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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Memo to file, 6-7-76

Memo from Commissioner Curtis to MeKay/Fiske, 2-11-76

Memo from D, Splegel to Schachman, 1Z2-18-75

Memo from D. S3piegel to Schachman, 12-17-75

Memo from Schachman to ile, 12-2-75

Memo from Hamm to Schachman, 11-25-75

Memo from Hamm to chachman, 11-20-75

Memo from Jchachman to Hamm, 11-19-75

Draft Memo from Hamm to Schachman, 11-195-75

Memo from Hamm to Dave, 10-30-~75

Memo to ichachman, 10-13-75

Memo from Jchachman to 3pilegel, 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 IntormationiAct, 50U SV E.Sectyon 552(b)":
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(1) Classified Information (6) Personal privacy

Internal rules and (7) Investigatory
nractices files
Luemioted by other Banking
statutoe Information

Trade secrets and Well Information
conmercial or (geographic or
financial information geophysical)

Internal Documents
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Memo from 3chachman 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

Yemo from 3toltz to Roman, 6-18-75

Memo from Roman to McKay/Murphy/Schachman, 6-17-75
Yemo from Murphy to Schachman/Roman, 6-16-75
Memo dated 1-22-76 - re chronology

Draft of Final Invest Report to Commission
Draft of Audit and Invest Div to Commission
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CONSUMER ADVOCATE
Washington, DC 20260
March 29, 1976

Dear Mr. McKay:

| have your letter of March 1 referred to me from the
Chief Postal Inspector, regarding delay to a certified
letter matled to the Federal LElection Commission by a
member of the llouse ol Representatives. | ocan certainly
understand the need lor timeliness in delivery of this
mail, and the serious conscquences ol delays.

Upon receipt of your letter, we made an immediate inquiry

to the Washington, D.C. post office in attempt to determine

the causc of delay. We were unable to find what caused the

delay, although delivery records do substantiate delivery on
February 25.  There clearly is no excusce for such a lengthy

delay and it simply should not have happened.

Certiiicd mail, unlike registered mail, is processed along

with about 300 million other picces of mail cach day, and is

not =subject to the individual accountability of registered

mail. As a conscquence, certified mail is susceptible to
missorting, (alling under mail processing cquipment, and similar
incidents ol oversight that can causce delay. While we make
routince examinations of mailing cquipment and missort crrors

to reduce these problems, we rccognize with such volume of

mail delays will occur occasionally.

Because of the number of sceparate handlings required, and
the fact that certificed mail is processed with other regular
mail, 1t is often impossible to determine the exact cause of
delay to an individual picce of certificd mail.

We appreciate your letter and well understand your concern.
However, 1 hope that we have cexplained adcequately the
difficulty in determining the cause of isolated delays.
Should you notice any particular pattern of late delivery,
[ would like you to cull me directly. We can correct
problems that show consistent late delivery, and are
anxious to do so.

Mr. Gordon Andrew Mciay
Assistant Staff Dircctor for
pisclosure and Conmplliance
Federal Election Commission

1325 X Street, N.W.
Washineton, D.C. 20463




UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
Washington, DC 20260

.OFRICIAL BUSINESS

D-l??

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE
USE TO AVOID PAYMENT
OF POSTAGE $300

N W oWl 10

Mr. Gordon Ahd?éwHMLKaY
Assistant Staff Dircctor for
Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Llectrion Commission

1325 K Street, NW
Washington, D,C. 20463



®

ARTES POSTq

« UNITED §

I3
»
£
* IAYIS

treasnt

CHIEF POSTAL INSPECTOR |
Washington, D.C. 20260

March 10, 1976

Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for
Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Conmmission

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,
[ am forwarding your correspondence to him for necessary
attention. You may be assured he will be in contact with you
at an early date.

Sincerely,

(Wil ffdemorn)
C. Neil Benson FU“RM.HIMTQN\S’

Chief Inspector
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U.S. PESTAL SERVICE

CHIEF F§$TAL INSPECTQR'-;
_Washington, D.C. 20260
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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 ELECTION COMMISSION

1H25ER STREET NN
WASHINGTON DO 20y $

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
appears that it took 21 days for this letter to travel
from the Longworth Office Building to the Federal Election
Commission.

As vou may know. the Federal Election Commission 1is
empowered to conduct audits and investigations to determine
whether any violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act
have occurred. During these audits and investigations,
communications are of the utmost importance. Such delays
as illustrated by the enclosed envelope could have serious
consequences.

The Commission hereby requests that the Postal Inspector
provide us with any information which would clarify or explain
this matter. If further quidance or assistance is required,
please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Michael Hershman
(202/382-6023).

i/Gordon Andrew McKay >
Assistant Staff Director for(/
Disclosure and Comp]iance\\

Enclosure
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BILL GRADISON . ) WASHINGTON OFFICE:
18T DisTRICT. OMIO S “p 1331 LonawonTi Housk OFFice BuiLDiNg
! WASHINGTON, D.C. 205135
RON ROBERTS ’ ks | | TaLarHONE: (202) 225-3164

Congress of the Enited States e

Frogral Orrick BuiLoiNG

kouﬁ@q&;_’g,%csﬁzénhw o, O 45202

v Terarnone: (313) 684-2456
WWashington, B.C

February 4, 1976

Mr. ‘Thomas Curtis

Chatrman

Federal Election Commission
1325 'K' Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20465

Vo : )
Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have been informed this day that the Federal Election
TCommission has completed its final investigative report on
r@llonat1on< against the Gradison for Congress Committee.

-— In accordance with S437f, the Federal Election Commission
is hereby authorized to release, for public information, that
T'final investigative report pertaining to CA 001-75.

-

Sincerely,

//kj\L' \,6L4£b44V\

Bill Gradlson
Representative in Congress

BG/rrk
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Copgress of the Wnited States
_ Inouse of Representatives

1 ==

Washinglon, B.E. 203153 Ak

. 3 OFFICIAL BUSINLSS
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Mr. Thomas Curtis
Chairman

Tederal Election Commission
1325 'K' Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20463

February

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

Slncerely,

T S

Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

Enclosures




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELFCTION COMMISSTION

In the matter of

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

INVESTTIGATIVE DECISION

The Federal Election Commission has investicated the
complaint filed acgainst Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr.,
and has concluded that the investication does not establish
any violation of the Tederal Election Campaian Act of 1971
as charged. The Federal Flection Commission has accordingly
voted, 6 - 0, to terminate i1ts investigation.

i !

R

Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

'

-

Thomas Harris
Commissioner

[

R !
7o b D Vb Lo b

Ne1l Staebler
Vice Chairman

Joan Alkens
Commissioner

January 29, 1976

Vernon Thomson
Commissioner

RSN
. v \V%‘
obert Tiernan

Commissioner




BEFORE THE FEDERAL DLEFCTION COMMISSION

In the matter of
CA 001-75
Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr.

FINATL INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

A. ALLEGED CORPORATF CONTRIBUTIONS

1. The complainants alleged that the Gradison for
congress Committee has accepted and failed to report an
illegal 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
office space was actually a corridor without the facilities
normally associated with commercial office smace (carpeted
floors, private bathrooms, ctc.), and that the rental charged
and paid by the Committee represented a fair market value
for the spacco. The illaminated billboard was a cloth banner,
included as part of the rent for the building.

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.

The Commission's investigation indicated that the
office space occupied by the Gradison Committee was entirely
unfinished at the time, with cinder block walls, bare concrete
floors and no air conditioning or other services. The space
was availlable on short notice because of the unexpected can-
cellation of a previous contract. The rental fee paid
represented a reasonable charge.

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 1n this casc do not necessarily bear on how the Com-
mission may choose to view the equivalent provisions ‘contained
in the 1974 Act. ‘ o




ALLEGED FATILURE TO REPORT EXPENDITURES CORRECTLY

I. The complainants alleged that the reporting of
approximately $30,000 in media and production expenditures
was doeliberately delaved until after the clections.

The Commission's investiaation indicated that there
appearcd to be no written contract between the Committee and
advertisinag agency, oven though written contracts were made
between the advertising aagency and media vendors. Timely
payments were made by the Committee upon recceipt of invoices
from the agency and all such expenditures were reported on
the actual date of payment. Since the agency provided the
Gradison Committece with the same services made available to
commercial customers and the expenditures were reported on
the next report, voluntary compliance was achicved.

2. The complainants alleged that the reporting of
$3,000 in expenditures 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 Committec. Apparently,
no firm commitment was made by the State Committce for the
poll, because of a shortage of funds. The Gradison Committee
did recelve 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
Gle, yedxr, endl 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
cvidence 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.

(,/;‘»w«; %) @ZZ'J"

Orlando B. Potter . G. Mdrphy,
Swatfs Director L Gepsral Counsedl

frEins
DATE: January 29, 1976 ‘
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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 Gradison
investigation.

I %hderstand 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-
st@nces that would require 7 months for the Commission to come to a
de;grmination.

Fucther, I think the idea of giving the complainant 30 days to take another
shot at the defendant is an outrage. That is like giving a bidder a

se€bnd chance to bid after he knows what everybody else did. Perhaps

1t is like making a duck fly over the blind twice because the hunter

missed the first time.

Further, I am also informed that you folks tried to investigate the special
"election in that district, even though the complaint dealt only with the
_November General Election. I am advised that it took some time to settle
thids 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
assure 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 exact1y what he
had in mind with respect to publicaation. .

AT
Vo

tong

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS




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 you

that I wouldn't have entered that statement into the record unless I

was extremely upset. The Commission just has to develop a system

that 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 fongress
Hon. Bill Gradison

Hon. Wayne Hays
Hon. Bi11 Dickinson

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSInY
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1525 8 S TREET NV
WASHING TON,D.C - 200405

Jaruars 22, 1275

The Honorable Bill Frenzel
1026 Longworth House Office Building 5
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Frenzel: ¢
This letter is prompted by your remarks o~ J:auary 20, g
1976 concerning the Commission's investigation of <hs :z1le- P
re gations against Congressman Gradison. While w2 az-e2 thzt 3
the investigation seemed inordinately delayed, thz-e a-e 3
= circumstances of which you should be made awar=. ;
= The allegations against Conaressman Gradiszon zcnstizutad y
c the first complaint received by the Commission. 17 was ﬁ
receivad prior to any guidelines having been e:zta:lishzd ;
= for- the conduct of investigations. Further, &3 tra:t tirs, 1
= the Audit and Investigation Division consistecd of zwo g
L individuals, one a trainee. Nonetheless, with’n Ts0 waeks ¢
e following receipt of the complaint, procedures wer2 in‘<iazad f
to review the matter. %
After notifying Congressman Gradison of tne czrplzint §
9 and inviting him to respond, we granted his rezue:s Tor 3 g
~ delay in that response. In addition to the resue:zt Tor 2n 9
E extension of time in order to respond to the caomp aint, g
~ representatives of Congressman Gradison raised a :;r*s<ic~ u
tional issue and indicated that their response ~uld e P

delayed until the question of Commission Jur1sJ1c ion was

resolved. Approximately two months after noti-<ic:tion,
Congressman Gradison responded to the charges.

(3

An additional one month delay was experience:z when»
the complainant requested time to review Congrass-an
Gradison's resnonse, comment and supply additiona’
that would bear on our findings.

0

:
S :
3,
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The Honorable Bill Frenzel January 22, 1976
Page 2

With regard to your remarks sugocsting that no special
notice of the investigation or tne findingys 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 firadison.

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 resclved in a
more timely fashion.

Sincerely,

Thomas R. Curtis
Chairman

:
:
§ .
:
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ClearedHim

Iy
(AN CINNATL, Jan. 6
PARY - Rep. Wilhs D.
~ Gradison Jr (R-Ohio), ac-
cus®T of violations of the
Federal Elections Act of 1971, 3
<ufioday he had been cleared :
by Ihe Federal Election $
" Congmission. ?
Geadison and his campaign
COudRIllee were accused in
June of filing improper
regp#ts un expenditures in the
November, 1971, election in
f,lm’Q',;‘ Lst District.
Cradison expressed concern
- thay the commission did not 3
present a detailed report onits 3
findings. A commission
spi@sman in Washington
said the unit will meet §
Thyrgday to discuss a policy
that required the permission §
ol Tme person being in-
vestigated before a report can
be made public.

e

Gradison, whose aides
reported  spending  some
s20.060 for his detense, said he §
nil been a “'guinea pig® for
tie law and the commission.

The FEC spokesman said {
the commission “determined }
thi! no action is warranted.
Aceordingly, the commission §
tias closed this compliance §
fakianie 1

The complaint, signed by
University ot Cincinnati
peiitical seience professor §
tenry J. Anna and three other
persons, charged Gradison
with tailing to report $13,250 in §
the furm or a free political sign §
on a downtown building, ac-
cepting free office space in a §
shopping center and delaying
until  after the election §
lelevision expenditures of
520,655, 86,709 in production
vosts, $3.202 in newspaper
sidvertising, $3,000 for polling g
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1325 b STREET NW
WASHING TON DO 20463

December 23, 1975

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

Dear Congressman Gradison:

This is in reference to the complaint filed by Mr.
George M. Brinkman, Ms. Gail C. Fngerholm, Ms. Constance
lLaGrange, and Mr. llenry J. Anna against Congressman Willis
D. Gradison, the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee, and
the Gradison for Congress Committee (CA 001-75). The Conmis-
sion has revicwed this matter thoroughly and has determined
that no action is warranted. Accordingly, the Commission
has closed this compliance action.

%11 erely,

L@@kQ TN b‘jztx%x
/ Cor on Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director for |

Disclosure and Compliance \\

et g et “‘.f
CERTTFIED MATL STtRAL EL""‘ Ty B .
RETURN RECETPT REQUESTED W et A
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET NW.
WASHINGTON D C. 20463

Decamber 23, 1975

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

Dear Mr. Linzer:

This is in reference to the camplaint filed by Mr. George
M. Drinkman, Ms. Gail C. Engerholm, Ms. Constance LaGrange, and
Mr. Henry J. Anna against Congressman Willis D. Gradison, the
Bill Gradison for Congress Camittee, and the Gradison for Congress
Conmittee (CA 001-75). The Cammission has reviewed this matter
thorougnly and has determined that no action is warranted.
Accordingly, the Camnission has closed this campliance action.

erely,

ooulnfoes]

Gordon Ardrew McKay

Assistant Staff Director for
Disclosure and Carmpliance k

CERTIFIED MATL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K SIREET NW
WASHINGTON, D.C - 20463

December 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




INDEX

Background
Caveat

Findings and Conclusions

A. Alleged Corporate Contributions

B. Alleged Failure to Report
Expenditures Correctly




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

GRS

Congressman Willis D. Gradison, Jr. )

REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE

AND THE

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

1145 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

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

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.

8oy
§§‘€i\ﬁ\k\. “\ %\s&\
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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 undcer 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
the 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
staff auditors of the Federal Election Commission, under
its direction, the information presented here, including
the 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




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
aggregatce amount or value in cxcess of $100.

(1) The complainants alleged that thc¢ 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
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




have the facilities normally associated with commercial off ice
space, l.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
of the FEC staff that the $700 rental charged the Committee
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

Since, in our opinion, the short term lease of a corridor
is not equivalent to a standard commercial lease of office
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.




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

e
banner was a provision of the agreement for the off‘ c@-‘m Rjce
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We recommend that no further action be taken on this

occupied by the Committee.
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Analysis and Recommendations MHHR

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 1in the




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 occupicd space in the shopping center during the campaign
for a period of ten weeks. The contract bctween the Committee
and the rental agent for the space was reviewed and the rental
agent stated he had not had previous contracts or business
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
block walls, bare concrete floors, and no air conditioning

or other services.

Analysis and Recommendations

Given the nature of the space occupied by the Committee
in 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




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 contract. 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.

While the rental fee of $100 paid by the Committee may
indeed be considered the most modest fee which could reasonably
be 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

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 such committee or candidate

within the calendar year in an aggregate amount or value in




excess of 5100, together with the amount, date, and purpose
of each such expenditure.

Section 304 (b) (12) of the Act required a continuous
disclosure 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
required disclosure of such a debt or obligation only when
it was incurred in writing and exceeded the amount of $100.

(1) 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
clection, although these expenditures were made or contracted
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




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
permitted to withdraw from the contracts made by the advertising
agency with the media at any time until the commercials were
actually shown.

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
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nothing more 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 the 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.

(11} The complainant alleged that the reporting of
$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
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
recceived 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 thc¢ State Republican
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
rcfused 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

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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(1i11) 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 werce made or contracted for
prior to the deadline for the five day pre-election report,
and accordingly should have been disclosed in such rcport
rather than the January 31, 1975 report filed by the
Committee.

An examination of the records of the Committee showed no
cevidence 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.
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Analysis and Rccommendations

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 of the allegations
described above involved improper conduct by the candidate,

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

officials of the Committec.

Analysis and Recommendations

In our opinion, no apparent violation of the Act or
Regulations has occurred other than the possible technical
violations with respect to the disclosure of media contracts.
Therefore, Mr. Gradison's knowledge of the Committee's
financial activities is irrelevant with respect to any
alleged violationc 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.




Iv. Summary

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, the staff
believes that there is no basis for Commission action
against Congressman Gradison or his Committcec.

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
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
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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 wcre in essence
obviated by Congressman Gradison's subsequent activities.

In the staff's opinion, all other charges against
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.
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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.

[t should be noted that the complainants
reaffirm each and every allegation contained
in the original complaint. We find the answer
filed by the respondent's Tlacking in substance
and, therefore, inadequate.

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

Yours very truly,

Peter Linzer -~
College of Law
University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221
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I FAILURE 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
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
include "(2) a contract, promise or agreement, whether or not
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 S100. Such contracts were to be
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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 bty 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
3 ai CHERTINN ‘ﬁf'@\{\sg“)“
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These facts lead only to one conclusion: That the contracts
in question should have been reproted 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
violated the Act. The Gradison response apparently adopts the theory
that Nolan, Keelor and Stites was able to obtain credit from the
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




recicve 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 much a candidate is willing to pay for his
vote, and who is providing that money, a voter may be able to better
vote for his own best interest.

But in 1974, in the First District of Ohio, candidate Gradison
deprived the voters of significant informaiton that the Act was
intended to provide. The loophole used was a simple one - by
contracting for television time through a third party advertising
agent, and using his fine credit rating he was able to withhold
reports of a large protion of his spending until after the
election. A1l 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 1imit, 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




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 1imit 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 coffected 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
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
express provisions of the Act. A contrary finding by the Federal
Election Commission will create a manouth gap in the comprehensive

financial disclosure that the Act was designed to provide.




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.
e 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
Commi ttee of office space and a billboard location at the Dixie Terminal
Building on Fourth Street in downtown Cincinnati. That building is
owned by Amcomp Corp., a subsidiary of American Financial Corporaticn,

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

on a well traveled lower level nedestrian mall, with access through a
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 Tower level mall was also occunied by several retail
merchants including the Brothers III restaurant., with seatina for
approximately 150 patrons. Some restaurant seating was on the mall
itself, with full view of the Gradison headquarters. The fGradison
compaign apparently thought so highly of this office's nublic visibility

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

campaign sign. : ~fﬁﬁs§ﬂ§
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and an open area which was also partitioned into smaller areas for
campaign workers. We calcualted from an insnection of the office, and
after consultina with building maintenance personnel, that the full
space available to the Committee at the Dixie Terminal Duilding was
approximately 3050 square feet. The enclosed brochure of the Cincinnati
Chamber of Commerce lists the current rental rates for the Dixie Terminal
Building as ranging from %5.90 to %6.25 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
ner foot for a ten month period, we arrived at a market rental rate of
$15,250. Vhile this rate may be more or less than what a typical business
or candidate might be able to nrocure the same space for, it clearly
shows that the 5700 reported as consideration for this rental nroperty
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 nlacement of
a 50 ft. by 15 ft. advertisement, for the same 10 month neriod. A picture
of this location is enclosed as Exhibit D. Contrary to the assertion
in Mr. Gradison's response, the billboard lTocation was illuminated, and
the light fixtures are visible on the nhotograph. 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. ashington
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 nlaza and

the nedestrian bridge connecting the stadium withs;he_dowﬂxOanéréé.
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lundreds 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 Tleast $425 for the period
used by Mr. Gradison.

In 4r. 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 narties' agreement." We suqgest 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 bv the Committee
aven more absurd,

Finally, the Gradison committee occupied office space at the Hyde
Park Plaza, Cincinnati, Ohio, owned by the Antonio J. Palazolla Corporation,
an Ohio Corporation. e estimated that the space was occupied for anproxi-
mately twelve weeks, and that the retail storefront used measured apnroxi-
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
storefront Tocation 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 shoppincg 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 Tocations 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




bank, or any corporation . . . to make a contribution or oxpenditure
in connection with any federal election”. The section also prohibits
"any candidate, political committee, or other person to accept or
receive any contribution prohihited by this section." For purposes
of Sec. 610, the term “contribution or expenditure” includes "any
direct or indirect payment, distribution, lean, advance, denosit, 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 hroad definition
is clearly intended to encompass any service, item, or rental property
received by Gradison for less than full consideration, which is ownad by
a corporation and has some ascertainable commercial value. Even though
a property has not been put to a nrior comnercial use, it may still have
a commercial value which results in a violation of Sec. 610,

Hhile we can not say with full certainty that the values our com-
plaint places on the three corporate items in auestion are accurate,
it seems clear that the values offered by the Gradison Committee are
far below the Tevel 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 illeqal
corporate contributions which we allege. Further, the delay of payment
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 well, 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 Conmittee contends were for
full consideration.

In the Gradison response, the existence of a leasc for the Hyde Park
office is admitted. In statements to the press, Ur. Gradison's represent-
atives have stated that a $100 expenditure for this statement was reported
in its October 21, 1974 pre-clection report. A copy of that report obtained
from the Ohio Secretary of State disclosures no such expenditure. However,
we admnit the possibility that our copy may somehow have been blurred in
reproduction, or that a page may have been lost. e 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 Tess
than full consideration. As such it represents an illegal corporate con-
tribution in violation of 13 USC Sec. 610.

The Gradison response also admits an "agreement” with Amcomp for
the use of the office and display space at the Dixie Terminal building.
0f 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 denjed by the Gradison response,i§m9yldibh.sahgﬁ%ﬁ%?“the
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it of campuign spending under the provis gction 104(a) of the I'ederp taon { padgn Act of
1971, I I am not the ahove-named candidate, I further certify that | have given the stalion o written
ment signed by the above-named candidats hoy 10 me to muke the foreguing covtifieation in his behal
_ N .
(It S = ,.\ i R z,_.ﬁy o o WL SRR
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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, aporoximately 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 Conmission 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 th2 protection of both parties. And, as arqued earlier, it
vould 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
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. Certainly such
involvement in political affairs is commendable. However, the Congress
enacted 13 U.S.C. Sec. 610 not to stifle the political expression of
individuals, but to prevent corporate executives from converting the
assets of the snhareholders 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
thase same gentlemen could have been legally received by the Gradison
Committee. But that Committee could now oroperly accept the assets of
their corporations uﬁigec. 610. Same agreements listing only token
consideration can not be allowed to alter the broad prohibition of

Section 610.
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Campaign law faulty, Luken says

BY BILL FURLOW
Politics Reporter

u.s £ Thomas A.

Luken, incinnati, said

{vdm Secretary of State

Brown's rules govern-

Cln.memstatccampmgnh-

candidates spend more money

, nance law contain a “loop-
**  that could let

a~than the law intends.

f

Laken said that Brown's
retation that the new

‘,cmugn spending limits

only to money spent
er the law became effec-

uve July 23 “ol;:ens a loophole

3 through which a candidate
could drive a truck filled with

- ) campaign money..."

c- '

The new law limits spend-
+ ing in congressional races this
year to $83,000

IN A LETTER t® his
Republican opponent, Willis
D. Gradison Jr., Luken today
suggested that the two candi-
dates 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 § 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

Post, Fry Ry 30 197

passing retroactive laws. This
law only took effect July 23.”
But, Gradison said, “The

money's so hard to raise, |
close to that 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."”

“l 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 the
spirit of the law and count all
campaign expenditures for
the November election
against the spending limits,”
Luken said.

Brown said in a telephot®
interview from his Columbus
offipe that he believes the:l
should be applied to all
paign expenditures, but
he does not have the a
to require that because i&
not clearly spelled out in the
legislation.

He said that ail
for the Novemberem
must be reported,
of when they were




Gr ?dsson

) 1974
expense

Willis D. Gradison Jr. said
rrday he intended to *‘fol-
jow the letter and spirit of the
law" in response toa U. S.
Rep. T omas A. Luken s sug-
gestion that both limit their
expenses to $83,000 for the
period between the March S
mll alection and the Nov. S

I|m|t

covers expenses after the law
became effective July 23. |

State law limits spending in

congressional races this year
1o $83,000.

Gradmon S

press conference later yester-
day, charged that his oppo-
nent already has spent mors !

nce yosterday morning,
that rules governing

the state’s new campaign fi-
nancing law contain a *‘loop-
hole,” in* that the law only

then $83,000 in majling ex-
penses, and restated his.
accusations that Luken has:
mailed campaign literature at
public expense. !
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| Gradison exceeded state -
spending limit by $54, 267 .

BY BILL FURLOW
Politics Reporter

U.S. Rep. Willis D. Gradison Jr., 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 Rcpresentatives, 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, complicd with the state law.

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

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

@ Another $25,500 was spent on
fund-raising activities that did not count

against the spending limit. Included in .

this category are mass mail solicita-
tions, and the fund-raising breakfast
featuring then Republican National.
Chairman George Bush.

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

e

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

Gradison's claim that money raised
hefore 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, THE $70,000 campaign

)spond'mg limit imposed by the new
federal act did not become effective

Lunn] 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 James 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. S5, 1974, First Congressional
District election by 2599 votes.:

THE LUKEN COMMITTEE'S re-
port says it spent §79,591 in the race
against Gradison.

In the Second Congressional District

Ex.B

®

WILLIS GRADISON

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 stronp;

" enough to tear a telephone book in half -

—especially if they have teen-age chil-
dren.




Major Downtown Office Buildings . .

Name, Location and Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. No. of Siof 7t/ Rental
Manager or Realtor Rentable Vacant Floors Floor Range

American Building 62.000 25,000 15 5.600 $4.75-
R0 E. Contral Patkway $5 25
Robert Gay (ildg. Mgr) (513) 621-8527
Atlas Bank Building 3,000 5,200 $4.00-
524 Walnut Street $5 00
Authur Rublolf & Company
Robert Marcott (513) 381-0580
Carew Tower 351614 ; $5.50-
441 Vine Street $6.50
Emery Realty. Inc.
Frank Bodoell (513) 381-3443
Central Trust Building Tower 28 12,000 SEIEH
309 Vine Street Tower Tower
Central Management Company Atines 7 41,000
Henry Stemman (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 381-1950 Annex
—> Dixie Terminal Building 143,107 1) 16.200
49 £. tourth Street
Walnut Management, inc.
Stanley K. Sander (513) 621-2371
.DuBois Tower/Fifth Third Center L 3z 11,000
511 Walnu Street S8 /K0
« Cincimnatl Redevelopment Corp.
Roboert C Wright (513) 621-6242
C Enquirer Building 35.000 4 54 50
617 Vine Street
The Mayer Company
—Arnuld Mabley (5133 621-5515
Executive Building 80.956 : 10.800
C 351 Seventh Street
.Oho Real Estate Investment Co.
William Peeno (513) 621-0423
- Fifth and Race Tower 200.000
120 W. Fifth Street
CFeist & Feist
Robert Bonds (513) 621-1001
r First National Bank Building 193.958 18 Flrs 20.000
'\105 £ Fourth Street ~ 3 Bldgs 10.000
Robert A. Cline Co 6.000
Albert Loring (513) 621-8600
580 Building 535,000 150,000 { 31.000
580 Walnut Street
Authur Rubloff & Company
Espy & Straus, Inc.
Robert Skiles or Stanley Straus
(513) 381-0580 or (5183) 721-6315
Formica Mercantile Library 172,000 16.000
Building Complex
120 E. 4th /414 Walnut Street
Metro Management, Inc.
Neil Quinn (513) 621-0505




Name, Location and . Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. . No. of Sq. Ft./ Rental
Manager or Realtor Rentable Vacant Floors Floor Range

Fourth & Race Tower 136.909 59.000 14 10.000 $4.50-
105 W, Fourth Street $5.00
iheodore Mayer & Bros., Inc

Phichard Theryoung (513) 421-4442

Fourth & Walnut Building 244 989

36 1 Fourth Stieet

Robert Gay (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 621-8527

Gwynne Building 130,000 8,500-
602 Main Street 11,400
Ihe Mayer Company
Arnold Mabley (513) 621-5512
Hartford Building 80.000 i . 16.400
630 Main Street
Woest Shell. Inc
Horbert Pye (513) 241-4388
Kroger Building : 130.000
1014 Vine Street
Del | Webb Realty & Mgmt. Co
Doug Neal (513) 621-3017
One-One East Fourth
One-One East Fourth Street
Kovtzle Corporation
Susan Morehead (513) 381-0381
Provident Bank Building 125.866 37.764
th & Vine Streets
Wast Shell, Inc.
Hlothert Pye (513) 241-4388
Provident Tower ‘ C 10.383
One Fast Fourth Street
Walnut Management, Inc.
- Slanley R Sander (513) 621-2371
. Temple Bar Building
Court and Main Streets
kovtzle Corp.
Susan Morehead (513) 381-0381
C Three East Fourth Building 436,000
Three East Fourth Street
s Walnut Management. Inc.
N Stanley R Sander (513) 621 -4371
Tri State Building
432 Walnut Street
Flavian Becker (Bldg. Mgr.) (513) 621-2470
214 East Third Building 18,000
214 East Third Street
North American Management
and Development Company
Witliam J Williams. Jr. (513) 721-2744




Suburban Office Buildings ‘ .

Name, Location and Sq. Ft. No. of Sq. Ft./ Rental
Manager or Realtor Rentable Floors Floors Range

Alcoa Building 14,000 2 7.000 $3.50-
Walnut Hills, Obio $5.50
2331 Victory Parkway
Theodare Mayonr & Bros., Inc.
Maury Gierwe (013) 621-0921
Amberlawn Executive Building
Roselawn, Ohio
7710 Reading Road
West Shell, Inc.
Tim Wright (513) 761-9711
American Colony Building 20,000
Montgomery, Ohio
7700 Cooper Road
Amerncan Colony
William Coors (513) 891-2060
Beechmont East
Anderson Township. Ohio
8595 Beechmont Avenue
Waest Shell, Inc.
T ack Shimala (513) 761-9711
W. P. Butler Office Building #1
I rianger, Kentucky
2641 Crescent Springs Drive
"W P Butler Co
CRaiph B, Grieme, Jr. (606) 341-6243
W. P. Butler Office Building #2
T langer, Kentucky
- 030 Croscent Springs Drive
‘W P Butler Co.
~ Ralph 8. Grieme, Jr. (606) 341-6243
Carrousel Towers 9.000 $5.50
© Roselawn. Ohio %700
8075 Reading Road
"West Shell. Inc.
pJack Shimala (513) 761-9711
Chester Square Towers 130.000 130,000
INSharonville. 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




Nume, Location and . Sq. Ft.
Manager or Realtor Rentable

Colonial Center Building 23.000
Fartax, Ohio

4725 Dragon Way

C.olonial Center Building

S Brocek (513) 561-4400
Columbia Wooster Building
Fonrlax, Ohio

L7001 Wooster Pike

I" G. Graves, Inc.

obert 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

Woeat Shell, Inc.

Robert Friedman (513) 721-4200
8060 Building

Kenwood. Ohio

2060 Montgomery Road

R ED @I &Co)

_ Robert Sherman (513) 241-3375

* Executive 75

i1 Mitchell, Kentucky

" 2330 Royal Drive

Drees Builders & Developers
Rondld Mechlin (606) 341-0355

Financial Building
Crescent Springs, Kentucky
100 Crisler Avenue
Koetzle Corp.
Herman Lass (513) 381-038t

Film Arts

Forest Park, Ohio

636 Northland Road

Kanter Corp. |

Philip S White (513) 851-600

Heekin Office Building

Roselawn. Ohio

7125 Reading Road

West Shell. Inc.

Rod MacEachen. Jr./Sr. (513) 761-9711

Sq. F
Vacant

5,500

No. of
Floors

4

Sq. Ft./
Floors
7,300
1,100

Rental

Range
$5.00
$7.00

$6.75-
$7.25




Name, Location and
Manager or Realtor

Home Builders Association
3ond Hill, Ohio
1213 Tennessee Avenue
Koetzle Corp
Herman Lass (h1:3) 381-0381
Inter Ocean
Walnut Hilis, 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
2830 Victory Parkway
Espy & Straus. Inc
Thomas Compton (513) 721-6315
Kentucky Executive Building
~7 Tt Mitchell, Kentucky
2065 Dixie Highway
C ' ederick A, Schmidt, Inc.
c Jack Brendamour (513) 381-1780
Kenwood Professional Building
€ [ilue Ash, Ohio
9103 Kenwood Road
Dovelopment Systems
~ Hal Reisenfeld (216) 292-6935
Kuhr Building
£ Roselawn, Ohio
7685 Reading Road
Koetzle Corp.
c (513) 381-0381
~ Mariemont Center Building
. Mariemont, Ohio
3914 Miami Road
M Robert A. Cline Co.
Melvin Yeager (513) 621-8600

Mariemont Executive Building
Mariemont, Ohio

3814 West Street

Mariemont Investments

Edward J. Stern (513) 272-3440

Sq. Ft.
Rentable

11,400

37.000

21,000

60.000

24.000

57.000

14 200

9.073

Sq. Ft.
Vacant

0

34.000

9,000

23.000

14.000

57,000

8.200

1.338

5
Flo

o

Sq. Ft./
Floors

3.400-
4,000

10.000

3,000-
6,000

15,000

6.000

28,000

8.200
6.000

2,688-
3,458

4,300

Rental
Range

(For Saie Only

$3.50-
$5.50

(Also for Saln)

$6.00

$3.50-
$5.50

$6.25

$6.50
\4'\\:'\1‘3"
Pate 1970

$5.00-
$6.50

$5.75-
$7.25




Name, Location and . Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. . No. of Sq. Ft./ Rental
Maniger or Realtor Rentable Vacant Floors Floor Range

Queensgate Commerce Center 80.000 1.000 2 Varies $6.50 -
Queensgate, Ohio

1150 W Eighth Street

koetzle Corp.

Susan Morehead (513) 381-0381
Sharon Square

Sharonville, Ohio

11175-11177 Reading Road
Iheodore Mayer & Bros. Inc.

I red Reddert (513) 621-0921
6901 Wooster Pike Building
Marnemont, Ohio

GHO1T Wooster Pike

Maniemont Investments

Fdward J. Stern (513) 272-3440
Summit Executive Building
Roselawn, Ohio

181 Summit Road

Wesat Shell, Inc.

Jack Shimala (513) 761-9711

2300 Montana Building
Cincinnati, Ohio
2300 Montana Avenue
< 2300 Montana Corp.
Patrick Williams (513) 662-2300

¢ Victory Parkway Building
Wiilnut Hills, Ohio
C 1101 Madison Road

VWont Bhell Ine.

Rod MacEachen, Jr./Sr. (513) 761-9711
¢ Western Hills Medical Arts
Waentern Hills, Ohio
€7 19606 Glenway Avenue
_ Waest Shell, Inc.
" Horbert Pye (513) 241-4388
r— Woodview Centre
Cincinnati. Ohio
™d-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




Office Parks .

Name, Location and Manager or Reaitor Acreage

*
. Occupied  Avalable

Ashwood Office Park 0 10
Hlue Ash, Oho

R Hartman He g

Crtlns -Cansliructing L0

Patne 1 Colling (5173) /793-7064

Atkinson Square

Sharonville, Ohio

11750 Chesterdale Ronad

Arlen Management, Inc

Mardy Hovekamgp (513) 772-1230

Banning Professional Center

North Coltege Hiil, Ohio

2230 2050 Banming Road

Weat Shell ine

Rod MacECachen, Jr S (513) 7619711

Circle Park Oftice Center
Sprngheld Township, Ohio
11440 Hanhon Avenue

Crost Communihies, (nG

M L Simpsan (513) 8516600

Commerce Commons Oftfice Park
Florence, keotucky

Fanner & Lane

W P Butler Co

Ralph B Gireme, Jro (606) 3416243

cEomell Park

& Ash, Ohlo
Pornetl Boad & Reed Hartman Hwy

Connmunny Buitders

Clon dottiers 15171 5634080

Executive Park
Charomilie, Onia

Erocntve Park Drive
_‘,“"ww miy Buaers

Xe {har Giny 5f

TFidelity Park

Miami Tovenship
£lClernmen: County) Ohio

SR and Walfpen-
~Pleasant boil Read

Land Dol Corporation

éﬂ)(wl bo\Wakilke (5131 891-8881

illcrest Square Towers

foselnwn Ohin

m@a(}nu; fid & Losannville Ave
Unit, Inc

Moy Norwood (513) 631-6440
Holiday Office Park
Queensaate, Chio
Eiwghth & Linn Streets
Queetr o Associates, Inc
Jack Markham (513) 721-0445

Kanter Otfice Park
Forest Park. Ohio
/40, B5( a0

(70 Nerthland Foad
Kanter Carparation

Philipn S White (513) 8518000

Tri-County Office Park
Springdale, Ohi
1313 £ Kemper Road

Waat Qna

Whitehall Park

5173 563-4050

Buildings
Sq. Ft./ Sa £t Na of Buildings & Sq. Ft./  Rental
Rentable Vacant No of Flrs  Blgg. Fiaor Range
45000 45000 1 bldg - 6firs 8000 $ 600
I ! S 700

Availabite
Summar 10°

179,000 38-bldgss 1 4ir 2.000- S 800
7.000

72,000 72,000 2 bidgs.- 3idilrs;, 12,000 546 50
"l

7 {
RO

18.000 L 2ls 35000 8 6 00-
RA00 $ 650

141,000 141,000 6 bldgs - 2 flrs 10,500-
Bismrnd] 13.000

55,200 5 bildas - 5 ilrs 8500

240,000  10.000 ) 12 4trs. 185.000
5irs. 19,000

320 000 86,000 8o =12 flrst G 1005 S8 ¢
gs.- 5 18000 S 6.2

95,000




iunsanO .

Alcon Building

Amberinwn Executive Building
mmenecan Colony Bialding
Heochmaont East

NP Butier Ofce Bugiihing #1
NP Btior Ofhge Rutihing #2

toarrousel Towers

Chester Souare Towaer
Chincinnah Savings Ol e Buildeng
Colomal Genter Buailding
Columbia Wooster Building
Credst Union Buillding

Dues Othce & Dist Center
8060 Buillding

Executve 75

Financral Building

Fom At

Heekin Office Building

Home Builders Assoaiation
Inter Ocean

KO TBM Building

KAE Binlding

Kentacky Execnlive Buitding
Renwaood Professional Buillding
Kuht Binleding

Mariemaent Center Building
Mariemont [xecutive Building
Queensgate Gommaerce Center
Sharon Square:

L0 Woostor Pike Building
Sumimit Executive Builliding
JA00 Montana Buidding

Victory Parkway Building
Wentorn Hills Medical Arts
Waoodview Centre

XLO Building

FIGERARKS D

Ashyvood Office Park
Atkinson Square

Banmng Professional Center
Cirele Park Office Center
Commerce Commons Office Park
Cormnell Park

Executive Park

Fidelity Park

Hilicrest Square Towers
Holiday Office Park

Kanter Office Park
Tri-County Office Park
Whitehall Park
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BUTLER COUNTY
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HAMILTON COUNTY

FINNE Y TOWN

CHEVIOT

WESTWOO!)

GREATER
CINCINNATI
AIRPORT

FLORENCE

BOONE COUNTY z
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NINTH STREET

FIGHTH STREET

I

] FIGHTH STREET

uf) A8 _J

IV ]'

SEVENTH STREE

Ollo

SIS TREE T

%
?L
:

MAIN STREET

FlE g Sinee !

FOURTH STREEJmy,

0goch

THIRD STREET

] —

MAJOR DOWNTOWN

. Amegrican Building

Atlas Bank Building

Carevs Tower

Central Trust Building

Dixie Ternnnal Buiding

. DuBois Tower/Fifth Third Center
Enquiror Buillding
Fxecutive Building

Fifth and Race Tow:

Firat Nat:cral Bank Building
580 Busldina

—
NmOCTNOD B LN~

3. Fourth & Race Tower

. Kroger Building

Formica Mercantie Library B hinn Complex

Faurth & Walnut Bailding
Crwynne Buiiding
HMartfard: Building

One One Eist Fourth
Provident Bank Baldina
Provident Towe

Tempie Bar Building
Three East Fourth Building
Tri State Building

214 East Third Building

RIVERFRONT
STADIUM
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Peter Linzer

COLLEGE OF LAW

niversity of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463




University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

COLLEGE OF 1AW N?"emef 12, 1975

\'uL.

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.

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
as if they are riff-raff who are making trouble and deserve to be treated very abruptly.
I would appreciate an explanation.
™~ f ; sl fics .
In the meantime, I request a 30 day extension of time in which to respond to the
N 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 vou
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,

B

Peter Linzer
Associate Professor of Law

ce m&m cuEorion ot
cc: The Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr. “F L rg\j_ h

General Counsel prFICE ‘W BENERAL ¢ "{I’J“SE\.




Peter Linzer
COLLEGE OF LAW

‘niversity of Cincinnati
] » Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

The Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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University of Cincinnati

Cincinnatli, 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
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
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 shortér period of time than the
month that the last response took.

Very truly yours,

( -

Peter Linzer
Associate Professor of Law

PL:crb
cc: The Hon. John G. Murphy, Jr.
Gencral Counsel




Peter Linzer
COLLEGE OF LAW

Lﬁliversity of Cincinnati
(453
G

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
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November 6,

Miz. Pelewr Lbinzenr
College of Law

Unkisvel sty olf Grneimnalt
(@l ihtetilupltp = s (@RsLLe) AP

Dear Mo, Lilnzen:

Ml L dn response to your reguest for a copy
of the response submitted by the Gradison for Con-
gress Commitlee with respect to your complaint f£iled
with the Commission. A copy of sueh response is en-
closed.

Any further information you might choose to
vide regarding the conplaint and/oxr the Commniti:
response shoyld be reaileved in Hhis office Withis
days after receipt of this lettern.

Sinceraly,

Gordon Andrew MacKay
Assistant Staff Director
Disclosure and Compliance

Emclosure
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University of Cincinnati
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

}3 57 October 3, 1975
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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:

1 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.
¢+ 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
insure the rights of those against whom complaints are filed. Nonetheless, the
Commission's procedure of (l) 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
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.
Neither I nor the complainants themselves have the money to fly to Washington to

I\ appear 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.

Vi

Peter Linzer
Associate Professor of Law
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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
confirm our understanding of our conversation with you
and Drew McKay which took place on September 11, 1975.

The Commission, through its staff and beginning on
Monday, September 15, 1975, will conduct a field audit,
solely of the Gradison for Congress Committee's reports
for the general election campaign of 1974. The investiga-
tion will be conducted consonant and in accordance with the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and the practices and
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'qpbfile
o

ey EALY

aoe




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 sharc 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. Saﬁ{en

By

Donald L. Wiley

Counsel for Respondent, Gradison
for Congress Committee
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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
the Commission's use in conducting its audit. Pursuant to
the guidelines which you have established and which you
have 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
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
William E. Santen or Donald L. Wiley.

Sincerely,

(Conner /LY

Ronald R. Roberts

RRR/kr
Encl.




HERMAN W. SANTEN (1920-1968)
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HARRY H. SANTEN

KENNETH R. HUGHES
FRANKLIN A, KLAINE, Jn. SUITE. 1616 FARST NATIONAL BANK BUILDING
WILLIAM B. SINGER s

DONALD L. WILEY

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1 ! ‘ . ¥ { AREA COUE
!w:mcluﬂAn,‘onid'u 29 513

GARY R. HOFFMANN
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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.

(N
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Donald L. Wiley /
Encl. /




FEDERAL ELECTId&% COMMISSION
1325 K Btreet N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

SEPARMIE RESPONSE:*OH RESPONDENT
BILL GRADISON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
AND
JEROME A. STRICKER, TREASURER
TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPATGN
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:

(CTOWIRMEES WE ;) = 1L p TAEIEIE - IAVE- VA VAL, AVARIL,  AVAIEIERED, DI D3¢

For their separate Answer to Counts I, I1I, 111, 1V, Vv, VI, VII,
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, 1V, 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, SANTEN & HUfHES CO.,

.Jl(ilf" #
illiam E. Santen

By | (LM L‘zi {1 ,«.:‘ / /L":
Denald I.. Wiley © RN
Lg e First Natlon%éc‘Bar\}\ é\l\

Cincinnati, Ohio

DT S
(513) 721-5541 Q\ €®

Counsel for POSpondeS%
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FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION
1325 K Street N.W.

;}yaﬁpgnggo?r}[?g.3f4063

SEPARATE RESPONSI OF RESPONDENT
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:

COUNES T T e T T Ve e L 2T 1o AT T T T X s

For his separate Answer to Counts I, II, II, 1V, V, VI,
VII, VIII, IX, and X of the Complaint, Respondent, Willis D.
Gradison, Jr., hereinafter called "Respondent":

1. Denies each and every allegation of Counts I, II, IIT,
v, v, vI, VvII, VIII, IX and X for want of knowledge or becausc
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 dis-
missed, with prejudice.

¢
/!

SANTEN, SANTEN & HUG

By/, [-C. (C’- 24l E . 1‘)‘5

MAMilliam E. Santen

Fadli) e '// /‘// 4 J ‘/
v (/ Ph il (U A,
Denald I.. Wiley ° (
1816 First National Bank Building

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 |
(513) 721-5541

fis T0l0) b

&17~£ \--L_,.

Counsel for Respondent




FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION N
1325 K Street N.W. vl (Bl
Washington, D.C. 20463

SEPARATE RESPONSE OF RUSEQNDBNTYU Il k]
HUGH T. McDONALD
TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN
ACT OF 1971, AS AMENDED

For his separate response to ihe Complaint, Respondent, Hugh
T. McDonald, the Treasurer of the Gradison for Congress Committee,
herein answers as follows:

(CIRNINANES A6 5 AEA SEILIE S AL AV AV, ARG, CNVAEIEIE 5D D%

c For his separate Answer to Counts I, II, III, 1v, Vv, VI, VII
VIII, IX and X of the Complaint, Respondent, Hugh T. McDonald, here-

inafter called "Respondent":

?i 1. Denies each and every allegation of Counts I, II, III, 1V,
o v, Vi, VIi, VIII, 1IX and X for what of knowledge or because the
R same are not true.
Further, for his separate Answer to the Complaint, Respondent:
i = 2. Denies each and every allegation of the Complaint for want
P of knowledge or because the same is not true.
~

WHEREFORE, Respondent prays that said Complaint be dismissed,
with prejudice.

SANTEN, ?@NTEN & HUGHE§ CO., L.P.A.

/ /
BY/7421&u~ 2

WITLIAM E. SANTEN

i 3 / c./‘/ f /-: ]

Donald L. Wiiéy‘ (ﬁi
uilding

Suite 1816 First National Bank-
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 '
Phone: (513) 72L-554L fii
Counsel for Resgpfitilent’




FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION
1325 K Streetr'N. MW o ?
Washington, D.C. 2 4%3 '

SEPARATE RESPONSE OF RESPONDEN'T,
GRADISON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTI
TO THE COMPLAINT ALLEGING VIOLATIONS
OF THE 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-
spondent Gradison for Congress Committee, hereinafter called
the "Respondent”:

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 Amcomp Corporation.

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

paid for such spvace and related services leased in themﬂ??ie

PARFTIL VA
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Terminal 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 hanging 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
building was reasonable, fair and adequate and denies any
corporate contribution in terms of in kind services or other
valuable commodities to the Committee on behalf of American
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
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 louse of Representa-

tives and promulgated pursuant to the authority granted ‘

such Act, hereinafter sometimes referred to?fi\g {\%r‘u\%ﬁ of

&&“,‘\\. st
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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 ITI

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-
tidron of |2 WkSHG:, Sedtiiont /481 (b )0d [ TStEaites, thait expenditures in

consideration for the use of the properties, rlghts ané gerv1ces

xR
described in Count I of the Complaint were reporbéa bﬁ“@ﬁé
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Respondent in the manner, at the times and as reauired 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. TFor 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. Cradison
at the Hyde Park Plaza Office. Deniec that the reasonable value
of the space occupied by Respondent waz $3,000.00. For want of e
knowledge, denies that according to the records of the Hamilton
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 1den iled

for the use of this space. States that said expeq$§ g&
identified and were reported in the manner,‘ &GQV 1n
strict compliance with the applicable prov1§§k e Act and

m‘f“
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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
the Antonio J. Palazolla Company. Denies any violation of
18 U.S.C., Section 610 (1972).

17. Denies each and every other allegation of Count ITII

of the Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT IV

For its separate Answer to Count IV of the Complaint,
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 w3ds necessary.

»
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19. Denies the allegations of paragraph 10 of Count IV

of the Complaint because the same are not 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 1V of the

Complaint not herein admitted to be true.

COUNT V

For its separate Answer to Count V of the Complaint,
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 431 (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
promulgated 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-day 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
were reported in the manner, at the times, and in strict compliance
with the Act and the Manual of Regulations and Aczounting 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
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 the 'Tomplaint
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not hercin 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 Nolan,
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 tho

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

times, 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) (12)
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

FFor its separate Answer to Count VII of the Complaint,
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 1lst 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 dated "

A
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November lst 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 tlouse of Represcntatives
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
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.

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 lst 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 Sectign 438

LA
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(a) (2) of the Act and pursuant to Section 436(d) of the Act

there was no contract, agreecment 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 VITI
For its separate Answer to Count VIII of the Complaint,
Respondent:
42. Admits that the December 31st report of the Gradison
Committee filed after the 1974 election, disclosed expenditures
of $3,962.58 for newspaper advertisements. Admits that thesc
expenditures were not listed on the 15-day or 5-day pre-election
reports. Denies that the expenditures for this advertising oc-
curred and that there existed reportable expenditures, as defined
by the Act and the regulations, to place such advertising prior to
the 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




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 compliance with the Act
and the requlations 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,
Respondent:

46. Admits in its December 31st report, it reported two
expenditures to W. D. Gradison & Co. for postage. Admits report-
ing a payment of $2,000.00 on November 8, 1974, and of $3,079.18
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 reaguired by the
Act and the reqgulations 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 exvenditures entered into on or after April 7, 1972,
which were inwriting.

50. Denies each and every allegation of varagraph 19 of
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
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
denies 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 everv allegation of paragraph 21 of
Count X of the Complaint because the same are not true in law or

i bacts

54. Denies cach and every allegation of paragraph 22 of the
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Complaint because the same are not true in law or in fact.

I'urther, 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.

/ Ji
SANTEN, SANTEN & HUGHES/'CO., L.P.A.

Wi S e L e
BY ‘/7/[(_‘ Lla /s e ‘k/?t(/g‘; e
WiffiaT‘E. Santen

|
/

i - 4 — i’

sy | /(A GV

Ddnatd L. Wiley Lﬁ/
Suite 1816 First National Bank/'uilding
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Phone: (513) 721-5541
Counsel for Respondent
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1 5 AUG 1975

Peter Linzer, Esq.

University of Cincinnati
Law School

Cincinnati, OH 45221

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

Dear Mr. Linzer:

In accordance with our letter dated Julyv 22, 1975,
the Commission has made a determination ag to our subject
matter Jurisdiction with respect to the above captioned
complaint,. The Commission has determined that all cemplaints
involving acts allegedly violating the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 which occurred prilor to January 1, 1975,
and connected with an election held nrior to January 1, 1975,
are to be handlad as if the complaint was filed prior to
Januaxry 1, 1975. That is, the Commisgion will act in a
manner consonant with the course followed by the prior
supervisory authorities, the Clerk of the house and the
Secretary of the ESenate, and will conduct an investigation
into the allegations contained in the above mentioned complaint.
After the investicgation is completed the matter will be referred
to the U.8. Department of Justice with a recommendation con-
sistent with the results of said investigation.

The Commission bas, therefore, reguested Congressman
Graaison to respond to the allegations contained in the
complaint within 13 days from the date he receives our
letter.

Sinceraly yours,
surphy, 9T

3 .
S:‘Lgned' Jonn

John G. rMurphy, Jr.
General Counsel
Lan Potter
Drew McKay
Jack Murphy
Peter Roman

SS:mpc
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CERTIFIEE MAIL
RETURL RECLAPT REQUESTED #438023

Honorable Willis D, Gradiscn, Jr.
U, £, bouse of Representatives
Washincton, D. C. 20515

Dear Coungressman Gradison:

In accordance with our letter dated July 22, 1975, the
Commisesion has made a determrination as to our jurisdiction
with respect to the subiject matter of the complaint received
by you July 7, 1975, The Commission has determined that
complaints involving acts allegedly violating the Federal
Flection Campaign Act of 1871 which occurred orior to
January 1, 1975, and connected with an election held prior
toe January 1, 1275, are to be handled as if the complaint
was filed prior to Januarv 1, 1975. That isg, the Commission
will act in a manner conscnant with the course followed by
the prior sumervisory authorities, the Clerk of the Hlouse
and the Secretary of the Senate, and will conduct an investi-
gation into the allecations corntained in the above mentioned
complaint. After the investiagation is completed the matter
will be referrad to the U,.8., Denartment of Justice with a
reconmendation conaistent with the resulbts of said investigation.

The Comuission therefore recussts that you respond to the
allaegations contaived in the complaint., Your response should
be filed with the Comnission no later than 15 days from the
date veou recelve this letter,

€incerely yours,
Hisned: Jehn G. Murphy, T

John ¢, "urvhy, Jr.
Geraral Counsel
Lan Potter
Drew McKay
Stephen Schachman
Feter Poman
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July 22, 1975

Peter Linzer, Lsqg.

University of Cincinnati
Law School

Cineinnati, Ohio 45221

Re: Conmplaint €iled June 21, 1975 concerning
Congressman Willis 0. Gradison

M, Linzen:

This 18 to inform you that the Commission is in the
process of making a determination as to whether or not the
subject matter of the complaint yvou flled is within the
jurisdiction of the Commwission. Until such time as the
Commisaion makes this determination regarding alleged
vieclations of the Pederal Zlection Campaign Act of 1975
occurring prior to January 1, 1975, Congressman Gradison
will not bhe required to respona to the allegations con-~
tained in vour cowmplaint. You may b2 assured, however,
that we are in close contact with the Department of Justice
in this matter and that if we detesrmine that we do not have
subject matter jurisdiction, the allegations contained in
the above referenced cowplaint will be brought to the
attention of the appropriate Department office,

Sincerely vours,

Signed: John ¢. Murphy, JT.
John €. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

rew: JGM

(€ folf Lan Potter
“Drew McKay
Peter Roman
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8ILL 'GRADISON . . ‘ .SNINGTON OFFICE:

. 1s7 DisTRICT, OHIO 1331 LonGwonrTH House OFFICE BUILDING
WasHingTON. D.C. 203135
RON RODERTS 1CLEPHONE (202) 225-3164

BRI HGTE Congress of the United States oy e

FiprraL Orice BUILDING

Touse of Representatives BN act
Washington, W.E. 20515

TeLLrnone (513) 684-24%6

July 16, 1975

The [Honorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman

tederal ilection Commission == =3
washington, D. C. L =

T

Dear MMr. Curtis: kJCﬁL

o =3

Let me first express my appreciation to the uomm{5310n
for allowing the CGradison for Congress Committee themo
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
iZlection Commission has not as yet ruled on the point
as to whether the Commission has jurisdiction in tnis
case or any other occurring in 1974.

Be assured that the Gradison Committce looks forward
to presenting our answers under the jurisdiction and procedures
initiated by the Commission. Indeed, we look forward to
using sucih 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 ccntinue
to work within the prescribed framework of the Commission
antil 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 Commission
decided that they did not have jurisdiction, our whole
effort, time and monies would have been expended without
accomplishing the intent of the vrocess.

Additionally, if the Commission ruled that it did not
nave ]urlsdlctlon after we submit evidence, it vouldqdamabgﬁ
our case in any future adversary proceeding -L@is is truaa“
pecause Commission rules provide for discloé&%ég . the A8t
complainants of all evidence submitted by oﬁ ttee._q.hh

v.gn

\HN

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS
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The Honorable Thomas Curtis
Page 2
July 16, 1975

I would, therefore, respectfully reguest that the
Commission remove our anxieties relating to this matter
and hopefully before July 30, 1975 when this process begins
with the filing of our evidence,

1£f, for some reason, the Commission cannot make a
determination before our submission deadline, I would hope
that the Commission, after realizing the legitimacy of
our question, would contact me and advise us on status and
procedure as it pertains to our report; a report that
will be ready on the ayreed date.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Respectfully,

Vit 11 /LA

Ronald R. Roberts
Administrative Assistant to

BILL GRADISON




Congress of the United States

%ous‘r of Wepresentatives
Hashington, D.C. 203513

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

1The "onorable Thomas Curtis
ChAairman

Federal Blection Commission
Washington, D. C.

Attention; Gordon Androw ‘lcKay




Wi hold these Truths..,

Linker
College of Law
" Unigersity of Cincinnati
Z _ cinginnati, Ohio
TS 45220

G g

G x> The Federal Election Cormission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington D.C. 20463

S
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July 13, X975

College of Law
University of Cincinnati
Cinecinnati, Ohio

45220

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

Attn: Asst. Director of Compliance
Gentleman:

I am the attorney for the complainants against Rep. Willis D.
Gradison, Jr. (lst Dist., Ohio) in a proceeding previously commenced
before the Commission. A verified complaint was mailed to the
Commission on June 21, 1975.

For the next month I will be on vacation. I will return on
August 14, 1975. As we have requested that we be kept abreast of
developments in this matter I wculd appreciate any correspondence
being sent to me care of one of the complainants. Please address
such correspondence to:

Peter Linzer

c/o Cornelia Lagrange

2540 Moundview

Norwood, Ohio 45212
Your cooperation is appreciated.

Sincerely,

/

Peter Linzer
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July 11, 1975

1
)

37V

Honorable Willis D. Gradison, Jr.

U. 8., House of Representatives

1331 Longworth Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20515
Dear Congressman Gradison:

This is in response to the letter of July 10, 1975,
addressed to the Honorable Thomas B. Curtis, Chairman of
the Federal Election Commilssion, signed by Mr. Ronald R.
Roberts on your behalf, requesting an extension of time
to respond to the complaint received by you on July 7,
1975.

The Commission has approved your request. Accordingly,
the time for filing your respongse is extended until the close
of business on July 30, 1975.

Inasmuch as the Commission has not adopted formal
complaint procedures, this extension of time should not

be regarded as a precedent in any other cases.

Sincerely,

Orlande B, Potter
Staff Director

OBP:jrd

¢C: Potter File
McKay File
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. BiLL GRADISON WASHINGTON OFFICE:

1sT DisTRICT, OHI0 1331 LONGWORTH Houst OFFICE BUILDING
WASRINGTON, D.C. 208135

LC] [ON TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3164

FED]
Congress of the Hnited QWN

FEDERAL OFfFICE BulLDING

THouse of Representatives 530 MAN STacer

CINCINNATI, OHlO 45202

kg Be N N, 3 SR et

RON ROBERTS
ADMINISTRATIVE ASBISTANT

July 10, 1975

The lionorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman

Federal JJection Commission
wWashington, . C.

beayr Mr. Curtis:

On July 7, 1975 I received and signed for a copy of
a complaint lodged against the Gradison for Congress Commlttee.
In that same material was a copy of the new rules of the
- t'eleral clection Commission regarding the entire hearing
process.

c
Tne Gradison for Congress Committee will respond fully
- and factually to every allegation and include in that response
c all communigues, receipts, cancelleld caecks, press renorts,
and i‘ederal reports pertaining to these sweeping and general
— complaints.
In order to accomplish the above stated goal, it will
e be necessary to bring together paners and people located
< votn in vashinaton and Cincinnati. This task will also
. reauire the cexclusive time of many people whose participation
is vital to proving that the $radison Committee met every
™~ recuirement under Federal law.

IFor 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 he submitted
to the Federal Election Commission hy the 30th of this month.

Res tfully,

M»/ﬂﬂz{

Ronald 1. Roberts
Administrative Assistant to

SILL GRADISON

cc: Gordon Andrew rcray

’tl‘ fi . {UT'ILL n.“m I]S“nﬁ

OFFICIAL FILE COPY

g ?E*!‘. AL COUINSEL

Gk
THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLElb FIBER!




U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

PUBLIC DOCUMENT

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

The Honorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman
Fecderal [Election Commission
Washington, D. C.
HAUD DELIVER

Attention: Gordon Andrew “cray
Assistant Staff Direcctor for
Disclosure and Compliance
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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 complaintb//
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 -t
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 persoa with respect to whom
such inquiry or investigation is made.

Sincerely,

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Dircctor (
for Disclosure and Complianc

Enclosures as stated

CAM:v1f
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463
July 3, 1975

R 19257 S0l e )

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 conmplainant.

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
conplaint 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 tc whom
such inquiry or investigation is made.

Sincerely,

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Complianle

Enclosures as stated

GAM:vlf
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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
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 Cradison for Congress Committee and Mr. Hugh T. McDonald,
Treasurer of the Gradison for Congress Committee. They have
been requasted to respond to the matters raised in your complaint
within ten days after the receipt of their copies of your

CCT VALY A

complaint. You will be supplied with copies of any responses
they may make, and allowed an opportunity to comment.

A,

B e

In keeping with the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 437(g) (a)(3)
of the Act and our interim comp}aint procedure guideline
(Notice 1975-9, copy enclosed) the complaint will not be made
available for public inspection and no announcements will be
nade by this Office 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.
SixgEerely s F

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosures as stated

CAM:v1f
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463
July 3, 1975

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 Linzexr, 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.
CGradison, Jr., the Bill Gradison for Congress Committee and
the Gradison for Congress Committece. 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
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 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 wmade.

o S, W 1

SHATEN I P

L Ta AT

vy

Sincerely,

Uoo (o

Cordon Andrew tcKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Compliance

C g -

Enclosures as stated

CAM:v1lf
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Title 11 - Federal Elections
CUHAPTER II - FEDERAL RLECTION COMMISSION
[Notice 1975-9]

INTERIM GUIDELINE: COMPLAINT PROCEDURE

1. Filing. Any person who believes a violation of thea

Federal Election Campaign Act, as ame 2 ULS I CL "Section
BB e ol =t (0 oo ekt R s e TeR ekl 1= e 0Rel SR He RGN e s e Bt A G S oty
616, or 617 of Title 18, United States Code, has occurrad
may file a complaint with the Federal Election Commission,

1325 K Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20463.

2. TForm of Complaint. There is no prescribed form for

@ complalint, but all complaints must be typewritten or
handwritten legibly in ink. The person making the complaint
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 phon; numbar in the complaint. A ﬁomplaint
shall namz the person complained against (respondznt), describe
in drtail the alleyed violation or violations and shall be
submitted together with copies of evidentiary material
available to the complainant.

3. Notification of Respondent. The Commission shall

send a copy of the complaint to the respondent within a
reasonable time atter the complaint is received. Such
notitication of the respondent shall not be roloased to the
public unless and untill weithen permission of thoe respondent

1s cxpressly given.
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4. Reply by Responcent. The respondent will normally

ba 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 tha complaint shall beae
addressed to the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Stroat,
N. W., Washington, D. C. 20463. The Commission shall send
a copy of the response to the complainant within a reasonable
time. The response nust be typewritten or handwritten legibly
in ink. The respondent or the authorizad representative
thereof shall sign the response and the response shall be
verified by the ocath or affirmation of such p=arson taken
before an officer authorized to admninister oaths.

5. Exchange of Information. The Commission shall

receive all documants and evidence submitted by the complainant
and respondent and shall facilitate the exchange of such

information by sending copies to the parties within a reasonable

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 describad by paragraph 2

above, is within the jurisdiction of the Commission and

contains allegations of fact which, 1f proved, would constitute
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a violation of law. Investigations shall be conducted
expeditinusly and shall include an investigation of any
reports and statements filed by the complainant, if the
complainant is a candidate. Such investigations shall ne- he
made public by the Commission or any other person withous "he
written consent of the person under investigation.

7. Hearings. At the time the Commission notifies the
respondent that a complaint has been filed, it shall notiiy
the respondent that the respondent may request a hearing.

The Commission will determine the manner and procedurc

for such hearings.

e . o
- / ,(4'-; - /\ / et L
Thomas B. Curcis '
Chairman, for the
Date: July 1, 1975 Federal Election Commission
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viihCollege of Law
University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

Federal Dlechtion Commission
825 K Sthest, SnW.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Assistant Director of Compliance
Sentleman:

I am the attorney for tae complainants against Rep.
Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (lst Dist., Ohio) in a proceeding
nreviously commencel hafore the Commission. The original
comvlaint was mailad to the Commission care of the Cleric of
the llouse of Representatives on June 6, 1275. It has come
to my attention that vou have recently adopted as interim
rules the nrocedural rules of the Commission's predecessor
as Gunervisory NDfficer under the applicakhle statutes, and
that these rules require that the addresses of the complain-
ants be listed on the comnlaint and that the comnlaint bhe
verified.

I enclose a comnlaint that satisfies these requirements

as I understand them.

Sinc

Péter Linzer




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
COMPLAINT FOR VICLATION 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. (1st 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 summarized as follows:

[-11 The Gradison Committee accepted and

failed to report an illegal corporate contribution of
approximately $15,250 from American Financial Corporation,
an Ohio corporation, and Amcomp Carporation, 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.

I1I-1V The Gradison Committee accepted and
Tfailed to report an illegal corporate contribution of
approximately $3,000 from the Antonioxbalazolla Company, an
Ohio Corporation, in the form of rent-free office space in

Hyde ParK Plaza, Cincinnati, Ohio.




7 0

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 tailed to recport
expenditures for postage provided by Gradison & Co., a
corporation, totaling $5,079.18 prior to the election,
though such experditures 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 con;tituted an illegal corporate contribution
in the form of an advance.

Thne 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 Comnittee 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 wonths during the

general election campaign of 1974. During the same
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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

e 2510 The'reasonablc 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 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.




S 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 11

4. The Gradison Committee failed to report to

the Clerk of the House the doration 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 Cormittee
made, or agreed to make expenditures in consideration
for the use of these properties and services, the
Gradison Committee violated 2 U.S.C Sec. 434 (b)(9) by

failing to report tnosc expenditures.

COUNT ITI

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 three jnonths 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 reasoncble 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 tnhe use of this
office space or (ii) the contribution of the use of these
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 GOradison Committee violated 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610

(1972), forbidding the acceptance and receipt 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 tnat 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

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 Tor broadcast advertising

with WKRC-TV, Cincinnati, Onioc. On Septemoper 20th,

1974, Nolan, Keelor & Stites signed two contracts on
LI
behalf of the Gradison Committee totaling $14m§§9\i\§&\\“\\‘\_‘- %“?‘

‘x&‘\\APA"““@& %WNﬁl
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for advertising with WCPO-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 ake expenditures
totaling $33,335, for TV time were made by Nolan, Keelor

& Stites on behalf of the Gradison Committee. (See
Scheduley 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 September 10th report.
The Commnittee reported $8,340 for media expendituwrs 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

nrior to the November 4th, 1974 election.

13. In so doing, tne Gradison Committee viclated
2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (u) (9) since it failed to recport
$20,655 of contracts for expenditurc made prior to

October ist, iakiny both the 15 day and 5 day reports QN“NgSN‘

incomplete and inaccurate. g\Q&& ‘g?
u | qﬁﬁx ‘aQEL &W@Nﬁ&

This failure to 7ully disclose misled %“\“k\'

Onhio's First Congressional District as to the 8; ent

of spending by the Gradison Conimittee 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 raported prior Lo the November 5th election.
Commercials for the Gradison Committee were aired
comnencing October 8th, and production work for

signs, leaflets, and newspaper advertising was

completed so that those materials could be used

substantiaily prior to election day. Therefore,
the major protion of these proa ction 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 Committee by Nolan,
Keelor & Stites. Failure to so report tnese expenditures
for production in either thelb day or 5 day report
constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (3(9), in

that those reports were not complete.

COUNT VII

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 Novenber 1st, and 8th, 1974.
No such expenditures were listed on either the 15 day
or 5 day pre-election reports. Upon information

and belief, for the polling occurred, or contracts

to conduct the poliing 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 poliing

until the December 3lst 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

1YE The December 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 place the advertising were
agreed to prior to the disclosure deadlines of either

the 15 day or 5 day reports. Frailure 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 Deceinber 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, 1574 and

of and of $3,079.18 on November 11, 1974. Upon
information and belief, this postage was used prior

to the deadliine for tne 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 Cormittee

had made no such agreement to pay Tor 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 Comnittee violated 2 U.5.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
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 Il and Counts

IV - IX.

22. Therefore, Willis D. Gradison separately

violated Secs. 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 tnhrough his failure

of the Gradison Committee to report in a timely fashion
the expenditures described in Counts II, 1V, 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 Committece with
local television stations. The reader should compare these
dates with the dates (listed above) when The Committec
reported these expenditures.There is no expenditure on
this list that should not have been reported on the

Ip i days priior ol the: election Teport.

VIRR@ VROV i DATE OF CONTRACT AMOUNT
SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 2400.00
c SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 2580.00
~ sSopPr. 20, 1974 $ 1170.00
. SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 1830.00
_ SEPT. 24, 1974 $ 1625.00
SEPT. 25, 1974 $ 2100.00
o SEPT. 26, 1974 $ 850.00
- $ 12,555.00
¢
- WCPO T.V. SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 7630.00
SEPT. 20, 1974 $ 7130.00
$ 14,370.00
c
™~
~ WLW T.V. SEPT. 19, 1974 $ 1700.00
SEPT. 19, 1974 $ 1560.00
SEgpT. 21, 1974 $ 1380.00
SEPT. 27, 1974 $ 1770.00
$ 6410.00

No reason can be demonstrated, nor 1is there one, for the
failure of the Committec to report these expvenditures until
after the election. While 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.




Therefore, the undersiagned request, pursuant to
the Federal Llection Campaign Act, as amended,
1974, that the ederal Llection 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.

Attorney,

o .
George M. “Brinkman
™
242 Glenmary
Cincinnati, Ohio 45220
o
— Colleye of Law
c University of Cincinnati Lw T
= . Cincinnati, Ohio Gail C. Lingerholm
; 45220 222 Senator P1,
C s . : .
Cincinnati, Ohio 45220
[
~ - p . ’,,;{‘ ‘s
4,——: T E [ L . T et s 7 v
7 /

Constance LalGrange

2540 loundwview Dr,

Norwood, 2hin

o L

D

MRy i 15t

24577 Somkilag S

Eancannattly, 0o 45204




State of (O

St 4
County of 41()\L‘éij,1,
L

(] i 2 3
K LA ({ ,4;».¢1_A,”\A_L , being duly sworn,

L

depo seg. and says that he is one of the complainants
against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (lst District, Ohio)
before the Federal Election Commission, that on June

A/ , 1975 in ﬂmcmna"// ' 0‘41'0 he

sigred the attached complaint against Willis D, Grad-

ison, Jr., and that, upon information and belief, the

statements made in the abeve described complaint are

o € il

CompldLna

true.

Sworn and subscribed before me
!

this gjw?fday of June, 1975.

{,

g /{”(./- (./ s

ELFERS
County, 31,
M- 25, | 3/,




State of

County of

oy being duly sworn,

deposes and says that he is one of the complainants
against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. {(lst District, Ohio)
before the Federal Election Commission, that on June

o s 1975 inc . , L he

7/

signed the attached complaint against Willis D. Grad-
ison, Jr., and that, upon information and belief, the
statements made in the above described complaint arce

true,

e

Complainant

Sworn and subscribed before me

this ,:/ 7 day of June, 1975.

Notary Fublic




State of @A]O :
County of zéévlﬂ / /1531\

wrne lr Q

ém Ka (/‘ancfﬁ being duly sworn,

deposes and says that he is one of the complainants

against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (lst District, Ohio)
before the Federal Election Commission, that on June
L/ ., 1975 in émc/q_/)trﬁ' PN he

signed thc¢ 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'gz/ day: ofi June, 19755

N
1
4
>

5

¥ . X fir (e y s - -
,Z...fi_.*»’_;_l;_.a.h-.._..-g_'_._;m_(- o i LR T

Notary fuolic  MARY MARCELLA ELFERS
Notary Public, Hamilton County, hio
My Commission Expires Rov. 25, 1978




7

State Of .\_}v},/h,:‘—

County of ez AT

'lz‘le,A A Ty being duly sworn,

/

deposes/and says that he is one of the complainants
against Willis D. Gradison, Jr. (lst District, Ohio)

before the Federal Election Commission, that on June

L w1975 in 4girepa T, e 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,

Py - )
-">':d;" = ;}7"“ “l »f _'/ ™ / o /_,//"( s
’ B -
Complainant B}

sworn and subscribed before me

this . ' =~ day of June, 1975.

‘/ - ’ f ,‘ 4
ol s g v, i

Notary Public P o =7,

b T ek o 1

" ol
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June 17, 1975

Peter lLinzer
University of Cincinnati Law School
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221

DELTIVERY 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 conmplaint is
recceived in this office. The complaint should be addressed to:

The FTederal Election Commission

1325 K Streebt, N. Y.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Drew McKay
Assistant Director for Compliaace
Federal Election Commisasion




an. IJ;;! Jermings ’ .

Clah

Office of the Uleck
S, Tlouse of Representutives

1lashington, p.‘b- 20515

June 10,

Honorable Thomas B. Curtis, Chairman
Federal Blection Commission

1325 K Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed herewith is a complaint which has been received in my
office alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaicn At
of 1974, as awended. 1t is filed by Mr. Peter Linzcer, University of

Cincinnati College of law, Cincinnati, Ohlio 45221.

I am this date forwarding it to the Federal Election Commission
for appropriate disposition.

With kindest regards, T am
Sincerely,

B ALY
ENNINGS, Werk
ouse of Rebresentatives

Laclosure

John Murphy, Ceneral Counsel, F.E.C.
Petor Linzer

pEaAL ELECTION LTI

F(;FF\NM FiLE uCPY

FF“;E U‘: \h.\\\.hut. uuun\.h-l-




June 4, 1975

Federal Elections Commission
% Office of the Clerk

U.S. House of Representatives
KHashington, 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, Chio 45221
Telephone: (513) 475-6915

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

\

Peter Linzer,
Attorney




FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION
COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATICON 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 viclations of the
Federal Campaign Act of 1971 and 18 U.S.C. Sec. 610.

The violations alleged are surmarized as follows:

I-11 The Gradison 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 tiie Dixie Terminal Building, Cincinnati, Ohio.

ITI-1V The Gradison Committee 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 1in

A s aals O i =T = i
Hyde Park Plaza, Cineinnati, Ohig.




Vv 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 exnenditures
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 $3,202.53 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 vwcra made or contracted for prior to the

deadlines for reports required 15 or 5 days prior




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 ¢xtent of the expenditures made by the Gradison
for Congress Committes.

The specific charges of this complaint are made

in the following pages:

COUNT 1

1. The Gradison Committee had the use of office
space measuring epproximately 3050 squave feet in the
lowar concourse of the Dixie Terminal Building, Fourth
Strezt, Cincinnati, Ohie for 10 rmonths 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 Jocation
measuring approximately 50 ft. x 15 fL. 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 perijod 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 owne=d by American Financial
Corporation, an Chio Corporation with principal office
in Cincinnati, Ohio and Amcomp Corporation, a subsidiary

of American Financial Corporaticn.

) At no time has the Gradison Comnitteze reported

in accordance with federal law either: (i) expenditures
made or agreed to be made identified for the use of these
properties; or (i1) the contribution of the use of

these properties at their reasonable value by American
Financial Corporation or Amcomp Corporation to MWillis

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) Trom
Amizrican Financial Corporation, Willis D. Gradison

and the Gradison Committee have violated 18 U.S.C.

Sec. 610 (1972) ferbidding the acceptance and receipt

by candidates for federal office of corporate contributions.
COUNT TII

4. The Gradison Committee failed to report to

the Clerk of tne touse the donation of the use of the
pronerties and services described in Count I by
Anerican Financial Corporation and its subsidiary
Amcomp Corpocration as those donations were received
during the 1974 cemoaign. This failure violated
LM CH e SO (T ({1118

5§ In the alternative, if the Gradison Committee
made, or agreead to make expenditures in consideration
for the use of these properties and sorvices, the
Gratn st Compiehes wiokatas 2 UNas G R E Bl (H-Ekon [y

failing to report those expenditures.
COUNT I1I

6. The CGradison Comwmittee nad the use of store-

front office apace moasuring 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 thosc three months Jjt
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 nmonth 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.

74 At no time has the Gradison Committee reported

in accordance with fedsral 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 Company to Willis D. Gradison or the Gradison

Cairmi ttee.

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

e The Gradison Committee failed to report to
the Clerk of the House the donation of the office
space describad in Count III by the Antonio J.
Palazolla Coinpany 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 expanditures in consideration
for the use of this office space, the Gradison Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (h)(9) by failing to report

those expenditures.
COUNT V

11. During the period of Sentember 20, 1974
through September 26, 1974, the Advertising Agency
of Molan, Keelor & Stites, 318 Broadway, Cincinnati,
Ohio signed contracts on behalf of the Gradison
Committee totaling $12,555 for broadcast advertising
with WYRC-TY, Cincinnqti, Ohio. On Septaiber 20th,
16745, todan, Yeoler & Soites signed two contracts on

behalf of the Gradison Commitioe totaling $14,370




for advertising wich WCPO-TV, Cincinnati.  During the
period of Septenver 19 through September 27, 1974, Nolan,
Keelor & Stites signed four contracts on behalf of

the Gradison Committee for advertising with WIH-T TV,
Cincinnati, for a total expenditure of $6,410. Thus

by September 27th, 1974, contracts to make cxpenditures
totaling $33,335, for TV time were made by Molan, Keelor
& Stites on behalf of the Gradison Committee. (See
Schedulep for dates and amounts of individual contracts.)
These contracts fall within tne definition of expenditure

in 2 U.S.C. Sec. 431 (f)(2).

12. The Gradison Campaign Committee reported SO

for total media expenditure in its Septacber 10th report.
The Committee reported $8,340 for media expenditiis 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 NMovember 4th, 1974 election.

13. In so doing, the Gradison Committes viclated
2 U.S.C. Scc. 424 (p) (9) since it failed to report
$20,655 of contracts for expenditure nude prior to
October 1st, making both the 15 day and b day reports
incomplete end inaccurate.

This failure to fully disclose misled voters in
Ohio's First Congressional Uistrict as to the extent

of spending by the Gradison Committee prior to the

election -




COUNT VI

14. The December 31 report of the Gradison Committee
reveals payment to the advertising agency of MNolan,
Keelor & Stites for media production costs totaling
$7,059.49. Only $350.40 of tnese production costs
were reported prior to the November S5th election.
Commercials for the Gradison Coimmittee were aired
commencing QOctober 8th, and production work for
signs, leaflets, and newspaper advertising was
completed so that those materials could be used
substantially prior to clection day. Therefore,
the major proticn 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
aygreed to on behalf of the Gredison Committee by Nolan,
Keelor & Stites. Failure to so report these expenditures

for production in either thelb day or 5 day report

constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (B3(9), in

that those reports viere not complete.

The Decembar 31, 1974 report of the Gredison




Committee, filed after the 1974 election, reveals two
expenditures for polling to Market Opinion Research
totaling $3,000 and dated November lst, and &th, 1974.
No such expenditures viere listed on either thre 15 day
or 5 day pre-election raports. Upon information

and belief, for the polling occurred, or contracts

to conduct the polling were agreed to by the Gradison
Committce 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 Deceirbar 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 VITI

17. The Deceiber 31 report of the Gradiscn
Conmmittee,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 inforimation and
belief, the expznditures for this advertisirg
occurred, or contracts to pla.e the advertising were
agreed to prior to the disclosure deedlines of either

the 15 day or 5 <ay veposrts. Failure to disclose these




expenditures until the December 3ist 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 Noveniber 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.5.C. Sec. 434 (bj(9),

by failing to file a complete report of that expenditure

in its 15 day or & day reports or both.

19. In the alternative, if the Gradison Commitiese

had made no such agreenient 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 Committee viclated 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 (b)(2)

by failing to file complete 15 day or § 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 Committes by W.D. Gradison constituted a
contribution in the form of an advance, the Gradison
Committee and Willis D. Gradison viclated 18 U.S5.C.
Sec. 610 (1972) forbidding the acceptance and receipt
by candidates for federal office of corporate

contributions

counT X

21, In accord with 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434, the

candidate, Willis D. Gradison is cqually responsible

for the failures of full and timely disclosure by the
Gradison Committee described in Count T1 and Counts

IV - IX.

22. Therefore, Willis D. Gradison scparately

violated Secs. 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434 through his failure

of the CGradison Committee to report in a timely fashion
the expenditures described in Counts IT, IV, V, VI, VI,
VIII, and IX or the contributions described in Counts 17,

IV and IX or both.
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SCUEDULE A

This sclhiedule lists the dates and amounts of the contracts
entered into by the Gradison for Congress Comnitbtee with
local television stations. The reader should comnare these
dates with the dates (listed above) when The Committece
reported these expenditures.There is no expenditure on
this list that should not have becen reported on the

15 day prior to the clection report.

IR E SIS VES: DATH O CONTRACT AMOUNRT

SERD: 20, 1974 $ 2400.00
SEepx, 20, 1974 $ 2580.00
SERT. 20, 1974 $ 1170.00
SHFEIT . AIG)s [ET $ 1830.00
SEPT. 24, 1974 ' $ 1625.00
SEPT. 25, lo7d SN2 EGGE00
SEpT. 26, 1974 S 850.00

SERAY. 205, 1974 30.00

W SROFSENE SHPR®. 20, 1974 S B 0R 00,
S 71

S L4,18701000

1700.00
1560.00
1380.00
1770.00

VLW T.V. sppr. 19, 1974
SERTL 219y, 1071
SHRANS 2SO
SHRE e 27, 12954

wnnn-n

$ 6410.00

Mo reason can be demonstrated, nor is there one, for the
Failure of tho Committee to report thaose expenditures until
after the election. While The Gradison Committez had their
advertising agency put up theic "front money", they bscame
expenditufés of the caupaign on the date the contracts vere
entoered inco.
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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 hearing upon,
investigate and refer the violations which are the
subject of this complaint to the Attorney General of

the United States for prosecution.
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Peter Linzer,//// Gail G. Engerhdlm
University -of Cincinnati
College of Law
Cincinnati, Onhio 45221
(513) 475-6915

Corne11a .. LaG)anqe
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