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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Memo to file, 6-7-76
Memo from Commissioner Curtis to McKay/Fiske, 2-11-76
Memo from D. Spiegel to Schachman, 12-18-75
Memo from D. 3piegel to Schachman, 12-17-75
Memo from 3chachman to File, 12-2-75
Memo from Ham to Schachman, 11-25-75
Memo from Hamm to 3chachman, 11-20-75
Memo from 3chachman to Hamm, 11-19-75
Draft Memo from Hamm to Schachman, 11-19-75
Memo from Hamm to Dave, 10-30-75
Memo to Schachman, 10-13-75
Memo from 3chachman to 3piegel, 10-30-75
Memo from P. Roman to File, 8-28-75

The above-described material was removed from this
file pursuant to the following exemption provided in the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. Section 552(b):

(1) Classified Information

(2) Internal rules and
p r a c Li c e s

(3) Exempted by other
statute

(4) Trade secrets and
conunercial or
financial information

(6) Personal privacy

(7) Investigatory
files

(8) Banking
Information

(9) Well Information
(geographic or
geophysical)

(5) Internal Documents

Signed _

date ~k
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Memo from Schachman to File, 8-25-75
Memo from Janey to Schachman, 8-19-75
Memo from Costa to McKay, 7-17-75
Memo from Schachman to File, 7-15-75
Memo from McKay to File, 7-11-75
Memo from Schachman/McKay to Potter, 7-10-75
Memo from Potter to Roman, 6-27-75
Memo from 3toltz to Roman, 6-18-75

emo from Roman to McKay/Murphy/Schachman, 6-17-75
Me-mo from Murphy to Schachman/Roman, 6-16-75
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Washington, DC 20260

March 29, 1976

)ear Mr. McKay:

I have your letter of March 1. referred to me from the
(:hief Postal Inspector, regarding delay to ) certified
letCter' la i led to tile Fede ral lI ect io) Com i iisj on iby a
member of' the House of" Representait ives . I can certainly
understand the need for timeliness in delivery of this
matl, and the serious conseqtences of delays.

eceipt of your
Washi- ngton, 0

use of delay.
although dcli

ry 25. There
and it simply

let ter

• C. lpOWe wer
very re
c I ea r v
s h o u I d

, wc made an iMMcd ieate inqui rv
t office in attempt to determine
e unable to find what caused the
cords do substantiate delivery on

is no excuse for such a lengthy
not have happened.

c' Certified mail, unli. ke registered mail, is processed alongwith about 300 million other pieces of mail each day, and i~snot st b j ec t to the i nd iv i. dual a ccountab i i ty of registered
tima il . As a consequence, certified ma il1 i.s s uscept ible toIissort:ing, fa linrig under inni 1. proce sing equi, pment, and similar

J-lcidents o1 oversight that can cause delay. Whi-le we makeroutine exam inat ions of mailing equipment and missort errors
to reduce these problems, we recogn i ze with such volume of
mail delays will occur occasionally.

Because of
the fact th

N mail, it is
delay to an

the number of separate hand1i ngs required, and
at certified ma-il is processed with other regular
often impossible to determine the exact cause of
individual. piece of certified mail.

We appreciate your letter and well understand your concern.
lowever, I hope that we have explained adequately the
difficulty in determining the cause of isolated delays.
Should you notice any particular pattern of late delivery,
[ would like you to call me directly. We can correct
problems that show consistent late delivery, and are
anxious to do so.

Sincero I&urs,

Mr. Gordon Andrew NiciKay
Assistant Staff Director for

O isclosure and Compl iance
Fedoral Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Wra sh i ngI, ton, D.C. 2. 0 4 6 3

U)pol r
to the
tle ca
d el. a y,
Id e l r ua
(I" e 1. a y



UNTED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
Washington, DC 20260

..OFiCIAL BUSINESS
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PENALTY FOR PRIVATE

USE TO AVOID PAYMENT

OF POSTAGE, $300

Mr. -Gordonh A6d ew c Kay

Assistant Staff Director for
Disclosure and C, ompliance

ledera I i ect r' ion Comi I ss ion
1325 K Street, NW
Washington, DC. 20463
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CHIEF POSTAL INSPECTOR
Washington, D.C. 20260

March 10, 1976

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for

Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. McKay:

This is in response to your correspondence of March 1, 1976,
addressed to the Postal Inspector in Charge, Washington, DC,
concerning undue delay by the Postal Service in delivery of
a certified letter to the Federal Election Commission from a
member of the House of Representatives. You advised that

-~ the letter was mailed from the Longworth Office Building on
February 4, and not received at the Commission until February 25.

* Since the issue raised in your letter is appropriately of
concern to the Consumer Advocate of the U. S. Postal Service,
Ilam forwarding your correspondence to him for necessary
attention. You may be assured he will be in contact with you
at an early date.

tN- Sincerely,

C. Neil Benson ifT\
Chief Inspector ~~r

Via \1 5j ~



U.S. ISTAL SERVICE
CHIEF PPSTAL INSPECTO9''.,

WashirTfon, D.C. 20.0'',

,: OFFICIAL BUSINESS

SC) CI-203

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE
USE TO AVOID PAYMENT

OF POSTAGE, $300

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for

Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20463
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FEDERAL ELECIION COMMISSION

V- f\: , T ,,R(:2 )4),

March 1, 1976

Postal Inspector in Charge
P. 0. Box 1820
Washington, D. C.. 20013

Dear Sir:

I am enclosing a copy of an envelope received at the
Federal Election Commission on February 25, 1976. This
matter causes us great concern as the postmark on the
envelope is dated February 4 from Washington, D. C.. It

C Cappears that it took 21 days for this letter to travel
_ C" from the Longworth Office Building to the Federal Election

Commission.

As you may know, the Federal Election Commission is
.. . empoiered to conduct audits and investigations to determine

whether any violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act
have occurred. During these audits and investigations,

r -communications are of the utmost importance. Such delays
as illustrated by the enclosed envelope could have serious
consequences.

e The Commission hereby requests that the Postal Inspector

.r. provide us with any information which would clarify or explain
this matter. If further guidance or assistance is required,

-.. please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Michael Hershman
(202/382-6023).

i erel y,

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director fo

Disclosure and Compliance\

Enclosure
. ,. t



BILL GRADISON
ST DITRNICT. OHIO

RON ROBERTS
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT Conrtoo of tbeM nitteb otatto

February 4, 19

WASHINGTON OFFICE:
1331 Lo*,,wo*rr HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515

TEwLPHo: (202) 22-3164

DISTRICT OFFICE:

FEDERAL OFIrICE BUILDING

550 MAIN STREET

CINCINNATI, OHIO 45202

TELEPHONE: (513) 684-2456

76

Mr. Thomas Curtis
Cha i rtm an
Federal Il'ection Commission
1325 'K' Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dcar Mr. Curtis:

I have been informed this day that the Federal Election
-Commi'.;':on has completed its final investigative report on

,-,,allegations against the Gradison for Congress Committee.

In accordance with S437f, the Federal Election Commission
is hereby authorized to release, for public information,

C'final investigative report pertaining to CA 001-75.

Sincerely,

a4%-' Bill Gradison

that

Representative in Congress

BC /rrk

~FFiF.P AL'JCLf FFP, L U I U

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS



to~rcO f tije 11niteb 6~tatt
Of preprwntattlJ5

(7 Ovp. CIAL BUSINL5

LL' ~

Z '. 42J

Mr. Thomas CurtisChairman
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K SIRIi N.W.
WASHINGION,D.C. 20463

February 3, 1976

Honorable Willis D. Gradison, Jr.
U. S. House of Representatives
1331 Longworth Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Gradison:

This is to inform you that the Federal Election
Commission has concluded that its investigation into

the complaint filed against both yourself and yourcommittee does not establish a violation of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. Accordingly,
the Commission has voted, 6 - 0, to terminate its investi-

C gation. Enclosed please find a copy of the investigative
decision reflecting the aforementioned determination.
Additionally, enclosed you will find the final investigative

C- report which is the basis of the Commission's investigative
decision. After a review of the staff report in this matter
the Commissioners directed the Staff Director and the General
Counsel to prepare a final investigative report.

In accordance with §437f the final investigative report
will not be made public by the Commission unless we receive
your written permission.

Sincerely,

Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

Enclosures



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELFCTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr.
CA 001-75

INVESTTCATIVF DECISION

The Federal Election Commission has investiqated the

complaint filed against Congressman T'illis D. Gradison, Jr.,

and has concluded that the investiqation does not establish

any violation of the Federal Election Campaiign Act of 1971

as charged. The Federal Election Commission has accordingly

voted, 6 - 0, to terminate its investigation.

Thomas B. Curtis
Ch air,-nan

Neil Staebler
Vice Chairman

J oan _T7ke n s
Commissioner

Thomas Harris
Commissioner

Vernon Thomson
Commissioner

"obert Tiernan
Commissioner

DATE: January 29, 1976



BEFORE THE FEDERAL FLFCTION COMMISSION

In the matter of
CA 001-75

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. )

FINAL INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

A. ALLEGED CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS

1. The complainants alleged that the Gradison for

Congress Committee has accepted and failed to report an
illeqal corporate contribution of approximately $15,000 in
the form of rent free office space and illuminated billboard
space.

The Commission's investigation indicated that this
now office space was actually a corridor without the facilities

normally associated with commercial office space (carpeted
floors, private bathrooms, etc.), and that the rental charged
and paid by the Committee represented a fair market value
for the space. mhe illuminated billboard was a cloth banner,
included as part of the rent for the building.

(7 2. The complainants alleged that the Gradison
Committee accepted and failed to report an illegal corporate
contribution of approximately $3,000 in the form of rent
free office space.

CThe Commission's investigation indicated that the
office space occupied by the Gradison Committee was entirely

r- unfinished at the time, with cinder block walls, bare concrete
floors and no air conditioning or other services. The space
was available on short notice because of the unexpected can-
cellation of a previous contract. The rental fee paid
represented a reasonable charqe.

NOTE: The complaint referred to activities which occurred in
1974, prior to the establishment of the Federal Election Com-
mission. After consultation with the Department of Justice,
it was determined that the Commission had jurisdiction to
investigate this matter. The audit and investigation was

conducted under the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, the predecessor of the 1974 Act Amendments. Hence,
the facts in this case do not necessarily bear on how the Com-
mission may choose to view the equivalent provision's",*6ont-ined
in the 1974 Act.

\7 • ,A.



- 2 -

B. ALLEGED FAILURE TO REPOPT EXPENDITURES CORRECTLY

1. The complainants alleged that the reporting of

apj.)ioximately $30,000 in media and production expenditures
was{ del iberately delayed until after the elections.

The Commission's investigation indicated that there

appeared to be no written contract between the Committee and

advertising agency, even though written contracts were made

between the advertising agency and media vendors. Timely
payments were made by the Committee upon receipt of invoices
from the agency and all such expenditures were reported on

the actual date of payment. Since the agency provided the

Gradison Committee with the same services made available to

commercial customers and the expenditures were reported on

the next report, voluntary compliance was achieved.

2. The complainants alleged that the reporting of

$3,000 in expend-itures was deliberately delayed by the
Gradison Committee until after the election.

The Gradison poll was part of a state-wide poll

conducted by the State Republican Committee. Apparently,
no firm commitment was made by the State Committee for the
poll-, because of a shortage of funds. The Gradison Committee

C did receive the poll and one week later an invoice for $3,000
from the polling firm. The Gradison Committee believed the
poll would be an in-kind contribution, if received at all.
Due to the uncertainty of the situation, the Gradison Com-
mittee was not able to report any debt or obligation until

-. the year end report.

- 3. The complainants alleged that the Gradison
Committee failed to report properly expenditures for postage
contracted for, prior to the deadline for the five day pre-
election report.

The Commission's investigation did not uncover any
evidence that a written contract existed between the Gradison
Committee and the company. Payment was made prior to or soon
after receipt of the invoices and was reported in the year
end report.

Orlando B. Potter Joh G. Murphy,
Staff Director Ge eral Counsel

DATE: January 29, 1976



BIL- V.RENZEL
THIRD LISTRICT. MINNESOTA

WASHINGTON OPICE:

1026 LONOWORTH BUILDING
10-225-2671

STAFF oIRECTO

RICHAIIRD 0. WILLOW

DISTRICT OFFICES 

MRS. MAYBETH CHRISTENSEN. MANAGER

120 FEDERAL BUILDING
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Conq es~g ofthe nt" e ;1 o , a't 0MISS SANORA KLUG, MANAGER
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January 23, 1976

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman, Federal Elections Commission
1325 K St., NW
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Tom:

Thanks for your letter of January 22 received today on the Gradisoninvestigation.

I understand that this was your first case and therefore was handled with
graater care and with more concern for precedent than subsequent cases
will be. Nevertheless, I can't conceive of any combination of circum-
stf-hces that would require 7 months for the Commission to come to a
dek-ermination.

Further, I think the idea of giving
shot at the defendant is an outrage.
seC.lnd chance to bid after he knows
it is like making a duck fly over th
milssed the first time.

the complainant 30 days to take
That is like giving a bidder a

what everybody else did. Perhap
e blind twice because the hunter

Further, I am also informed that you folks tried to investigate the special
"eleiction in that district, even though the complaint dealt only with the
.November General Election. I am advised that it took some time to settle
thl.s matter, which is another outrage. I don't know if you folks like
to make investigations just for drill or for fun and games, but I can
asbre you it is no fun for any candidate's committee, composed wholly
of volunteers, to entertain your staff. Any time you want to make
gratuitous investigations, you better darn well be prepared to absorb
the cost for all parties.

Finally, with respect to USC 437(3), I don't like it any better than you
do, but nobody ever told defendant Gradison that his authorization would
be required under that statute. I would think that you would have some
obligation to do that. Also, I don't know, and you probably don't
either, what exactly you have to make public. I think this ought to be
a matter of your compliance regulation. Like other independent commissions,
I think you should publish your rulings, and perhaps the vote by which
the ruling was determined, but that you should not have to publish any
more than that. Since that particular section was an amendment offerred
by Chairman Hays, perhaps you ought to discuss with him exactly what he
had in mind with respect to publicaation.

-, .+.++ . ., "': ' ,!. i+;] +'. J

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS

another



Chairman Tom Curtis - page 2

Tom, I appreciate the problems that were encountered in this first case.My criticisms are intended to be constructive, but I must tell youthat I wouldn't have entered that statement into the record unless Iwas extremely upset. The Commission just has to develop a systemthat works without unnecessary burdens, or the Commission will fail.
I will look forward to discussing this with you at your convenience.

Best regards,

Bill Frenzel
Member of Congress

cc. Hon. Bill Gradison
Hon. Wayne Hays
~Hon. Bill Dickinson

Cl

"- IO M ' ELECTION C 1MMISS;O N

C OFFICIAL FILE COPy
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FEDERAL ELECTION COM ,MISSION

1 25 K SI[REF NA'.
\VA"SFI iON1.). "

Jarua!. 22, 1975

The Honorable Bill Frenzel
1026 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Frenzel:

This letter is prompted by your remarks o J::uary 2-.
1976 concerning the Commission's investigation of -he Ile-

1. f 10 gations against Congressman Gradison. While .,e a--ee%-ht
the investigation seemed inordinately delayed, th.-e a-e I
circumstances of which you should be made aware.

C . The allegations against Congressman Gradison :ons-ituted
c the first complaint received by the Commission. t-,a-

received prior to any guidelines having been e.taVish-d
for the conduct of investigations. Further, a' t-t t-re,
the Audit and Investigation Division consisted of :,o
individuals, one a trainee. Nonetheless, with n -c wees
following receipt of the complaint, procedures 4,e, initiaed
to review the matter.

After notifying Congressman Gradison of t-e cJplaint,
and inviting him to respond, we granted his recue-t fo'- a
delay in that response. In addition to the revue-t.- for an
extension of time in order to respond to the compaint,

;* - , representatives of Congressman Gradison raised E. -,is.ic-
tional issue and indicated that their response sK.A;d -;e
delayed until the question of Commission jurisdic-ion ,as
resolved. Approximately two months after noti, ic:_-tion,
Congressman Gradison responded to the charges.

An additional one month delay was experience: :,he ,

the complainant requested time to review Congess-an r
Gradison's response, comment and supply additi.ona7 rac-s I
that would bear on our findings.

:/:5 - : ;

F



The Honorable Bill Frenzel January 22, 1976
Paae 2

With regard to your remarks sugestinq that no special
notice of the investigation or the findiricjs were given, we
can only refer you to 2 U.S.C. 437(3) which prohibits the
Commission from making public any investigation without the
written consent of the respondent. To date, we have not
received authorization from Congressman nradison.

I do hope the above facts serve to clarify the delay.
We are continually striving to better our procedures, and
can assure you that future matters will be resolved in a
more timely fashion.

Sincerely,

C
Thomas P. Curtis
Chairman

-
-,p.

c,

Ni

Ni

L
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ClearedHim
C I.',N ..%A T 1 J an.

-1'- ep, W illis D.
(radison Jr (R-Ohio), ac-
. I ' Otf violations of the
F.e-deral Elections Act of 1971,
.aithday he had been cleared
by the Federal Election
SL' O -. ,sion,

(cadi,on and his campaign
co,.,ittee were accused in
Ju:e of filing improper
.rq~s ,n expenditures in the

N,\,,nhber, 197;, election in
, his t4 District.

G radison expressed concern
that,.the commission did not
ptesent a detailed report on its
findings. A commission
,;p sman in Washington
said the unit will meet
Thqr.*day to discuss a policy
that required the permission
of ,e person being in-
v.s igated before a report can
1,(b made public.

(,radison, whose aides
rt-ported spending some
,"20.;1A) for his defense, said he
htid been a ",uinea pig"for
tie law and rhe commission.

The F'EC spkesman said
the commission "determined
t :t no action is warranted.
\c,,odinuly. the commission
has closed this compliance
,8ction "'

The complaint, signed by
I niversitv of Cincinnati
piitica1 science professor
Ihiiry J. Anna and three other
persons, charged Gradison
, ith tailing to report $15,230 in

the, form oi a free political sign
o< a downtown building, ac-
cepting, free office space in a
shopping center and delaying
until after the election
,.i.vision expenditures of

S20,i55. 6,709 in production
costs. $3.202 in newspaper
ad,:vertising,. 3l M) for olling

I
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FEDERAL ELECIJON COMMISSION

WAY i, %ORKf 1 C.24
\SHi\(. I()\, i) ( 204163

December 23, 1975

Honorable Willis I). Gradison, Jr.
U. S. House of Representatives
1331 Longworth Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Gradison:

This is in reference to the complaint filed by Mr.
George M. Brinkinan, Ms. Gail C. Fngerholm, Ms. Constance
]LaGrange, and Mr. Henny J. Anna against Congressmm Willis
D. Gradison, the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee, and
the Gradison for Congress Conittee (CA 001-75). The Conuis-
sion has reviewed this natter thoroughly and has determined
that no action is warranted. Accordingly, the Coimmission
has closed this compliance action.

iiterely, _,

" oron Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for

Disclosure and Compliance

CIRTI FIED M/\IL
RE'IIJRN RECETPT RE'QIESTED

4 *-

,k. : t .. ... .



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

12-5 K SIREI N.W.
WASHINGICON[),C. 20463

December 23, 1975

Mr. Peter Linzer
College of Law
University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

Dear Mr. Linzer:

This is in reference to the ccnplaint filed by Mr. George
M. BrinJ-in, Ms. Gail C. Engerholm, Ms. Constance LaGrange, and

. Mr. Henry J. Anna against Congressman Willis D. Gradison, the
Bill Gradison for Congress Ccinttee, and the Gradison for Congress
Co-nittc- (CA 001-75). The Canmission has reviewed this matter

cthoroughly and has deteined that no action is warranted.
Accordingly, the Ccimission has closed this ccxapliance action.

ejerel,{ I

- Gordon Ardrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for j

C " Disclosure and Cccliance

RETIURN RECEINT REQUESTED t-D '  -

CER~i I ED 
(AI



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IQ5 K SIR1iI N ',
S.ASINC;KP)Ni).(. 20461

tDecember 
23, 1975

This is in reference to the complaint filed by Mr.

George M. Brinkman, Ms. Gail C. Engerholm, Ms.

Constance LaGrange, and Mr. Henry J. Anna against

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, the Bill Gradison

for Congress Committee, and the Gradison for Congress

Committee (CA 001-75). The Commission has reviewed

this matter thoroughly and has determined that no

action is warranted. Accordingly, the Commission

has closed this complaince action.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of )
CA 001-75

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. )

REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE

AND THE

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

C.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of
CA 001-75

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. )

REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE

AND THE

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

I. Background

This report covers an investigation of a duly filed

complaint undertaken by the Audit and Investigation Division

under the provisions of section 437g of the Federal Election

CD Campaign Act of 1974. The complaint, filed by Mr. Peter

Linzer, et al., was made against the Gradison for Congress

Committee and Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr.

The Gradison for Congress Committee was formed to support

and promote the candidacy of Congressman Willis D. Gradison,

. Jr., for nomination and election to the Office of Representative

N in the First District of Ohio, and was his only general election

campaign committee. The officers of the Committee, which had

its headquarters in Cincinnati, Ohio, were: Mr. John S.

Dowlin, Chairman, and Mr. Hugh McDonald.
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The audit covered the period from April 12, 1974

through June 30, 1975. The Committee reported receipts

of $151,138.21 and expenditures of $150,065.05.

II. Caveat

This complaint refers to activities which- occurred in

1974. Accordingly, the audit was conducted Under the pro-

visions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and the

Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions issued by

the Clerk of the House, who was then the Supervisory officer

for House Elections under the provisions of Section 301(g) of

Cthe 1971 Act.

The auditing procedures employed and recommendations

made in this report parallel the methods used by the former

Supervisory officers. Although the audit was conducted by

Cstaff auditors of the Federal Election Commission, under

N.its direction, the information presented here, including

Nthe auditors' statements of law and recommendation, has no

bearing on how the Commission may choose to view equivalent

provisions contained in the 1974 Act.

III. Findings and Conclusions

A. Alleged Corporate Contributions

Section 610 of Title 18 of the United States Code

prohibits corporations from making contributions to a candi-

date for Federal office. Section 304(b) (2) of the Act
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requires disclosure of the full name and mailing address

(occupation and principal place of business, if any) of each

person who has made one or more contributions to or for such

committee or candidate within the calendar year in an

aggregate amount or value in excess of $100.

(i) The complainants alleged that the Gradison for

Congress Committee accepted and failed to report an illegal

corporate contribution of approximately $15,250 from the

American Financial Corporation and Amcomp Corporation, a

subsidiary of American Financial CorporaCion, in the form

of approximately 3050 square feet of rent free office space

and billboard space at the Dixie Terminal Building, Cincinnati,

Ohio. The complainants indicated the space rented by the

Committee was characteristic of other office space in the

Dixie Terminal Building, and that the rental value charged
C

the Committee should have been the same as the rent for other

offices in the building.

The space represented to the FEC staff by the rental

agent for the Dixie Terminal Building as that occupied by the

Committee is in the rear section of a hallway behind a stair-

case in the Terminal Building. An FEC staff member calculated

the area to be approximately 1400 square feet. It did not
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have the facilities normally associated with commercial office

space, i.e., carpeted floors, a minimum amount of decoration,

private bathroom facilities and the like. Since the area is

an integral part of the building, heat and air conditioning

services would have had to have been provided by the manage-

ment in any case.

The building's rental agent advised a representative

Sof the FEC staff that the $700 rental charged the Committee

CV was his estimate of what the space might have been rented

for, had it generally been available for commercial rental.

He stated that the space had not been rented before or since

-he committee's occupancy.

Analysis and Recommendation

C7 Since, in our opinion, the short term lease of a corridor

PI- is not equivalent to a standard commercial lease of office

P,-. space, we do not believe complainant's use of Chamber of

Commerce average rental figures to be an appropriate criterion

to apply against the space used by the Gradison Committee.

While we cannot state with any assurance what the actual

fair market value of such space might be, the $700 paid by the

Gradison Committee does not appear to be an inappropriately

low figure, given the location and nature of the space.
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Accordingly, we do not view the $700 paid by the Com-

mittee to the rental agent for the American Financial

Corporation as being so low as to constitute a de facto

corporate contribution to the Gradison campaign. We

recommend to the Commission that no further action be taken

on this matter.

(ii) Complaint was also made that the Gradison Committee

made use of an illuminated billboard on the side of the Dixie

Terminal Building; that no charge was made for use of this

facility; and that the transaction thus constituted an illegal

corporate contribution.

Committee officials, as well as the rental agent for the

building, stated that the alleged illuminated billboard was

actually a cloth banner. A review of the Committee's records

showed expenditures incurred by the Committee for the preparation

of such a banner. Furthermore, the rental agent and the

Committee officials stated that the use of the space for the

banner was a provision of the agreement for the off p AVce

occupied by the Committee. 
MUNI

Analysis and Recommendations jVf
We recommend that no further action be taken on this

portion of the complaint.

(iii) The complainants alleged the Gradison Committee

accepted and failed to report an illegal corporate contribution

of approximately $3,000 from the Antonio J. Pallazolo Company,

an Ohio corporation. This alleged contribution was in the
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form of rent free office space for a period of three months

in Hyde Park Plaza, Cincinnati, Ohio.

The FEC staff review showed that the Gradison Committee

had occupied space in the shopping center during the campaign

for a period of ten weeks. The contract between the Committee

and the rental agent for the space was reviewed and the rental

agent stated hie had not had previous contracts or business

I% encounters with Mr. Gradison or the Committee. It was

~"separately confirmed that the Gradison Committee had been

correct in its statements that the space occupied by the

Committee was entirely unfinished at the time, with cinder

C7 block walls, bare concrete floors, and no air conditioning

ror other services.

Analysis and Recommendations

Given the nature of the space occupied by the Committee

Sin the Hyde Park Plaza, the fair market value of the space is

rather difficult to determine. However, in our view, it

would not be proper to equate such unfinished facilities with

a fully completed, air conditioned, decorated and carpeted

area. Since the present occupant of the now-completed and

decorated store pays only $787 per month for the space, we

are at a loss to understand how complainant determined a fair
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market value for the space which is considerably more than

what is paid by the current occupant.

In addition, the Plaza's rental agent confirmed that

the space was available on short notice because of the

unexpected cancellation of a previous contrac-t. Under these

circumstances, it seems reasonable that a minimal rental

would be the best the Plaza's agent could hope to recover

from the situation.
el-

While the rental fee of $100 paid by the Committee may

indeed be considered the most modest fee which could reasonably

Cbe charged for the space, we do not believe that an egregious

undercharge was made, or that any corporate contribution was

tendered to the Gradison Committee as a result of this trans-

action.

Accordingly, we recommend that no further action be taken

t- in this matter.

B. Alleged Failure to Report Expenditures Correctly

Title 3, Section 304(b) (9) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, required disclosure of the full name

and mailing address (occupation and principal place of

business, if any) of each person to whom expenditures have

been made by or on behalf of suchn committee or candidate

within the calendar year in an aggregate amount or value in
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excess of $100, together with the amount, date, and purpose

of each such expenditure.

Section 304 (b) (12) of the Act required a continuous

(disclosuire of the amount and nature of debts and obligations

owed by or to a committee until such debts and obligations

are extinguished. However, the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions promulgated by the Clerk of the House

C required disclosure of such a debt or obligation only when

it was incurred in writing and exceeded the amount of $100.

(i) The complainants alleged that the reporting of

some $30,500 in media and production expenditures incurred

~.through an advertising agency was deliberately delayed by

the Gradison Committee until after the November 4, 1974

election, although these expenditures were made or contracted

S for prior to the deadlines for reports required 15 and 5 days

prior to that election.

Committee officials stated that there was no written

contract between the Committee and the advertising agency.

In their opinion, even though written contracts were made

between the advertising agency and the media vendors, such

contracts did not constitute contracts of the Committee.

Thus, in their opinion, since they had no written contract

with the advertising agency, in accordance with the provisions

0
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of the Clerk's Manual of Regulations, the Committee need

only report the expenditures in the reporting period in which

it actually paid the agency.

The agreement between the Gradison Committee and the

advertising agency was indeed somewhat out of the ordinary.

The unusual nature of the agreement, however, was because

of the advertising agency's billing procedures.

An official of the advertising agency stated that the

agency permitted the Gradison Committee, as well as other

commercial advertisers in good standing with the agency, to

purchase media on credit. Thus, the Gradison Committee was

C, permitted to withdraw from the contracts made by the advertising

agency with the media at any time until the commercials were

actually shown.

C" A review of the records of the Committee and the advertis-

ing agency showed that timely payments were made by the Com-

mittee upon receipt of invoices from the agency. Furthermore,

the Committee reported all such expenditures on the actual

date of payment in accordance with Section 304(b)(9) of the

Act and the Clerk's Manual of Regulations.

Analysis and Recommendations

While the Gradison Committee benefitted by the unusual

arrangement with the advertising agency, the agency provided

Islq
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nothing moreo in the way of services or favorable financing

than was made available to other commercial customers.

The controlling factor in determining if such expendi-

tures were properly reported is whether tfle Committee was

legally bound by the contracts made by the advertising agency

on behalf of the candidate. The FEC staff is of the opinion

that even if the contracts were legally binding, the violations

involved are of a technical rather than a substantive nature.

Accordingly, we recommend that no further action be taken on

this matter.

(ii) The complainant alleged that the reporting of

C- $3, 000 in expenditures for polling was deliberately delayed

by the Gradison Committee until after the election, although

these expenditures were made or contracted for prior to the

C deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior to the

election.

An official of the Committee stated that he learned that

the State Republican Committee was planning to conduct a

state-wide poll of Ohio for the gubernatorial race in 1974.

As a result, the Committee requested the State Committee to

include an over-sampling of the First District of Ohio in

its poll. However, it was unclear whether the State Committee
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would have the necessary funds to conduct this poll. Thus,

there was no firm commitment from the state headquarters.

The official stated that eventually, the Gradison Com-

mittee received the over-sampling poll, and one week later,

received an invoice for $3,000 from the polling firm. The

Gradison Committee was surprised at this action since they

believed the poll would be an in-kind contribution, if

received at all. He stated that they relayed this information

to the polling firm, and were told to ignore the billing

until officials of the firm talked with the State Republican

C Committee. Due to the uncertainty of the situation, the

Gradison Committee did not report any debt or obligation.

According to the official, the State Republican Committee

refused to pay the bill for the poll as they were short of

funds. Thus, the Gradison Committee paid and properly reported

the payment of such expenditures upon settlement of the matter

No with the polling firm and the State Committee.

Analysis and Recommendations

There is no apparent reporting violation by the Gradison

for Congress Committee in failing to properly disclose the

polling expenditure in question as an outstanding obligation.
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(iii) The complainants alleged that the Gradison

Committee failed to report properly expenditures for postage

totalling $5,079.18 by Gradison and Company, a corporation

involved in investments and stock brokerage. Complainants

alleged that such expenditures were made or contracted for

prior to the deadline for the five day pre-election report,

and accordingly should have been disclosed in such report

rather than the January 31, 1975 report filed by the

Committee.
C-7

An examination of the records of the Committee showed no

evidence that a written contract existed between Gradison and

Company and the Committee. Furthermore, a campaign official

stated that the contract was not in writing and that Gradison

and Company was used for the project mailing strictly for the

sake of convenience since it was located in the same building

as the Committee. The Committee's records showed that an

amount in excess of the actual cost of materials used in the

project mailing was paid to Gradison and Company for staff

services rendered. The review also showed that payment was

made prior to or soon after receipt of the invoices from

Gradison and Company.

-1
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Analyisand Recommenation

Under the provisions of the Clerk's Manual of Regulations,

since such contracts were not in writing, they need not be

disclosed as outstanding debts or obligations. Accordingly,

we recommend no further action on this matter.

(iv) Complainants also noted that all (A" the allegations

described above involved improper conduct by Lhc candidate,

Mr. Willis D. Gradison, Jr., as well as by responsible

officials of the Committee.

C7,
Analysis and Recommendations

In our opinion, no apparent violation of the Act or

C7- Regulations has occurred other than the possible technical

r, violations with respect to the disclosure of media contracts.

Therefore, Mr. Gradison's knowledge of the Committee's

C7 financial activities is irrelevant with respect to any

alleged violation, other than those noted in regard to the

media contracts. However, should such contracts be legally

binding on the candidate, again the violations involved are

of a technical rather than a substantive nature. Accordingly,

we recommend no further action be taken on this matter.
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IV. Summnary

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, the staff

believes that there is no basis for Commission action

against Congressman Gradison or his Committee.

The only charge made by complainant which appears to

have any substance is the one asserting that Congressman

Gradison improperly delayed the reporting of $20,655 in

media expenditures contracted for by an advertising agency

which was acting in Congressman Gradison's behalf.

Complainant argues that the expenditures should have been

reported as of the date the agency made contracts for

C" Congressman Gradison with radio and television stations.

On that date, he asserts, Congressman Gradison became

legally obligated to pay the station. In point of fact,

Congressman Gradison reported the expenditure as of the

date he paid the agency.

Since there was no written contract between Congressman

Gradison and the advertising agency, it is not clear whether

he could reject contracts made by the agency. However, even

assuming that Congressman Gradison was bound by the agency's

contracts and that complainant's allegation is therefore true,

it is clear that what is involved here is a technical

violation of 2 U.S.C. §434(b). The point is that Congressman

~DE~ftL mEVJIB99VEMAI~ 3~
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Gradison paid the advertising agency for all station con-

tracts within two weeks of receiving the agency's bills;

indeed, in many cases, Congressman Gradison's payments to

the agency preceded the sending of bills by the stations

involved. Thus, any reporting violations were in essence

obviated by Congressman Gradison's subsequent activities.

In the staff's opinion, all other charges against

'c Congressman Gradison are, for reasons already noted, lacking

in substance; therefore, the investigation should be terminated

and both respondent and complainant should be so notified.
C)

C-



0

- 16 -

Resl-),!ctfully submitted,

lGordon Andr w McKay "
Assistant. Staff Dire-tor for

Compliance,

Peter Roman
Chief of Investigation

C' Michael Hershman
Assistant Chief of Investigation

C

Robert Hamm
r7 , Auditor/Investigator

Steph n Schachman
Assistant General Counsel

for Compliance

Davi-d R. Spiegel
Staff Attorney

Dated: December 22, 1975
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December 8, 1975

Gordon A. McKay
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. McKay:

Enclosed please find the response of the
complainants to the answer filed by the
respondents in this case.

It should be noted that the complainants
r reaffirm each and every allegation contained

in the original complaint. We find the answer
on filed by the respondent's lacking in substance

and, therefore, inadequate.

We repeat our request to be kept abreast of
C all developments.

Yours very truly.,

Peter Linzer --

College of, Law
University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati,. Ohio 45221



IFAILURE TO TIMELY REPORT MEDIA EXPENDITURES

A major aspect of our complaint against Mr. Gradison and his

Committee relates to the delayed reporting of substantial

expenditures for television advertising.

As related in Count V, the Gradison Committee improperly

delayed reports of $20,655 in expenditures contracted for by the

Committee's agent with Cincinnati broadcasters. Television

contracts totaling $33,335 had been signed on behalf of the

Gradison Committee by September 27, 1974. However, only $12,680

of those contracts were reported in the two pre-election reports.

This delay was a clear and willful violation of the Federal

C Election Campaign Act, in both its 1974 and 1975 forms.

(References to particular statutory sections will be to the Act

as constituted in November of 1974, unless otherwise noted.)

2 U.S.C. Sec. 431 (f) defines campaign expenditures to

C include "(2) a contract, promise or agreement, whether or not

N legally enforcable, to make an expenditure...." Sec. 434 requires

the timely reporting, "complete as of such date as the supervisory

officer may prescribe" for the two pre-election reports, of

such expenditures. The reporting requirement applies to expenditures

made by the campaign committee " or on behalf of such committee

or candidate... ." 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9). Guidelines of the

Clerk of the House made this reporting requirement applicable to

written contracts in excess of $100. Such contracts were to be

-1-
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reported when made, even though payment might occur at some

later date.

The written contract signed by Nolan, Keelor and Stites

for television advertising were clearly expenditures "on behalf

of" Mr. Gradison and his campaign committee. Contracts entered

into on behalf of Mr. Gradison are on file for public inspection

with the Cincinnati Television stations involved. Sample contracts

from station WLW-T are enclosed. (Exhibit A) The contracts, signed

by an employee of Nolan, Keelor, and Stites, states that " I,

Nolan, Keelor and Stites, (on behalf of) Willis D. Gradison Jr....

do hereby request station time as follows." The agreement also

states that "I represent that the advance payment for the above

described broadcast time has been furnished by Bill Gradison for

Congress Committee...." The contract form virtually parrots the

definition of expenditures in the Act to include those made

"on behalf of" the candidate or campaign committee by another.

Further, the statement in the contract that the Gradison Committee

provided funds for the advance payment of this contract, signed

on September 19, seems on its face to refute the Gradison

Committee's defense that payment did not occur until after the

deadlines for filing the two pre-election reports.

The agreement also includes a statement certifying "that I

have given the station a written statement signed by the above

named candidate authorizing me to make the foregoing certification

in his behalf." Presumably this latter statement, signed by

Mr. Gradison, is also on file for public inspection at each

local station. .

-2- . , J
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These facts lead only to one conclusion: That the contracts

in question should have been reproced when agreed to on behalf

of Mr. Gradison and his committee. While the "Manual of Regulations

and Accounting Instructions" issued by the Clerk, and applicable

during the 1974 Campaign, states that such written contracts need

not be reported as actual expenditures "until actual payment is

made", they must still be reported on a separate schedule provided

by the Clerk for such contracts. (page 5 of Manual) While the

Clerk's office had the power to draw forms and determine the actual

bookkeeping descriptions of such expenditures, it could not alter

the definition of expenditure in the Act, nor the timely reporting

requirement of Sec. 434. The only effect of the Clerk's Manual

upon these written contracts was to determine where on the pre-

election reports these contracts should have been reported.

Finally, there are solid policy reasons for a determination

that Mr. Gradison's method of reporting his media expenditures

C" violated the Act. The Gradison response apparently adopts the theory

r-.. that Nolan, Keelor and Stites was able to obtain credit from the

P- broadcasters, or extended credit itself to the Gradison Committee,

allowing that Committee to defer actual payment for media time

until after the deadline for the two pre-election reports. The

broadcaster or advertising agency that will extend such substantial

credit to a political candidate or campaign is rare indeed.

Certainly the candidate without vast personal resources, and access

to even more wealth, is at a disadvantage when only some candidates
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recic've such favor from the advertising industry.

The real loss is to the public, however, in an area which

the Federal Election Campaign Act was intended to offer protection.

The requirement of pre-election finance reporting is clearly designed

to tell the public who is paying to put a specific candidate into

federal office, and how much they are paying. The wisdom of

those that designed the Act was that such information is crucial

when a voter attempts to decide how well a specific candidate

will represent him, as opposed to his special interest financial

backers. By knowing how miuch a candidate is willing to pay for his

vote, and who is providing that money, a voter may be able to better

C vote for his own best interest.

C 11 But in 1974, in the First District of Ohio, candidate Gradison

deprived the voters of significant informaiton that the Act was
C"

intended to provide. The loophole used was a simple one - by

contracting for television time through a third party advertising

C7 agent, and using his fine credit rating he was able to withhold

reports of a large protion of his spending until after the

Nelection. All of this occurred in the context of Mr. Gradison's

assurances that, like his opponent, his campaign would spend no

more than the approximately $80,000 allowed under state law.

(See newspaper clippings, Exhibit B). The election occurred with

the voters under the impression that both candidates had stayed

within the state limit, spending essentially the same amount

of money. Approximately one month later, the voters found that

Mr. Gradison had really outspent his opponent by more than $58,000,

and that his gross expenditures had exceeded that state limit

-4-
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for Congressional candidates by more than $54,000. A decision

by Ohio's Secretary of State found that the Campaign Act

amendments of 1974, signed on October of 1974 by the President,

preempted the state limit on spending by Congressional candidates,

so no state prosecution has occurred.

Had Mr. Gradison's full television expenditures been made

public prior to the election, a substantial number of votes may

have been effected in what was, at any rate, a close race.

By using othersto make expenditures "on behalf of" his campaign

and then paying those bills after the votes have been cast, Mr.

Gradison attempted to mislead the voters in a way that was

V anticipated by the provisions of Sections 431(f) and 434 of the Act.

His failure to list the media contracts in question in either of

the pre-election reports, then, violates bothe the spirit and the
C-

express provisions of the Act. A contrary finding by the Federal

Election Commission will create a mianouth gap in the comprehensive

financial disclosure that the Act was designed to provide.

-5-



Ii. RECEIPT AND FAILURE TO REPORT ILLEGAL
CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE FORM
OF OFFICE AND BILLBOARD SPACE.

The second major area of violation by the Gradison committee was

its acceptance of valuable office and billboard space at the Dixie

Terminal Building and Hyde Park Plaza for less than full consideration.

We feel that such acceptance was no less than the receipt of an illegal

corporate contribution. That violation was compounded by the Committee's

failure to accurately and timely report the nature and extent of those

contributions.

Counts I and II of our complaint set forth the use by the Gradison
(.

Committee of office space and a billboard location at the Dixie Terminal
C

Building on Fourth Street in downtown Cincinnati. That building is

owned by Amcomp Corp., a subsidiary of American Financial Corporation,

a Cincinnati based holding company. The office space in question was

on a well traveled lower level pedestrian mall, with access through a

C-. bus terminal in the rear of the building, and from a broad open stair-

way connecting the mall with the street level entrance at the front of

the building. The lower level mall was also occupied by several retail

merchants including the Brothers III restaurant, with seating for

approximately 150 patrons. Some restaurant seating was on the mall

itself, with full view of the Gradison headquarters. The Gradison

compaign apparently thought so highly of this office's public visibility

that it painted the front wall of its office with a floor to ceiling

campaign sign. , 1 A%\%\

The office itself consisted of approximatsy thhrf "pri % offices,
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and an open area which was also partitioned into smaller areas for

campaign workers. We calcualted from an inspection of the office, and

after consulting with building maintenance personnel, that the full

space available to the Committee at the Dixie Terminal Building was

approximately 3050 square feet. The enclosed brochure of the Cincinnati

Chamber of Commerce lists the current rental rates for Lhe Dixie Terminal

Building as ranging from $6.00 to $6.85 per square foot per year. (Exhibit C)

The Gradison committee was observed to have occupied this space for at

least a ten month period in 1974. Computed at the minimum rate of $6.00

F'. per foot for a ten month period, we arrived at a market rental rate of

V, $15,250. While this rate may be more or less than what a typical business

or candidate might be able to procure the same space for, it clearly
shows that the $700 reported as consideration for this rental property

is far less than fair.

The Gradison committee was also allowed the use of a prime billboard

location on the rear of the Dixie Terminal Building for the placement of

C a 50 ft. by 15 ft. advertisement, for the same 10 month period. A picture

N of this location is enclosed as Exhibit D. Contrary to the assertion

in Mr. Gradison's response, the billboard location was illuminated, and

the light fixtures are visible on the photograph. This location, owned

by a corporation, is probably one of the most valuable spots for display

advertising in the Cincinnati area. It is visible from Ft. 'Wlashington

Way, a super highway artery through the downtown area that connects two

major interstates. It is visible from several downtown streets. Most

significantly, it directly overlooks the Riverfront Stadium plaza and

the pedestrian bridge connecting the stadium with.thi, dowm Q\m area.
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1undreds of thousands of Cincinnati Reds and Bengals fans were confronted

by this Gradison banner on their way to and from the stadium. The reason-

able rental value of such a location would be at least $425 for the period

used by Mr. Gradison.

In Mr. Gradison's response, he suggests that the rental of the space

and related services were merely "part of the rental paid for such space

pursuant to the parties' agreement." We suggest that tacking the value

of this advertising location onto the value of the Dixie Terminal office

space renders the under valuation of that rental space by the Committee

even more absurd.

Finally, the Gradison committee occupied office space at the Hyde

r Park Plaza, Cincinnati, Ohio, owned by the Antonio J. Palazolla Corporation,

an Ohio Corporation. We estimated that the space was occupied for approxi-

mately twelve weeks, and that the retail storefront used measured approxi-

mately 2,400 sq. ft. Based on consultation with individuals experienced

in retail rentals in the area, we estimated that the rental for such a

C storefront location would be approximately $1,000 per month, or $3,000

for the period used. The storefront is located in a brand new area of

the Hyde Park Plaza shopping center. It is a busy and popular place

for shopping in Cincinnati's eastern suburbs. The storefront is now

occupied by a retailer, and pictures are enclosed as Exhibit E.

We stand by the allegations in our complaint that the use of these

office and billboard locations was both the receipt of illegal corporate

contributions and a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act

through the faulty and delayed reporting of those contributions.

18 U.S.C. Sec. 610 provides that "It is unlawful for any national
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banlk, or any corporation... to make a contribution Or expenditure

in (connection with any federal election". The section also prohibits

any candidate, political committee, or other person to accept or

receive any contribution prohibited by this section.' For purposes

of Sec. 610, the term "contribution or expenditure" includes 'any

direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or

gift of money, or any services, or anything of value" except a loan

by a bank made in the ordinary course of business. This broad definition

is clearly intended to encompass any service, item, or rental property

received by Gradison for less than full consideration, which is owned by

a corporation and has sonie ascertainable commnercial value. Even though

a property has not been put to a prior com-mercial use, it may still have

a commercial value which results in a violation of Sec. 610.

14hile we can not say with full certainty that the values our comn-

plaint places on the three corporate items in question are accurate,

it seems clear that the values offered by the Gradison Committee are

far below the level of full consideration that Section 610 requires.

The difference between the value actually paid by the Gradison campaign

and the actual market value (which could be appraised by the Elections

Commission or the Justice Department) equals the value of the illegal

corporate contributions which we allege. Further, the delay of paynient

to Amcomp Corp. until 1975 of the "rent" of $700 for the Dixie Terminal

office space and billboard location was an arrangement clearly beyond the

"ordinary course of business" between commercial lessor and lessee. As

such it represents an illegal "advance'' of that sum as viell, and a further

violation of Section 610.
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The timely reporting requirements of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 have already

been outlined. We contend that the Gradison committee failed to 1) report

the corporate contributions discussed above; and 2) in the alternative,

failed to report the existing contractual agreements between Amcomp Corp.

and the Pallazolo Corp. which the Gradison Committee contends were for

full consideration.

In the Gradison response, the existence of a lease for the Hyde-Park

office is admitted. In statements to the press, Mr. Gradison's represent-

atives have stated that a $100 expenditure for this statement was reported

in its October 21, 1974 pre-election report. A copy of that report obtained

from the Ohio Secretary of State disclosures no such expenditure. However,

we admit the possibility that our copy may somehow have been blurred in

Creproduction, or that a page may have been lost. We assume that the

Commission can resolve this question from the reports before it. At any

rate, we feel that an expenditure of only $100 for the use of prime retail

space in a prosperous shopping center for ten to twelve weeks is far less

C than full consideration. As such it represents an illegal corporate con-

tribution in violation of 18 USC Sec. 610.

tThe Gradison response also admits an "agreement' with Amcomp for

the use of the office and display space at the Dixie Terminal building.

Of course, the Clerk's 'Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions"

requires that such agreements must be reported when made only if in writing

and in excess of $100. We suggest that a commercial rental agreement for

an extended period of months, covering office and billboard space in one

of Cincinnati's finer downtown buildings would almost certainly be reduced

to writing when made. Such a contract in writing, which is neither

admitted nor denied by the Gradison responseq $ ' $664tkAthe

1-I,
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othru' ta cuid ivi dtn i persoin is: ( ) a curio at ion; ( X) a committee; ( ) an association or oi"(

'unioto uiuated group. The namne and pflices of the chief executive ollicers of the entityar

It i i'\ .derti~ingthit: If the timle is to be wsc(1 by the candidate himself within 45 days 4f a pri~nory,
C 'r jor'iv rowI Me'' V~'a on. or within 60' days of a genfferal or special election, the above charges repr(,Set

C , .1, r !i th~e station for the saine cla ss and amnount of time for the same period;, where th;
00 i"; i 1) or entity Other than the , andidate or is by the candidate hut outside the atrnn o'

V nr lot da periods, the alove charges do not exceed the charges mnade for comnparable use of siot KB Mi
C by ot , users.

n- It istve'ee that use of the station for the above-stated purposes Wil be governed by the Conmmunication~s
Art of li04.t, as amnended, and the F2C's rules and regulahtim. particularly those provisions reonrinie d oil

-thel Iia' here&, which I have rend andi understand. 4.

I'o th oxt-, ~ te broadcasts I also agree to prepare a script or transcription, which wil in! 'a ivi'rod
to t sitiou at least .A .ib .Tef ore the timne of the scheduled broadi,.,a.ts; (eore,

INthis last sitetent is not applicale if the candidiate i. personally using the time).

Date: _ ~' I t'
__(_Candid,-.e, Supporter or Avcunti

*1 t' *''Title,(,
WeejUd

Thvuspo qic t in m be!her acceptedi or rej,t. ,d, will be available for public inspection for at period of two
years in ac cordanice "vi tb Ft regulations A M, Sect ion 73.120 ;F1M, Section 73.2 0O; TV, Se -tion 73.6357Y
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.'%o't to a ''tn 104(r) or Q(t Pt i(rnl 17'tiOn W,.cqg Art (V 1971):

1hrrul, 9'' t that . ' of tip,' tWttl Maorra: jai for tke i.ea'o ethpi time nuchased Own'' iiVbing any
;OT11 "on0l thK mx''I -ont by' Thbe ni, n %v0i net vit ialle the otove-nri'''t cMn 0"s jiecuinkibl

l 4fi it f '02sp.a tgandbr "he 4 Nc'on i n l10 (a) Wi thbe liedemr o m 1 <'ttn , agn ActN
i971. It i inot nt I be at h-iwm mee!ci nimbi a, 1 ftIivy" cartify t hat 1 have given beo sbtt i a "Okit ell statvm
neant SOP, t liii Cbieit a'iicoidtiitt ti-thm betc e 4ia 1'nioe the foregoing t't'iLikaation in his belalt,

i11r ji '\ " i ) I(Canjrdidate. Supporter or Agent)
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Commission, through its subpoena power if necessary. If a written

contract does exist, it seems clear that the Committe's failure to

report it until the Spring of 1975, approxinmately one year after the

tenancy began, is a violation of -the timely reporting requirement of

Section 434. If the contract does not exist, then the Commission has

even more evidence that the office and billboard space were improper

gifts to the Committee by the corporation. A rental which is truly in

the course of an oridinary business transaction would certainly be re-

corded for th3, protection of both parties. And, as argued earlier, it

C17 would have required a payment of far more than $700 for the space and

time period involved here.

This argument has and will decline to discuss the complexion of

C the corporate contributors. Let it only be said that both corporations

are controlled by gentlemen with a long history of involvement in and

support for the Republican Party and its candidates. Certai nly such

involvement in political affairs is commendable. However, the Congress

C: enacted 13 U.S.C. Sec. 610 not to stifle the political expression of

N'. individuals, but to prevent corporate executives from converting the

assets of the shareholders to serve their personal political objectives.

Section 610 also was designed to prevent the corporate entity, with its

special state granted powers for the accumulation of wealth and power,

from dominating the political process. Individual contributions from

these same gentlemen could have been legally received by the Gradison

Committee. But that Committee could noo properly accept the assets of

their corporations un ec. 610. Same agreements listing only token

consideration can not be allowed to alter the broad prohibition of

Section 610.

-11-
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REVISED i ON
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DA IOR ROTATION F F M TIME T TYPE EFFECTIVE DATES CLASS SEC- F P R E UNITS CARD ITE\

M TV1 T F S S PMTO FREO P'iRATES

°,f

X.,. l ::- i . ,. - . /.. i cI 74-1i/; 1/!' 14F 2j 450,. 1" 2 i

I- ,,; .... I... ,/ :/74-1 i/C /7Li I 450,.2
X. .J 

2 C
P/ T/7 - i/7/4 F1 .1 4 _ 5 3C

... . "0 1 14--l74 -F0

-, . " > ;:_ i. "  " . . I ( l"/}./ "I '-I/ z  " 0 r '
A; -,, r 1 7 z.-2S . -5 10/ ' - l :1 3 7 - 14 F 1 2C0 , , 0-"~ - .... 3-.C

Z I

t7

I 4 1 I

SII , ~ '

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ __._ _ _ _ _

"_ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ I
GRAND TOTA

'C650.o00
TIMES LISTED REPRESENT PROGRdAMMI|NG ANDIOR ADJACE14CIES AS DECLARED AT TiME OF SALE.

',{E CONDITIONS OF THE CONTRACT COPYRIGHTED NOVEMBER
CONTRACT AS IS THE STATION- RATE CARD."

ACCEPTED FOR AGENCY:

Signed

1970 BY THE AAAA, WITH THE EXCEPTIONS AS PRINTED ON THE REVERSE SIDE HEREOF, ARE A PART OF THIS

ACCEPTED BY STATION GENEAL MANAGER:

Signed
if. (

I ,.'
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-SCHEDUL- DA-ATES iBILLING VK. ILLING RATE CD. FUTURE RATE CARD
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TIMES LISTED REPRESENT PROGRAMMING ANDIOR ADJACENCIES AS DECLARED AT TIME OF SALE.

;:-E CONDITIONS OF THE CONTRACT COPYRIGHTED NOVEMBER

CONTRACT AS IS THE STATION'S RATE CARD."

ACCEPTED FOR AGENCY:

1970 BY THE AAAA, WITH THE EXCEPIONS AS PRINTED ON THE REVERSE SIDE HEREOF. ARE A PART ,OF THIS

ACCEP BY STATION GENERAL MANAGER:

Signed Signed

0

r 1

Signed_Signed_
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Campaign low faulty, Luken says
4BY BILL FURLOW

Politics Repoate
U.S. Rep. Thomas A.

Luken,. D-Cincinnati, said
soda dot Secre y of StateT4 V w. ' ue oen

the new state campae fi-
n ance law contain a "loop.3ilt' that could let
icaddates spend more money

nthe law intends.
. esaid that Brown's

(cJ pretation that the new
Wc=aign spending limits

only tomoney spent
Sor the law° became effec-
tive July 23 "opens a loophole
through which a candidate
could drive a truck filled with

- | campaign money..."
The new law limits spend-

ing in congressional races this
year to $83,000.

IN A LETTER to his
Republican opponent, Willis
D. Gradison Jr., Luken today
mPgIted that the two candi-

ates agree to limit their
spending on the November
election campaign to $83,000
each.

Gradison refused.
Gradison, who lost to

Luken by 4100 votes in a
March S special election, said
that he intends to follow
Brown's rules.

"The law is very confusing
on this. point," Gradison said.
"We didn't know what it
meant, so we're following the
secretary of state's rules."

HE SAID THAT Luken, a
lawyer, "ought to know the
law well enough to know the
legislature can't go around

passing retroactive laws. This
law only took effect July 23."

But, Gradison said, "The
money's so hard to raise. I
doubt we'll-ge t  nvwhere
close to-Mat limit anyway."

Most of his expenses before
July 23 were for his campaign
staff, Gradison said.

Congressional candidates
do not have to file their feder-
al campaign expense report
until Sept. 10 and their first
state report until Oct. 23.

LUKEN SAID THAT he
thinks any candidate who
"calculatingly goes out and
pre-pays for his campaign in
June and July is evading the
intent of the law."

"I do not agree with the
secretary of state's interpre-

tation, but the solution is for
every candidate to agree to
abide by the letter and Uh
spirit of the law and count ill
campaign expenditures for
the November election
against the spending Uii,,.:
Luken said.

Brown said in a t
interview from his Cohiu
offie that he believes ttW&
shduld be applied to OW,
paign expenditures, but
he does not have the a L

to require that because
not clearly spelled out Isg
legislation.

He said that all
for the November eection
must be reported,r
of when they were made.

Poe+q~



exodpsonexpense
Willis D. Gradison Jr. said

erday he intended to "fol-
l. the letter and spirit of the
law" in response toa U. S.
Rep. T omas A. Luken s sug-
getion that both imit their
eens to $3,00 for the
period between the March 5

oW and the Nov. S

tt e publican

II1In

W Xl( .I A PREgSS con-
ience yestrday morning

thle at rules governing
i state's new campaign fi-

ing law contain a "loop-0h9e," inttU e law *n

covers expenses after the low
became effective July 23.

State law limits spending)In
congressional races this y00r
to $83,000.

m. RAi that amn t wd
h. ni1,u~Ainthe R,0

GRADMON, WHO mELD
press conference later yeste,
day, charged that his op-
nent already has spent morp
then $83,000 in mailing '-
penses, and restated his
accusations that Luken hap
mailed campaign litqrature at
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Gradison exceeded state
spending limit by$54,267,.

BY BILL FURLOW
Politics Reporter

U.S. Rep. Willis D. Gradison ,r., R-
Cincinnati, spent $54,267 more than was
permitted by state law in his successful
campaign last fall, according to a re-
port released late yesterday. He spent a
total of $137,630.

But the state law, which provided
for a fine of triple the excess spent, will
not be enforced in this instance, an aide
to Secretary of State Ted W. Brown said
today.

Brown's aide said the state law was
superseded in October by a new federal
campaign spending act.

The report was filed by Gradison's
committee with the clerk of the U.S.
House of Representatives, and a copy
was relayed to Secretary of State Ted
W, Brown, the state's chief elections
officer.

REP. GRADISON said today his
campaign last fall, in which he defeated

--- then U.S. Rep. Thomas A. Luken, D-
Cincinnati, complied with the state law.

C Gradison's administrative assistant,
Ronald R. Roberts, offered these rea-

0 $21,905 of the total was raised be-
fore the state law became effective on
July 23, 1974.

C -~ * Another $25,500 was spent on
fund-raising activities that did not count
against the spending limit. Included in.N this category are mass mail solicita-
tions, and the fund-raising breakfast

r,,," featuring then Republican National,
Chair an George Bush.

* Under the federal reporting re-
quirement, an $8902 loan had to he list-
ed in two categories and thus was
counted twice.

So, Roberts said; deducting the
money raised before the law took effect,
the amount spent on 'fund raising and
the loan counted twice, the amount gov-
erned by the old state law is $81,323.

Gradison's claim that money raised
before the state law became effective
did not count in the spending limit the
law imposed is based on interpretation
of the law by Secretary of State Brown.

Secretary of State Brown, a Repub-
lican, has ruled that the state law was
superseded when President Ford signed
the new federal law in October.

.... /"HOWEVER, TLE $70,000 campaign
spending limit imposed by the new
federal act did not become effective
until Jan. 1, 1975. "

"Because of the pre-emption of
tederal law, you had no state law ap-
plicable to the election of federal of-
fices," said ,Tames Marsh, assistant
secretary of state, "and you had a gap
in the federal law as far as the spending
was concerned."

Gradison said, "My understanding
from our lawyers is' that the law that
passed Congress last year explicitly
overrides any limits that apply to state
limits. However, we would have met the
requirements if they'd stayed in effect."

Gradison defeated Democrat Luken
in the Nov. 5, 1974, First Congressional
District election by ZS99 votes.,

THE LUKEN COMMIrEE'S re-
port sys it spent $79,591 in the race
against Gradison.

In the Second Congressional District

campaign, U.S. Rep. Donald D. Clancy,
a Republican, reported spending $31,791
in his race against Democrat Edward
W. Wolterman.

Wolterman's report said he spent$11,999.

Chuckle for today
Many men wish they were strong

enough to tear a telephone book in half
-~especially if they have teen-age chil-.
dren.

-4,
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Major Downtown Office Buildings

Name, Location and
Manager or Realtor

American Building
30 E. Ce(ntr;l I',ikway
Robert G,',,y H(l . Mgr.) (513) 621-8527

Atlas Bank Building
524 Wuilmut Strt( et
Authur RUblotf & Company
Robert Marcott (513) 381-0580

Carew Tower
441 Vine Street
Emery Realty, Inc.
Frank Hodell (513) 381-3443

Central Trust Building
309 Vine Street
Cenlt l Mitnagement Company
Femt y t, ernan (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 381-1950

Dixie Terminal Building
49 E. I onrth Street
Walnnt Manngerrent, Inc.

Stanley H, Sander (513) 621-2371

DuBois Tower/Fifth Third Center

511 I lnrLrt Street
,Cincinnati Redevelopment Corp.

Robetrt C. Wright (513) 621-6242

C" Enquirer Building
617 Vinie Street
Jh( Miyer Company
Are iId Mabley (513) 621-5515

Executive Building
C35 I-, Seventh Street

Ohio Hleal Estate Investment Co.
William Peeno (513) 621-0423

Fifth and Race Tower
120 W. Fifth Street

C.Feist & Feist
Robert Bonds (513) 621-1001

IFirst National Bank Building
r.Ji05 E. Fourth Street

Robert A, Cline Co.
Albert Loring (513) 621-8600

580 Building
580 Walnut Street
Authur Rubloff & Company
Espy & Straus, Inc.
Robert Skiles or Stanley Straus
(513) 381-0580 or (513) 721-6315

Formica Mercantile Library
Building Complex
120 E. 4th/414 Walnut Street
Metro Management, Inc.
Neil Quinn (513) 621-0505

Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.
Rentable Vacant

62,000

50,000

354,614

527,548

143,107

422,209

236,000

80,956

200,000

193,958

535,000

172,000

25,000

3,000

5,000

No. of
Floors

15

10

46

Sq. Ft./
Floor

5,500

5,200

8,000

2,000 TJwer 28 12,000
-rower

Anrwx 7 41,000
Annex

2,340 10 16,200

0'")

35,000

10,592

50,000

4,748

150,000

31,000

1,1,000

15,625

10,800

10,500

18 Firs. 20,000
3 Bldgs. 10,000

6,000

17 31,000

13 16,000

RentalRange

$4.75-
$5.25

$4.00-
$5.00

$5.50-
$6.50

$5.25
Tower
$4.75

$6.00

$7.50-
$8.50

54.50-
1$5.00

$5.00

$6.50-
$8.00

$4.75-
$6.00

$8.00-
$9.00

$4.50-
$8.00



Ntme, Location and
M nager or Realtor

Fourth & Race Tower
1lb W. Fourth Street
I heodore Mayer & Bros., Inc.
I ich ard heryoung (513) 421-4442

Fourth & Walnut Building
o6 1. 1 ourth Street
Hobubert Gay (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 621-8527

Gwynne Building
G02 Main Street
rhe Mayer Company
Arnold Mabley (513) 621-5512

Hartford Building
60(0 Main Street
Wcst Shell, Inc.
H e 'rbort Pye (513) 241-4388

Kroger Building
(114 Vine Street

[)l,1 I-. Webb Realty & Mgrnt. Co.
L)miug Neal (513) 621-3017

One-One East Fourth
( , One East Fourth Street
l ,tzle Corporation
'St,;an Morehead (1513) 381-0381

%C Provident Bank Building
i'tl & Vine Streets

V"T ,\, Shell, Inc.
I ic bert Pye (513) 241-4388

Provident Tower
0i1w East Fourth Street
Wi1noLt Management, Inc.

- ,-t,mley R. Sander (513) 621-2371

Temple Bar Building
Comrt and Main Streets
.. octzle Corp.
Stjrin Morehead (513) 381-0381

Three East Fourth Building
Three East Fourth Street
Walnut Management, Inc.

' Stanley R. Sander (513) 621-3371

Tri State Building
43 Walnut Street
Flavian Becker (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 621-2470

214 East Third Building
.21- East Third Street
North American Management
and Development Company
William J. Williams, Jr. (513) 721-2744

Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.
Rentable Vacant

136,909

244,989

130,000

80,000

328,690

58,000

125.866

1215.919

150,000

36,000

65,162

18,000

No. of
Floors

59,000

30,000

40,000

0.

130,000 2.5

17,000

37,764

1,100

12,000

4,984

4,500

18.000

Sq. Ft./ Rental
Floor Range

10,000 $4.50-

$5.00

12,000 $5.50-
$6.00

8,500- $4.00-
11,400 $5,00

16,400

13,500

4,500

8,500

10,383

16,000

10,000

7,000

6,000

$3.50

$4.80-
$5.40

$3.50-
T5.00

$3.85-
$14.10

$7.85-
$8.25

$3.50-
$5.00

$7.50-
$7.85

$5.00

$8.00-
$8,50

[av.' 07.



Suburban Office Buildings q
Name, Location and
Manager or Realtor

Alcoa Building
Walnut Hills, O(i
2331 Victory Pmjrkway
Theodore Miyor & Bros., Inc.
Mau~ry Gerwe( ,) 621-0921

Amberlawn Executive Building
Roselawn, Ohio
7710 Reading Road
West Shell, Inc.
Tim Wright (513) 761-9711

American Colony Building
Montgomery, Ohio
7700 Cooper Road
Americnan Colony
Williai C.:oors (513) 891-2060

Beechmont East
Andero;(r Township, Ohio
8595 l3eechrnont Avenue
West Shell, Inc.

'7- -Jack Shirnala (513) 761-9711

W. P. Butler Office Building #1
• E rlaanger, Kentucky
C-.7641 Crescent Springs Drive

W P Butler Co.
CRaiph B. Grieme, Jr. (606) 341-6243

W. P. Butler Office Building #2
'rl inger, Kentucky

...,-26 , Crescent Springs Drive
W. P, Butler Co.

r-Ralph B. Grieme, Jr. (606) 341-6243

Carrousel Towers
Roselawn, Ohio

.. 8075 Reading Road
C West Shell, Inc.

r,,Jack Shimala (513) 761-9711
Chester Square Towers

rNSharonville, Ohio
11149 Chester Road
NCPM, Inc.
Andy Curley (513) 242-8223

Cincinnati Savings Office Building
Anderson Township, Ohio
7373 Beechmont Avenue
Robert A. Cline, Inc.
William Hofmann (513) 621-8600

Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.
Rentable Vacant

14,000

50,000

20,000

15,000

12.000

12,000

36,000

130,000

10,000

14,000

4,000

11,000

10,000

1,400

12,000

1,000

130,000

5oo

No. of
Floors

2

4

3

Sq. Ft.] Rental
Floors Range

7,000 $3.50-

$5.50

12,500 $5.50

10,000

5,000

6,000

$6.00-
$6.75

$6.00-
$6.50

$5.50

6,000 $!' (

9,000 $5.50
$7.00

7 22,000

3,333

$5.50-
$6.85

La$ . 1971)

$6.00

II ii



Nimo, Location and
Mitrager or Realtor

Colonial Center Building
I ;iirlax, Ohio
f%,25 Dragon Way
(,i lInial Center Building

3; it Brock (513) 561-4400

Columbia Wooster Building
f ,,mlax, Ohio
!,/()I Wooster Pike
1' G. Graves, Inc.
Hobert Erman (513) 241-6964

Credit Union Building
Queensgate, Ohio
801 Linn Street
Carl Parker (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 421-9595

Dues Office & Dist. Center
Union Township; Butler Co., Ohio
9900 Princeton Pike
West Shell, Inc.
F ohert Friedman (513) 721-4200

8060 Building
Keriwood, Ohio
8060 Montgomery Road
H H. F. Dietz & Co.
Rnbert Sherman (513) 241-3375

r Executive 75
I . Mitchell, Kentucky

" 230 Royal Drive
-, l)Dc, Builders & Developers

Roinnrld Mechlin (606) 341-0355
Financial Building

Crescent Springs, Kentucky
100 Crisler Avenue

Koetzle Corp.
Herman Lass (513) 381-0381

Film Arts
Forest Park, Ohio
636 Northland Road

", Kanter Corp.
Philip S. White (513) 851-6000

Heekin Office Building
Roselawn. Ohio
7125 Reading Road
West Shell, Inc.
Rod MacEachen, Jr./Sr. (513) 761-9711

Sq. Ft.
Rentable

23,000

18,000

60,000

30,000

13,407

13,000

13,200

15,000

11,000

Sq. Ftl
Vacant

5,500

1,500

40,000

2,500

3,800

0

3,400

2,000

1,530

No. of
Floors

4

3

6

2

3

2

3

3

Sq. Ft./ Rental
Floors Range

7,300 $5.00
1,100 $7.00

6,000

10,000

$4.30-
$4.70

$6.50

15,000 $5.00-
$5.50

4,470

6,500

4,400

7,500

3,666

$6.75-
$7.25

$6.50

$6.50

$6.50-
$7.50

$4.00-
$5.00



Name, Location and
Manager or Realtor

Home Builders Association
Bond Hill, Ohio
1213 Tennessee Avenue
Koetzle Corp.
Herman La;s (513) 381-0381
Inter Ocean
Walnut Hills, Ohio
2600 Victory Parkway
Theodore Mayer & Bros., Inc.
Fred Reddert (513) 621-0921

KDI-IBM Building
Fairfax, Ohio
5721 Dragon Way
West Shell, Inc.
Joseph G. Baron (513) 761-9711

KZF Building
Walnut Hills, Ohio
21830 Victory Parkway
Fspy & Straus, Inc.
Ifhornas Compton (513) 721-6315

Kentucky Executive Building
S ,," Ft. Mitchell, Kentucky

,')(5,, Dixie Highway
, C Frederick A. Schmidt, Inc.

C Jcick Brendamour (513) 381-1780
Kenwood Professional Building

S [lse: Ash, Ohio
9103 Kenwood Road

.nD wleprnent Systems
tI Il I eisenfeld (216) 292-6935

Kuhr Building
r-' r Roselawn, Ohio

76815 Reading Road
Koetzle Corp.

(513) 381-0381
Mariemont Center Building

,, . .Mariernont, Ohio
3914 Miami Road

. Robert A. Cline Co.

Melvin Yeager (513) 621-8600

Mariemont Executive Building
Mariernont, Ohio
3814 West Street

Mariemont Investments
Edward J. Stern (513) 272-3440

Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.
Rentable Vacant

11,400

37,000

21,000

60,000

24.000

57,000

14,200

9,073

17,250

0

34,000

9,000

23,000

14,000

57,000

8,200

1,338

600

N
Fo

Sq. Ft./ Rental
Floors Range

3,400-
4,000

10,000

3,000-
6,000

15,000

6,000

2 28,000

8,200
6,000

2,688- $5.00-
3,458 $6.50

4,300 $5.75-
$7.25

(For Sale Only)

$3.50-
$5.50
(Also for Sale)

$6.00

$3.50-
$5.50

$6.25

$6.50
,"\. l illl!

$4.50
Alo folr



Ntirno, Location and
MM)iit1rm or Realtor

Queenigate Commerce Center
(.) r r';fate, Ohio
1 1!0 W. Eighth Street
Kt(,zle Corp.
;risar Morehead (513) 381-0381

Sharon Square
iharonville, Ohio
11175-11177 Reading Road
1 heodore Mayer & Bros. Inc.
Fred Reddert (513) 621-0921
6901 Wooster Pike Building
Ma ienmont, Ohio
69(1 Wooster Pike
Ma iinont Investments
FIdw, Wd J. Stern (513) 272-3440

Summit Executive Building
F:,-; 'lawn, Ohio
182"1 Summit Road
We,;l Shell, Inc.
J,_lwk Shimala (513) 761-9711

2300 Montana Building
(i irnati, Ohio

' 2300 Montana Avenue
2300 Montana Corp.
Patrick Williams (513) 662-2300

C7 Victory Parkway Building
W luiat Hills, Ohio

C 1501 Madison Road
W\ ; Shell, Inc.
Hod MacEachen, Jr./Sr. (513) 761-9711

C,-" Western Hills Medical Arts
We ,ern Hills, Ohio

C" 41960 Glenway Avenue
West Shell, Inc.
Herbert Pye (513) 241-4388

r-Woodview Centre
Cincinnati, Ohio

r- -71 & Ridge Road
at Norwood Lateral

%'Metro, Inc.
Bruce McConnell (513) 821-4211
XLO Building
Kenwood. Ohio
7886 Montgomery Road
West Shell, Inc.
Tim Wright (513) 761-9711

Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.
Rentable Vacant

80,000

30,000

15,200

50,000

60,000

40,000

22,000

15,000

9,541

0 No. of
Floors

1,000

15,000

3,800

12,000

Sq. Ft./ Rental
Floor Range

Varies $6.50.

10,000

5,000

$5.00-
$5.50

$4,75-
$6.50

10,000 $5.00-
$5.50

22,000

1,500

3,232

7,500

0

12,300 S6.25-
S6.75

10,000 $5.50

3,600 $5.25-
$6.00

5,000 $5.25-
$6.00

9,541 $6.50



Office Parks

Name, Location and Manager or Realtor

Ashwood Office Park
Blue Ash, 0ho
Reed arlr on Ilw/
Cohljn'; CoIO;1ruc1010 t ()
pflrlc 1- Collins (5I3) /93-7064

Atkinson Square
-Sharonville, Ohio
11750 Chesferdale Read
Arlen Management, Inc
Mardy Hovekamp (513) 772-1230

Banning Professional Center
N tlh College hil, Ohio
2,) 0- 2250 Fanrli nj Road
Wed't Shell, l3e
flod M ,E-ac hen, Jr /St. (513) 761-9711

Circle Park Office Center
11;iritlde Township, Ohio
11440 I tamilton Avenue

Cr ed't Conmunities, inc
M. I_ ,)iison (513) 851 6600

Commerce Commons Office Park
Florenco, Keit .ky
I'a fiet '.; L,I no

W P. 1owlht Co.
Ralph [3. irone, Jr. (606) 34 1 -6243

C-ornell Park

er'"ll tr[ ,, id& Reed Hartnan Hwy.
171it1l o 'imim BuIder s

,"-" # C.'k' I,,hS 51'1) 563-4050

Executive Park
l hI I l' Iie. Ohio
Fx ( tjn ii,' Peirk Drive

JI'l . ' 1,31 V '. 563 -1050

Pidelity Park
Miami I o\nship

S ." !Cleielt Counly) Ohio
S. R '11 d Wolfpen-

..,Pleae" iit Hill Road
Land .II Corporation

Ihetti L Vahlke (513) 891-8881

illcrest Square Towers
Roseluwn. Ohio

: adicI Rd & Losantiville Ave
Unit, inc.

'. y Netwxeod (513) 631-6440

Holiday Office Park
Oueens,,aite. Ohio
Eighih & Linn Streets
Oee~sate Associates, Inc.

Jack M (i 13n (12) 72 1-0445

Kanter Office Park
Forest Prk. Ohio
640, 650 660
(70 Notihland road
Kanter Corpration
Philip S WhUe (513) 851 -6000

Tri-County Office Park
Springdale, Ohio
1213E. Kemper Road

West SheO ii
i;.t .,,o- . . .. ' ' : r) } 7; 1--, _1 ' -,, q

Acreage
Total Occupied Available

10 0 10

20 18 2

9 9 0

3 3 0

94 94 0

Buildings
Sq. Ft/ Sq. Ft No. of Buildings &

Rentable Vacant No of Firs /Bldg.

45,000 45,000 1 bldg. - 6 firs.

179,000 7,000 38 bldgs.- 1 fir.

Sq. Ft./ RentalFloor Range

8,000 $ 6.00-
$ 7.00

SA.adablii
sdrnic' I ""')

2,000-
7,000

$ 6.00

72,000 72,000 2 ldgs.- 3 firs. 12,000 $46 50

I ; , ,:: T .1

18,000 (0 hlldgs- 2 firs. 3,500- $ 600-
5,500 $ 6.50

141,000 141,000 6 bidsi.- 2 firs 10,500- $ 5.50
i.....it,' 13,000 $ 700

120 0 120

14 14 0 14:3,200 55,200 5 hicgs.- 5 firs. 8,500 $ G-30-$ 6.75

03,'00 ;!1( . *
11, 1 if:,

37'b /(ii

64 8 56

50 20 30 24 0, 000 10,000 1 bldg 1 firs. 15,000 $ 600-
1 bldg - 5 firs. 19,000 $ 7.00

3rd Bldg -
(70_>00
Planned

11 11 0 320,000 86,000 1 bldg. -12 firs.
2 bldgs,- 5 firs.

60 10 50

22 7 5 14.5

Whitehall Park , 7 0
Ke 63/- ,17

Glee, ,(if','r 15!11 563-4050

95,000 14,500 1 hMO" - 7 fIrs3 t.d- s 1 fir

16.100 $ 5.35-16,000 $ 6.25

8.400 3 6 00-
14,500 S 750

44, 708 11121 3 O.gs - 2 firs. varies

93.000 6 300 3 ,s 4 firs. 8 770

S 6 25

3 7 30-
$ 775

Ail

1) Y 1.0(f
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I Alcoa Bmulding

Ai ri berlawn Execuleiv Building
' rrerimi Colony Buildinq
I i ueChiinrrt East
W. P luulr r(ffui u l . 1
, I P lhull:r O ll Iu l,' liliig #12

/ (.arroiisil ,(i' ;
(i Chester ; ii((m. ltW lw,
(incinn i l-;Vul j, i)illfr 3uilding
'I olonial C( rMitnr EL3u ll <i

I1 (olumbia Wooster 1.llildir(j
W Credit tnion Building
13 Dues Office & Dist. Confer
14. 8060 Building
1l5 Executive 75
16. Financial Buildill(i
I 7. Film Artr;
18, H ekiri Offico Biil.irrg
19 Home 1Builders Ar<nociation

:10 l rour Oceain
1 K D I-IHBM F3tilutir

",:) KzFBtuilinq

23 Kentucky I-xecuive Building
21. Keiiwood Preth;,uiuruuul Building
25. Kulnh Builitin(
26. Ma r d i (rll tn B rl~l ildin~g

27 Nlllt\1ir riil Fxnl Cttve Building
28. ( :ir';at Coerinerce Center
29 Stc or S(ill"r
:10 6901 i Woostr Pike Ocilding

;ti mt Fxecutlivu Building
3li:0) Monlara Building

Vi ltoy Parkway Building
3I Wer-hrn Hills Medical Arts
• Wi Iodview Centre

'3 .X.0 Bu ldi rig

I

w
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/
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/

CHEVIOT
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',,, Ashwood Office Park
'2 Atkinison Square

-3. Banning Professional Center PRICE HILL
4 Ciule Park Office Center

Commerce Commons Office Park
Cornell Park

7. Executive Park
M Fidelity Park

9, HllCrest Square Toweis
" . Holiday Office Park %
41. Kanter Office Park
12. Tri-County Office Park GREATER
13. Whitehall Park CINCINNATI+

AIRPORT
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BOONE COUNTY
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1. American Building
2. Atlas Bank Building
3. Carew Tower
4. Central Tr ust Building
5. Dixie I erminal Building
6. DuBois Tower/Frifth Third Center
7, Enquirer Building
8, Execirtive Building
9. Fifth and Race Tower

10. First National Bank Building
11, 580 Buildinq
12. Formica Mercantile Library 1-3miiing Complex
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Peter Linzer

COLLEGE OF LAW

RJniversity of Cincinnati
W. Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
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O0
University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

COLLEGE OF LAW November 12, .1976L, )

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant to Staff Director for Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Complaint filed June 24, 1975 against Congressman Willis D. Gradison, et al.

Dear Mr. McKay:

I have your letter of November 6, enclosing at my request, a copy of the response
submitted by Congressman Gradison. The copy that you sent me lacks the first page of
the 14 page answer, thus making it impossible for me to determine on whose behalf that
14 page answer was submitted.

(7.
You have allowed my clients ten days to respond to the Gradison answer. That

. answer was sent to the Commission on August 28, nine weeks before you got around to
sending it to me. In addition, you gave the respondents more than two months to
answer the complaint. You also apparently accepted respondents' unverified answer,

c despite the fact that you forced the complainants to go to great trouble to verify
the complaint.

I find it very strange that the Commission seems to bend over backwards where
Congressman Gradison is concerned while at the same time it treats the complainants
as if they are riff-raff who are making trouble and deserve to be treated very abruptly.
I would appreciate an explanation.

In the meantime, I request a 30 day extension of time in which to respond to the
r-. Gradison answer. I would further appreciate your sending us a copy of whatever rules

and procedures you have finally decided upon. I also note that I requested much more
in my letter of last month than merely a copy of the Gradison papers, but that you
failed even to comment on the rest of my requests.

Finally, I would appreciate hearing from you in a shorter period of time than the
month that the last response took.

Very truly yours, /

CV

Peter Linzer
Associate Professor of Law

PL:crb al CnlI m'.£ *[w l

cc: The Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
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Washington, D.C. 20463
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_University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

COLLEGE OF LAW November 12, 1975

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant to Staff Director for Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Complaint filed June 24, 1975 against Congressman Willis D. Gradison, et al.

Dear Mr. McKay:

I have your letter of November 6, enclosing at my request, a copy of the response
submitted by Congressman Gradison. The copy that you sent me lacks the first page of

f% the 14 page answer, thus making it impossible for me to determine on whose behalf that
14 page answer was submitted.

You have allowed my clients ten days to respond to the Gradison answer. That
answer was sent to the Commission on August 28, nine weeks before you got around to
sending it to me. In addition, you gave the respondents more than two months to
answer the complaint. You also apparently accepted respondents' unverified answer,

' despite the fact that you forced the complainants to go to great trouble to verify
the complaint.

I find it very strange that the Commission seems to bend over backwards where
Congressman Gradison is concerned while at the same time it treats the complainants

C as if they are riff-raff who are making trouble and deserve to be treated very abruptly.
I would appreciate an explanation.

In the meantime, I request a 30 day extension of time in which to respond to the
Gradison answer. I would further appreciate your sending us a copy of whatever rules
and procedures you have finally decided upon. I also note that I requested much more
in my letter of last month than merely a copy of the Gradison papers, but that you
failed even to comment on the rest of my requests.

Finally, I would appreciate hearing from you in a shorter period of time than the
month that the last response took.

Very truly yours,

Peter Linzer
Associate Professor of Law

PL:crb tq} g sI\
cc: The Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr. i ..

General Counsel ai



Peter Linzer
COLLEGE OF LAW

Lfniversity of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant to Staff Director for Disclosure

and Compliance

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Ih(llIh,,,II,,1h4
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Any f .rther info .ation you might
vide regardivig the com. plaint 'and/or the
response should be j:ecieved in ti off
days afte.r receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,

4 L
Gordon Andrew McKay
A~ssisc.ant Staff Director for

Di sclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as ! -tated

C crt.Lf..,d Mai 1

~s
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University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

027 : ~iOctober 3, 1975
COLLEGE OF LAW

Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Complaint filed June 21, 1975 concerning
Congressman Willis D. Gradison

Dear Mr. Murphy:

I have your two letters dated July 22, 1975 and August 15, 1975. On August 15,
1975 you informed me that the Commission had determined that it had jurisdiction
over our complaint, and that Congressman Gradison had been requested to respond to
the allegations in the complaint within 15 days from the date he received your letter.

(7- That was six weeks ago, and we have heard nothing since. It is now more than three
months since our complaint was filed.

I recognize that the Commission desires to set up responsible procedures, which
insuire the rights of those against whom complaints are filed. Nonetheless, the

cCommission' s procedure of (1) giving no publicity to the proceedings before it and,
(2) apparently giving no information about its proceedings even to the complainants,

-has the appearance, if not the effect, of shielding an incumbent from adverse publicity
concerning exactly the matters about which the Commission was set up.

We have been informed that Congressman Gradison has prepared an elaborate and

extensive answer to our complaint. I do not know if this answer has been filed,
-since I have been given no information about any extensions given to Congressman

Gradison. I would certainly assume that the complainants would receive a copy of
C~the answers to their complaint, and would be given an opportunity at least to

discuss the matters with field investigators from the Federal Election Commission.

NNeither I nor the complainants themselves have the money to fly to Washington to

Nappear before the Commission, but since we have not even received copies of any
communications between the Commission and Congressman Gradison, we have no way of
even knowing his responses to our charges.

I would appreciate receiving copies of all correspondence between Congressman

Gradison or his representatives and the Commission and copies of all documents filed
on his behalf with the Commission. I also request that the complainants be given a
meaningful opportunity to comment, both in writing and orally to investigators for
the Commission on both the charges against Congressman Gradison and his response to
those charges.

I would appreciate hearing your comments.

* ~* Peter Linzer

PL: crb
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September 12, l97 / .. Z

Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

Attention: Mr. Steven Schachman

Re: Gradison for Congress Committee

Dear Mr. Schachman:

In light of the confusion surrounding our recent

discussions with the Commission staff, this letter will

Cr confirm our understanding of our conversation with you

Cand Drew McKay which took place on September 11, 1975.

C The Commission, through its staff and beginning on

Monday, September 15, 1975, will conduct a field audit,
... C;

solely of the Gradison for Congress Committee's reports

for the general election campaign of 1974. The investiga-

C tion will be conducted consonant and in accordance with the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and the practices and

N, manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions promul-

gated by the Clerk of the United States House of Represen-

tatives as the same existed in 1974. No audit will be

conducted at this time of other committees or elections.

You indicated that it was the Commission's opinion

that, if warranted, the Commission had authority to audit

other reports of other committees functioning in other

elections in connection with the instant complaint on rile

," A' ..
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with the Commission. Further, you agreed that after

completing the aforesaid audit that you would notify

us if any further investigation was necessary.

As we indicated to you, we do not share your view

of the Commission's authority in connection with this

complaint and that we would consider that matter with

you when and if necessary. Further, we feel confident

that the investigation of the Gradison for Congress

Committee's reports in connection with the general elec-

tion will bring a swift conclusion to this matter without

time consuming delays. If this does not accurately

reflect your understanding of that conversation, contact

us immediately.

SANTEN, SANTEN & HUGHES CO., L.P.A.

By - .

William E. Santen

By /-
Donald L. Wiley

Counsel for Respondent, Gradison
for Congress Committee
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AuguAf 'L, aJ97K'.

Steve Roman, Chief
Audit Division
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Roman:

Enclosed please find our Memorandum of Facts and
Authorities. As we discussed, this is offered solely for

--1 the Commission's use in conducting its audit. Pursuant to
the guidelines which you have established and which you

cc Chave communicated to me, this Memorandum shall not be pub-
lished, made available, or further disseminated. It will
be used solely by the Commission in connection with its

. audit.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard. If
you have any questions, please feel free to contact our

.C counsel, Santen, Santen & Hughes Co., L.P.A., Suite 1816
First National Bank Building, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202. Their
phone number is 1-513-721-5541. Please call either

S...... William E. Santen or Donald L. Wiley.

C

N'" Sincerely,

Ronald R. Roberts

RRR/kr
Encl.



HERMAN W. SANTEN (1920.1965)
WILLIAM E. SANTEN
HARRY H. SANTEN
KENNETH R. HUGHES
FRANKLIN A. KLAINE. JN.
WILLIAM B. SINGER
DONALD L. WILEY
GARY R. HOFFMANN

SANTEN, SANTEM & T"4- T ES CO., L.P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUIT$. ;1 16 FIRT NATIONAL BAN BUIDING
I i I ' . , z t

August 28, 1975

Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: Complaint filed June 24, 1975
Alleging Violations of the Federal
Elections Campaign Act of 1971, as
Amended

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find the separate Answers of Respondents,
Gradison for Congress Committee, Willis D. Gradison, Jr.,
Hugh T. McDonald, and Jerome A. Stricker and Bill Gradison for
Congress Committee. In light of your announcement that the
responses were to be prepared consonant with the rules prevail-
ing prior to the recent amendments to the Act, the responses
are not verified.

Please contact us if you need any further information,
as we will want to cure any problems which you might have.

Sincerely,

SANTEN, SANTEN & HUGHES CO., L.P.A.

Donlald L. Wiley
DLW/kr
Encl.

( .( (r,

/1

I -

CA-001-75

TELEPHONE
721-5541

AREA COOK
513



FEDERAL ELECIbW COMMISSION
1325 Kttreet N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

SI3R tES NSa-:O? RESPONDENT
BILL GRADISON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

AND
JEROME A. STRICKER, TREASURER

TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN

ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

For their separate response to the Complaint, Respondent,

Jerome A. Stricker, the Treasurer of the Bill Gradison for Congress

Committee, for himself and for such Committee, herein answers as

follows:

COUNTS I, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X

For their separate Answer to Counts I, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII,

c- VIII, IX and X of the Complaint, Respondent, Jerome A. Stricker for him-

self and for the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee, hereinafter col-

lectively called "Respondents":

1. Deny each and every allegation of Counts I, II, III, IV, V,

VI, VII, VIII, IX, and X for want of knowledge or because the same are

not true.

Further, for their separate Answer to Complaint, Respondents:

2. Deny each and every allegation of the Complaint for want of

knowledge or because the same are not true.

WHEREFORE, Respondents pray that the Complaint be dismissed, with

prejudice.

SANTEN & HU HES CO., L. P.A.
2Y.
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FEDERAL ELEC YAS COMMISSION

1325 K Street N.W.
406 3

SEPARATE RESPONSE OF RFSPONDENT
WILLIS D. GRADISON, JR.

TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN

ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

For his separate response to the Complaint, Respondent,

Willis D. Gradison, Jr., herein answers as follows:

COUNTS I, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X

For his separate Answer to Counts I, II, II, IV, V, VI,

VII, VIII, IX, and X of the Complaint, Respondent, Willis D.

Gradison, Jr., hereinafter called "Respondent":
C

1. Denies each and every allegation of Counts I, II, III,

IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX and X for want of knowledge or because

the same are not true.

Further, for his separate Answer to the Complaint,Respondent:

CT 2. Denies each and every allegation of the Complaint for

Nwant of knowledge or because the same is not true.

WHEREFORE, Respondent prays that said Complaint be dis-

missed, with prejudice.

SANT , SANTEN & HUG S CO., L.P.A.

By .,-

illiam E. Santen

Db.na'ld"11 L. Wiley (,

1916 First National Bank BuildI g
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
(513) 721-5541

Counsel for Respondent



FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISS]QN,
1325 K Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

SEPARATE RESPONSE OF RLt'9N rTV [U. :'59
HUGH T. McDONALD

TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN

ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

For his separate response to the Complaint, Respondent, lugh

T. McDonald, the Treasurer of the Gradison for Congress Committee,

herein answers as follows:

COUNTS I, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X

C- For his separate Answer to Counts I, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII

VIII, IX and X of the Complaint, Respondent, Hugh T. McDonald, here-

inafter called "Respondent":
C

1. Denies each and every allegation of Counts I, II, III, IV,

. V, VI, VII, VIII, IX and X for what of knowledge or because the

"' same are not true.

Further, for his separate Answer to the Complaint, Respondent:

2. Denies each and every allegation of the Complaint for want

of knowledge or because the same is not true.

WHEREFORE, Respondent prays that said Complaint be dismissed,

with prejudice.

SANTEN, ANTEN & HUGHE CO., L.P.A.

BY: I L
WILLIAM E. SANTEN

Donald L. Wiley

Suite 1816 First National Bank--- uilding
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Phone: (513) 2.5541..
Counsel for Re



FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMhISSION
1325 K Stree t 7I~~?

Washington, D.C2 3 : 203L

SEPARATE RESPONSE OF RESPONDEN',
GRADISON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTI:I

TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLAT]ONS
OF TIE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN ACT

OF 1971, AS AMENDED

For its separate response to the Complaint Respondent,

Gradison for Congress Committee, herein answers as follows:

COUNT I

For its separate Answer to Count I of the Complaint, Re-C

spondent Gradison for Congress Committee, hereinafter called

the "Respondent":

,7*1. Admits that it utilized space in the basement of the

Dixie Terminal Building, Fourth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio, during

the general election campaign of 1974. Denies that it used such

space for ten months.

2. Denies that the rental rates for office space of the

type used by it in the Dixie Terminal Building range from $6.00

to $6.85 per square foot per year. Denies that such space

measured 3,050 square feet. Denies that the reasonable rental

for space rented for the period held is $15,250.00. For want

of knowledge, denies that the Dixie Terminal Building is owned

by American Financial Corporation and AMcOmI Corporation.

3. States that a reasonable, adequate and fair rental was

paid for such space and related services leased in
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'erminal Building during the term of the Respondent's occupancy.

4. Denies that it made use of an illuminated billboard

measuring approximately 50 feet by 15 feet on the rear wall of

the same building and states that it was permitted to utilize the

rear wall of the building for purposes of hangjing a canvas banner,

as an integral part of the lease arrangement for space in the

building. States that a reasonable, adequate and fair rental was

paid for said right to hang a banner on the rear wall as part of

the rental paid for said space pursuant to the parties' agreement.

5. States that the rental paid for the space, related

services and the right to hang the banner on the rear of said

(7 building was reasonable, fair and adequate and denies any

C corporate contribution in terms of in kind services or other

valuable commodities to the Committee on behalf of American

C7 Financial Corporation or Amcomp Corporation.

6. Denies that the Respondent failed to report in accordance

with Federal law expenditures made or to be made identified for

the use of the properties. States that such expenditures made

N for the use of these properties were reported at the times, and

in the manner and as required by the Federal Campaign Act of 1971,

hereinafter called the "Act" and the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions relating to disclosure of Federal Campaign

Funds for Candidates for the United States House of Representatives

and Political Committees supporting such candidates, prepared and

published by the Clerk of the United States House of Representa-

tives and promulgated pursuant to the authority granted Aer

such Act, hereinafter sometimes referred to, f1'~
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Regulations and Accounting Instructions".

7. Denies the receipt of any corporate contribution from

American Financial Corporation or Amcomp Corporation to the

Committee by virtue of Respondent's use of such properties.

8. Denies paragraph 3 of Count I of Complaint for the

reason that the same is not true.

9. Denies each and every other allegation in Count I of

the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT II

For its separate Answer to Count II of the Complaint

Respondent:

10. Denies the allegations of Count II, paragraph 4 of

the Complaint because the same are not true. Denies receipt of

any donation in the form of properties and services described by

Count I by American Financial Corporation and/or its subsidiary

Amcomp Corporation. Denies any violation of 2 U.S.C., Section

434(b) (2). States that the Respondent received no donation in

the form of the use of property and services described by Count I

of the Complaint from American Financial Corporation or Amcomp

Corporation and states that therefore no reporting of the same

was necessary.

11. Denies the allegations of paragraph 5 of Count II of

the Complaint because the same are not true. Denies any viola-

tion of 2 U.S.C, Section 434 (b) (9). States that expenditures in

consideration for the use of the properties, ritqh tt r ervices

described in Count I of the Complaint we& I'repqr5

, 'Ni ' ."
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Respondent in the manner, at the times and as required by the

Act and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions.

12. Denies each and every other allegation in Count II

of the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT III

For its separate Answer to Count III of the Complaint

Respondent:

13. Admits that it utilized office space at the Hyde Park

Plaza Shopping Center, Cincinnati, Ohio, during the general

election campaign of 1974. Denies that said space measured

2,400 square feet. For want of knowledge denies that it was

general and public knowledge that the Gradison Committee operated

a telephone bank aimed at soliciting votes for Willis D. Gr.dison

at the Hyde Park Plaza Office. Denies that the reasonable value

of the space occupied by Respondent was $3,000.00. For want of

knowledge, denies that according to the records of the Hamilton
C

County Real Estate Department, Hyde Park Plaza is owned by

Antonio J. Palazolla Company, an Ohio Corporation. States that

it occupied under lease the premises in the Hyde Park Plaza

Shopping Center for a period of ten weeks. States that a reason-

able rental value for said space was paid for the ten week period

which was the amount agreed upon between the parties.

14. Denies that it failed to report in accordance with

Federal law, expenditures made or agreed to be made iden ied

for the use of this space. States that said expee

identified and were reported in the manner, ] t n

strict compliance with the applicable provi q_ e Act and
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the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions promulgated

thereunder.

15. Denies receipt of any corporate contribution from

Antonio J. Palazolla Company to Respondent in the form of the

aforesaid space and related services. States that the rental

paid for the aforesaid space and reported as aforesaid was

adequate, reasonable and fair market rental for said space and

related services.

16. Denies receipt of any gift of substantial value by

virtue of the use of said premises and related services from

0 the Antonio J. Palazolla Company. Denies any violation of

C 18 U.S.C., Section 610 (1972).

C
17. Denies each and every other allegation of Count III

of the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT IV

For its separate Answer to Count IV of the Complaint,

C
Respondent:

, 18. Denies the allegations of Count IV, paragraph 9 of the

Complaint, because the same are not true. Denies the receipt of

any donation in the form of office space or related services as

described in Count III by Antonio J. Palazolla Company to Re-

spondent during the 1974 campaign. Denies any violation of

2 U.S.C. 434(b) (2). States that the Respondent received no

donation in the form of the use of property or related services

described by Count III of the Complaint from Antonio J. Palazolla

Company and that therefore, no reporting of the same was necessary.
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19. Denies the allegations of paraqraph 10 of Count IV

of the Complaint because the same are riot true. Denies any

violation of 2 U.S.C., Section 434(b)(9). States that expendi-

tures made in connection with the use of the office space were

reported by Respondent in accordance with, at the times, and in

the manner required by the Act and the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder.

20. Denies each and every allegation of Count TV of the

Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT V

For its separate Answer to Count V of the Complaint,

C Respondent:

21. Denies the allegations contained in paragraph 11 of

Count V of the Complaint because the same are not true.

22. Denies that the instruments identified in paragraph 11

of the Complaint are contracts of the Respondent and denies that

the same are within the definition of expenditure in 2 U.S.C.,

Section 4 31 (f) (2)

23. Admits the allegations of paragraph 12 of Count V of

the Complaint and states that it reported $12,680.00 for media

expenditures prior to the November 5, 1974 election pursuant to

and in the manner, at the times and in compliance with the Act

and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions

promulcgated thereunder.

24. Denies the allegations in paragraph 13 of Count V of

the Complaint because the same are not true. Denies any violation
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of 2 U.S.C., Section 434(b)(9). Denies that either of the

15-daiy or the 5-day reports were incomplete or inaccurate.

25. Denies that it failed to report any expenditures as

defined by the Act and as required to be reported by the Manual

of Regulations and Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder

prior to the 15-day and the 5-day reports. Denies that any such

reports were incomplete and/or inaccurate.

26. Respondent denies that it misled voters in the Ohio

First Congressional District as to the extent of spending by the

Respondent prior to the election. States that all expenditures

Cr. were reported in the manner, at the times, and in strict compliance

r with the Act and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instruc-

tions promulgated under such Act.

27. States that the items alleged by the Complaint to be

contracts and set forth in paragraph 11 of Count V of the

Complaint and Schedule A did not constitute "expenditures" as that

C" term is defined in the Act and the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder. States that the

aforesaid items were not required to be reported by Respondent in

such 15-day or 5-day reports pursuant to the applicable provisions

of the Act and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instructions

promulgated thereunder.

28. States that expenditures as defined in such Act were

reported in the manner, at the times and in strict compliance

with the Act and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instruc-

tions promulgated thereunder.

29. Denies each and every other allegation of ti 1iomplaint
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not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT VI

For its separate response to Count VI of the Complaint,

Respondent:

30. Admits that the December 31st report of the Committee

reported a payment to the advertising agency of Nolan, Keelor &

Stites for media production costs totaling $7,059.49. Denies

that only $350.40 of production costs were reported as paid to

Nolan, Keelor & Stites prior to the November 5th election. States

that $7,965.83 of production costs were reported as paid to Nohan,

Keelor & Stites in its September 10th report. Admits that

commercials for the Respondent were aired commencing October 8,

1974. Denies that any production expenditures as defined by the

Act and regulations promulgated thereunder, incurred or contracted

for prior to the disclosure deadlines, were not reported in the

15-day or 5-day reports, as the case may be, in compliance with
C

the applicable provisions of the Act and in the manner, at the

Ntimes, and as required by the Act and Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder.

31. Denies the allegations of paragraph 15 of Count VI of

the Complaint because the same are not true. Denies any violation

of 2 U.S.C., Section 434(b)(9). Denies that said reports were

incomplete. States that the Robert Goodman Agency of Baltimore,

Maryland, was paid $11,000.00 for production costs and such

expenditure was reported in the 15-day pre-election report of the

Respondent timely filed with the supervisory officer.
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32. States that the contract for such production was not

in writing and therefore pursuant to 2 U.S.C., Sections 434(b)(..2)

and 436(d), and by virtue of the Accounting Manual promulgated

by the supervisory officer pursuant to Section 434(a) and

Section 438(a)(2), such contracts, promises and agreement were

not required to be reported at such time.

33. Denies each and every other allegation of Count VI of

the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT VII

For its separate Answer to Count VII of the Complaint,
0.

Respondent:

34. Admits that the December 31, 1974 report filed by

Respondent reveals two expenditures for polling to Marketing

( Opinion Research totaling $3,000.00, and dated November 1st and

8th, 1974. Admits that no such expenditures were listed on either

the 15-day or the 5-day pre-election reports. Denies that any

contracts to conduct polling were agreed to by Respondent, or

on behalf of it, prior to the disclosure deadline of either the

15-day or the 5-day reports. Denies any violation of 2 U.S.C.,

Section 434 (b) (9).

35. States that no expendituresas defined by the Act and

regulations were made and no duty of reporting as required by the

Act and theregulations promulgated thereunder existed prior to the

deadlines for the 15-day or 5-day pre-election reports.

36. States that the above-described expenditures for polling

to Marketing Opinion Research totaling $3,000.00 and datedl
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November 1st and 8th, 1974, were reported in the manner, at the

times and in strict compliance with the Act and the Manual of

Regulations and Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder.

37. States that pursuant to the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions relating to disclosure of Federal campaign

funds for candidates for the United States House of Representatives

and Political Committees supporting such candidates promulgated

by the supervisory officer pursuant to the authority of Section 438

(a) (2) of the Act and pursuant to Section 436(d) of the Act, there

was no debt incurred or contract, agreement, or promise to make

01 an expenditure which was in writing and that therefore no require-

ment existed at such time to report the same on the separate

schedules of the reporting forms prescribed by the Clerk prior to

the time the same were reported by the Respondent.

C 38. Denies receipt of any contribution in the form of

in kind services with respect to said polling because the same

is not true.

39. States that the above-described expenditures for

polling to Marketing Opinion Research totaling $3,000.00 and

dated November 1st and 8th, 1974, were reported in the manner,

at the times, and in strict compliance with the Act and the Manual

of Regulations and Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder.

40. States that pursuant to the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions relating to disclosure of Federal campaign

funds for candidates for the United States House of Representatives

and political committees supporting such candidates promulgated

by the supervisory officer pursuant to the authority of Sect' n 38

V1154
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(a) (2) of the Act and pursuant to Section 436(d) of the Act

there was no contract, agreement or promise to make an expendi-

ture which was in writing and that therefore no requirement

existed at such time to report the same on the separate schedule

of the reporting forms prescribed by the Clerk.

41. Denies each and every other allegation of Count VII

of the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT VIII

For its separate Answer to Count VIII of the Complaint,

Respondent:

42. Admits that the December 31st report of the Gradison

C71 Committee filed after the 1974 election, disclosed expenditures

of $3,962.58 for newspaper advertisements. Admits that these

C' expenditures were not listed on the 15-day or 5-day pre-election

C-
reports. Denies that the expenditures for this advertising oc-

curred and that there existed reportable expenditures, as defined

P- by the Act and the regulations, to place such advertising prior to

Nthe disclosure deadlines of either the 15-day or 5-day reports.

Denies any failure to report these expenditures in the manner,

at the time, and in strict compliance with the Act and the Manual

of Regulations and Accounting Instructions promulgated thereunder.

Denies that the 15-day or 5-day report were incomplete or inaccurate.

43. States that no expenditure as defined by the Act and

regulations was made with respect to these items and no duty of

reporting as required by the act and the regulations promulgated

thereunder existed, prior to the deadlines of the 15-day or 5-day
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pre-election reports.

44. States that such arrangements for advertising occurred

after the cut-off time for reporting on the 15-day or 5-day pre-

election reports and states that such expenditures were reported

in the manner, at the time and in strict compfliance with the Act

and the regulations promulgated thereunder.

45. Denies each and every other allegation of Count VIII

of the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT IX

For its separate Answer to Count IX of the Complaint,
C

Respondent:

46. Admits in its December 31st report, it reported two

expenditures to W. D. Gradison & Co. for postage. Admits report-

C77' ing a payment of $2,000.00 on November 8, 1974, and of $3,079.18

r- on November 14, 1974. Denies each and every other allegation of

paragraph 18 of Count IX of the Complaint.

47. States that no expenditure as defined by the Act and

regulations was made and no duty of reporting as required by the

Act and the regulations promulgated thereunder existed, prior to

the deadlines for the 15-day and 5-day pre-election reports.

48. States that expenditures for postage to W. D. Gradison

& Co. reported in the manner, at the times,and in strict compliance

with the Act and the Manual of Regulations and Accounting Instruc-

tions promulgated thereunder.

49. States that pursuant to the Manual of Regulations and

Accounting Instructions relating to the disclosure of Federal
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campaign funds for candidates for the United States House of

Representatives and political committees supporting such

candidates promulgated pursuant to the authority of Section 438

(a) (2) of the Act and Section 436(d) of the Act, such expenditures

were not required to be reported prior to the time when they were

reported by the Respondent since they did not constitute and

were not debts incurred or contracts, agreements, or promises

to make expenditures entered into on or after April 7, 1972,

which were in writing.

50. Denies each and every allegation of paragraph 19 of

C Count IX of the Complaint and denies that such postage constituted

a contribution in the form of an advance of a valuable commodity

or of any other kind or character to the Respondent in the amount

C7 of the postage value of $5,079.18.

51. Denies that the postage constituted a contribution in

the form of advance or in any other character or respect, and

Cdenies each and every allegation of paragraph 20 of Count IX of

the Complaint.

52. Denies each and every other allegation of Count IX of

the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT X

For its separate response to Count X of the Complaint,

Respondent:

53. Denies each and every allegation of paragraph .21 of

Count X of the Complaint because the same are not true in law or

in fact.

54. Denies each and every allegation of paragraph 22 of the
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Complaint because the same are not true in law or in fact.

Further, for its separate response to the Complaint,

Respondent:

55. Denies each and every other allegation of the Com-

plaint not herein admitted to be true because the same are

not true.

WHEREFORE, Respondent prays that said Complaint be dis-

missed with prejudice.

SANTENI/ANTEN & HUGHE /CO., L.P.A.

iliam E. Santen

BY / .c61> !yha d L. Wiley

Suite 1816 First National Bank T/uildingr7 Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Phone: (513) 721-5541
Counsel for Respondent

C



manner cnsonant with the Covurse tOIOW~d bY thnb Pr
Ovarviory authoitieis, the Clerk of the bouse andth4
Ser r the Senate, and will onduct at iev4t,

the alegationsh above meniiothe ooe
A tete ineotigatio is completed the mtter~ will~ bar

S the U.S. Depa -ent of Justo with ae

aitat with the results of .9ai invesiation.

The Coimission~ has, therefore, requased Congressman
Grdionto respond to the allagtiorna cotie nt'i

complit within 15 days from the date he receives ou

$Sicerely yoiara,

$jh, G - HhUl Gy

John G. Murphy,- J
G~eneral coungaX

cO" Lan Potter
Drew McKay
Jack Mu.rphy Vo t
Peter Roman

SS :mpc
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patton into the allegations contained In the above ment
complaint. After the investigation is completed the M4f4at
will be referred to the U.,. Department of Justice with A
rean endation Consistent with the results of said 1svrtisigs,

The Comission tberefore requests that you respond t 'the
alleqationa uontained in the Complaint. Your repotns sholu2l
be filed with the Commission no later than 15 days tra the
date you receive this letter.

Sincerely yours,

Siged: John G. Murphy, Jr,

John G. Murphy, $r,
General Counsel

cc: Lan Potter
Drew McKay
Stephen Schachman
Petex Roman



the aoove r
attention o

N

rew: JGM
cc: tn Potter

Pew Mcoay
Peter Roman

sincerel.y ycvrs,

stgned: Jobn G, ltIarh?, JV.
John 0, M~urphy . Jr.,
Genez'at Counsel

tne
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signed: John G ~rh,

vio str tiv * onistant

blc: Lan Potter
brewf, cKay
Petcr Roman
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* SH INGTON OFFICE:BItL DISTrCT. OHIO 1331 LONGWOftTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WAsHINGTON. D.C. 20515

RON ROBERTS 1'riLEPHONE: (202) 225-3164
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 16o a e fteM O o at 

ITITFIE

...... Congress of thje 1niteb tates
DISTRICT OrI:ICE:

FI DI:HAL 01i ICE BUILDING

55O MAIN STREET~Iptiou of 3atpreentatibeis INCINNATI, OHIO 45202
1. IILLIIONL (513) 684-2456

Wabington, .C. 20515

July 16, 1975

The Honorable Thomas Curtis V.

Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C.

Lear Mr. Curtis: c-
SCD

Let me first express my appreciation to the Coimnrsion -'
for allowing the Gradison for Congress Conmittee the r"
necessary days to fully respond with facts and evidence
concerning our Congressional campaign of 1974.

It has come to our attention, however, that the Federal
Election Commission has not as yet ruled on the point

C as to whether the Commission has jurisdiction in this
case or any other occurring in 1974.

Be assured that the Gradison Committee looks forward
to presenting our answers under the jurisdiction and procedures
initiated by the Commission. Indeed, we look forward to
using such a forum to prove that our campaign was openly
and properly conducted.

The point is this: If the Commission will indicate

. that they have jurisdiction, the Gradison Campaign will
accept that decision and submit our answers to allegations
on July 30, 1975, to the Commission. We will then continue
to work within the prescribed framework of the Commission
until these allegations are fairly and justly decided.

Our problem would be : 1) that if jurisdiction had not
been decided prior to our submission of facts, 2) and
our committee spends its time, energies and. monies on our
own behalf, and 3) if during that costly process the Commnission
decided that they did not have jurisdiction, our whole
effort, time and monies would have been expended without
accomplishing the intent of the process.

Additionally, if the Commission ruled that it did not
nave jurisdiction after we submit evidence, it woulLAm k
our case in any future adversary proceedings-. -is
because Commission rules provide for disclo ' t~he .- '

complainants of all evidence submitted by o-t" teq

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS
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Con~ro of te Z.niteb *tatec
bouge of 1cptrnutatibC5

OFFICIAL BuSSES

" 1 I.- . M.C.

C_--

T 1h ,' onorahle Thomias Curtis

Cha- irman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C.

Attention; Gordon Andrew .IcKay

(7)
GB



Linter
College of Law
Uniaersity of Cincinnati

- Cixainnati, Ohio
45UO

.2 1L . - -

.C- The Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington D.C. 20463 A

ri-.

k , VI , I )



IL.1 dveopments in this matter I would4 apprecia
bein~g sent to me care of one of the complain
such corr ndence to:

Peter Linzer
c/o Cornelia Lagrange
2540 Moundview
Norwood, Ohio 45212

Your cooperation is appreciated.



as a

tN-

Qfltmd4 Bo Potter

OBP: 3rd

CC: Potter File

AayFile
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BILL GRADISON
IST DISTRICT. OmO

RON ROBERTS
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT

(- 6/V- 7 -S WASHINGTON OFFICE
1331 LomGWORTTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515

, Fl' 'L:"C,, 1 0N TELEPHONE: (202) 22.5-3164

Congres~s of the mnitebwt"tv DISTRICT OFFIC~i
FEDERAL OFFICE BUILOIN(.

)ou~t of *Jegtprtetatib o550 MAIN STREET
CINCINNATI, OHIO 45202

*a~biigto7 4 0 M 5L:IIoNc (513) 684-2456

July 10, 1975

The 11onorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman
federal "lection Commission
Washington, D. C.

Dear 'r. Curtis:

On July 7, 1975 I received and signed for a copy of
a complaint lodged against the Gradison for Congress Committee.
In that same material was a copy of the new rules of the
Federal Election Commission regarding the entire hearing
process.

.The Gradison for Congress Coimuttee will respond fully
and factually to every allegation and include in that response
all communiques, receipts, cancelled checks, press reports,
and Federal reports pertaining to these sweeping and general
complaints.

In order to accomplish the above stated goal, it will
be necessary to bring together papers and people located
uoth in VWashington and Cincinnati. This task will also
recilire the exclusive time of many people whose participation
is vital to proving that the Gradison Committee met every

I rerfuiremnent under Federal law.

For these reasons, we would respectfully request a two (2)
week extension beyond the 10 day responding period. This
extension would allow a thorough response to be submitted
to the Federal Election Commission by the 30th of this month.

Res fully,

Ronald . Roberts

Administrative Assistant to

BILL GiUAWISON

cc. Gordon Andrew .-'c1\ay , 11 1,S.h|

OFFICIAL FILE COPY
THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS



U.S, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

S- PUBLIC DOCUMENT

OFFICIAL BUSI NESS

PU I DT.C.

The Honorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C.

Li) CD

Attention: Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for
Disclosure and Compliance

"A:'JD DELIVER
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975

Honorable Willis D. Gradison, Jr.
1331 Longworth House Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Gradison:

The Federal Election Commission has received a formal

complaint from four persons represented by Peter Linzer, Esq.,

College of Law, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio,

45220, duly filed under the Federal Election Campaign Act,

as amended, alleging violations of the Act and Section 610
of Title 18 of the United States Code by Honorable Willis D.
Gradison, Jr., the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee and

.., the Gradison for Congress Committee. A copy of that complaint /

is enclosed together with a copy of our letter of acknowledgement &..
to the complainant.

Any response to this complaint which you might choose to

make, including corrections or amendments to your filings on

the public records, should be received in this Office within
10 days after receipt of this letter.

In keeping with 2 U.S.C. 437(g) (a) (3) and our interim

complaint procedure guideline (Notice 1975-9, copy enclosed),

the complaint will not be made available for public inspection

and no announcements will be made by the Commission concerning
the status of any inquiry or investigation which might ensue,

N without the written consent of the person with respect to whom

such inquiry or investigation is made.

Sincerely,

Gordon Ande ,ca
Assistant Staff Director (

for Disclosure and Compliand'.

Enclosures as stated -

CAM:vlf
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975 (/ ,

Mr. Hugh T. McDonald, Treasurer
Gradison for Congress Committee

700 Central Trust Tower

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Dear Mr. McDonald:

The Federal Election Commission has received a formal

complaint from four persons represented by Peter Linzer, Esq.,

College of Law, University of Cincinnati., Cincinnati, Ohio,
45220, duly filed under the Federal Election Campaign Act,

as amended, alleging violations of the Act and Section 610

of Title 18 of the United States Code by Honorable Willis D.

Gradison, Jr., the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee and
the Gradison for Congress Committee. A copy of that complaint

is enclosed together with a copy of our letter of acknowledgement
, to the -omplainant.

Any response to this complaint which you might choose to

make, including corrections or amendments to your filings on
the public records, should be received in this Office within
ten days after receipt of this letter.

In keeping with 2 U.S.C. 437(g)(a)(3) and our interim

SC" complaint procedure guideline (Notice 1975-9, copy enclosed),
the complaint will not be made available for public inspection

and no announcements will be made by the Commission concerning
the status of any inquiry or investigation which might ensue,
without the written consent of the person with respect to whom

such inquiry or investigation is made.

Sncerely '  i!.

Goro And rew McKay 1\\

Assistant Staff Director n

for Disclosure and Complian

Enclosures as stated

GAM: vIf
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975

Mr. Peter Linzer
College of Law
University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

Dear Mr. linzer:

This will acknowledge receipt of your complaint filed under

the Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended, alleging violations

of the Act and Section 610 of Title 18 of the United States Code

CI by the Honorable Willis D. Gradison, Jr., and the Bill Gradison

for Congress Committee.

A copy of your complaint has been forwarded to the Honorable

Willis D. Gradison, Jr., Mr. Jerome A. Stricker, Treasurer of

the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee and Mr. Hugh T. McDonald,

Treasurer of the Gradison for Congress Committee. They have

been requested to respond to the matters raised in your complaint

within ten days after the receipt of their copies of your

C' complaint. You will be supplied with copies of any responses
they may make, and allowed an opportunity to comment.

In keeping with the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 437(g)(a)(3)

of the Act and our interim comp int procedure guideline

C (totice 1975-9, copy enclosed, the complaint will not be made

available for public inspection and no announcements will be

made by this Office concerning the status of any inquiry or
investigation which mighit ensue, without the written consent .
of the person with respect to whom such inquiry or investigation

is made.

SiT erely

Gordon Andrew McKay

Assistant Staff Director

for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosures as stated

CAM: v1 f &



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975 i .,

Mr. Jerome A. Stricker, Treasurer

Bill Gradison for Congress Committee

408 Dixie Terminal Building

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Dear Mr. Stricker:

The Federal Election Commission has received a formal

complaint from four persons represented by Peter Linzer, Esq.,

College of Law, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio,

45220, duly filed under the Federal Election Campaign Act,

as amended, alleging violations of the Act and Section 610

C", of Title 18 of the United States Code by Honorable Willis D.

Gradison, Jr., the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee and

the Gradison for Congress Committee. A copy of that complaint '-

is enclosed together with a copy of our letter of acknowledgement ..

C to the complainant.

Any response to this complaint which you might choose to

(71 make, including corrections or amendments to your filings on

the public records, should be received in this Office within

ten days after receipt of this letter.

In keeping with 2 U.S.C. 437(g)(a)(3) and our interim

complaint procedure guideline (Notice 1975-9, copy enclosed)' -...
'

the complaint will not be made available for public inspection

- and no announcements will be made by the Comtission concerning

the status of any inquiry or investigation which might ensue,

without the written consent of the person with respect to whom

such inquiry or investigation :is made.

LS..nCerei

Cordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director

for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosures as stated
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Title 11 - Federal Elections

CHAPTER II - FEDERAL ELECTION COMhMISS10N

[Notice 1975-9]

1NTERIM GUIDELINE: COMPLAINT PROCEDURE

1. Filing. Any person who believes a viol;,!ijo, of the

Federal Election Camoaign Act, as amended, 2 U.,;.c. Sec-tioa

431, et seq, or of Sections 608, 610, 611, 611.3, 614, 615,

6-1.6, or 617 of Title 18, United States Code, has occurred

may file a complaint with the Federal Election Commission,

1325 K Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20463.

2. Form of Complaint. There is no pre scribed form for

L complaint, but all complaints must be typewri tten orC

handwritten legibly in ink. The person making the complaint

C. must sign the complaint, the complaint must be verified by

the oath or affirmation of such person taken before an

officer authorized to administer oaths, and include his or

her address and phone number in the complaint. A complaint
NR

N. shall name the person complained against (respondent), describe

in detail the alleged violation or violati-ons and shall be

submitted together with copies of evidentiary material K
available to the complainant.

3. Notif:ication of Respondent. The Commission shall

send a copy of the complaint to the respondent within a

reasonable time after the coarplaint is received. Such 

notification of the resnondIent shall. not be released to the

public unless and until written permission of the respondent

is expressly given.



2

4. Reply by Respondent. The respondent will normally

be given ten (10) days after receipt in which to respond in

writing to the allegations in the complaint except where, in

the judgment of the Commission, a shorter or longer Period of

time is necessary. The response to the complaint shall b,-2

addressed to the Federal Election Comuission, 1325 K Street,

N. W., Washington, D. C. 20463. The Commission shall send

a copy of the response to the complainant within a reasonable

• time. The response must be typewritten or handwritten legibly

in ink. The respondent or the authorized representative

thereof shall sign the response and the response shall be
verified by the oath or affirmation of such pferson taken

before an officer authorized to administer oaths.

5. Exchange of Information. The Commission shall

receive all documents and evidence sub-mitted by the complairant,

and respondent and shall facilitate the exchange of such

information by sending copies to the parties within a reasonable

time.

6. Investigations. The Staff Director and the General

Counsel shall proceed to direct the investigation of all duly

filed complaints. A duly filed complaint is one which

substantially complies with the form described by paragraph 2

above, is within the jurisdiction of the Commission and

contains allegations of fact which, if proved, would constitute

V;



a violation of law. Investigations shall be conducted

expeditiously and shall include an investigation of any

reports and statements filed by the complainant, if the

complainant is a candidate. Such investigations shall n e

made public by the Commission or any other person witho,. K.e [
written consent of the person under investiqaLioru.

7. Hearings. At the time the Commission notifies the

respondent that a complaint has been filed, it shall notil'y I
-' the respondent that the respondent may request a hearing.

The Commission will determine the manner and procedurc

for such hearings.
C

~Thomas 13. Curtis

Chaizrman, for the
Date: July 1, 1975 Fedecal Election Commission

I
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~k" C(116ge of Law
University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

Federal Election Connission
1325 K Street, i.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn- Assistant Director of Comoliance

Glentleman:

I am the attorney for the complainants against Rep.
Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (1st Dist., Ohio) in a proceeding

CV' Lpreviously commencel Lefore the Commission. The original
comulaint -vas mailed to the Cormission care of the Cler] of
the Iouse of Representatives on June 6, 1975. It has come
to my attention that 17ou have recently adopted as interim

Crules the orocedural rules of the Commission's predecessor
as Supervisory Officer under the applicable statutes, and
that these rules require that the addresses of the complain-
ants be listed on the complaint and that the complaint be
verified.

I enclose a comnlaint that satisfies these requirements
as I understand them.

P- SinceAlv,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATION OF
THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN

ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

The undersigned, pursuant to U.S.C. Sec. 314 (a),

charge Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (Ist District,

Ohio) and the Bill Gradison for Congress Connittee

("Gradison Committee") with nine violations of the

Federal Campaign Act of 1971 and 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610.

C The violations alleged are summarized as follows:

I-II The Gradison Comittee accepted and

failed to report an illegal corporate contribution of

approximately $15,250 from American Financial Corporation,

Can Ohio corporation, and Amcomp Corporation, a subsidiary

.... Iof American Financial Corporation, Cincinnati, Ohio in

the form of rent-free office and billboard space in and

on the Dixie Terminal Building, Cincinnati, Ohio.

III-IV The Gradison Committee accepted and

failed to report an illegal corporate contribution of

approximately $3,000 from the Antonio 4Palazolla Company, an

Ohio Corporation, in the form of rent-free office space in

Hyde Park Plaza, Cincinnati, Ohio.



V The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of television expenditures

of $20,655 for broadcast advertising until after

the November 4, 1974 election, although these expenditures

were made or contracted for prior to the deadlines for

reports required 15 and 5 days prior to that election.

VI The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $6,709.04 in production

expenditures until after the election, although these

expenditures were made or contracted for prior to the

deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior to

the election.

VII The Gradison Comiimittee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $3,202.58 of expenditures

for newspaper advertising until after the election,

although these expenditures were made or contracted

for prior to the deadlines for reports required 15

or 5 days prior to that election.

VIII The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $3,000 in expenditures for

polling until after the election, although these

expenditures were made or contracted for prior to the

deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior

N

C
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to the election.

IX The Gradison Committee failed to report

expenditures for postage provided by Gradison & Co., a

corporation, totaling $5,079.18 prior to the election,

though such expenditures were made or contracted for

prior to the deadline for the five day report. If no

such expenditure by the Gradison Committee occurred

or was agreed to prior to that deadline, the postage

expenditure constituted an illegal corporate contribution

in the form of an advance.

The summary effect of these violations was to conceal

r I " from the voters of Ohio's First District the true nature

+- and extent of the expenditures made by the Gradison

for Congress Committee.

N The specific charges of this complaint are made

in the following pages:

COUNT I

1. The Gradison Committee had the use of office

space measuring approximately 3050 square feet in the

lower concourse of the Dixie Terminal Building, Fourth

Street, Cincinnati, Ohio for 10 months during the

general election campaign of 1974. During the same



campaign, for a period of nine months, the Gradison

Committee made use of an illuminated billboard location

measuring approximately 50 ft. x 15 ft. on the same

building in downtown Cincinnati. According to records

of the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, rental rates for

office space in the Dixie Terminal Building range from

$6.00 to $6.85 per square foot per year. Therefore,

reasonable rental value of that office space (computed

at $6.00 per square foot) for a 10 month period is

$15,250. The reasonable rental value of the billboard
C location is $425.00. According to records of the

Hamilton County, Ohio Real Estate Department, the

Dixie Terminal Building is owned by American Financial

Corporation, an Ohio Corporation with principal office

C.. in Cincinnati, Ohio, and Amcomp Corporation, a subsidiary

of American Financial Corporation.

2. At no time has the Gradison Committee reported

in accordance with federal law either: (i) expenditures

made or agreed to be made identified for the use of these

properties; or (ii) the contribution of the use of

these properties at their reasonable value by American

Financial Corporation or Amcomp Corporation to Willis

D. Gradison or to the Gradison Committee.



3. By accepting this gift of substantial value

in the use of these properties and the related services

(such as lighting, utilities, and maintenance) from

American Financial Corporation, Willis D. Gradison

and the Gradison Committee have violated 18 U.S.C.

Sec. 610 (1972) forbidding the acceptance and receipt

by candidates for federal office of corporate contributions.

. COUNT II

4. The Gradison Committee failed to report to

the Clerk of the House the donation of the use of the

Cproperties and services described in Count I by

American Financial Corporation and its subsidiary

Amcomp Corporation as those donations were received

during the 1974 campaign. This failure violated

2 U.S.C. Sec 434 (b) (2).

5. In the alternative, if the Gradison Committee

made, or agreed to make expenditures in consideration

for the use of these properties and services, the

Gradison Corm;mittee violated 2 U.S.C Sec. 434 (b)(9) by

failing to report those expenditures.

COUNT III

6. The Gradison Committee had the use of store-

front office space measuring approximately 2400 square



feet at the Hyde Park Plaza Shopping Center, Cincinnati,

Ohio for approximately three months during the general

election campaign of 1974. During those thre, months it

was general and public knowledge that the Gradison

Committee operated a telephone bank aimed at s(liciting

votes for Willis D. Gradison at the Hyde Park Plaza office.

The reasonable rental value of that office space

for a three month period is $3,000. According to the

records in the Hamilton County Real Estate Department,

Hyde Park Plaza is owned by the Antonio J. Palazolla

CCompany, an Ohio Corporation.

7. At no time has the Gradison Committee reported

in accordance with federal law either: (i) expenditures

made or agreed to be made identified for the use of this

office space or (ii) the contribution of the use of these

N properties at their reasonable value by the Antonio J.

Palazolla Company to Willis D. Gradison or the Gradison

Committee.

8. By accepting this gift of substantial value

for the use of this property and any related services

from the Antonio J. Palazolla Company, Willis D. Gradison

and Gradison Committee violated 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610

(1972), forbidding the acceptance and receipt by candidates



for federal office of corporate contributions.

COUNT IV

9. The Gradison Committee failed to report to

the Clerk of the House the donation of the office

space described in Count III by the Antonio J.

Palazolla Company as that donation was received

during the 1974 campaign. This failure violated

2 U.S.C. Sec 434 (b)(2).

10. In the alternative, if the Gradison Committee

made, or agreed to make expenditures in consideration

for the use of this office space, the Gradison Committee

violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9) by failing to report

C" those expenditures.

COUNT V

11. During the period of September 20, 1974

through September 26, 1974, the Advertising Agency

of Nolan, Keelor & Stites, 318 Broadway, Cincinnati,

Ohio signed contracts on behalf of the Gradison

Committee totaling $12,555 for broadcast advertising

with WKRC-TV, Cincinnati, Ghio. On September 20th,

1974, Nolan, Keelor & Stites signed two contracts on

behalf of the Gradison Committee totaling



for advertising with UCPO-TV, Cincinnati. During the

period of September 19 through September 27, 1974, Nolan,

Keelor & Stites signed four contracts on behalf of

the Gradison Committee for advertising with WLW-T TV,

Cincinnati, for a total expenditure of $6,410. Thus

by September 27th, 1974, contracts to make expenditures

totaling $33,335, for TV time were made by Nolan, Keelor

& Stites on behalf of the Gradison Committee. (See

ScheduleA for dates and amrounts of individual contracts.)

These contra'cts fall within the definition of expenditure

Cin 2 U.S.C. Sec. 431 (f)(2).

Cf 12. The Gradison Campaign Committee reported $0

for total media expenditure in its September i0th report.

The Committee reported $8,340 for media expendituts in

its 15 day (October 20th) report, and $4,340 in its 5

day (October 30th) report. The Gradison Committee

therefore reported only $12,680 for media expenditures

prior to the November 4th, 1974 election.

13. In so doing, the Gradison Committee violated

2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b) (9) since it failed to report

$20,655 of contracts for expenditure made prior to

October ist, naking both the 15 day and 5 day reports

incomplete and inaccurate.

This failure to fully disclose misled v

Ohio's First Congressional District as to the L\ent

of spending by the Gradison Committee prior to the



COUNT VI

14. The December 31 report of the Gradison Committee

reveals payment to the advertising agency of Nolan,

Keelor & Stites for media production costs totaling

$7,059.49. Only $350.40 of these production costs

were reported prior to the November 5th election.

Commercials for the Gradison Committee were aired

commencing October 8th, and production work for

signs, leaflts, and newspaper advertising was

C completed so that those materials could be used

substantially prior to election day. Therefore,

the major protion of these proG-ction expenditures

were incurred or contracted for prior to the dis-

closure deadlines of either the 15 day or 5 day reports.

N15. Upon information and belief, these expenditures

were made, or contracts to make these expenditures were

agreed to on behalf of the Gradison Committee by Nolan,

Keelor & Stites. Failure to so report these expenditures

for production in either thel5 day or 5 day report

constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (4(9), in

that those reports were not complete.

COUNT VII

16. The December 31, 1974 report of the Gradison



Committee, filed after the 1974 election, reveals two

expenditures for polling to Market Opinion Research

totaling $3,000 and dated November Ist, and 8th, 1974.

No such expenditures were ,isted on either the 15 day

or 5 day pre-election reports. Upon information

and belief, for the polling occurred, or contracts

to conduct the polling were agreed to by the Gradison

Committee or on behalf of it, prior to the disclosure

deadlines of either the 15 day or 5 day reports.

Failure to disclose these expenditures for polling

until the December 31st report constituted a violation

of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9), in that either the 15 day

or 5 day reports or both were not complete.

COUNT VIII

N 17. The December 31 report of the Gradison

NCommittee,filed after the 1974 election, disclosed

expenditures of $3,262.58 for newspaper advertisements.

These expenditures were not listed on the 15 day or

5 day pre-election reports. Upon information and

belief, the expenditures for this advertising

occurred, or contracts to place the advertising were

agreed to prior to the disclosure deadlines of either

the 15 day or 5 day reports. Failure to disclose these



expenditures until the December 31st report constituted

a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9), in that either

the 15 day or 5 day report or both were incomplete.

COUNT IX

18. In its December 31st report, the Gradison

Committee reported two post election expenditures

to W.D. Gradison and Co. for postage. The Committee

reported a payment of $2,000 on November 8, 1974 and

of and of $3,079.18 on November 11, 1974. Upon

information and belief, this postage was used prior

to the deadline for the 15 day report, 5 day report

or both. If the Gradison Committee had agreed to make

an expenditure to Gradison and Co. for the use of that

postage, the committee violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9),

by failing to file a complete report of that expenditure

in its 15 day or 5 day reports or both.

19. In the alternative, if the Gradison Coi.mittee

had made no such agreement to pay for the postage, the

amounts constituted a contribution in the form of an

advance of a valuable commodity to the Gradison Committee

in the amount of the postage value, $5,079.18. The

Gradison Commiittee violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(2)

by failing to file complete 15 day or 5 day report



or both including this $5,079.18 contribution.

20. If, as alleged in the alternative in

paragraph 19, the provision of postage to the

Gradison Committee by W.D. Gradison constituted a

contribution in the form of an advance, the Gradison

Committee and Willis D. Gradison violated '18 U.S.C.

Sec. 610 (1972) forbidding the acceptance and receipt

by candidates for federal office of corporate

contributions

c COUNT X

21. In accord with 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434, the

candidate, Willis D. Gradison is equally responsible

for the failures of full and timely disclosure by the
Gradison Committee described in Count II and Counts

IV - IX.

22. Therefore, Willis D. Gradison separately

violated Secs. 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 through his failure

of the Gradison Committee to report in a timely fashion

the expenditures described in Counts II, IV, V, VI, VII,

VIII, and IX or the contributions described in Counts II,

IV and IX or both.



SCHEDULE A

This schedule lists the dates and amounts of the contracts
entered into by the Gradison for Congress Committo with
local television stat ions. The reader should compar-e these
dates with the dates (listed above) when The CommiLtee
reported these expenditures.There is no expenditure on
this list that should not have been reported on the
15 day prior to the election report.

WKRC T. V. : DATE OF CONTRACT

SEPT. 20,
SEPT. 20,
SEPT. 20,
SEPT. 20,
SEPT: 24,
SEPT. 25,
SEPT. 26,

1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974

$ 2400.00
$ 2580.00
$ 1170.00
$ 1830.00
$ 1625.00
$ 2100.00
$ 850.00

$ 12,555.00

SEPT. 20, 1974
SEPT. 20, 1974

$ 7630.00
$ 7130.00

$ 14,370.00

SEPT. 19, 1974
SEPT. 19, 1974
SEPT. 21, 1974
SEPT. 27, 1.974

$ 1700.00
$ 1560.00
$ 1380.00
$ 1770.00

$ 6410.00

No reason can be demonstrated, nor is there one, for the
failure of the Committee to report these expenditures until
after the election. WVhile The Gradison Committee had their
advertising agency put up their "front money", they became
expenditures of the campaign on the date the contracts were
entered into.

AMOUNT

r- WCPO T.V.

WLW T.V.



Therefore, the undersigned request, pursuant to

the Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended,

1974, that the Federal Election Commission hold a

hearing upon, investigate and refer the violations

which are the subject of this complaint to the

Attorney General of the United States for prosecution.

Attorl.y,

George M. 'Brinkman

242 Glenmary

Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

College of Law

University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio

45220

Gail C. Engerholm

222 Senator P1.

Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

7
6

~< (7

Constance LaGrange

2540 Mioundview Dr.

Norwood, Ohio

enry J. Anna

2477 Scully St.

Cincinnati, Ohio 45214

-<



State of

County of ____ ,...

being duly sworn,

deposes/ and says that he is one of the complainants

against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (1st District, Ohio)

before the Federal Election Commission, that on June

2),1973 in 6?lo/~nno!, fee___ he

signed the attached complaint against Willis D. Grad-

ison, Jr., and that, upon information and belief, the

statements made in the above described complaint are

true.

Complaina .t

Sworn and subscribed before me

this 21i day of June, 1975.

N t cE F I c

*.25.1c9,u



State of

County of , >,

... - beiin duly sworn,

deposes and says that he is one of the complainants

against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (1st District, Ohio)

before the Federal Election Comnission, that on June

, 1975 in ... ,,," , ------"________ he
signed the attached complaint against Willis D. Grad-

ison, Jr., and that, upon information and belief, the

statements made in the above described complaint are

true.

Complainant

Sworn and subscribed before me

this . day of June, 1975.

Notary Public /



State of /,

County of 'fI

(Cc o#I being duly sworn,

deposes and says that he is one of the complainants

against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (1st District, Ohio)

before the Federal Election Commission, that on June

,2/ , 1975 in (C r, fl .-.-- , , . .,_.______he

signed the attached complaint against Willis D. Grad-

ison, Jr., arid that, upon information and belief, the

C7, statements made in the above described complaint are

true.

C ,

Complainant

Sworn and subscribed before me

this o/ day of June, 1975.

NCtary I Aic MARY MARC4LtA 'ELFERS
Notary Public, Hamilton Couft 3hio <
my Commission Expirn Nov. 25. 1976



State of _

County of

__ _ __ _ __ _ being duly sworn,

deposes and says that he is one of the complainants

against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (1st District, Ohio)

before the Federal Election Co:.mission, that on June

, 1975 in :/ ', . f , ____..,,_.._____ he

signed the attached complaint against Willis D. Grad-

O ison, Jr., and that, upon information and belief, the

statements made in the above described complaint are

true.

CA

Comp laii-nant

Sworn and subscribed before me.- )

this day of Ju.n.e/ 1.97_5.

wotrn Pnubicrie Ceor me.

Lhs dyo ue 95
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T E L, E G R A M

June 17, 1975

Peter Linzer
University of Cincinnati Law School
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

DELIVERY NOTIFICATION REQUIRED

This will acknowledge receipt of your complaint filed

under Sec. 437(g) of the Federal Election Campaign Act

alleging violations of the Act and related statutes by the

Bill Gradison for Congress Committee.

Please be advised that the complaint cannot be accepted

as duly filed until a notarized copy of the complaint is

received in this office. The complaint should be addressed to:

The Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. 1.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Drew McKay
Assistant DirecLor for Coinplianc-
Federal Election Commission



(Office f the IT[crIt

June 10, 1975

flonaurable T"lininas B. Curtis, Chairman
Federal El.ection Commission
.325 K Street, N. W.

Washinoton, I). C. 20463

D)ear Mr. Chai rman:

N. Enclosed herewith is a complaint which has been received in my

office alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaicgn A,.t

of 1974, as amended. It is filed by Mr. Peter Linzer, University of

Cincinnati College of Law, Cincinnati, Ohio 45221.

I am this date forwarding it to the Federal Election Commiission

for aippropr i ate di!;posi-;ti on.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely,

14J P ENNINGS, k Lerk
U.S. ouse of Re resentatives

N Enclosuire

cc:<11-c. John M urphy, General Counsel, F.E.C.
Nr. Peter Linzer

IR &M~IRAISSIVU
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June 4, 1975

Federal Elections Commission
% Office of the Clerk
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Dear Mr. Murphy:

Enclosed are three copies of a complaint alleging
violation of the Federal Campaign Practices Act, as
amended, 1974. Addresses of the individual complainants
are available upon request.

I would appreciate being kept informed about the
Commission's actions. My address is: Peter Linzer

University of Cincinnati
College of Law
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221
Telephone: (513) 475-6915

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Peter Linzer, , ,

" Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION

COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATION OF
THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN

ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

The undersigned, pursuant to U.S.C. Sec. 314 (a),

charge Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (Ist District,

Ohio) and the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee

("Gradison Committee") with nine violations of the

Federal Campaign Act of 1971 and 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610.

The violations alleged are surmarized as followis:

I-1I The Cradison Committee accepted and

failed to report an illegal corporate contribution of

approximately $15,250 from American Financial Corporation,

an Ohio corporation, and Amcomp Corporation, a subsidiary

of American Financial Corporation, Cincinnati, Ohio in

the form of rent-free office and billboard space in and

on the Dixie Terminal Building, Cincinnati, Ohio.

III-IV The Gradison Comittee accepted and

failed to report an illegal corporate contribution of

approximately $3,000 from the Antonio'Palazolla Company, an

Ohio Corporation, in the form of rent-free office space in

-!yd,,r Park P'1 ,zi, Cincinna ti, Oho
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V The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of television expenditures

of $20,655 for broadcast advertising until after

the November 4, 1974 election, although these expenditures

were made or contracted for prior to the deadlines for

reports required 15 and 5 days prior to that election.

VI The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $6,709.04 in production

expenditures until after the election, although these

expenditures were made or contracted for prior to the

deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior to

the election.

VII The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $3,202.58 of expenditures

for newspaper advertising until after the election,

although these expenditures were made or contracted

for prior to the deadlines for reports required 15

or 5 days prior to that election.

VIII The Gradison Committee deliberately

delayed the reporting of $3,000 in expenditures for

polling until after the election, although these

expenditures were made or contracted for prior to the

deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior
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to the election.

IX The Gradison Committee failed to report

expenditures for postage provided by Gradison & Co., a

corporation, totaling $5,079.18 prior to the election,

though such expenditures were made or contracted for

prior to the deadline for the five day report. If no

such expenditure by the Gradison Committee occurred

or was agreed to prior to that deadline, the postage

expenditure constituted an illegal corporate contribution

in the form of an advance.

The summary effect of these violations was to conceal

from the voters of Ohio's First District the true nature

and extent oF the expenditures made by the Gradison

for Congress Committee.

The specific charges of this complaint are made

-in the following pages:

COUNT I

1. The Gradison Committee had the use of office

space measuring approximately 3050 square feet in the

lower concourse of the Dixie Terminal Building, Fourth

Street, Cincinnati, Ohio for 10 months during the

general election campaiqin of 1974. During the same



* 0

campaign, for a period of nine months, the Gradison

Committee made use of an illuminated billboard location

measuring approximately 50 ft. x 15 -ft. on the same

building in downtown Cincinniiti. According to records

of the Cincinnati Chamber of Comm-nerce, rental ra lAs for

office space in the Dixie Terminal Building range from

$6.00 to $6.85 per square foot per year. Therefore,

reasonable rentdl value of that office space (computed

at $6.00 per square foot) for a 10 month period is

$15,250. The reasonable rental value of the billboard

location is $425.00. According to records of the

Hamilton County, Ohio Real Estate Department, the

Dixie Terminal Building is owned by American Financial

Corporation, an Ohio Corporation with principal office

in Cincinnati, Ohio and Amcomp Corporation, a subsidiary

of American Financial Corporation.

2. At no time has the Gradison Committee reported

in accordance with federal law either: (i) expenditures

made or agreed to be made identified for thie use of these

properties; or (ii) the contribution of the use of

these properties at their reasonable value by American

Financial Corporation or Amcomp Corporation to W.illis

[. Grad-iion or to the Gredison Cov.ittoe.
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3. By accepting this gift oif substantial value

in the use of these properties and the related services

(such as lighting, utilities, and mairntenance) from

Araierican Financial Corporation, Willis D. Gradison

arid the Gradison CoHiImittee have violated 18 U.S.C.

Sec. 610 (1972) forbidding the acceptance and receipt

by candidates for federal office of corporate contrbutions.

COUNT II

4. The Gradison Com mittee failed to report to

the Clerk of' the lHOLSe the donation of the use of the

properties and services described in Count I by

American Financial Corporation and its subsidiary

Amcomp Corporation as those donations were received

during the 1974 campaign. This failure violated

2 U.S.C. Sec 434 (b) (2).

5. In the alternative, if the Gradison Comrmittee

made, or agreed to make expenditures in consideration

for the use of these properties and services, the

Gradison Comittce violated 2 U.S.C Sec. 434 (b)(9) by

failing to report those expendi-tures.

COUiT" III

6. The Gr d i son Coami -tee had the use of store-

front office space reasur ing appro;ximately 2400 square
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feet at the Hyde Park Plaza Shopping Center, Cincinnati

Ohio for approximately three months during the general

election campaign of 1974. During those three months it

was general and public knowledge that the Gradison

Committee operated a telephone bank aimed at..soliciting

votes for Willis D. Gradison at the Hyde Park Plaza office.

The reasonable rental value of that office space

for a three month period is $3,000. According to the

records in-the Hamilton County Real Estate Department,

Hyde Park Plaza is owned by the Antonio J. Palazolla

Company, an Ohio Corporation.

7. At no time has the Gradison Committee reported

in accordance with federal law either: (i) expenditures

made or agreed to be made identified for the use of this

office space or (ii) the contribution of the use of these

properties at their reasonable value by the Antonio J.

Palazolla Corpany to Willis 0. Gradison or the Gradison

Coirmi ttee.

8. By accepLing this gift of substantial value

for the use of Lris property and any related services

from the Antonio J. Palazolla Company, Willis D. Gradison

arid Gradison Committee violated 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610

(1972), fnrI i ddi r the acceP'U-, e and receiptL by candidates
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for federal office of corporate contributions.

COUNT IV

9. The Gradison Committee failed to report to

the Clerk of the House the donation of the oFfice

space described in Count III by the Antonio J.

Palazolla Company as that donation was received

during the 1974 campaign. This failure violated

2 U.S.C. Sec 434 (b)(2).

10. In the alternative, if the Gradison Committee

made, or agreed to make expenditures in consideration

for the use of this office space, the Gradison Committee

violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(0) by failing to report

those expenditures.

COUNT V

11. During the period of September 20, 1974

through September 26, 1974, the Advertising Agency

of Nolan, Keelor & Stites, 318 Buroadway, Cincinnati,

Ohio signed contracts on behalf of the Gradison

Committee totaling $12,555 for broadcast advertising

with 1,UKRC-TV, Cincinnati, Ohio. On September 20th,

1 9T4, 'olan, Fr~ or & S-i tEs signed two con tracts on

behalf of the Grad-ison CommIttee totaling $14,370



for advertising with WCPO-TV, Cincinnati. During the

period of September 19 through September 27, 1974, Nolan,

Keelor & Stites signed four contracts on hehalf of

the Gradison Committee for advertising with Wl_.,.-T TV,

Cincinnati, for a total expenditure of $6,41(. Thus

by September 27th, 1974, contracts to make e. xpenditures

totaling $33,335, for TV time were made by Nolan, Keelur

& Stites on behalf of the Gradison Committee: . (See

ScheduleA for dates and amounts of individual contracts.)

These contracts fall within the definition of expenditure

in 2 U.S.C. Sec. 431 (f)(2).

12. The Gradison Campaign Committee reported $0

for total media expenditure in its Septefnmber 10th report.

The Committee reported $8,340 for media expendides in

its 15 day (October 20th) report, and $4,340 in its 5

day (October 30th) report. The Gradison Committee

therefore reported only $12,680 for miedia expenditures

prior to the November 4th, 1974 election.

13. 111 so doing, the Gradison Comittee violated

2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b) (9) since it failed to report

$20,655 of contracts for expenditure ..Pade prior to

October Ist, mc-aking both the 15 day and 5 (lay reports

incomirplete C ,ld inaccur>t2.

This failure to fully disclose misled voters in

Ohio's First Congressional District a,; to the. extent

of spending by the Gradi on Coemittee prior to the

el ecti on -



COUNT VI

14. The December 31 report of the Gradison Committee

reveals payment to the advertising agency of Nolan,

Keelor & Stites for medi a produc Liou costs totali ng

$7,059.49. Only $350.40 of these production costs

were reported prior to the November Sth election.

Coinmerdials for the Gradison Committee were aired

commencing October 8th, and production work for

signs, leaflets, and newspaper advertising was

completed so that those materials could be used

substantially prior to election day. Therefore,

the major protion of these production expenditures

were incurred or contracted for prior to the dis-

closure deadlines of either the 15 day or 5 day reports.

15. Upon information and belief, these expenditures

were made, or contracts to make these expenditures were

agreed to on behalf of the Gradison Comlittee by NIolan,

Keelor & Stites. Failure to so report these expendiLures

for production in either thel5 day or 5 day report

constiLutes a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (L(9), in

that those reports ,,re not compilete.

COUNT V I

16. The Dceceiber 3 , 1974 report of the Gradison



Committee, filed after the 1974 election, reveals two

expenditures for polling to Market Opinion Research

totaling $3,000 and dated November Ist, and ,th, 1974.

No such expenditures viere listed on either thf 15 day

or 5 day pre-election reports. Upon informvi t on

and belief, for the polling occurred, or contracts

to conduct the polling were agreed to by the Gradison

Committee or on behalf of it, prior to the disclosure

deadlines of either the 15 day or 5 day reports.

Failure to disclose these expenditures for polling

until the Decei,.ber 31st report constituted a violation

of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9), in that either the 15 day

or 5 day reports or both were not complete.

COUNT VIII

17. The Decefber 31 report of the Gradison

Committee,filed after the 1974 election, disclosed

expenditures of $3,262.58 for newspaper advertisements.

These expenditures were not listed on the 15 day or

5 day pre-election reports. Upon information and

belief, the expenditures for this advertising

occurred, or contracts to p'I -e the advertising were

agreed to prior to the disclosure deadlines of either

the 15 day or 5 ca y reports. F ilure to disclose these
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expenditures until the December 31st report constituted

a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9), in that either

the 15 day or 5 day report or both were incomplete.

COUNr ix

18. In its December 31st report, the Gradison

Committee reported two post election expenditures

to W.D. Gradison and Co. for postage. The Committee

reported a payment of $2,000 on November 8, 1974 and

of and of $3,079.18 on Noveiber 11, 1974. Upon

information and belief, this postage was used prior

to the deadline for the 15 day report, 5 day report

or both. If the Grcdison Committee had agreed to make

an expenditure to Gradison and Co. for the use of that

postage, the committee violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(9),

by failing to file a complete report of that expenditure

in its 15 (lay or 5 day reports or both.

19. In the alternative, if the Gradison Committee

had made no such agreement to pay for the postage, the

amounts constituted a contribution in the form of an

advance of a valuable commodity to the Gradison Committee

in the amount of the postage value, $5,079.18. The

Gradison Coiz.:Jttee violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(2)

by failing to file coiiple to 15 day or 5 day report



0 0

or both including this $5,079.18 contribution.

20. If, as alleged in the alternative in

paragraph 19, the provision oF postage to the

Gradison Coriiivittee by W.D. Gradison constitul.ed a

contribution in the form of an advance, the Gradison

Corrmittee and Willis D. Gradison violated 18 U.S.C.

Sec. 610 (1972) forbidding the acceptance and receipt

by candidates for federal office of corporate

contributions

couN-r x

21, In accord with 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434, the

candidate, Willis 0. Gradison is equally responsible

for the failures of full and timely disclosure by the

Gradison Committee described in Count II and Counts

IV - IX.

22. Therefore, Willis D. Gradison separately

violated Secs. 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 through his failure

of the Gradison Comittee to report in a tim, ely fashion

the expenditures described in Counts I, IV, V, VI, VII,

VIII, and IX or the contributions described in Counts II,

IV and IX or both.
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SCIHE:DULE A

This scliedule lisLs the dates and amounts of the contracts
entered into by the Gradison foLr Congress CorrmmitLee with
local televisiri sta.tions. The reader should comiware these
dates with the dates (lisLed above) when The Conmmittee
reported these expcnditures.There is no expendiLtre on
t[his list that should ntc have been reported on the
1-5 day prior to the election report C

wIK[IC T.V.,: DATE OF CONTRACT 7AMNOUNT

SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 2400.00

SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 2580.00
SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 1170.00

SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 1830.00
SEPT. 24, 1974 $ 1625.00
SEPT. 25, 1974 $ 2100.00
SEPT. 26, 1974 $ 850.00

$ 12,55.00

WCPO T.V. SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 7630.00
SEPT 20, 1974 $ 7130.00

$ 14,370.00

ULW T.V. SEPT. 19, 1974 $ .700.00

SEPT. 19, 1974 $ 1560.00
SEPT. 21, 1974 $ 1380.00

SEPT. 27, 1974 $ 1770.00

$ 6410.00

No reason can be dc-no...trated, nor is there one, for the

failure of the ComTmiLLce to report these expenditures until

after the elecLion. While The Gradison Comittee had their
advertising agency puC up thei:.c "front money", they became
exoendituces of the campaLgn on the date the contracts were

entered into.
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Therefore, the undersigned request, pursuant to

the Federal Elections Campaign Act, as amended, 1974, that

the Federal Elections Commission hold a hearingj upon,

investigate and refer the violations which are the

subject of this comiplaint to the Attorney Genr.,ral of

the United States for prosecution.

Attorney,

- /f

Peter LJnzer .
University -of Cincinnati
College of Law
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221
(513) 475-6915

Gail G. Engerh'olm

Corneia/C. La.range

{_'- Corli-a C. Latranqe 6"
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