46.932

19644

($1,385,636)

(a) Outstanding checks issued prior to the date of ineligibility and determined to be stale-dated have

been added back to the Cash in Bank figure.

(b) This amount includes $60,000 in outstanding loans from the Friends of Dick Lugar. The Audit
staff notes that any change in the amount of the liability could affect the calculation of the

Candidate’s remaining entitiement.
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Shown below are adjustments for funds received after March 6, 1996,
based on the most current financial information available at the close of fieldwork:

Net Outstanding Campaign ($1,385,636)
Obligations (Deficit) as of 3/7/96

Matching Funds Received 1,254,364
3/7/96 to 8/1/96

Net Private Contributions T 38,704
Received 3/7/96 to 8/1/96

Interest Received — 1045
3/7/96 to 8/1/96

Remaining Net Outstanding &_91.523)
Campaign Obligations (Deficit)

As presented above, the Committee has not received matching fund
payments in excess of its entitiement.

D. STALE-DATED COMMITTEE CHECKS

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part, that if the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or contributors that have
not been cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall '
inform the Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts have been
necessary, and its efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The
committee shall also submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks
payable to the United States Treasury.

During our review of the Committee’s disbursement activity, the Audit
staff identified 27 stale-dated checks totaling $10,958.

The Audit staff provided a schedule of the stale-dated checks to
Committee officials at a conference held subsequent to the end of fieldwork. The
Committee’s response indicated that one of the questioned checks was lost and another,
never received by the payee. Further, the Committee stated that they would void both
checks from their accounting system and issue replacement checks.

The Audit staff notes that any checks outstanding to creditors or

contributors that have not been cashed are stale-dated and the total amount of such checks

are payable to the United States Treasury. Further, the Committee did not provide any
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evidence which demonstrated that they had voided and replaced the two checks in a
timely manner, nor did they demonstrate that the original checks have been cashed by the
payees. Therefore, it is the Audit staff’s opinion that the two checks are still stale-dated
checks.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
present evidence that the checks were not outstanding (i.c., copies of the front and back of
the negotiated checks), or that the outstanding checks are voided and/or that no
Committee obligation exists.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee issued a check to the
United States Treasury, dated April 24, 1997, for the amount of the stale-dated checks
($10,958). The Audit staff delivered the check to the United States Treasury on April 29,
1997.

Recommendation #2

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make a determination that the
total amount of stale-dated checks ($10,958) is payable to the United States Treasury. As
noted above, the Committee made the payment on April 24, 1997.

IV. LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COM NC
COMPLIANCE FUND (COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE)

The Audit staff did not detect any material non-compliance matters resulting from
the audit of the Compliance Committee.

V. LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE - AUDIT FUND (FINES
COMMITTEE)

The Audit staff did not detect any material non-compliance matters resulting from
the audit of the Fines Committee.

If residual monies exist in the Fines Committee account(s) after payment of all
fines and civil penalties, the Fines Committee must take the following action with respect

to such monies:

a. Return any residual monies to contributors on either a pro-rata basis or a
first-in, first-out basis;

b. Disgorge any residual monies to the United States Treasury;

c. Contribute any residual monies to any organization described in section
170(c) of Title 26 of the United States Code; or
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d. Transfer any residual monies to any national, state, or local committee of
any political party so long as such monies are not used in connection with

any Federal election.
VI
FindingIILA.  Apparent Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses $ 3,336
Finding IILD. Stale-dated Committee Checks 10,958%
Total $14.294

n As noted in Finding I11.D., this amount has been paid.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

April 3, 1998

MEMORANDUM
TO: Robert J. Costa
Assistant Director
Audit Division_ ™
THROUGH:
FROM:
Kim Bright-'Coleman
Associate General Counsel

N
Rhonda J. Vosdingh{~Y
Assistant General Counsel

Joel ). Roessner 5 5 &
Attorney

SUBJECT: Proposcd Revised Report of the Audit Division on Lugar for President
Committee. Inc.. Lugar for President Committee Legal and Accounting
Compliance Fund: and Lugar for President Committee - Audit Fund (LRA

#479)

I INTRODUCTION

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the proposed revised Report of the
Audit Division on Lugar for President Commiittee, Inc. (the “Committec™), Lugar for
President Committee Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, and Lugar for President
Committee - Audit Fund. submitted to this Office on December 19, 1997.

The Audit Division drafted one previous proposed Audit Report, which was

submitted to this Office on Junc 19, 1997. On August 5, 1997, this Office submittcd a
Memorandum setting forth its comments on the previous proposed report. In that
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Mcemorandum to Robert J. Costa

Proposed Audit Report on Lugar for President Committee, Inc., er al.
(LRA #479)

Page 2

Memorandum, this Office agreed with the Audit Division’s conclusion that the
Committee had not provided sufficient information to properly value the benefits
exchanged between the Committee and Ontario Systems Corporation (“*OSC”) in
connection with an agreement to purchase certain telecommunications equipment, and
that it therefore appeared that the Committee received an in-kind contribution in the
amount of $232,500. However, this Office did not agree with the Audit Division on the
issue of how the benefits exchanged between the Committee and OSC should be

measured.

The proposed revised Audit Report concludes that, based on additional
information, it appears that the Committee did not receive a contribution from OSC." See
proposed Audit Report at 28. Based upon meetings between the Audit Division and this
Office, we understand that the analysis employed by the Audit Division compares the two
transactions in terms of OSC’s costs (measured as the cost to OSC of providing the
equipment, plus the repurchase price paid by OSC) and the consideration received by
OSC (measured as the purchase price paid to OSC, plus the book value of the equipment

returned to OSC).

The information upon which the Audit Division relied, and the valuation method
used, differ from this Office’s views, as set forth in this Office’s August 5, 1997
Memorandum. However, in light of the limited information available to the Audit
Division, its valuation appears to be the best estimate possible, and this Office defers to
the Audit Division’s conclusion. The Office of General Counsel therefore concurs with
the findings in the proposed revised Audit Report.2 If you have any questions concerning
our comments, please contact Joel J. Roessner, the attorney assigned to this audit.

' As noted a page 24 of the proposed Audit Report, the Commission on September 18, 1997
directed the Audit Division and this Office to secure additional information relevant to this issue.

! The comments in the August 5, 1997 Memorandum also addressed the issue whether certain air
transportation which had been provided to the candidate was an in-kind contribution. The Audit Division’s
revised conclusions regarding the air transportation issue, set forth at pages 29-33 of the proposed revised
Audit Report, are consistent with this Office’s previous comments, and this Office agrees with this part of

the proposed revised Audit Report.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

May 7, 1998

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert J. Costa
Assistant Sthor
Audit Divi;i,m

THROUGH: John C. Sufin/
Staff Di "

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

/
Kim Bright-Coleman Lg:t['/
|

Associate General Co

t
Rhonda J. Vosdingh' ‘})
Assistant General Counsel

Joel J. Roessner 3in
Atiomey N

SUBJECT: Consideration of Part of the Proposed Revised Report of the Audit
Division on Lugar for President Committee, Inc.; Lugar for President
Committee Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund; and Lugar for
President Committee - Audit Fund (LRA #479) in closed session

The Audit Division drafted a revised Audit Report on the Lugar for President
Committee, Inc. (*Committec™), which was submitted to this Office on
December 19. 1997. The revised Audit Report concludes that. based on additional
information., it appears that the Committee did not receive a contribution from Ontario
Systems Corporation (*OSC™). See revised Audit Report at 28. This Office submitted a
Mcmorandum in which it concurred with the findings in the revised Audit Report. The
document concerns the audit of a publicly financed presidential candidate. and unless an

cxception applics. would be considered in open session. 11 C.F.R. §§ 2.3: 2.4; 9038.1(c).
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Memorandum to Robert J. Costa

Proposed Audit Report on Lugar for President Committee, Inc., et ol.
(LRA #479)

Page 2

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the issue whether the Committee
received a contribution from OSC be considered in closed session. The issue of an
apparent contribution arising from the Committee’s option to resell telecommunications
equipment to OSC is discussed with reference to materials provided by OSC subject to a
claim to protection from disclosure on the ground that the material provided includes
confidential and proprietary business information. The Office of General Counsel agrees
that the material provided to the Commission includes confidential and proprietary
business information, and recommends that this issue be considered in closed session.

11 C.F.R. § 2.4(b)(2). This Office further reccommends that the remaining issues in the
revised Audit Report be considered, and that the revised Audit Report be approved. in

open session.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON D C 20463

May 27, 1998

" Mr. Patrick J. Kiely, Treasurer

Lugar for President Committee, Inc.
Post Office Box 20484
Indianapolis, IN 46220

Dear Mr. Kiely:

Attached please find the Report of the Audit Division on Lugar for President
Committee, Inc., Lugar for President Committee Legal and Accounting Compliance
Fund. and Lugar for President Committee - Audit Fund. The Commission approved the
report on May 19, 1998. As noted on page 4 of the attached report, the Commission may
pursue any of the matters discussed in an enforcement action.

In accordance with 11 CFR §§9038.2(c)(1) and (d)(1), the Commission has made
a determination that a repayment to the Secretary of the Treasury in the amount of $3.336
is required within 90 calendar days after service of this report (August 28, 1998). A
pavment relative to stale-dated checks, in the amount of $10,958, was made on April 24,
1997. -

Should the Candidate dispute the Commission's determination that a repayment is
required. Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9038.2(c)(2) provide the Candidate with an
opportunity to submit in writing, within 60 calendar days after service of the
Commission's notice (July 29, 1998). legal and factual materials to demonstrate that no
repavment, or a lesser repayment. is required. Further, 11 CFR §9038.2(c)(2)(ii) permits
a Candidate who has submitted written materials to request an opportunity to address the
Commission in open session based on the legal and factual materials submitted.

The Commission will consider any written legal and factual materials submitted
within the 60 day period when deciding whether to revise the repayment determination.
Such materials may be submitted by counsel if the Candidate so elects. If the Candidate
decides to file a response to the repayment determination, please contact Kim L. Bright-
Coleman of the Office of General Counsel at (202) 694-1650 or toll free at (800) 424-
9530. If the Candidate does not dispute this determination within the 60 day period
provided. it will be considered final.
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Mr. Pavrick J. Kisly, Treasurer
Page 2

The Commission approved Audit Report will be placed on the public record on
May 29, 1998. Should you have any questions regarding the public release of this report,
please contact Ron Harris of the Commission's Press Office at (202) 694-1220.

Any questions you may have related to matters covered during the audit or in the

audit report should be directed to Marty Favin or Rick Haiter of the Audit Division at
(202) 694-1200 or toll free at (800) 424-9530.

Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

Attachment as stated
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON DC 20463

May 27, 1998

Senator Richard Lugar

" Lugar for President Committee, Inc.

¢/o Mr. Keith Davis

Huckaby-Davis and Associates

228 South Washington Street, Suite 200
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Senator Lugar:

Attached please find the Report of the Audit Division on Lugar for President
Committee, Inc., Lugar for President Committee Legal and Accounting Compliance
Fund. and Lugar for President Committee - Audit Fund. The Commission approved the
report on May 19, 1998. As noted on page 4 of the attached report, the Commission may
pursue any of the matters discussed in an enforcement action.

In accordance with 11 CFR §§9038.2(c)(1) and (d)(1), the Commission has made a
determination that a repayment to the Secretary of the Treasury in the amount of $3,336 is
required within 90 calendar days after service of this report (August 28, 1998). A payment
relative to stale-dated checks. in the amount of $10,958, was made on April 24, 1997.

Should you dispute the Commission's determination that a repayment is required,
Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9038.2(c)(2) provide you with an opportunity to
submit in writing, within 60 calendar days after service of the Commission's notice (July
20, 1998). legal and factual materials to demonstrate that no repayment, or a lesser
repayment, is required. Further. 11 CFR §9038.2(c)(2)(ii) permits a Candidate who has
submitted written materials to request an opportunity to address the Commission in open
session based on the legal and factual materials submitted.

The Commission will consider any written legal and factual materials submitted
within the 60 day period when deciding whether to revise the repayment determination.
Such materials may be submitied by counsel if you so elect. If you decide to file a
response to the repayment determination, please contact Kim L. Bright-Coleman of the
Office of General Counsel at (202) 694-1650 or toll free at (800) 424-9530. If you do not
dispute this determination within the 60 day period provided, it will be considered final.
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Senstor Richerd Luger
Page 2

The Commission approved Audit Report will be placed on the public record on
May 29, 1998. Should you have any questions regarding the public release of this
please contact Ron Harris of the Commission's Press Office at (202) 694-1220.

Any questions you may have relsted to matters covered during the audit or in the

audit report should be directed to Marty Favin or Rick Halter of the Audit Division at
(202) 694-1200 or toll free at (800) 424-9530.

AZLE

Attachment as stated

Page 48




CAGI=Dae LUNMASs SIS o

CHRONOLOGY

LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE, INC.
LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE LEGAL AND
ACCOUNTING COMPLIANCE FUND

AND

LUGAR FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE - AUDIT FUND

Audit Fieldwork

Exit Conference Memorandum
to the Committee

Response Received to the
Exit Conference Memorandum

Audit Report Approved
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