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Mayer Morganroth, Esq.
Heritage Plaza
Suite 335
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075

Re: MURs 1158, 1186, 1253, 1352

Dear Mr. Morganroth:

On November 5, 1982, the Commission accepted the
oD conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of Citizens for

LaRouche in settlement of the above-referenced matters.
oD Accordingly, the files have been closed in MURs 1158, 1186, 1253,

1352 and will become a part of the public record within thirty
d days. However, 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) prohibits any

einformation derived in connection with any conciliation attempt

~ respondent and the Commission. Should Citizens for LaRouche wish
any such information to become part of the public record, please

oD advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
oD conciliation agreement for your files. I also want to remind you

that the first payment of $5,000 by Citizens for LaRouche for the
Ncivil penalty provided for in the agreement is due on December 1,

1982. The check should be made out to the U.S. Treasury.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Char3 es N. Steele
C -o t2/ r/

By: 'enneth . Gros
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation agreement
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Citi) is 1l$8 +iie8, 1253 and 1352

CONK ILIAT.ONAGRS.

This matter was initiated by the Federal Election.Comiission

(hereinafter "Commission") pursuant to information obtained in

the normal course of carrying out the Commission's supervisory

responsibilities under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended 2 U.S.C. 5 431 et sem., and the Presidential Primary

Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C. S 9031 et seg. Reason to

believe has been found that the Respondent violated the following

statutory and regulatory provisions:

2 U.S.C. S 441f;
11 C.F.R. 5 110.4 (c) (2)

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and;

o 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) (1) (A).

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having

entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i)

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. The Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. The Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement

with the Commission.
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1. R-ponde~ is tVo~in l campaign cimt*

authorized by Lyndon La-Ruche to receive contributions and make

expenditures in conno*tion with Lyndon LaRouche's candidacy for

the Democratic nomination for the office of President in 1980.

2. During that period, Respondent maintained offices

throughout the country where volunteers, inter alia, solicited

contributions and forwarded them to Respondent's New York

headquarters.

%0 3. These volunteers knew that Respondent would submit

e the collected contributions to the Commission in an effort to

0 obtain presidential primary matching funds.

N 4. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

?) TT..C. § 441f by knowingly accepting the following

contributions made by one person in the name of another:0

(A) MUR 1158

o (1) $250 cashier's check in the name of Harold
Harrison dated 1/14/80.

(2) $150 money order in the name of Anne R. Taylor
dated 11/20/79.

(3) $1,009.58 loan check from Household Finance
submitted with signature document indicating that
it had been contributed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, his spouse, dated 1/22/80.

(B) MUR 1352

(1) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
12/10/79 (no accompanying signature document).
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(2)-$25 w.oney order signed ..a.. a r 44

12/7/79 (no accompanying signature doctU).

(4) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenbg" ahd dated
12/10/79 (no accompanying signature douseln).

(5) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated

12/11/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(6) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(7) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(8) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(9) $55 money order signed "William Larch" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

The Commission has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

5. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c)(2) by accepting and retaining the following

cash contributions, which when added to the contributors'

previous contributions, exceeded, in the aggregate, $100 in cash

for each of the respective contributors:

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $40 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(2) $150 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(3) $250 cash contribution made by Nancy Radcliffe.

(4) $400 cash contribution made by Belinda F.
deGrazia.

10

0D

0D
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willful vid1ation . .'

6., Repnnt t h its, vol'u t"~s ioa

2 U.s.c. 441a(f) by k vigl c~tngib fol-Ilow"ing

contributions which were in violation of eontribution limitations

set forth in 2 US.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A):

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $1,009.58

(B) MUR 1253

(1) $2,713.53

(2) $1,742.15

(3) $1,024.48

(4) $1,279.55

(5) $3,378.34

(6) $2,067.32

(7) $1,409.59

(8) $5,120.32

(9) $3,681.32
Hecht;

(10) $1,285.87

(11) $1,738.68

(12) $1,763.76

(13) $1,005.44

(14) $1,507.65

(15) $2,40.3.90

check from David Sanders.

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

contributions from Rochelle Ascher;

contributions from Karen Brubaker;

contributions from John Covici;

cntributions from Joseph D'Urso;

contributions from Elliot Eisenbero7

contributions from Jeffrey Forrest;

contributions from Gregory Gamier;

contributions from Laurence Gray;

contributions from Marjorie Mazel

contributions from Marsha Kokinda;

contributions from Melvin Johnson;

contributions from Michael Smedberg;

contributions from Martin Simon;

contributions from David W. Thill;

contributions from Andrew Wilson;

0

CD

0



(16) $l,025

(17)1< $1, 0 43

(18) $1,105

(19) $1,030

(20) $1,044

(21) $1,150

(22) $1,100

(23) $1,100

(24) $1,120

(25) $1,125

(26) $1,010

(27) $1,030

(28) $1,515

(29) $1,580

(30) $2,375

(31) $2,030

(32) $1,050

(33) $1,250

(34) $1,125

(35) $1,075

(36) $1,250

0

0

N

0

0

in contxibuti IOAS from 40gust
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in

in
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in

in

in

in
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in

in

in

in

contr ibut ions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

Jaes HO Pur.. ,

Shirley I;

John Holly;

T. J. Hopktns;

Sherri S. Lightner;

John Pellicano;

John Ryman;

John J. Sakala;

Walter J. Stevens;

James Taylor;

Verne Tomlins;

Carleton Williams;

Frederic L. Young;

Donald J. Carr;

Ellen G. Scott;

Belinda F. deGrazia;

Alexander Ward;

Mary F. Cummings;

James M. Everette;

Michael Micale.

The Commisson has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

7. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)(1)(A) by knowingly and willfully submitting

I



**s@nzd/ort mis104in frA~
*ttitt "to obtain~ macin ands,

contributions:

(A) on, 1158

(1)

the Coiuissi on :in A%

jegard to the followii9d

$35 money order signed "William Hayden" and dated
1/8/80.

(2) $150 money order
dated 12/4/79.

(3) $250 money order
9/12/79.

(4) $250 money order
dated 9/12/79.

(5) $140 money order
dated 1/12/80.

(6) $450 money order
dated 1/21/80.

signed "Ernest Pulsifor" and

signed "Nancy Radcliff" and dated

signed "Robert A. Robinson" and

signed "Kevin Salisbury" and

signed "Kevin Salisbury" and

(7) $70 money order signed "Charles Clark" and dated
11/13/79.

(8) $150 money order signed "Anne R. Taylor" and dated
11/20/79.

(9) $45 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
11/25/79.

(10) $25 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
1/3/79.

(11) $1,009.58 Household Finance Company loan check
endorsed by David Sanders submitted along with a
signature document signed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, as spouse.

(12) $400 money order signed "Belinda F. deGrazia" and
dated 1/22/80.

(13) $250 cashier's check and signature document for
Dr. Harold Harrison.



(C) MU I. L

(1) $200 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
11/19/79.

(2) $55 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
12/7/79.

(3) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(4) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

-(5) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(6) $125 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
0 12/7/79.

(7) $120 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
12/7/79.

(8) $100 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
o 12/10/79.

nr (9) $50 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
0 12/10/79.

(10) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
12/10/79.

(11) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and-dated
12/10/79.

(12) $100 money or-der signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated
12/11/79.

V. The Commission has treated the matters described in this

document as civil violations.

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of

the United States in the amount of fifteen thousand dollars
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b~Paid tollIow*,

1) One 'initial payment of $5,00, due on Deosbor 1, 1982;
2) Thereaf ter, Ubqgi ning on January 1, 1983, ten

consecutive monthly installment payments of $1,000

each;

3) Each such installment shall be paid on the first day of

the month in which it becomes due;

4) In the event that any installment payment is not

received by the Commission by the fifth day of the

month in which it becomes due, the Commission may,, at

its discretion, accelerate the remaining payments and

cause the entire amount to become due upon ten days

written notice to the respondent. Failure by the

Commission to accelerate the payments with regard to

0 any overdue installment shall not be construed as a

waiver of its right to do so with regard to future
0

overdue installments.

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of either the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. SS 431 et segj. or the

Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.s.c.

S 9001 et seq.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with
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this agreement, I the Commission believes that this t

or any requirement thereof !has been -violated it may in itttW e

civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. Except for the conditions specified in paragraph VIII

above, this agreement constitutes a complete bar to any further

action by the Commission with regard to the matters set forth in

this agreement. It is the understanding of the Respondent and

the Commission that the execution of this agreement will result

in the termination of all pending Matters Under Review concerning

-a the respondent as of the present date, and that this agreement

oD constitutes complete satisfaction of all such pending Matters

NV Under Review.

X. This agreement shall become effective as of the date
that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

CCharles N. Steele

Ge nera nsel,

Date By: Ker neth A. Gross /
Associate General Counsel

Citizens for LaRouche

Date: By: Ma er Korganro h
Counstl for Respo ent



i 4ovember 2, 1982

M.MORhNDtM TO: Marjorie W. Emmons

FROMs Phyllis A. Kayson

SUJECT: 5onciliation in HURs 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352

Please have the attached Memo to the Comnhsion

distributed to the Commission on a 48 banr tally basis.

Thank you.

Attachment

cc- Gentner (for Lerner)

0T
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I, Marjorie I. Emons, Secret-ary of Federal

Election Conuuission, do heeby cextfy that on November 5,

198,2, the Conmmission decided by A vote of 6-0 to take the

following actions in MURS 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352:

1. Accept the signed conciliation
agreements of Citizens for
LaRouche as
submitted with the November 2,
1982, Memorandum to the Commiss!.. .

2. Close the files in MURs I 1t,
1186, 1253 and 1352.

3. Send the etter to .
counsel as attached to the
Memorandum to the Commission

0D dated November 2, 1982.

oD Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry

' and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 11-2-82, 4:31
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 11-3-82, 11:00
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November 2, 1982

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse

SUBJECT: Conciliation in MURs I~t, 186.,1253, and 1352
Citizens for LaRouche

Attached are the conciliation agreements of rgspondents
Citizens for LaRouche ("CFL") in

0 the above-referenced matters, which have been signed by counsel
for the respondents. In signing the agreements, no changeswere
made by respondents' counsel to the documents and thus the signed
agreements are identical in their entirety to those approved by
' 2.-.-iSSlc.n A October 13, 1982. Accordingly, the Office of

r General Counsel recommends that the Commission accept the
attached conciliation agreements and close the file in MURs

oD 1186, 1253, and 1352.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Accept the attached signed conciliation agreements of
Citizens for LaRouche and Debra Freeman

2. Close the files in MURs II59, 1186, 1253, and 1352

3. Send the attached letter to respondents' counsel.

Attachments

I. Signed Conciliation agreement of Citizens for LaRouche

III. Letter to Mayer Morganroth, respondents' counsel
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Ini the )OtS :352

CONCIL TON, AgREM

This matter was initiated by the Federal Eeotion. Commission

(hereinafter "Commission") pursuant to information obtained in

the normal course of carrying out the Commission's supervisory

responsibilities under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended 2 U.S.C. S 431 et seq., and the Presidential Primary

Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C. S 9031 et sea. Reason to

f believe has been found that the Respondent violated the following

statutory and regulatory provisions:

2 U.S.C. S 441f;

11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c) (2);

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and;

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) (1) (A).

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having
C

entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i)

o ~do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. The Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. The Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement

with the Commission.

CA..



IV. ~ ~ ~ ~ ''J. W~ 9 M ~ w W

author ized by -Lnd n' Laltouche to rece~iv oa *ibutions and' m ake
expenditures in con#inwith Ly-nd o aR Ot ~ 'Scadacy f

the Democra'tic nomination for the office of PreSident in 1980.

2. During that period, Respondent maintained offices

throughout the country where volunteers, in te r Alia, solicited

contributions and forwarded them to Respondent's New York

headquarters.

3. These volunteers knew that Respondent would submit

the collected contributions to the Commission in an effort to

C obtain presidential primary matching funds.

4. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

2 U.S.C. S 441f by knowingly accepting the following

contributions made by one person in the name of another:

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $250 cashier's check in the name of Harold
Harrison dated 1/14/80.

(2) $150 money order in the name of Anne R. Taylor
dated 11/20/79.

(3) $1,009.58 loan check from Household Finance
submitted with signature document indicating that
it had been contributed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, his spouse, dated 1/22/80.

(B) MUR 1352

(1) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
12/10/79 (no accompanying signature document).

p
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(4) $10 money order -signed "Paul Greenberg' tI~ 4td
12/10/79 .(,no ac opanying sgtnat ?O doou* nt).

(5) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg# and dated
12/11/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(6) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(7) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(8) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(9) $55 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document)..

The Commission has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

5. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c) (2) by accepting and retaining the following...

cash contributions, which when added to the contributors'

previous contributions, exceeded, in the aggregate, $100 in cash

for each of the respective contributors:

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $40 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(2) $150 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(3) $250 cash contribution made by Nancy Radcliffe.

(4) $400 cash contribution made by Belinda F.
deGrazia.

(%~o~R)

0

0

0D

0r

-o



The COz~4 t th4
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6.e .Pint# th r otigb it .. , 4nt**tb, ()(A

U.s.c. S441a,(f) ~ykoigyactng te 0folow 9ng

contributions which. were in violation of contribution limitations

set forth in 2: U.*S. 9C. S 4 la (a)(1). (A):

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $1,009.'58

(B) MUR 1253

(1) $2,713.53

(2) $1,742.15

(3) $1,024.48

(4) $1,279.55

(5) $3,378.34

(6) $2,067.32

(7) $1,409.59

(8) $5,120.32

(9) $3,681.32
Hecht;

(10) $1,285.87

(11) $1,738.68

(12) $1,763.76

(13) $1,005.44

(14) $1,507.65

(15) $2,40"3.90

check from David Sanders.

in contributions from Rochelle Ascher;

in contributions from Karen Brubaker;

in contributions from John Covici; "

in cntributions from Joseph D'Urso;

in contributions from Elliot Eisenberg;

in contributions from Jeffrey Forrest;

in contributions from Gregory Garnier;-

in contributions from Laurence Gray;

in contributions from Marjorie Mazel

in contributions from Marsha Kokinda;

in contributions from Melvin Johnson;

in contributions from Michael Smedberg;

in contributions from Martin Simon;

in contributions from David W. Thill;

in contributions from Andrew Wilson;

( 0.4 CJ

0

C



(191) $1,030

(20) $1,044

(21) $1,150

(22) $1,100

(23) $1,100

(24) $1,120

(25) $1,125

(26) $1,010

(27) $1,030

(28) $1,515

(29) $1,580

(30) $2,375

(31) $2,030

(32) $1,050

(33) $1,250

(34) $1,125

(35) $1,075

(36) $1,250

0

0

3

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

'in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

! r
from M7**$.~IR

'from i y ngrin

from John Holly

from T. J. Hopkins;

from Sherri S. Lightner;

from John Pellicano;

from John Ryman;

from John J. Sakala;

from Walter J. Stevens;

from James Taylor;

from Verne Tomlins;

from Carleton Williams;

from Frederic L. Young;

from Donald J. Carr;

from Ellen G. Scott;

from Belinda F. deGrazia;

from Alexander Ward;

from Mary F. Cummings;

from James M. Everette;

from Michael Micale.

The Commisson has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

7. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)(1)(A) by knowingly and willfully submitting

C C4- q



cont ibutions:

(A) jr 15

(1) $35 money order signed "William Hayden" and dated
1/8/80.

(2) $150 money order signed "Ernest Pulsifor" and
dated 12/4/79.

(3) $250 money order signed "Nancy Radcliff" and dated
9/12/79.

(4) $250 money order signed "Robert A. Robinson" and
dated 9/12/79.

(5) $140 money order signed "Kevin Salisbury" and
dated 1/12/80. ,,

(6) $450 money order signed "Kevin Salisbury" and

dated 1/21/80.

(7) $70 money order signed "Charles Clark" and dated
11/13/79.

o (8) $150 money order signed "Anne R. Taylor" and dated..,.-.
nr 11/20/79.

o (9) $45 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
11/25/79.

(10) $25 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
1/3/79.

(11) $1,009.58 Household Finance Company loan check
endorsed by David Sanders submitted along with a
signature document signed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, as spouse.

(12) $400 money order signed "Belinda F. deGrazia" and
dated 1/22/80.

(13) $250 cashier's check and.signature document for
Dr. Harold Harrison.

/

o/ A).
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(1) $200 m0ey order. sigre "Willi .Larch" and dat,.
11/19/79.

(2) $55 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
12/7/79.

(3) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(4) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(5) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(6) $125 money order signed "Janice Hart" and date&
o 12/7/79.

(7) $120 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
12/7/79.

(8) $100 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
12/10/79.

(9) $50 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
12/10/79.

(10) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
12/10/79.

(11) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated
12/10/79.

(12) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated
12/11/79.

V. The Commission has treated the matters described in this

document .as civil violations.

VI. Respondent. will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of

the United States. in the amount of fifteen thousand dollars

0.'A)



6 'P t hS, 4,74'(a)

1) One £~itial payent f $",00 due On Decmber 1, l9Sli

2) Th!erafter, beginning on January 1 5 183, ten

consecutive monthly installment payments of $1,000

each;

3) Each such installment shall be paid on the first day of

the month in which it becomes due;

4) In the event that any installment payment is not

received by the Commission by the fifth day of the

month in which it becomes due, the Commission may, at

its discretion, accelerate the remaining payments and

cause the entire amount to become due upon ten days

written notice to the respondent. Failure by the

Commission to accelerate the payments with regard to

0 any overdue installment shall not be construed as a

waiver of its right to do so with regard to future

overdue installments.

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of either the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. SS 431 et seq. or the

Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C.

S 9001 et seq.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

(3c' c1"



or an y reire• e 4" i imetnt th#veOt h O een i it I * -at may,, inatiit *
civil, action for relief in the United States istrict Court for

the DistrLct of Columbia.

IX. Except for the conditions specified in paragraph VIII

above, this agreement constitutes a complete bar to any further

action by the Commission with regard to the matters set forth in

this agreement. It is the understanding of the Respondent and

the Commission that the execution of this agreement will result

in the termination of all pending Matters Under Review concerning

the respondent as of the present date, and that this agreementCV
constitutes complete satisfaction of all such pending Matters*

.N Under Review.

X. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

Charles N. Steele
7111 General Counsel

Date By: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Citizens for LaRouche

Date: By: Mafer organroth
Couns# for Resp ent



Mayer Morganroth, Esq.
Heritage Plaza
Suite 335
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan,' 48075

Re: MURs 1158, 1186, 1253, 1352

Dear Mr. Morganroth:

On November , 1982, the Commission accepted the

conciliation agreement 'signed by you on behalf of Citizens for
LaRouche in settlement of %the above-referenced matters.

o Accordingly, the files have been closed in MURs 1158, 1186, 1253,
1352 and will become a part of the public record within thirty

Ndays. However, 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) prohibits any
o information derived in connection with any conciliation attempt

.r-m becoming public without the written consent of the
respondent and the Commission. Should Citizens for LaRouche wish
any such information to become part of the public record, please
advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
oD conciliation agreement for your files. I also want to remind you

that the first payment of $5,000 by Citizens for LaRouche for the
- civil penalty provided for in the agreement is due on December 1,
S1982. The check should be made out to the U.S. Treasury.

Thank you..

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation agreement

A
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WASHINGTON, PC 2043

MEMORANDUM TO:ThQ

FROM* Steve Barndollar
Docket Clerk

SfJECT: Returned Letters

DZE:

The following letter NUl#~was
returned. Please write a meuo to the file
fd advise on what to do. If you wish to
resend the letter, please have the envelope(s)
Cd green card(s) made.

oD Thank

Add -(



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

fbkW r Busines
efmnity for Private Use $300

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

Ms. Rochelle Ascher
461 Westover Hills Blvd.
Richmond, Virginia 23225
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August 26, 1982

Ms, Rochelle Ancher
461 Westover Hills Blvd,
Richmond, Virginia 23225

RE: MUR 1253

Rochelle Ascher

04 Dear Ms. Ascher:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
o Commission on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days After
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved, Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the publip record, please do so within 10 days.

o-j The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a) (12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

7 closed. The'Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of '2 U.S.C, S 441a(a) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

al Counsel



FEDERAL JELECTION COMMISSION
WAS14WCTO4 0JC. -3043

August 26, 1.982

Ell1iot Eisenberg,
5611 N, Glenwood
-Chicago, Illinois' 60660

RE: MUR 1253
Elliot Eisenberg

o Dear Mr. Eisenberg:

Aftea considering the circumstances of this matter, the
SCommission on August 24,, 1982,. decided to take no further-action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
Nfile will be made part of the public record within 30 days-after

this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the publIc record, please do so within 10 days.

O The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The"'Commission will notify you when the entire file has

o been closed.

N The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

0contributionj by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a-a) (1) (A) a~nd you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

if you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Cha11 N;U.e elnw
.Chlcaha, 

Nlln i tee

G en liot Aienn

BY: X nneth A.Gros
Associate General Counsel
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August 26, 1982

Lawrence Gray
200 East 27th Street

-%..ew York, N.Y. 10016

RE: MUR 1253
Lawrence Gray

Dear Mr. Gray:

Aftex considering the circumstances of this matter, the
o Commisaion on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a)(.12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The'Commission will notify you when the entire file has

o2 been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions, by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) amd you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,,

CharleY N Stee

Associate General Counsel



:...I Z ON, COMMISSION

August 26, 1982

Donald J. Carr
6730 Alexander
-Saint Louis, 140. 63116:

RE: MUR 1253

Donald J. Carr

N Dear Mr. Carr:

Afteu. considering the circumstances of this matter, the
o Commission on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B)
and 5 437g(a).(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The"Commission will notify you when the entire file has

o been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) aDd you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

sociate General Counsel



IO*t I AOMISION

August 26, 1982

Ms.'.arjorie Masel Hecht
251 West 87 Street

.ew York, N.Y. 10024

RE: MUR 1253

Marjorie Mazel Hecht

Dear Ms. Hecht:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
0 -Commisdion on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved.. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

O The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

o been closed.

NThe Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441aja) (1)(A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael

Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Char es N. Steele

BY. Kenne . Gr ss
Associate Ge eral Counsel
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August 26, 1982

Andrew Wilson
145 Peachtree Park Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30309.

RE: MUR 1253

Andrew Wilson

Dear Mr. Wilson:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
o Commission'on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further 4ction

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
N file will be made part of the public record within 30 days *after

this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

0 The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 43*7g(a) (4) (B)
and 5 437g(a).(.12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

o been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,
Char le N. Stee

BY: nneth A. G
Associate General Counsel
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August 26, 1982

Jeffrey Forrest
217 Haven Ave.
.New York, N.Y. 10033

RE: MUR 1253

Jeffrey Forrest

Dear Mr. Forrest:

After. considering the circumstances of this matter, the
0'Commission on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file i n.this matter as it pertains to you, The
*4 file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
* this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents

involved,. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
. and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

closed. The dommission will notify you when the entire file has
o been closed.

N4 The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

contributions, by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) afd you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,



FPWEA tt t0~N COMMISSION

August 26, 1982

Mrs4 Ellen G. Scott
P.O. Box 48
Fort Edward, N.Y.' 12828

RE: MUR 1253

Ellen G. Scott

Dear Mrs. Scott:

Aftex. considering the circumstances of this matter, the
0 Commission on August 24, 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
N fili will be made pakt of the public record within 30 days after

this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

O'D The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and 5 437g(a).(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

oD been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
o.0 contributions, by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a

violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441aja) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,
Charl~s N. Stee
.Gen ouns

•BY: Kenneth r o
Associate General Counsel



In the Natter of )' u, o . ) , 123f alrA

I, Nariorie W. fmnns, Rording Secretary for the Federal

" * Election Commission Eoecutive Session on August 24, 1982, do here

certify the ozwniskio took the fo11cadng actions in theaovcptne

Pt.matters:

0



IMGrrY k ad Iaich voted ffaey:f thedeiicn.

6. e qprv the ]9tors attached
to te Gizw 3L~umwiisAxugut 11I, 1982 report,

Ommissioners Aikws Elliott, Hais, ,, alI,
and Reiche voted affinmatively.

Yaarryt

Comissioners A1kens; Elliott, Haris, Mk.onald, MX.ary,
and Reiche voted affinratively.

Attest:

0 gi

61 Marjorie W. mrcns
Secretary of the Cxumission

cc

Date

OV .2
02 //- 0 0C..'
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AUGUST 12, 19

OBJECTION - $ , , 12.53,
and

Proposed Pe-Proboble Cause
Conciliation with Citizens for
LaRouche

The above-named dcntwas ciclted to the CaTmissicn on

August 12, 1982 at ll:00AM.

Comnissicner Harris submitted an objection to this

matter on August 12, 1982 at 2:41 PM.

Thi matter will be placed on. the agwAda for the Exscutive

Session of August 17, 1982.

Vr



EPDERA L ELECTION CQM tS ON
SWASHINGTON. 0 C I 046

!EMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJEC T:

CHARLES STEELE

MARJORIE W. EMMONS /JODY C.. RANSOM
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TO THE COMISSION

AUGUST 16, 1982

ADDITIONAL OBJECTIONS - PROPOSED PRE-PROBABLE
CAUSE CONCILIATION WITH CITIZENS FOR LAROUCHE
CONCERNING IURs " , , 1253, and

Tou were notified previously of an objection by

Commissioner Harris.

Cozzissioners Reiche and McDonald submitted additional

objections to this matter.

This matter will be discussed in executive session

on Tuesday, August 17, 1982.



August l, 1982

MOMMNUM TO:

SUMaCT:

Marjorie Emmons

Steven Barndollar

MURs f f1253,

Please have the attached Memo to the Comuission
diitributed to the Comission on a 48 hour tally basis.

Thank you.

Attachment

qq. E

0

0



FEDERAL -ELECTION 0
WASHN kGTOP:. D.C. 3063

August i1'902

IMiAM.
.~ -~

cj~ j;;~~c~
.0 -The Commission

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse

SUBJECT:
N

~1'

Proposed Pre-Probable Cause Conciliation
with Citizens for LaRouche Concerning
MURs , ,, 1253, , and

0 Mayer Morganroth, attorney for Citizens for LaRouche (CFL),
has requested probable cause conciliation witb regard to al
outstanding MURs involving CFL. ".

I. BACKGROUND

On December 18, 1979, the Commission qualified Citizens for
LaRouche (CFL) to receive matching funds for the 1980
presidential primary campaign. During audits conducted pursuant
to that qualification, certain irregularities were noted in the
documentation submitted by CFL. The Commission undertook
investigations into those irregularities which are summarized as
follows:

TO:

FROM:
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C. MUR 1253ELfl

Durifig their required field work conducted pursuant tQ 26
0 U.S.c. S 9038(a), the FIC auditors discovered that 15 individuals

j apparently incurred obligations on behalf Of CFL in excess of
$1,000, in violation of the contribution limitations of 2 U.S.C.

"' S 441a(a) and 441a(f), and referred this matter (subsequently
denoted MUR 1253) for possible compliance action. On January 22,
1981, theoCommission fouhd reason to believe CFL violated 2

o U.S.C. 5 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions from the
fifteen individuals, and notified CFL of that finding.

While MUR 1253 was pending before the Commission in the
CD investigative stage, additional materials concerning other
Nindividuals who apparently made excessive contributions to CFL

were obtained through the post-primary audit and report review
O processes. These matters which had been denominated MURs 1262

and 1344 were, by vote of thi Commission, merged with MUR 1253 on
June 16, 1981, as they involved a common nucleus of facts and the
possible violation of the same statutory section. Also on that
date, the C omission found reason to believe that eight
individuals!_/ had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making
contributions to CFL in excess of $1,000, and that CFL violated 2
U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions from 21
individuals.

9/ These individuals are Rochelle Ascher, Elliot Eisenberg,
Jeffrey Forrest, Lawrence Gray, Marjorie Mazel Hecht, Andrew
Wilson, Donald J. Carr and Ellen G. Scott.
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2) MUR 1253

(1) $2,713.53 in contributions from Rochelle Ascher;

(2) $1,742.15 in contributions from Karen Brubaker;

(3) $1,024.48 in contributions from John Covici;

(4) $1,279.55 in contributions from Joseph D'Urso;



(9) $,3, 681. 32

(10) $1,285.87

(11) $1,738.68

(12) $1,763.76

(13) $1,005.44

(14) $1,507.65

(15) $2,403.90

(16) $1,025 in

(17) $1,043 in

(18) $1,105 in

(19) $1,030 in

(20.), $1,044 in

(21) $1,150 in

(22) $1,100 in

(23) $1,100 in

(24) $1,120 in

(25) $1,125 in

(26) $1,010 in

(27) $1,030 in

(28) $1,515 in

(29) $1,580 in

in contributions

in

in

in

in

in

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

in contributio

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

contributions

ns

from

from

from

from

from

from

from

Lawrence Grey

Marjorie Hazel

Marsha KoKindai

Melvin Johnson;

Michael Smedberg;

Martin Simon;

David W. Thill;

from Andrew Wilson;

from August F. Arac6;

from James M. Duree;

from Shirley Fingerman;

from John Holly;

from T. J. Hopkins;

from Sherri S. Lightner;

from John Pellicano;

from John Ryman;

from John J. Sakala;

from Walter J. Stevens;

from James Taylor;

from Verne Tomlins;

from Carleton Williams;

from Frederic L. Young;

C

0

¢3

0



(30) $2,375 in contributions from Donald J. Carrv

(31) $2,030 in contributions from Ellen G. Scott .J..

(32) $1,050 in contributions from Belinda F. deGrazila

(33) $1,250 in contributions from Alexander Wardl

(34) $1,125 in contributions from Mary F. Cummings;

(35) $1,075 in contributions from James M. Everette;

(36) $1,250 in contributions from Michael Micale.

Contributions 1-15, listed above, were given in the form of
advances made by individuals on behalf of CFL.18/ Although the
individuals were reimbursed for the advances, CFL did not
reimburse them within a reasonable time. Therefore, as the
committee had the use of the money for extended periods, the

, advances shou d be counted against each individual's contribution
limitation.19 / Contributions 16-36, listed above, consisted of

C outright gifts to CFL which, in the aggregate, exceeded each
individual's contribution limitation. The attached conciliation
agreement contains an admission as to each of the 37 above listed
violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

The .Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission
seek a civil penalty in the amount of twelve thousand five

S hundred dollars ($12,500) from CFL. While the total dollar
Samount involved in the violations is not small, the amount

involved in each violation is generally low. Additionally, many
rD of the violations are based on the same sets of circumstances.

18/ The definition of "contribution" includes the term
"advance". 2 U.S.C. S 431(8. The advdnces, for the most part,
consisted of expenses of travel, lodging and subsistence made by
individuals for the use of other CFL representatives and the
candidate; consequently, the exclusion contained in former
2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) does not apply. That section only
exempted one's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R.
S 100.7(b).(8), former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b) (6).

19/ 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a)(4) provides that the term
"contribution" does not include the extension of credit by any
person for a length of time within normal business or trade
practice. However, this limited exemption is geared toward
businesses and commercial vendors which have standardized billing
cycles whereby goods or services are routinely provided first and
paid for later. In the General Counsel's view, individuals
carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than business
or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit of-this
specific exemption.
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14gom engation

4) Take no fugtber &ction in MUR 1253 I±th respct to:
Rochelle Aschert. Elliott Eisenbergi; Jeffrey Forrest;
Lawrence Gray; Marjorie Mazel Hecht; Andrew Wilson;

,Donald J. Carr and Ellen G. Scott, and close the file
as it pertains to each.

IV-XI . Proposed Letters to Individual Respondents in MUR 1253.



I& FeDRA10 .'TONCOMMISSION
WA$tNTO% * Q43

Mrs. Ellen G. Scott
P.O." Box 48
Fort Edward, N.Y. 12820

RE: MUR 1253
Ellen G. Scott

Dear Mrs. Scott:

4O After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commissioron August , 1982, decided to take no further action

OD and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. the
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents

,I involved.. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 43.7g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g (a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

TT closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a

O) violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) add you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT IV 1 of 1
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Jeffrey Forrest
217 Haven Ave.
New York, N.. 10033

RE: MUR 1253

Jeffrey Forrest

0 Dear Mr. Forrest:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission-on August , 1982, decided to take no further .action
and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The

,'4 file will be made part of the public record within 30 days-after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the publib record, pleasp do so within 10 days.

- The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

"4 The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to-be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 44la~a) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT V 1 of 1
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Andrew Wilson
145 Peachtree Park Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

RE: MUR 1253
Andrew Wilson,

Dear Mr. Wilson:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission-on August , 1982, decided to take no further action

0' and clbse its file in thismatter as it pertains to you. The
file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the Public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 43.7g(a) (4) (B)
oD and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

0
The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

Scontributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
,) violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) and you should take

immediate steps to insure thAt this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT VI 1 of 1
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Ms. Marjorie Mazel Becht
251 West 87 Street
New York, N.Y. 10024

RE: MUR 1253
Marjorie Mazel Hecht

Dear Ms. Hecht:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission-on August , 1982, decided to take no further action

C and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. The
Sfile will be made part of the public record within 30 days.after

this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

oD The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

T closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributi.ons by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a

0 violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(a) (1) (A) a0d you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

.BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT VII 1 of 1



Donald J. Carr
6730 Alexander
Saint Louis, MO. 63116.

RE: HUR 1253
Donald 3. Carr

*, Dear Mr. Carr:

0.0 After considering" the circumstances of this matter, the

(, Commisqiof on August , 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this-matter as it pertains to you. The
N file will be made part of the public record within 30 days .fter

this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents

,o involved; Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on

the publit record, please do so within 10 days.

o The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a) (4) (B)

and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
" closed. The tommission will notify you when the entire file has

0 been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
o violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) and you should take

immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT VIII 1 of 1
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Lawrence Gray
200 East 27th Street,
New York, N.Y. 10016

RE: MUR 1253
Lawrence Gray,

Dear Mr. Gray:

r.Af ter considering- the circumstances of this matter, the
* Commission- on August ', 1982, decided to take no further action
O and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. *The

file will be made part of the public record within 30 days.after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (8)
and 437(a) (12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive
contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441ala) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael

Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

" BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT IX 1 of 1
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Elliot Eisenberg
56111 N. Glenwood
Chicago, Illinois 6066.0

RE: MUR 1253

Elliot Eisenberg

Dear Mr. Eisenberg:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commis.sion on August , 1982, decided to take no further action

o and close its file in this matter as it pertains to you. *The

file will be made part of the public record within 30 daya after
this matter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a) (4) (B)
and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The-Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

contributions by l9ans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a
violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a) (1) (A) and you should take
immediate steps to insure that this activity does not occur in
the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Michael
Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT X 1 of 1



Ks. Rochelle Ascher
461 Westover Hills Blvd.
Richmond, Virginia 23225

RE: MUR 1253

Rochelle Aicher

NDear Ms. Ascher:

After considering the circumstances of this matter, 
the

oD Commission on August , 1982, decided to take no further action

and close its file in this matter as it pertains to 
you. The

N file will be made part of the public record within 30 days after

this matter has been closed with respect to all other 
respondents

involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to appear on

_the public record, plpase do so within 10 days.

.0 The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B)

and S 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire 
matter is

closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file 
has

o been closed.

-? The Commission reminds you that the making of excessive

contributions by loans or otherwise nevertheless appears to be a

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 4A1a(a) (1) (A) and you should take

immediate steps to insure that this activity does 
not occur in

the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them to 
Michael

Dymersky at (202) 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT XII 1 of 1
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IW PAM4U4 TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CIMLUS STEELE

MARJORZE W. =Q4ONS/JODY CUSTER

SEPTEMBER 10, 1981

MUR 1253 - Comprehensive Investigative Report #1;
dated 9-2-81; Signed 9-7-81; Received in OCS
9-9-81, 10:39

The above-named docimnt was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

September 9, 1981.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.

0
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BEOlTHr- 1URPA-L mLCTZlox COIMQSSX 10'
Septmber 2, 1981 "'

In the Matter of )
)

Citizens for LaRouche ) MUR 1253

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #1
On June 16, 1981, the Commission determined that their

is reason to believe that the Citizens for LaRouche ("CFL")

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting contributions from

21 individuals in excess of the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)

(1) (A). (On that date, MUR 1262 and MUR 1344 were merged

into HUR 1253 as well.) The Commission also found reason to

believe that eight individuals violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A)
in excess of $1,000 each. Previously, on January 22, 1981, the

Commission found reason to believe that CFL violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive contributions in

the form of loans which totalled $17,121.90.

oAs of this report, the General Counsel has received no
factual or legal materials in response to either finding from

CFL. Most of the named individual respondents have responded.

Of that number, one (Ellen G. Scott) has requested pre-probable

cause conciliation. Two notification letters have been returned

as "undeliverable;" staff members are trying to find current

addresses for these two. One individual has yet to respond.

On July 17, 1981, Counsel for CPL filed a petition for

injunctive relief (regarding MUR 1253 et al.) in the U.S.

District Court for the Southern District of New York. Argument
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SepItetsber 3, 1981' The dour-t isasaued no ruling, bo t i nditated

t~ it v4 j pmt.yon a motion to dismiss the came when

filed by the C ission. The General Counsel does not contemplate

initiating any discovery in this NUR until the court's ruling

which is expected in early October.

to[*9~
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Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
KennAth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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Federal Election Ommission
1325 K Street NW
Wasington, D.C. 20463

Re: MR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Sirs:

Your letter of June 18th is fa#cually i ate, legally
obscure and, I think, Vcre iiar-=mnnt.

I was a vlunteer for Lyndon H. La~xhe, Jr. during his
s idetial c -looaig* I allowed the cmwaig ocz-uilittee. of Ir. Lamouhe

tP. use my credit card for travel arrangumlots and purche. The
pmittee, M, and I had an ag t udlerby they would pay all

CL their n on the card. As I -5-m!a-' the law, theY vt
pay them-If I pay their Mmpenses then,and only thenwill C have

ade contritios to the cmign over the limit. CL did nake
mlar paynents on their expenses and ny account of the charges

dw that CFL only ows $422.90 as of this date. Your letter reflects
tbP amount that as charged up to De--err of 1979 without reflecting
paWnets which were reported in all of CFL's reports to you along
with supporting d _cntation. The anvumt of tire it took mqosing
your murky legal analysis and the letter to me charging me with
violations of the law, might better have been spent looking at the
facts before you.

Since CFL has paid this amnnt-how can you say I exceeded the
c gn linits? What is a reasonable tire? I guess I could sue
CFL for the $422.90 and that would satisfy your apparent desire to
sow discord between a Cann. ttee with serious financial pr .le and
1 wets- who gave of their tir, and .rxney to 9be. A suit, .r',9. r,
would cost irore than $422.00. ith CFL's past record of paynent, I
am content with r. them. of the obligation and their on Wd
insistencre that it is their obligation vh4ich they will pay. I trust
that in view of the actual facts you will disniss all charges against
me. I am perfectly confident that there is nothing illegal here, no
matter what your distortion of the lav, and facts.

I wonder however, about the effect of your letter on smmom
else who might receive it. I don't believe that sarorme with your
budget and resources can innocently so distort facts. I think your
actions are geared toward making people think twice about giving to
any other campaign associated with Mr. LaIouche. Please notify me
of the dismissal of these allegations.

V yyours,

Je rey Forrest

I



251 West 87 Street Ce 50

New York, N.Y. 10024
July 1, 1981

Federal Election Commisbion
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463
Attn: Mr. Michael Dymersky

Dear Sirs:

I received your letter dated June 18, 1981, and I really
could not make much sense out of its legal analysis.

This letter is to correct the errors of fact in your letter
and to assert that in no way can I be held legally responsible
for a campaign violation on the basis of the actual situation.

I also want to comment that none of the persons I know who have

Nlent their credit cards to other candidates for travel expenses

have received such letters from the FEC. I cannot help but con-
clude that this is a special effort on your part just for persons

rwho lent their credit cards to the LaRouche campaign.

My credit card was used by Citizens for LaRouche (CFL) to make
purchases for their travel. The campaign assumed whatever part
of the debt on the card belonged to them.

Citizens for LaRouche was reasonably good on making payments on its
debt through September 1980. The figure stated in your letter as
the amount outstanding does not seem to reflect these payments by
CFL. Instead, it seems to be the debt as of December 1979. By my
calculations, CFL still owes me $1,237.18 for the charges incurred
during that period. I have repeatedly demanded payment of this

N! amount by CFL. They do not deny that it is still their obligation,
but they argue that they have not been able to fundraise enough
contributions to pay this amount and that they are besieged by other
campaign creditors as well. As a result, my personal credit
standing has been severely damaged.

Now for the Catch 22 aspect: The credit card company has pursued
collection and legal efforts against me. If I pay the outstanding
CFL debt myself, this may stop the credit card company's efforts
against me, but then I would be over the campaign contribution
limit. Therefore, I really have no choice in this situation
except to exert pressure on CFL to pay their debt as soon as
possible. I assure you that I have done this regularly and
vociferously.
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It seems to me that before you proceed with any c laint
against me, you should first review, cL's election. iprt,
which show the exact payments they mtoe to me for-the
credit card charges incurred through September 19R0, r would
also hope that CFL's present financial situation, their reood
of payment, and my Catch 22 quandary would result in a disisal
of all charges against me and a finding that reasonable efforts
are being made toward this extension of credit.

I hope to hear from you shortly.

c Yours sincerely,

Marjorie Mazel Hecht

0D



PO Box 48
-Port Edward, NL# 12828
Jul 2, 19 81

Michael Dymersky
federal Election Commision
Washington,- D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Dymersky,

As noted in your letter of June 18, 1981, I initially
contributed more than $1000. to the Citizens for LaRouche
Campaign. When I discovered that the contribution limit
regulation was "per campaign", not "per year", I expected
the CPL Committee to return to me what was not righiully

o theirs. After much prodding by me, they did return my
money.

It was never my intention to either circumvent or
disobey our laws. What more should I have done when I
discovered the error?

O I am agreeable to "enter into conciliation" process.

o Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Ellen G. Scott

I l,
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145 Peachtro* Park Drive
Atlanta, Geot't 30309

CERIFIED MAIL, R. R. Re

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
Attention: Michael Dymersky

June 30, 1981

Dear Sirs:

I have received your letter of June 18, 1981. It seems to
me that your complaint is properly against Citizens for LaRouche,
if anyone. Here are the relevant facts.

I agreed to act as CFL's agent in advancing credit for
campaign travel and other expenses through purchases on my credit

NNW card. I did this because I knew the campaign had no access to
credit. I was told by CFL that this meant that they would foot
the entire bill for these expenses and that if I paid the bill,

oI could be involved in making campaign contributions over the
limit.

CFL did make regular payments on these expensesaccording
to them,on the account in question. The last payment was to me
directly for the payment on the account in April of 1980. The
payments were apparently made at a time when the Committee was

o in overall better financial and fundraising shape.

In terms of the amount outstanding, I have called CFL
repeatedly in New York and demanded that they pay the bill as my0credit standing is in trouble and I have been threatened with a

lawsuit for non-payment. I have been told by the CFL that they
still consider this their obligation but that they are unable right

0now to pay the amount off. Since I have not paid the amount in
question, I don't see how I can be charged with violating the law.
CFL continues to assure me that they will pay the amount in question
but can only do so in amounts they can afford.

It seems to me that your action puts myself and CFL in a
sort of Catch-22 position. If I pay the debt and restore my credit,
then I will have violated the campaign laws. CFL made payments
before but right now is in moribund financial shape from what I
can see and even if I sued them I don't think the money would cone
out of them faster. Therefore, I don't know what you mean by
reasonable time. CFL's finances and the law itself dictate that
there is no other possible or practical course of action than the
one I have adopted.
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John Wa.rren McGarry

Pederal Election Commission

Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: IMvI NC. 1253 (1262, 1344)

Depr Mr. McGarry

Sorry if we eid something wrong, it wasn't intentional.

thou! ht we were in accordance with the law.

Two t' ousand dollers ($2,000.) of the $2,375. in question

was a loandlot a contribution of which $650.00 has been

repaid. Althouth the checks were signed by Don J. C-rr,

the loan and contributions were intended 1n behalf of Don

J. Carr Pmd his wife Lucille Carr. These transactions were

written from a joint chec hing account.

Sorry ejain for any inconvience this may ha:ve caue ycu.

Sincerely,

STATE OF MISSOURI A' *
s.

CTT OF ST. LOUIS

Subsc ibed before me this 26th Don J. Carr
day of June,1981 Lucille Carr

"Tuom1icCounty of St. e s uisMo.
y commission expires 4/22/83



June 16., 1982.

CERIP1.3!

Elien G.0
116 East St._
Box 48.
Fort Edward, New York 128128

Re: NUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear no. Scott:

On un 16 , 1981, the Federal Election Comuiission
determined that tbere in reason to believe that you violated
Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision o the Federal Election. ampaign Act of 1971, as
amended (the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens

0 for LaRouche ittee which, in:, the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. .Th Genral -Counsel I factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

Oany factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

?In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infoInen conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



Jcle;% 0.scott.

For your information, ye have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this matter,"at (202)
523-4039.

J(1tWWARREN MCGARRY
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

0A13 3 3H
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DATE June , 191 Ua oR.34 LL±
RESPONDENT 8 Ion G. Scott ihe

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on

September 5, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive contributions to

the Citizens for LaRouche Committee ("the Committee" or

N " CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

5CFL reports indicate that respondent contributed $2,375

to the Committee. The excessive portion was reimbursed on

June 15, 1980. Thus, the excessive portion remained unrefunded

for approximately 152 days.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) places an aggregate ceiling of

$1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office."
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1. Find reason to believe that Ellen G. Scott violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(l)(A).
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6730 Aleaie
Saint Louis 140 63116

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Carr:

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to, believe ,that you violated

0 Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a

0provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971., as
amended (Othe ctN)' by making contributions to the Citizens

0 for LaRouche Committee which in. the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General COunsel's factual .and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commissidn's finding, is attached for
your information.

-Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

Oany factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

.N In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infoTnl conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause.to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(#)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
Of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dyiursky, the staff member assigned to this matterjat (202)
523-4039.

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
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DA25 ISe 8 1983.n

REPNDN D ald JS Carr

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral, on

N September 5, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2

O~ U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(l)(A) by making excessive contributions to

the Citizens for LaRouche Committee ("the Committee* or

"CFLN).

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

oD CFL reports indicate that respondent contributed $2,375

q to the Committee. The excessive portion was reimbursed on

o June 15, 1980. Thus, the excessive portion remained unrefun4e4

for approximately 120 days.

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(A) places an aggregate ceiling of

$1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office."
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145 Peacht",]Park Drive

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Re: -MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Wilsont

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election CoRmLssLon
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1911, as
amended (the &Act)by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

C any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten

"IT (10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-
ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infornal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.
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For your information# we hAv. attached a briefAescription
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4039.

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
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GERAX OUSEL ' VACUVL AND' LEAL ANALYSIS

DATE June 18, 19811 4UR NO . 1253 2,262C 1344)
STAFF 903 E R(8). & TEL. *O,

RESPONDENT Andr~ w-ilson 1ih DVM Vskv
(202) 523-4039

SOURCE OFUR I N T ER NA LLY G EN ERA T.ED

SUMHARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

0 mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,403.90 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

o anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

" 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

oD While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing)#
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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*"* On&~eti. Indeed, ite: wol u~eto the pQ*c

of the contribution limitatiOn* -if n a4xuAl wit

could incur expenditures for a candidate or commi ttee with .W.Xi

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limit& o.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, the're

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).
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* 100.7(a) (4), provide that the term "eontribut'it ,

include the extension of credit by any person for a 1444

of time within normal business or trade practice. "fai4

it should'be recognized that this limited exemptioni is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which. have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services ae

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. 5

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.

CO
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RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason-to believe that Andrew Wilson Violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1) (A).
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New York, New York 10032

Ref MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Forest:

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated

o Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a

oprovision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act') . by making contributions to the Citizens

- for LaRouche Committee which, in the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

OD any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten,
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-
ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

"a In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against

O you, the Commission.may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with informal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



eszer tot

For your information, we have attached a brief descri*tion
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this matter,.at (202)
523-4039.

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

, . .1 'A m:....' : 4 11
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RESPONDENT MAWcssv coribti t h te Fora h

SOURCE OF MURI NT R NA L LY G ENE R A TED0

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Corn-

Nmittee ("the Committee" or "CFLO).

0 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,067.3232 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

o anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

V 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

oD While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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a reasonable, time. Indeed, it woiuld! U rmine the pu., 0...

of the contribution limitations if an individual without reettttion,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with hiswot

her own funds..without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee , The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

o not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

NIn the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

N ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

o through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).



-it is true that Commiin reL4tionus, at 11CLR

S 100.7(a)(4), provide that the term oontibution 4g" Qt

include the extension of credit by any person for a length

of time within normal business or trade practice. However,#

it shouldbq recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

t of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

VW Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

Nadvances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

N! While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

0 expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advanceS.



RZCOIMSiND4TION

1. Find .reason to be.ieve that Jeffrey Forest violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).
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CERTIFIED MAIL

5611 N. Glenwood
Chicago, Illinois 60660

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Eisenberg:

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Commission
-0 determined that there is reason to believe that you violated

Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
01 provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee which, in the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
0 that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

oD ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infornal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



J COWAREN MoGAR..
Ch ai ra n

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

C
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DATE • lapR10.'1253 11221 1344)
ST ...? . .RER(~ ) 10 1

RESPONDENT Elliot zitan"sr Rtkal YSJy

SOURCE OF MUR I N T E R N A L L Y G EN E R A T ED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $3,378.34 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . • of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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a reasonable time Indeed, it would undermine the, .. .,

of the contribution limitations if an individual without., ,,retrtions

could incur expenditures for a candidate or cammitte01 Wth his or

her own funds without affecting his or-her contribution limitations*.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or serviced--

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. s 432(c)(5).

0,
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It as tx,4e thAt, Commis'sion _reglations,i AtI

S 100, 7(a) (4), p.rovide that the ter ~co itt.r ib ut ionft, o' not

include the extension of credit by any person for a longth

of time within normal business or trade practice. Vv' ,

it should be-recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

0 business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Now Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

Sreasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

O here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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2 51 West 8t t

New York, New YOrk 10024

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Ms, Hechts

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Comaission
Ndetermined that there is reason to believe that you violated

Section 441a(a) (I)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision, of th eFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (the Aot) by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouchecomittee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Couns'ls factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commissions finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

0 any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant

qT to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken againstyou, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that

a violation has occurred and proceed with infozml conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



For yourW
of": the Ctommis

510uevskyf, the
+5234039.

criptionolat~ona
Michael+

Chaix. M

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
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GENERAL C MBBSLf S FACTUAL, AND- LEGAL AWALYS 1$

DATE June N 191 NO. 253 Al 62g1 4 0
STAN? .E(S ( TEL. O

RESPONDENT Marjorig Nagel Heokt

SOURCE OF MURI"I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T. E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

N CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $3,681.32 to the

' Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.



subjlept to *he Ac ts I ist it;t~n when 'not e
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could incur expenditures for a candildate or dallmittod v~i1_h:1his or

her own funds..without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee,* The candidate or cam-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the indiVIdual.O The

Ifitransaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is.

-not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it-could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

0for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

OIa credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either,

(n money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

'N ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

Sthrough the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 u.s.c. s 432(c) (5).
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It is true0 ta Cmmisvioa z'lattons, at 1

S 10,7 a) (4), povide that the term *contUibution" -. not

include the extension of credit by any person for a :ength

of time within normal business or trade practice. fOWoevez,',

it should be-recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors-which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

, business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

-- of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

- Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

,. reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

O here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See-11 C.F.R.-S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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1. Find reason to believe that Marjorie fazel Hecht violated

2 U.S.C. s 441a(a)(1)(A).
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lwraence- VQay,
200 East 27th St.
New York, N.Y. 10016

Re: M-UR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Gray:

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Commission-
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated

0 Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
wow provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ('the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which

Nq formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

o any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-
ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with informal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-s4039.

Ch ai rm an

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
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DATE June 18, 1981 NOR NO. 414.'..L. 's
STAF F SMIT& TEL@V

RESPONDENT Lawrence Gray..

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").0

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

- CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $5,120.32 to the

N Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

jo and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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could incur expenditures -for a candidate or committee With "is o

her own funds without affecting his or her ontribtt n,,li tons.

This in not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or ca-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

¢ for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. 5 432(c)(5).
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include the extension 6-of credit by any person for a lenfth

of time within normal business or trade practice. Eo ever,

it should be..recognized that this limited exemption "is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

V of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

- advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

CD here involved can be viewed as contributions.

N While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

TO: File DATE: 8-3-81

FROM: Scott E. Thomas

o APPROVAL 0 IMUBDIAVS Aw@ioN 0 RECOMMENDATION

a .eCURS? 0 ,NIoMAL5 (0 6me
(3 comcummamce 0 SCESSAnV ACTION C9sewATuM1
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FILING 0 van OUR cewwVEAIOW €J VOUR 604PORMATION

FULL WPORT QuPK T6LEPH@NE CONV49SAT000 0
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soon I ON ORI 69FlOR9[,, ,

Q'*QPUPA*I nIPiLV PON
VIHS SI1NATUSS Or

I( MARKS:

Please file this in MUR 1253 file.

Do Not Resend to Respondent.

o Thanks,

GPO 923-906



N

N

0

0

The following letter

returned. Please write a

and advise on what to do.

resend the letter, please

and green card(s) made.

MUR/2S3was

memo to the file

If you wish to

have envelope(s)

Thanks

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM: Samanda Soares_ 4$
Docket Clerk , 6/01

SUBJECT: Returned Letters

DATE: 7
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CERTZIM" ! M...

461 Westovex Mills,. Blvd.

Richmond, Virginia 2322

Re: NUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Ms. Asciher:

On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Com sion0 determined that ere is reason to believe that you volated

Section 441a(a)l) tl(A) of Title 2, United.States Code,. a
provision of :the Federal Election Campaign Act of 19.71., as
amended ("the Act) by making contributiOns to the Citizens
for LaRouche Copmttee which in the aggregate, exceed*$41,00.
The General' Counse factual -and -legal analysis, whLih
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
o that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten

oD (10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-
ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no, further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with informal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so-desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.
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DATE 1

RESPONDENT Roo...e M 12 N Er(. ..

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R NA L L Y G E N E R A T E D.

SUMMARMY OF-ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL).

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,713.53 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

o 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

q3 While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees-

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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of the contribution limitations if an individual id. t Wiction

could incur expenditures fox a candidate or 

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee, The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.
Mv

I

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services.

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).
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include the e"tension of credit by any.,person fo a-

of time within normal business or trade praotico ft,*

it should be.recognized that this limited exemption.iS

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors--which hAve

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services aMe

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than.

Ir business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

M of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

-- Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

. reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

o here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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James F. Sohoenor, sq.
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone
1015 15th street, NW.,, site 1240
Washington, D.C. 20005

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Schoener:

*0 On June 16, 1981, the Federal Election Commission determined
that there is reason to believe that your client, Citizensfor
LaRouche, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act")
by accepting contributions from 15 individuals in excess of
the limitation found at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(I)(A). The General
Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for
the Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
o no action should be taken against your client. Please submit

any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten (ib)
days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, state-

0D ments should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has
occurred and proceed with informal conciliation. Of course, this
does not preclude the settlement of this matter through informal
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if you
so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.



tett~r to: Schoeer, iq.
g2

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Michael
Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this mattero.at (202)
523-40390

MCGARRY
Chairman.

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

!4.i
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MUR. iNO. A
STAFIr HEMB V L.WN

R SPONDENT C-it -e-f- La Rogh # - MM*,,

SOURCE OF i'dR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R-A T E D

I. BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS COMMISSION ACTION:

On January 22, 1981, the Commission voted to find reason to

believe that Citizens for LaRouche ("the Committee" or "CFL")

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive

contributions in the form of loans which totaled $17,121.90.

Thereafter, on January 23, 1981, this office sent the required

notification letter to the Treasurer of the Committee. As of

r'. this writing, the General Counsel has received no factual or
oD legal materials in response.

In a review by this office of existing Matters Under Review,

it has been disclosed that two other internally generated matte-rs

involving the Committee appear to involve similarly excessive

contributions. I/ This report, therefore, addresses these two

matters as well, and recommends hereafter that the three MURs be

merged.

I/ These matters have been administratively numbered MUR 1262
and MUR 1344, respectively. First General Counsel Reports have
not heretofore been submitted to the Commission regarding these
MURs.
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Committee and :appeared to have exceedad the limitation on contributions

under 2 U.S.oC. S 441a (a) (1) (A): by an:aggregate amount of $17,121.90.

The Committee reported debts and obligations owed to these individ-

uals. 2/ The Commission found reason" to believe only against the

Committee*

MUR 1344 emanated from a referral by the Audit Division on

SSeptember 5, 1980, wherein the Audit staff noted that 26 additional

individuals had exceeded the $1,000 contribution limitation by an

aggregate amount of $7,092. While twelve (12).of these individuals

received refunds, apparently fourteen (14) individuals did not. 3/

2/ Rochelle Ascher, $2,713.53; Karen Brubaker, $1,742.15;
John Covici, $1,024.48; Joseph D'Urso, $1,279.55, Elliot

nr Eisenberg, $3,378.34; Jeffrey Forest, $2,067.32; Gregory
Garnier, $1,409.59; Laurence Gray, $5,120.32; Marjorie Mazel

o Hecht, $3,681.32; Marsha Kokinda, $1,285.87; Melvin Johnson,
$1,738.68; Michael Smadberg, $1,763.76; Martin Simon, $1,005.44,

I David W. Thill, $1,507.65; Andrew Wilson, $2,403.90.

3/ August F. Arace, $1,025; James M. Duree, $1,043; Shirley
Fingerman, $1,105; John Holly, $1,030; T. J. Hopkins, $1,044;
Sherri S. Lightner, $1,150; John Pellicano, $1,100; John Ryman,
$1,100; John J. Sakala, $1,120; Walter J. Stevens, $1,125;
James Taylor, $1,010; Verne Tomlins, $1,030; Carleton Williams,
$1,515; Frederic L. Young, $1,580.

The Interim Audit Report also listed Don J. Carr as having
made an unreimbursed contribution in the amount of $2,375. See
Attachment 1, pp. 3, 18, 21. The Committee has orally confirmed
that Mr. Carr received a refund of the excessive portion on
June 15, 1980, about 120 days after the excessive contribution
was made.
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to have exceeded the $1, 000 limitation. 1hile nine (9) Of tho

individuals apparently e1eLd 'efunda, and eight (8) o the

individuals (including two (2) of those receiving refunds) were

incorrectly reported as making certain contributions, according

to the Committee, apparently one (1) individual neither received

a refund nor was incorrectly reported. 4/ This individual also

appeared in the September 5, Audit referral as did one of the

refunders.
0

The General Counsel notes that the Commission has found

reason to believe that the Committee received $17,121.90 in

Sexcessive contributions (unreimbursed loans) in KUR 1253. With

the inclusion of the excessive contributions set out in MUR 1344

Sand MUR 1262 the total of excessive contributions received by the

PC0 Committee, including loans, (net of timely refunds and repayments),

for the 36 individuals involved, appears to be $22,793.90. 5/

4/ That individual is Frederic L. Young whose contribution
t--total is $1,580. Mr. Young also appears in MUR 1344 (see footnote
No. 3, supra). The individuals who purportedly receive-7refunds
include the following: 'Donald J. Carr, $2,375 (excess returned
after about 120 days); Ellen G. Scott, $2,030 (excess returned
after 152 days); Daniel B. Polin, $2,150 (excess returned after
10 days); Belinda F. GeGrazia, $1,050 (excess returned after 144
days); Alexandra Ward, $1,250 (excess returned after 138 days);
Mary F. Cumming, $1,125 (excess returned after 77 days); James M.
Everett, $1,075 (excess returned after 150 days); Michael Micale,
$1,250 (excess returned after 202 days); Gary Merrit, $1,100
(excess apparently returned immediately).

5/ The amount of $22,793.90 is the sum of the excessive contribu-
tions which are the subject of the merged MURs, exclusive of
timely refunds, timely repayments, and incorrectly reported sums.
MUR 1253 contained a total of $17,121.90 in excess of the $1,000
contribution limitation; MUR 1344 contained a total of $1,977 in
excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation, and MUR 1262 contained
a total of $2,955 in excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation.
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former 2 ,..C 43(a)(

While pst' Commission pronouncements have indioated" t

individual s# may incur expenses on behalf of political comttees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 61 the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed within a

reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purposes of the

- contribution limitations if an individual, without restriction,

V could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or committee

o7 plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services from the

1 moment they are purchased by the individual. The transaction

O certainly represents a contribution if the advance is not reimbursed

N, within a reasonable time.

6/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for
Presidential Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary
Election Financing), July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example,
it is stated that a political committee should report the
overall reimbursement to an individual for expenditures on
Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the ultimate
recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals
advancing funds to a political committee and receiving reim-
bursement thereafter.
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for the goods or services, i. e-, atthe time cash 6, a 49 Vn, A a

credit card is tendered. At that point theuindor rec R

either money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual

right to payment, and the candidate or committee reeives goods

or services through the efforts of the individual. At that point

also, there should be a written receipt or other documentation

available to evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the

transaction. See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).

It is true that Commission regulations, at 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a)(4),

provide that the term Ocontribution" does not include the extension

C of credit by any person for a length of time within normal business

or trade practice. However, it should be recognized that this

limited exemption is geared toward businesses and commercial

vendors which have standardized billing cycles whereby goods or,,

services are routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

Scarrying out volunteer political activities, rather than business

:0 or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit of this specific

exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter (see footnote 2, supra) were

contributions from the moment the services were purchased.

Clearly, the advances have been outstanding well beyond what
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While the obligations, for the most part,consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other CoM.ittO

representatives and the candidate, the exclusion contained in

former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely to an individual's

own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. s 100.7(b) (8), former 11

C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument can be sustained that a

$1,000 exemption pertains to each individual's aggregate advances.

Therefore, to the extent that such expenditures by these

named individuals exceed the limits prescribed by the Act at

- 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A), such expenditures should be considered

as excessive contributions.

B. MUR 1344 and MUR 1262: Other Excessive Contributions by

Individuals.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) places an aggregate ceiling of

"5 $1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

S authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office."

In the pertinent RAD and Audit reports, it is indicated that

CFL records evidence unrefunded excessive contributions by certain

individuals to the Committee. As to these unrefunded, excessive

contributions, it is recommended that the Commission view these

fourteen (14) named individuals as having violated the contribution

m



lit Ad' s et tath M3
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to these excessive contributions %ich, although refunded, have

been outstanding for an wra oto rable. period :-of tijme it is- recommended

that the Commission view the-tseevn (7)' named individuals, as

having violated the contribution limitations set forth in the

Act. (See footnote 4, , ).

C. Persons Against Wom the Commission Should Proceed.

The General Counsel recommends that the Commission deal only

with those individuals who have made excessive contributions

which have yet to be reimbursed by the Committee (M footnotes 2

and 3, supra), and those individuals who have made excessive

contributions which, although refunded, have been outstanding for

an unreasonable period of time (see footnote 4, sarae). The

Commission regulations at 11 CoF.Ro S 103.3(b) (2) state that 4refunds

shall be made within a reasonable time, and the treasurer shall

note the refund by amending the current report or noting the

change on the Committee's next required report. Since CFL

refunded the excessive portion of a number of the excessive

contributions within a reasonable time, or otherwise corrected

errors in its data base, only those excessive contributions which

remain outstanding or have been reimbursed only after a reasonable

period of time has lapsed should be considered for enforcement

action.

I,

0

0

0r
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excessive contributions* totalling $4,432,

III. R3COMKZNDATIONS

1. Merge 4OR 1262 and HUR 1344 with MUR 1253.

2. Find reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441alf) by accepting contributions from 21

individuals in excess of the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

7/ The Commission has already found reason to believe that
CFL violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a( f ) by accepting excessive
contributions in the form of advances from fifteen (15)
individuals in MUR 1253. The instant 21 individuals
emanate from MUR's 1262 and 1344.
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In the Mtter of
)Citizen for Ia uh, et al. ) MJM 1253 (1262, 1344)

I, Tom L. Stafford, RecOrding Secretary for the Federal Election

Cmuission meting on Je 16, 1981, do hereby certify that the Cmuission

decided in a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions regarding MR 1253:

1. Merge MJR 1262 and MJR 1344 with MJR 1253.

2. Find aSOi To IE that Flochelle Ascher,
Elliot Esenberg, Jeffrey Fbrest,
Gray, Mrjorie M ze1 Hecht, Andrew Wilson,
DoIald J. Curt and Ellen G. Scott each
violated 2 U.S.C. S441a (a) (1) (A) by making
cotributions to the whmittee ich, in the
individual aggregate, ded $1,000.

3. Find RD" TO ELEV that Citizens for
IaRiothe violated 2 U.S.C. S441a(f) by
accepting cotributions from 21 individuals
in excess of the limitation of 2 U.S.C.
S441a (a) (1) (A).

4. Send the letters attached to the General
Counsel's June 10, 1981 Report.

Qmissioners Aikens, Harris, McGarry, Reiche, Thmwon, and

Tiernan voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Secetry
Date



$rno~wim~TO: CHA=LS STEL
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMONS/JODY CUSTNR,9%zi

DATE: JUNE 12, 1981

SUBJECT: OBJECTION - MURs 1253, 1262, 1)44 General
Counsel's Report, dated 6-10-811 Received
in OCS, 6-10-81, 10:09

The above-named document was circulated on a 48

hour vote basis at 4:00, June 10, 1981,

Commissioner Reiche submitted an objection at 1:54,

June 12, 1981.

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

;Agenda for Tuesday, June 16, 1981. A copy of Commissioner

Reiche's vote sheet with comments is attached.

0

Attachment:
Vote sheet



In the:, v^,t: ' of )

Citizens for Laafoho, et al, ) XURI 1253 (124-, 1344)

GENERL COUNSXL' S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS COMMISSION ACTION:

On January 22, 1981, the Comission voted to find reason to

believe that Citizens for LaRouche ("the Comittee" or "CFL")

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive

contributions in the form of loans which totaled $17,121.90.

Thereafter, on January 23, 1981, this office sent the required

notification letter to the Treasurer of the Committee. As of

this writing, the General Counsel has received no factual or

Slegal materials in response.

oD In a review by this office of existing Matters Under Review,

'r it has been disclosed that two other internally generated matters

involving the Committee appear to involve similarly excessive

contributions. 1/ This report, therefore, addresses these two

matters as well, and recommends hereafter that the three MURs be

merged.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS.

MUR 1253 emanated from a referral by the Audit Division

("Audit") on June 13, 1980, wherein the Audit staff noted that

1/ These matters have been administratively numbered MUR 1262
and MUR 1344, respectively. First General Counsel Reports have
not heretofore been submitted to the Commission regarding these
MURs.
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butions under 2 U.S.C. s 441a(a)} l) {A) by an aggregate amount 'f

$17,121.90. The Coawsittee reported debts and obligations owed to

these indiViduals. 2_ The Couuission fond reason to believe only

against the Committee.

MUR 1344 emanated from a referral by the Audit Division on

September 5, 1980, wherein the Audit staff noted that 26 additional

individuals had exceeded the $1,000 contribution limitation by an

aggregate amount of $7,092. While twelve (12) of these individuals

received refunds, apparently fourteen (14) individuals did not. o/

MUR 1262 emanated from a referral by the Reports Analysis

-- Division ("MAD") on July 18, 1980. MD discovered sixteen (16)

, e additional individuals who appeared from the Committee's reports

to have exceeded the $1,000 limitation. While nine (9) of the

individuals apparently received refunds, and eight (8) of the

individuals (including two (2) of those receiving refunds) were

2/ Rochelle Ascher, $2,713.53; Karen Brubaker, $1,742.15;

John Covici, $1,024.48; Joseph D'Urso, $1,279.55, Elliot

Eisenberg, $3,378.34; Jeffrey Forest, $2,067.32; Gregory
Garnier, $1,409.59; Laurence Gray, $5,120.32; Marjorie Mazel

Hecht, $3,681.32; Marsha Kokinda, $1,285.87; Melvin Johnson,

$1,738.68; Michael Smedberg, $1,763.76; Martin Simon, $1,005.44,

David W. Thill, $1,507.65; Andrew Wilson, $2,403.90.

3/ August F. Arace, $1,025; James M. Duree, $1,043; Shirley

Fingerman, $1,105; John Holly, $1,030; T. J. Hopkins, $1,044;

Sherri S. Lightner, $1,150; John Pellicano, $1,100; John Ryman,

$1,100; John J. Sakala, $1,120; Walter J. Stevens, $1,125;

James Taylor, $1,010; Verne Tomlins, $1,030; Carleton Williams,

$1,515; Frederic L. Young, $1,580.
The Interim Audit Report also listed Don J. Carr as having

made an unreimbursed contribution in the amount of $2,375. See

Attachment 1, pp. 3, 18, 21. The Committee has orally confirmed

that Mr. Carr received a refund of the excessive portion on

June 15, 1980, about 120 days after the excessive contribution
was made.



The General Counsel. notes thit theComnisSiOl has found

reason to believe that the comitbeo roeseved $17,121,90 in

excessive contributions (unreimbursed loans) in MUR 1253. With

the inclusion of the excessive contributions set out in NUR 1344

and MUR 1262 the total of excessive contributions received by the

Committee, including loans, (net of timely refunds and repayments),

for the 36 individuals involved, appears to be $22,793.90. 5/

0

L, A. MUR 1253: Expenses Incurred by Individuals on Behalf of CFL.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance ... of money

Nor anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i);

former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e) (1).

4/ That individual is Frederic L. Young whose contribution
T total is $1,580. Mr. Young also appears in MUR 1344 (see footnote

No. 3, sra). The individuals who purportedly receivierefunds
o3 include the following: Donald J. Carr, $2,375 (excess returned

after about 120 days); Ellen G. Scott, $2,030 (excess returned
after 152 days); Daniel B. Polin, $2,150 (excess returned after

:o 10 days); Belinda F. GeGrazia, $1,050 (excess returned after 144
days); Alexandra Ward, $1,250 (excess returned after 138 days);
Mary F. Cumming, $1,125 (excess returned after 77 days); James M.
Everett, $1,075 (excess returned after 150 days); Michael Micale,
$1,250 (excess returned after 202 days); Gary Merrit, $1,100
(excess apparently returned immediately).

5/ The amount of $22,793.90 is the sum of the excessive contribu-
tions which are the subject of the merged MURs, exclusive of
timely refunds, timely repayments, and incorrectly reported sums.
MUR 1253 contained a total of $17,121.90 in excess of the $1,000
contribution limitation; MUR 1344 contained a total of $1,977 in
excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation, and MUR 1262 contained
a total of $2,955 in excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation.
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and receive subsequent re durb * e t,/ tb CommissiO. has never

indicated that the advances umsde by such individuals are not

subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed within a

reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purposes of the

contribution limitations if an individual, without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or conmittee. The candidate or committee

tO plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services from the

moment they are purchased by the individual. The transaction

certainly represents a contribution if the advance is not reimbursed

within a reasonable time.

oIn the General Counsel's view it could be argued that the

Scontribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

ofor the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or a

credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives
0

either money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual

6/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for
Presidential Candidates Receiving Public Financing Primary
Election Financing), July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example,
it is stated that a political committee should report the
overall reimbursement to an individual for expenditures on
Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the ultimate
recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals
advancing funds to a political committee and receiving reim-
bursement thereafter.
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also, there should be a written treceipt or other

available to evidence the date, amunt, purpose, and.P4Y of the

transaction. See 2 U.S.C. S 42(c) (5).

It is true that Commission regulations, at 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a)(4),

provide that the term "contribution" does not include the extension

of credit by any person for a length of time within normal business

or trade practice. However, it should be recognized that this

limited exemption is geared toward businesses and conuercial

vendors which have standardized billing cycles whereby goods or

services are routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than business

or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit of this specific

exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter (see footnote 2, supra) were

contributions from the moment the services were purchased.

Clearly, the advances have been outstanding well beyond what

could be considered a reasonable period of time. On that basis

alone, the advances here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other Committee

representatives and the candidate, the exclusion contained in

former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely to an individual's

own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(8), former 11



named individua~s,.zexe the UMUM~ PresOt~

2 uesec. S 441afa) (1. A), such expetzditur s should be *si4re

as excessive '.ontribUtio is

B. MUR 1344 and MUR 1262: Other Excessive Contributions by

Individuals.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) places an aggregate ceiling- of

$1,000 on individual contributions *to any candidate and his

authorized political comaittees with respect to any eleoction for

Federal office."

In the pertinent RAD and Audit reports, it is indicated that

SCFL records evidence unrefunded excessive contributions by certain

OD individuals to the Committee. As to these unrefunded, excessive

~ contributions, it is recommended that the Commission view these

fourteen (14) named individuals as having violated the contribution

limitations set forth in the Act. (See footnote 3, supra).

Furthermore, these same reports indicate that other excessive

contributions, even when refunded, have been outstanding well

beyond what could be considered a reasonable period of time. As

to these excessive contributions which, although refunded, have

been outstanding for an unreasonable period of time, it is recommended

that the Commission view these seven (7) named individuals, as

having violated the contribution limitations set forth in the

Act. (See footnote 4, supra ).
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The General Counsel, zeo z t the-CommiiO Am~ '4* W

with those individuals who have made excessive contribution$

which have yet to be reimbursed by the Committee (see footnOteS 2

and 3, supra), and those individuals who have made excessive

contributions which, although refunded, have been outstanding for

an unreasonable period of time (see footnote 4, supra). The Commis-

sion regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2) state that "refunds

shall be made within a reasonable time, and the treasurer shall

. note the refund by amending the current report or noting the

1- change on the Committee's next required report." Since CFL

-- refunded the excessive portion of a number of the excessive

N contributions within a reasonable time, or otherwise corrected

errors in its data base, only those excessive contributions which

remain outstanding or have been reimbursed only after a reasonable

°. period of time has lapsed should be considered for enforcement

D action.

NFurthermore, an efficient utilization of Commission resources

would be to pursue only those individuals who have contributed

$1,000 or more in excess of the contribution limitation found at

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A), i. e., six (6) individuals whose names

were derived from MUR 1253, and two (2) individuals whose names

were derived from MUR 1262. These individuals' contributions

represent the most egregious violations.

Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the Commission

found reason to believe that Rochelle Ascher, Elliot Eisenberg,



~~YFEOPLawtono Gray Marjor-. 14a51 HeCht. 4* Vi~R,

JV"-7. d arr'kand gllein G. 804*t each made excessiVe 0: do t+ tions

to CL. It is recomended that the Comission find reason to

believe CFL violated" .2 U.S.C. I 441f with respect to the 21

individuals' excessive contributions, totalling $4,932 however. 7/

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Merge MUR 1262 and MUR 1344 with MUR 1253.

2. Find reason to believe that Rochelle Ascher, Elliot

Eisenberg, Jeffrey Forest, Lawrence Gray, Marjorie Hazel Hecht,

Andrew Wilson, Donald J. Carr and Ellen G. Scott each violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) by making contributions to the Committee

which, in the individual aggregate, exceeded $1,000.

3. Find reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting contributions from 21

individuals in excess of the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).

4. Send the attached notificati let s

//a.

DATE Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachments:
1) Interim Post-Primary Audit Report,

dated November 4, 1980. (36 pages)
2) Reports Analysis Referral Sheet,

dated July 18, 1980. (3 pages)
3) Notification letters.

7/ The Commission has already found reason to believe that CFL

Violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions
in the form of advances from fifteen (15) individuals in MUR 1253.

The instant 21 individuals emanate from MUR's 1262 and 1344.

t"~

Ln



--November- 41,%4980

;A,

* .~.

MEMORANDUM . . ,

TO THE COMMISSIONERS

THROUGH: B. ALLEN CLUTTER, I'll
STAFF DIRECTOR

FROM.: BOB COSTA 5:4

SUBJECT:- jRNEINPS RIMARY AUDIT REPORT-
-CITIZENS FOR LAROUCHE kiv

Attached is a copy of the subject report which contains/ certain revisions recommended by the Office of General Counsel

It should be noted that. the Audit Division and the General
Counsel's Office are in agreement with the contents of this
" report. -In addition, the legal analysis performed by the Office

,, ' of General Counsel is attached at Exhibit A. Attached at Exhibit B

is the matter referred to the Office of General Counsel concerning
possible disbursement irregularities. *

It is recommended that this matter be placed on the next
Executive Session agenda for consideration. A7..

*1o

, Should-you have any questions,. please contact Tom Nurthen
or Lorenzo David on extension 3-4155. C. .

* Photocopies of the instruments in question are not attLahed --

to reduce copying. Upon request, copies are available. for
" inspection from the Audit Division.

*Attachments as state
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Q,"XNTERI REPORT OFTHE AUDIT, DIVISION
4' i""ON THE 4 d

_,CITIZENS FOR:LAROUCHE

KimI
14Apr

As A-SOverview "

-v'2pF4This interim report isbasied- on.an audit ofthe
Citizens'For LaRouche C(the Committee"), to determine whether

there has been compliance with the provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (-"the Act").. -The

t, audit was conducted pursuant to Section 9038(a) of Title 26 ofi
the United States Code which states that "after each matching
payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thorough
examination and audit of the qualified campaign expenses of
every candidate and his authorized committees who received 4,

payments under Section 9037." ,, ...

. Inaddition, Section 9039(b) of Title 26 of the United
States Code and Section 9038.1(b) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations state, in relevant part, that the Commission
may conduct other examinations and audits from time to time as

0D it deems necessary. . "

The Committee registered with the Federal Election
......Commission on January 29, 1979, as the principal campaign

* - committee for Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., the U.S. Labor Party's
candidate for the Office of President of the United States. On
November 9, 1979, the Committee amended its Statement of Organi-
zation to disclose that the candidate was seeking the DemocraticParty's nomination for President of the United States. The
Committee maintains its headquarters in New York City.

--The audit covered the period from January 29, 1979, the
inception date of the Committee, through April 17, 1980, the date

1 determined by the Commission to be the candidate's date of
ineligibility for purposes of incurring qualified campaign expenses.

4-4"
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Du ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -at ng i eid h o ttee reported an opening c
balance of $-0-,Ytotal receipts of $I,376,290.95, ttal :I
expenditures of $1,372,129.80, and a closing cash balance Of
$4 ,026.15 1/ .. " .

At the time of te completion of the audit fieldwork,
the Committee had reported financial activity through June 30,
1980. Furthermore, the Audit staff performed a cursory review
of the Committee's financial-activity from April 18, 1980,
through June 30, 1980. 4A0" ..

. ..This report is based upon documents and working papers
which support each of the factual statements. 'They form part of
the record upon which the Commission based its decisions on the
matters in the report and were available to Commissioners and
appropriate staff for review. ' .. : ' ". , . .

.B. Key Personnel .. . -*,.w,4 .

The principal officers of the Committee during the
period audited were:'-Ns. Carol White, Chairman and. Ms. Felice
M Gelman, Treasurer.,

-The audit included such tests, as verification of total
~k#WA.6% L=.-Y~ expnA LuresL~ aI1u inuiJvidual transa tions;review of required supporting documentation; analysis of debts

and obligations; review of contrbution and expenditure limita-
tions; and such other audit prodedures as deemed necessary under
the circumstances. ,. . I

II. -Interim Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. Findings Relating to Title 2 of the United States Code

1. Limitations on Contributions

Section 441a(a) (1) (A) of Title 2 of the United
States Code states that no person shall make contributions to
.any candidate and his authorized political committees with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the aggregate,
exceed $1, 000.

1/ There is an apparent understatement of $135.00 in ending
'cash. This Is due to arithmetical errors in receipts and
expenditures. -

*: . - ' - -
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• . : .:; . conu~u ,r reave not e rle so .. e. t  see_ n ttachived *fo h

:Recorendati ;,

• ... ': 4"V&- ....The Audit staff -recommends "*'thtwthn! das o f ree pt

of1 thi reor t. omte eudtei contributions A. 4 e s.

..' which are in excess of the.imitationi dn ovde evidence "of NQ
such refunds (front andback of cancelled refund checks), or
provide evidence clearly demonstrating, that the contributions

areri fact, not excessi e ov-4 ee ach-,
14*"

2. Disclosure of Contributor Information

,: .:€ ...,. ,,,, .rSection 434 (b) (3) (A) of Title 2 of the United ,,,,-. :-states Code states that each report shall ndisclose the identi-

fication of each person (other than a political committee) who
Nmakes a contribution to the reporting committee during the.. .S reporting period, whose contribution or contributions have an

aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within the calendar
uchyear, or in any lesser amount if the reporting committee should

so elect, together with the date and amount of each contribution
Section 104.17(a) of Title 2i1 of the Code of

,..Federal Regulations states for all elections occurring prior to
o January 1, 1981, authorized committees of candidates for President

and Vice President may comply with the .requirements of 11 C.F.R.
e104.17 in lieu of 11 C.F.R. 104.3(a). e a....

Section 104.17(b) (2) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that each report shall

: disclose the identification, occupation, and principal place of
.;.business, if any, of each person who has made a contribution toor for the committee or candidate during the reporting period

.in an amount in excess of $100, or in an amount of less1" ,.,-
than $100 if the person's contributions within a calendar year

total more than $100, together with the amount and date of such
contributions. , -

-" --, '  
' ."
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Duig to revew. of th omttee.O. 5contribto,records and reports, ,,the staff notedthatth Commi e*elected to itemize all contributions and'disclose 'the identifi."cation of those contributors whose contributions ag regated .
in excess of $100 M:1

A sample of contributions was. randomly selectedand tested for proper disclosure of contributor information-',(occupation/name of employer). :,The sample indicated that at a'90% confidence level between 18% and 45% of the contributionsthat aggregated in excess of $100 were disclosed without thecontributor's occupation and/or name of employer. ,t.However, ,for the most part,. this information is contained within the Com-Mmittee 's contributor files. "

Committee officials stated that this informationwas not disclosed on its reports due to programming oversights.

SRecommendation

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 days of receipt'of this report the Committee file amended reports to disclose-the required contributor information.

3. Allocation of Expenditures to
State Limitations

Section 441a(b) (1)(A) and 441a(c) of Title 2o of the United States Code state, in part, that no candidatefor the Office of President of the United States who iseligible under Section 9033 of Title 26 to receive paymentsfrom the Secretary of the Treasury may make expenditures inS .- excess of $10,000,000 in the case of a campaign for nomination"for election to such office, except the aggregat4e of expenditures.. under this subparagraph in any one state shall not exceed thegreater of 16 cents multiplied by the voting age population ofthe State, or $200,000 adjusted by the change in the ConsumerPrice Index from the base period (1974).

Section 106.2(a) of Title 11 of the Code of FederalRegulations states, in part, that expenditures made by a Presiden-. tial candidate's authorized committee(s) which seek to influencethe nomination of the candidate in a particular state shall beattributed to that state. This allocation of expenditures
shall be reported on FEC form 3Pc.

. .: Section 106.2(b) of Title 11 of the Code ofFederal Regulations states, in part, that expenditures for staff,media, printing, and other goods and services used in a campaignin a specific state shall be attributed to that state. --

W-1.
'" ' " " " "° "': Z " , 
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,ivPur review or Com ittee -cenditures for the*~,* ~audt priod included' testing, to determfie, th Committ''a4compliance with "he allocation of expenditures among states arequired by the Act. Our review consisted of an examination of
selected disbursements/payables on.a 100% basis plus a sample'drawn from a separate-population. tsIthould be noted that the

, Committee filed an amendment to its-state allocation schedules,..FEC form 3Pc, 'in June 1980, which substantially corrected theallocation discrepancies noted through calendar year 1979.

",,The state allocation findings which follow makereference to expenditures that have not been allocated, expendi-.,1tures that have been improperly allocated and certain expendituresthat require additional documentation in order to determinepraperallocation. #Inaddition,, specific reference is also made-',- ?<:to the allocation discrepancies that affect the New Hampshire.state spending limitation, the only state spending limitation'-,which appears to have been exceeded by the Committee.
a. Unallocated/improperly Allocated media Expenditures

i) Our review of Committee expenditures to at ,-vendor supplying advertising services indicated that $35359.85
(see Attachment B) of the $196,738.44 billed to the Committeeduring January and February 1980 were not allocated to states.,Since the Committee was unable to provide adequate records regardinga detailed composition of each bill (bills were structured bycategory, i.e. television and radio costs, etc.) we could notidentify specific states where voters might be reasonably influenced

Po. by the advertisements. However, a majority of these expendituresthat were allocated during January and February involved a media.,.-campaign directed (allocated) to New Hampshire, Massachusetts,Connecticut, Maine and Vermont. It would appear that someportion of the $35,359.85 in unallocated expenditures may require
allocation to states.

" ,, ii) Committee expenditures for political broad-casts on two (2) national network television stations in January
1980 were reviewed for proper allocation. It was determinedthat the Committee paid $163,231.02 in vendor placement costs-(the charge for airing the broadcast with local stations) which',were not allocated to any state(s). Further, production costs...for these two (2) broadcasts could not be specifically identifiedSto determine proper allocation. Committee officials acknowledgedthat the $163,231.02 in placement costs and an unknown dollaramount of production costs were not allocated.

",., ,V ,
48 4. 4 • . .,
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The-staff adi ad thel Comtte t n(1) methodo allocating • these0 expenditures would be based on

the voting age population of each state plus the District of'
.- 'Columbia. Based on this method, the Audit staff.has determined
.that $492.71 should be allocated torNew Hampshire. ..

iii) The Candidate was not-on the Massachusetts
primary ballot. The final ballot access date for the Massachusetts
primary was January 4, 1980. ,However, the Committee placed F
television and. radio spots as well as newspaper ads between ,:..

" ."iJanuary 9, 1980, and February 8, 1980, totaling $57,393.62, and
illocated 86% of the cost or $49,358.53 "to Massachusetts, 12% or
$6,887.21 to New Hampshire and 1% or $573.94 to both Vermont and

)4.,Connecticut (see Attachment C). ;,The Committee utilized industry
'publications which provided the percentage of the population which
:,,,may have viewed the advertisements, as its source for determining
the above allocation.. "' "im-<-, - ., .

-.The Committee was informed that the portion
NO of the expenditures that was allocated to Massachusetts

($49,358.53) should have been allocated to New Hampshire, Vermont,
.or Connecticut, /as applicable. .Committee officials stated that,
even though the candidate was not on the Massachusetts ballot,
he was, in fanj campaigning for the uncommitted delegates from
that state, rjowever, since the Massachusetts Democratic Primary
procedures dhont provide for write in votes, the Committee
apparently could not influence voters by virtue of their advertise-
ment campaigns and subsequent cost allocations to the state of

o Massachusetts. Further, the Massachusetts Democratic Primary
procedures also do not permit delegates in the county caucuses
to be committed to a.candidate ' "

It is the Audit staff's opinion that $42,305.20-
of the $49,358.53 allocated to Massachusetts should be allocated
to New Hampshire and the remaining $7,053 3 should be allocated

0 <equally between Connecticut and Vermont. L-his allocation was
determined by applying the 86% (previous allocated to
Massachusetts) to each of the three (3) states based on the
Committee's proportional distribution of costs noted above (New
Hampshire 12%, Connecticut 1%, and Vermont 1%). Accordingly, 85.71%
(12/14) of the $49,358.53 should be allocated to New Hampshire and

"14.29% ( 14) should be allocated equally between Connecticut and
V e rm o n t . . .* . ..'-

p The Audit staff used the same industrypublications in determining the required allocation for New
Hampshire, Connecticut .and Vermont. ". i *.

u. ..
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4. th eiew ofexpezn ture records itwr

noted that literature (leaflets, fliers, stickers, *tc.) Costs
appeared to be improperly allocated The Committee generally
allocated a percentage of the total invoiced amount to each state
that received literature. Typically, literature costs were spread

on a 5% basis for 14 key states in which the Committee actively
campaigned (70% of the total cost), 10% in a state which the
.Committee extensively campaigned and 20% to the National head-
quarters overhead. A* v : , .-

A,. .review of literature purchases from four (4)

Committee vendors (248 invoices totaling $287,724.13) indicated
* that in 45 instances .(PHR) literature (costing $44,167) clearly

: targeted at"New Hampshire was being allocated on a 5% basis to
New Hampshire. Subsequent amendments filed by the Committee
increased the allocation basis for New Hampshire (up to 75% in some
instances). A portion ($24,764.77) of the aforementioned 45 PMR
literature invoices was not allocated to New Hampshire even

.though the literature-was clearly targeted toward New Hampshire.
However, sample copies of literature were not available

k11. * for 160 invoices l totaling $193,199.13, and therefore could not,4 be examined for proper allocation (see Attachment E Parts I & II).

c. Candidate Residence and Telephone

Also noted during our review of expenditure records
were disbursements for a rented house in New Hampshire used

o by the candidate during the campaign. For the period October 1979
through February 1980 the Committee paid $10,094 in rent. The
Committee has allocated 52% of the rental payments ($5,205.40) to
New Hampshire and 48% to fundraising and national campaign
headquarter's overhead. In support of the method used to allocate
the rent expenses, Committee officials stated that when the
candidate was not campaigning, he was "resting" which was considered

0 headquarter's overhead and therefore not allocable. However, 11
C.F.R. 106.2(b) states, in part, that expenditures for administrative,
staff, and overhead costs directly related to the National Campaign
Headquarters shall be reported but need not be attributed to
individual states. Expenditures for staff and other goods and
services used in a campaign in-a specific state shall be attributed
to that state.

2a/ 14 of the 160 invoices, totaling $40,852, have not been
allocated to states. (see Attachment E Part II)

- """ 2 .. .. . "
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aaddition, telephone epese incurre tough
December, 1979, -totaled $1,425.49. 2b/'The telephone expnses were >

-allocatd 50% ($712.74) to New Hampi-ire and 50% 'to headquarter's , .
overhead. In addition, the Comunittee was assessed $2,481 for

1rdamages to the house. Tirhe aissessment-for damages has been
'acknowledged by the Committee but the amount has not been allocated
to New Hampshire, -

amene is It should be noted that the Committee has subsequently
amended its allocation schedule (FEC form 3Pc) and submitted
computational schedules which support the $35,359.85 in media costs
.(3a(i)) not previously allocated. However, the Committee has not

s .submitted (vendor) documentation necessary to determine proper
.allocation of the expenditures.

In addition, copies of literature samples have
been submitted for a portion of those invoices (3b) which will
be reviewed upon receipt of the remaining literature samples.

,ij. Attachment E part I has been annotated to identify the copies
of it~nt~~mvan4ad

Recommendation .-

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 days of receipt
of this report the Committee obtain and submit the documentation
necessary to determine proper allocation for the expenditures
($35,359.85) noted in finding 3a(i) and for the 160 vendor
invoices (totaling $193,199.13) noted in finding 3b. The Committee
should review this documentation and amend its state allocation
schedules (FEC form 3Pc) where necessary. With respect to the
telephone expenses for 1980 associated with the above mentioned" rental property, it is recommended that the Committee obtain and
submit the documentation necessary to determine the proper
allocation for these expenses and amend its state allocation
schedules accordingly. In addition, the Audit staff recommends
that within 30 days of notification the Committee amend its state
allocation schedules to properly allocate the following:

1. expenditures made in conjunction with the political
broadcasts (New Hampshire $492.71 plus a representative
portion of production costs (3a(ii)).

2. that portion of the media expenditure ($49,358.53)
improperly allocated to Massachusetts after the ballot
access date - (New Hampshire $42,305.20, Connecticut and

-Vermont $3,526.66 each (3a(iii)).

'1

2b/ The Audit staff could not determine Committee telephone
expenses associated-with the candidate's residence for
the year 1980.

11
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atportioan 'of the t ratr co "7ss a v t

.ampshire but not entirely allocatoe_ to 'New" ampshire -

$24,764.,77 (3b). , .'4 ,;th i:& 0 -

4."that 'portion "f the housing cost that was not allocated
.to New Hampshire - Rent $4,888.60 , telephone $712.75P
and damages $2,481.00 (3c) .o

Comnittee worksheets supporting these aendments should also
submitted to the Audit stafffor review. 4
Furthermore, it i the of Audit staff. hat,

theh,;Aui opiio of. ta-thet
absent a showing to the c ontrary vthe uiaue of the expenditures
made in excess of the New ,Hampshire state spending limit should
be viewed as unqualified campaign expenses-and repaid to the ,
U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2) and llC.FoRo 9034.4
(d). (See recap below). , At present, the value in excess of the New
Hampshire limit is $67,597.59. Adjustments to this figure will be
made as a result of our review of the additional expenditure related

Z6 - documents mentioned above. ... .

- Recap of Expenditures Affectins the New
Hampshire State Spending Limitation ., ". . . .,

New Hampshire state spending limit - . .. $294
., ..,' . , ..

o 6' Amount allocated to New Hampshire
as of 4:307,80 .2 8 26,3 52. 5 6

Allocation required from Finding 3a(ii) 492.71
Allocation required from Finding 3a(iii) 42,305.20

N Allocation required from Finding 3b 24,764.77
Allocation required from Finding 3c 8,082.35 ,

Total recommended allocations to New Hampshire 361

Total expenditures in excess of limitations
resulting from recommended New Hampshire allocations.

.... II ,44. ,I.. .: . . ,/ .. . , .. / . , -.

1,400.00

?1997.59

1$ 67,597.59

3/ The coverage date of the last state allocation schedule
(FEC form 3Pc) filed by the Committee.

4/ This amount does not include the expenditures noted in
Finding 3a(i) ($35,359.85) and 3b ($193,199.13) that may
require allocation to New Hampshire based upon the
documentation presented by the Committee (amount in question
$228,558.98).
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. Section 9034.5(b) of Title 11, Code of Federal
Regulations requires that the candidate submit a Statement ofNet Outstanding Campaign Obligations which contains, among other
items, the total of all outstanding obligations for qualified
campaign expenses and an estimate of necessary winding down costs
within 15 days of the candidate's date of ineligibility.

Section 9038(b) (1) of Title 26 of the United StatesCode states that if the Commission determines that any portion of.
the payments made to a candidate from the matching payment
account was in excess of the aggregate amount of payments to which'
such candidate was entitled under Section 9034, it shall notify
the candidate, ,and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an
amount equal to the amount of excess payments. . ,

" nFurther, Section 9038(b)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the
United States'Code states that .if the Commission determines that
any amount of any payment made to a candidate from the matching
payment account was used for any purpose other than to defray the
qualified campaign expenses with respect to which such payments
was made, it shall notify such candidate of the amount so used,
and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount equal to
such amount. . .

The Committee filed a Statement of Net Outstanding
Campaign Obligations (NOCO) on April 22, 1980. 5/ This statement,
as amended, and the results of our verification of the items
contained thereon, appear below.

N5

. It I I~

/ The Committee amended its original NOCO on May 19, 1980,
..... ....June 16, 1980, July 7, 1980, and July 28, 1980. In addition," - i .... on August 4. 1980, the Committee filed an "alternative" NOCO

to the amended July 28, 1980 NOCO. Since the August 4 NOCOwas submitted after the completion of the New York fieldwork,
- it has not been incorporated into this report. However, all

materials submitted will be included in the final audit
report.

. . . .Z :.n - . , . .. . ..

• , .

. - . ... ... .. . ... . ... .. i ,. . , , ' i'';, .,. .. , ... .)

,'.;, _- _.. . .:, .. .:,,. . . .,.: .. ... , .. . . " . . ,.. . .. . :i ,'; . ,



ift ~ Cash an nwd as of4/17/80,A
Pripanwitsa ecuity~,~

A~S 'A

Acouts and X~lP~1

Office!Evanmis
~~r'~~~Z~~a3 0qm Omzl ,00.00~P~o1anemu staff b~pumms 35,0,00.o00

'FJi Offices - arMOtatA 250.0

r 2 150.00 A-- ftdiftq".m Uwa G104M 000.00

Personral 00
Attore 8ft t1:1

'C Fidraising Clsts 66v500.00
Cadidate sscuity p27,000.00

Storage. 2250. 00 2

,000.00-
v250.00

-0 .9/

~~omr..~~~ p u m ' g. -,28 950. 00 $ 44,750.00 LO

6V 67416.72 423,619.51

869. 51.y

44

*,;~*~ .,..

M IT r T m m

APPLMImM men=~
4 9 I N 3 I T a m r2 

'5 6 , 8 5 7 8 5 7 9 , 7 6 4 .8 2 1 /

(S. 03 8589*54) $ -~

6/April 17, 1980, is' the date detagrdySd by thme nisa to be thm Cadidate'sdate of ineligibility for puposm~ Of i'mring qulfed culpaign ~ensen.
y Tis igue Ossnt ilzgUde aolittee dets of $27,597.21, dum to c'L'sfailure to provde tk* supporting dowmntation rurdb ..9033.1(a) (1). see Attectnent F for a schedule of debts requiring Uuppoting

The uudin has Pmreiinarily dee wj o Augut 7V 1.980 that the itemsli sted ame not legitimte wirxding down css

my a= LmUwqn thm itsm in foonote 8SfrCM estimted Winding down costs, theCamittee is no loner in a deficit Position, therefore, the projectedfurdraising costs frau 8/18 (D)ate Of Nldian ofDioatic Candidate) to12/31/80 are not aplcbe 
.

In,#~A

XWExinig.w appear reasonable bt are subject, to revision based uponaculCXt in ..d

"1 he Qzuuittee has OnlY inclixWe $330.00 of thm Ulr,409. 04 in mrtching fundsreceived On April 24,'1990.-

.4.4

0

0

*.~I.

.1

. - -1 - - . -, - *.- -

.4

(652 275.32)(388,593.50)
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An above,"the Audst iaff' ,tification-
of theitems ,on the 'Comuittee' s NOC nt revealed various
differences which :esulted .4n a.wnet difference 1bVerstatement) "
in net utstanding campaign obligations of $263,681.82. There-
fore, the Committee's NOCO as of the date of ineligibility
(April 17, 1980) should have disclosed a deficit of $388,593.50
and not .$652,275.32 as stated by the Committee in its amended
NOCO statement...

In addition, our review of the Committee's
deposits indicated that for the period April 18, 1980, through
June 16, 1980, the Committee received $374,332.73 12/ in

,,individual contributions and matching funds. "BaseW-on the
-above, the Committee's remaining entitlement was $14,260.77
($388,593.50 - $374,332.73) as of June 16, 1980 (see 11 C.F.R.
9034.5(a)). However, the Committee received three (3) subsequent
matching fund payments totaling $36,958.19 resulting in an
overpayment of $22,697.42 ($36,958.19- $14,260.77)0.

* .,.,,,Recommendation K. 4

The Audit staff "recommends that within 30 days of receipt
of this report the Committee obtain and submit documentation.,for the unverified items noted in Attachment F. 'After reviewing
any additional documentation the NOCO figures will be adjusted
accordingly. Absent a showing to the contrary, within 30 days of
receipt we recommend that the Commission preliminarily determine
that $22,697.42 is repayable to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to
26 U.S.C. 9038(b) (1).

O The Audit staff also recommends that within 30 days of
notification, the Committee obtain and submit the June bank
records for its Ohio account as well as financial records for
the Teamsters Committee to Elect LaRouche, an authorized

C ,committee.
N,

12/ a. The Committee actually received $375,412.34, however,
the NSF checks that were matched ($589.07) and the
loans/refund that were matched ($490.54) have been
deducted from this amount.

b. In addition, the Audit staff was not provided with
the June bank records of the Ohio depository or the
bank records of the Teamsters Committee to Elect
LaRouche. Therefore, a reconcilation of Committee
receipts through June 16, 1980 could not be completed.
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2 No ' ~cn-Sufficient.Funds- Che s .tc

... .ection 9034. (-a) (3) of Titl'l ...edr
Regulations states that a matchable campaign contribuio is one
in which the amount of the contribution which is au.tt,.,.fo
matching shall be actually received by the candidat 4 A. yof

the candidate's authorized committees and deposited in a designated
campaign depository maintained by the principal campign committee.

In accordance with the Guideline fo iPresentation;.,
in Good Order approved by the'Commission on May:17,1979, L7; 17
committees are required to present a list of.all .instruments
returned by the bank because of insuffcent "'funds.',This list .
forms the basis for -adjustments to matching fund payments for :
contributions, which may -have been submitted for matching and ~~ i
subsequently returned by the bian as non-negotiable. Al '

-.- A"

" The review of Committee records indicated that <.,
14 contributions were returned by the campaign depository due .
to insufficient funds in the contributor account. Six (6) of

0 these contributions totaling $145.00 were from identifiable 'ti'
contributors which were not included on the non-negotiable
instrument list submitted by the Committee with its matching fund
submissions. Matching funds actually disbursed for these con-

N tributions after the application of the appropriate submission
error rates totaled $139.07..:,.The remaining eight (8) contributions
totaling $450.00 were from contributors whose identification could
not be ascertained from available records. Therefore, the Audit
staff was not able to determine whether these contributions were

0: in fact, matched.

4€ . Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that absent a showing to the
contrary within 30 days of receipt of this reporto the Commission
preliminarily determine that a repayment of $589.07 be made .to
the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

'3. Loans/Refunded Contributions Matched

Section 9034.3(b) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations defines non-matchable contributions to
include a subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or
anything of value. ..... .. *

As part of our testing, we reviewed the Committee's
loan records (including repayments) and records relating to
contribution refunds made. Three (3) instances were noted which
require recovery of $490.54 in matching funds which were certified
for payment to the U.S. Treasury. -

4i :.:.

.. -01 1



a .he Comm ttee m for_ ating two (2)~t$1000 lAnsa wewore received
... ,. September of1979 One (l): Iloan was repaid £n gull by the

Committee in November, 1979 and the other loan was repaid to the
-extent of $995 in January, 1980 'Theloan repayments were verified
by a review of the cancelled checks :negotiated by the individuals.,
However, on January 14,. -1980, the Committee submitted a matching ..
fund submission to the Commission which included signed statements
dated December 10, 1979 from the individuals who made the loans,

,,which indicated that $250 of the $1,000 loans were, in fact, not
a loan but, rather a donation/contribution.,,.-,-.

~ .~i~the'Committee subm16itted for mtching on
December 31, 1979, a contribution of $20 which was refunded on

,October 6, 1979 at the request of the 'contributor,_The refund 2.4 i "
transaction was not recorded in the Committee's data base and as
a result, the $20 contribution was improperly included in a
matching fund submission. ::Matching funds actually paid out for
the refunded contribution and the two (2) loans after the application
of the appropriate submission error rates totaled $490.54.

Recom endation... . . -

The Audit staff recommends that absent a showing to the
contrary within 30 days of receipt of this report, the Commission
preliminarily determine that a repayment of $490.54 be made to the
U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(1) and 11 C.F.R.~~9038.2 (a) (1). . ...- '.: "".-:"

Summary of Repayments

Repayment required from Finding A3

Repayment required from Finding B1

Repayment required from Finding B2

Repayment required from Finding B3
Total repayment

$67,597.59

22,697.42

589.07

490.54
$91,37T.U 13/

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that absent a showing to the
contrary within 30 days of receipt of this report, the Commission
preliminarily determine that a repayment of $91,374.62 be made to
the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(1) and 11 C.F.R.
9038.2 (a)(1) and (2)(i). See also 11 C.F.R. 9034.4(d)

13/ This amount is subject to adjustment based on the review
of the Committee's response with respect to Finding II.A.3
and B.1.

0D

0D



vZ% ro rlCounsel

.,Certain other matters noted during-'the audit
were referred to theCnui sOtc of general, Counsel ~
for consideration'on Jrune 13, 1980 and September)5', 160..,~
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:o- .~ ,Robert J. Costa

~THROUGH: Clutte

FROM: -- Charles .Steel
~4t *~ General CounseL -1

SUBJECT: .,..Interim Post-P rimary Audit ..Report
Citizens for LaRouche - A-833

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the Interim
Report of the Audit Division of the Citizens for LaRouche (UCFL")

NI and makes the following comments.

PART I, Background I ".

The Office of General Counsel has no comment with respect
* to this section of the Report, except to note that footnote one
..,,is not a complete sentence and should be rewritten to explain

i- more fully where the understatement. in question has occurred.

PART II, Interim"Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. 1. Findings relating to Title II - Limitations on
Contributions

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Audit
Recommendation contained in this section of the report be
revised to include the following caveat, which appears in

',"Commission Requests for Additional Information concerning
committee acceptance of excessive contributions that must
be refunded.-

Although the Commission may take further legal steps
concerning the acceptance of an excessive contribution,

your prompt refund of the excessive amount will be taken
: :_:,0 • into consideration by the Commission.

S.. ~-. ....

* *

0
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A' 2. Disclosure of Contributor tnformation

. " .The Office of General Counsel concurs with the recommendation

couitained in this section of the Report. -

-A 3. '.AllocatiOn of Expenditures to, States

The Office of General Counsel' suggests 
that the analysis

in part a be expanded to include 
afootnote in the last paragraph

of that section briefly 
explaining how the figures 

of $42,305 (to

be allocated to New Hampshire) and 
$7L.53.33 (to be allocated to

Vermont and Connecticut) were derived 
by the auditors. Part a (iii)

should alsocontain a fuller explanation 
of the auditors' conclusion

with respect to Committee allocation 
of expenditures to Massachusetts,

L and a citation to any prior Commission 
action (for e- Udall in 1976)

consistent with this approach, 
in order to refute the Committee's argu-

ment to the contrary. Also, there should be some reference, 
in the text

or a footnote, to the primary procedure 
in Massachusetts, noting that

the state's ballot does not provide 
for a write in vote. (Staff of

o this office can fill you in on the details 
of the Massachuetts

Demiocratic primary system if you 
don't already have that knowledge.)

-.,.In addition, the Office of 
General Counsel suggests that 

the second

paragraph in part b be revised, 
as well, to more clearly state

O. t hat the figure of $24,764.77 represents 
that portion of the 44 2/

1L/ The General Counsel's Office 
notes that the Reports Analysis

Division only permits recipient 
cormnittees 15 days in Which

to refund apparent excessive 
contributions and file an amended

report reflecting the refund. The 
time period a recipient

"committee has in which to refund an excessive 
contribution

., >Should not vary depending on the FEC division 
making the request.

Therefore, the Office of General 
Counsel suggests that the Audit

. .Division may wish to review its 
practice of permitting audited

committees 30 days in which to 
refund excessive contributions

received.

2/ Your division has informed this office that the number 
of

instances of literature targeted 
(but not allocated) to

New Hampshire is not 45, as this section of the report

.,states, but rather is 44, and that this correction will be

made in the report. The Office of General Counsel under-

stands that the amount is correct, 
and therefore will remain

unchanged.

X ''1K1_ '-,A, A k
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* ecommend 'that-'-.part'ce eie t ic~e~~eec oh
applicable regulto (llFr. 06(b),idteruett
the regulation sets out for allocating coM"i ttee xpenditures to
national headquarters overhead. / ,.. " ..- .' ., . .. ,., 1.

. .. '...:. " 0l. D ter ........ of Ziet OutstandingCamaign ObligationS
"I -I'Dtemia et utri

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the following
.." changes be made in this portion of -the report. No"te seven of ,

the amended NOCO statement (page 10) should be revised 
to provide

a fuller explanation of the difference in the figures of the

auditors from thoseof CFL. T For example, the note could 
state ,

,* ,-that, "This figure'does not include debts of 
the committee of

$27;597.21t due toCF'failure-,to provide the supporting docu-

mentation required by 11. C.F.R. S 9033.1(a)l*. ee Attachment

.,"4..4 ,, 
t 

.:' ,

. -"The Office of General Counsel also recommends that.the.las

two paragraphs before .the Recommendation section in Part 
B 1 be

revised as follows:

,As noted'aboverth Adt staff's verifcation5
of the items on the Committee's NOCO statement revealed

various differences which resulted in a net difference

.0 (overstatement) in net outstanding campaign obligations
of $263,682.02. Thus, the amount of the Committee's net

.utstanding campaign obligations as of the date of

ineligibility (April 17, 1980) was $388,593.30, and not

.'$622,275.32 as stated by the Committee in its (amended)
.'NOCO Statement. The audit review of the Committee's ,
-.,deposits indicated that the Committee had receipts of

O . $374,322.73 in matching funds and contributions during

the period of April 18 - June 16, 198.0. Therefore, as

S".of June 16, 1980, the Committee's remaining entitlement

'was $14,260.57 ($388,593.30 - $374,332.73). See 11 C.F.R.

.S 9034.5(a). However, the Committee received three (3)

subsequent matching fund payments totaling $36,958.19,
resulting in an overpayment of $22,697.62 ($36,958.19 -

..... -: .., , 14 ,260 . 57 ) .•: ' ' '  < ." .?i '-. - : .

3/ 11 'C.F.R. S 106.2(b) provides for allocation of an expense

to national headquarters only if such an expenditure for

:,-administrative, staff and overhead costs is directly 
related

-to the national campaign headquarters. As the analysis in

part C states, the cost of candidate lodging, in a particular

.,-l',state for the period just prior to that state's primary

(February 26, 1980) does not directly relate to national

campaign headquarters, but rather clearly relates to the
candidate's campaign in the state in question. See also
11 C.F.R. S 106.3(a).

y14
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fro te omisio i whchtomae epymnt'and Almda s o
d z emonra t rme e s nee.The recommendation n this scinLsoiot en cdepaney
wIth the procedures of 11CF.R. 5 9038na3 That reogulatory
provision states that the candidate shall have 90 days after notice
fran the Commission in which to make repayment and 30 days to
demonstrate that repayment is not required. Furthermore, the
notice f rm the Commission must containsthe factual and legal
basis for the decision that repayment is due. The audit ,report
contains no such information with respect to the auditor's
determination that, the expenditures -in question were. inadequately
documented. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the first paragraph of the Audit ' Recommendation be stricken,
and substituted with a paragraph informing CFL that the matter

sion ent ion that reaoment be sought by the Comnissio
This Office can tMen revew e mat e5
and present a recommendationwtohthe Commission including, if
necessary, a proposed Notice of Request for Repayment to CFL,
containing 'the 'factual' and legal basis. for the request..*,&:,

N The above proposed revision also applies to the Recommendations
in Parts B 2 and 3.n addition, the paragraph of this section

xsthatin ha e audit opinion with respect to repayment of the amounts
by which the New Hampshire spending limit was exceeded (page 8 of
the report, second full paragraph) should include a reference to
11 C.F.R. S 9034.4(d), the regulation which states that an expendi-
ture in excess of a state limitation is not a qualified campaign
expense. The Office of General Counsel also recommends that the
atter noted in Part B 3a concerning the apparently false documentation
submitted with a contribution to be matched (which was, in fact, a loan
that had been fully repaid prior to the date of the document in question).

j also be referred to this office for possible compliance action.

B 4. Disbursement Irregularities

The Office of General Counsel recommends this section be
stricken from the report. Even if it is established that the
same individual who endorsed the checks in question also filled
in the payee line, there is nothing unlawful about such a pro-

* cedure. On the contrary, it is a relatively .common practice of
some check drawers to leave the payee line blank to be filled in
by the payee (or stamped in), especially when there is a close
relationship between the drawer and payee. Nor is it illegal or
questionable for a committee to have the same banker as one of
its vendors, particularly where the bank is such a large established
one as the Chemical Bank. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
instead suggests that the analysis contained in this section be
the subject of an informational memorandum to the attorney (Robert

!,...Bogin) and staff handling the MURs involving CFL, for later
-reference should additional evidence arise which might call this
Committee practice into serious question.

#9



.Aggregate
Contributor* Amount

1.August F. Arace $105
~~V- W

"'"-'mas n v.

ion~2

~.Don a. Carr 2,75 37

3.. James N.Dre _ 0

4 Shirley Fingerman ,105 1 05
5 . John Holly ,. ..... . 0= ., ,,•. , .. 1 030 ,..... .. ., ., . ,

6. Te JO Hopkins P 1 ,044

7. Sherri S. 'Lightner 1,150 5

8. John Pellicano 1,100 0

9. John Ryman 1,100 .>l 00

10. John J. Sakala 1,120 120

11. Walter J. Stevens 1,125 .125

12. James Taylor

0

0

13. Verne Tomlins

14. Carleton Williams

15. Frederic L. Young

Total

1,010 10

1,030

1,515

1,580

$18,352

515

580
3.. 352

.4 '. 4'.

* .. ., ....

'4 *. ..~ .



SCosts Not Allocated. '9

Vendor/Particulars' Sttmn Date

Grand Design Advertising,
Cflarges:

Production

Te levisaion

Amount

$ 1,780.89

7,443.45

.,Radio 1_4

Other (Bmper stickers, * Billboards)

N

(3/1/80 for

,, ?1 ,839.45
" . A '2 1 s

, $15,097.05

Feb services)

Charges:

Production

Print

Other (Buttons, stickers)

$18,063.90

456.41.

l742.43

$20,262.80

$35,359.85Total Media Costs Not Allocated

, zttlq

r7,



. .. 7,,Schedule of Media Costs Allocated .tio= 'Yasachusetts, after 1)f4/80 Ballot Access Dat*

Vendor iceDae Amount

WZ4W-TV-Boston18 2v2.63.7,5

Grand Design Advertising:

£ WCVB-TV-Boston . //05717. 00

WBZ-TV-Boston 1/98 _9,936.00

WNAC-TV-Boston . .1/9/80 .. 3 ,0 912.00

WCVB-TV-Boston .J18/0, ~ ~.00
0 ~ s ~' ~ ~ .' ~ '- ;*.. ,,~. ~~ ~-176. *

K WCVB-TV-Boston 2/80 .2,975.00

- WNAC-TV-Boston 2/80 ' 4,250.00
K .2.

WBZ-TV-Boston

Grand Design Advertising:

"T WBZ-TV-Boston-

WNAC-TV-Boston

WCUB-TV-Boston

WBZ-TV-Boston

WBZ radio-Boston

Production Costs

Production Costs

*. Production Costs

Allocated to Massachusetts
Allocated to New Hamsphire
Allocated to Connecticut
Allocated to Vermont

Total .

2/80

2/6/80

.- 2/8/80

2/8/80

2/8/80

-2/8/80

1/5/80

1/7/80

1/10/80

86%
12%
1%
1%

2,762.50

4,705.88

600.00

3,200.00

8,350.00

1,944.00

1,804.00

900.49

2,1 112.00

$57,393.62

49.,358.53
6,887.21

573.94
573.94

.5- ,,39 3.62
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"'M Printi 219 CoE

_______nvo __ #1 ic A uvoont-,+ *9......... .. A1% +5 , U. ... .++i

tpany 223t/ -, 140.00

S2680 ..-11/29/79 238.00

ow
2685

-2688

0 . 2689

* I

1,200.00

.Y- .800.00

1/2/80 31000.00

U,+S+. ,+,,. I. +. ,.U. . + ,M 68 44 i Mwe1+ ".'-.:+/5/80 ' ' +. ;310 0
.U;"2690 351.00

2716 1/9/80 185.00
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.2794
++ ...2756

2758

"2797

.1/10/80

-1/11/80

1/15/80

12/13/79

-.. ." ...++.:...+, +:++,3 3 3 .0 0

265.00

1,125.00

1,915.00

" . 2796

* " 2795

* - 2799

12/21/79

.12/22/79

1/16/80+. .. +

2820 .;1/16/80

S - 2842 "1/17/80

2749 " ,1/22/80

2841

...2908

2913

1/28/80

1/22/80
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\Ynor Name - Invoice * ~noce Date vice An

PHR Printing Company .- 2844 100.0I0 0.. 0

-2885 2/7/80 400.00

. " 2982... "212/80 : " ,-.'.-I

883., 4s2/11/80'A,0"

• ~~~~~A .3., ..... .- .,, .. - ..,;~~~~~ ~ 3 5... . . , , , . . . .' , o, . . . " ,, . .. ' ,, ; . ...,, , ...., : ..,-. . 0

.... .. .. .. ~~~~ .. ... V 12 : ' , . . .. . '* , . , . . / 8 0
"~~" 1 , -,3 .? ' . . 5 0 , . . , . ... , . 0

9 2 '185 00

~unt

-A

N ,N U

S.

3,

" A1695

A1696

2964A~

-2/14/80

-2 ./, /14/80

355.00

2,290.00

5,085s.00

A1697

2972

~2993

" .. 2974

* N N

U"

N

NN

N

N

2964B

2/15/80

2/17/80

--2/ 7/80

" ':: ':; '";: :2/ 180

2/19/80 #

2990A 2/1/80

2990B .- 2/19/80

3003 2/19/80

3040

. -693

.. .3041

3042

3011

2/20/80

2/22/80

2/22/80
.2.3 /' ...: . .. 2/23/80 ..

2/25/80

400.00

520.00

2,040.00

635. 00"

• :: 635.O00

-*.635.00

1,397.00

1,125.00

635.00

635.00

697.00

1,190.00

"- 700.00

-$44,167.00

'.nMi~2S ~ 3.'2-- 44-

'~b~ '~ U

N

3g N

N

N N

I, II

N Nf

.A 0-4w



.Attachment B

r sitPa!nY an~ s At States hover. Samle
Co pies of Literature not Available to Verity Allocation

Invoic 4 aDate IV..endo Name Invoice * ,voice DInvoice Amount

Sd.Campaigner- Publications 178 11/30/79 $29,499.0

* * U 198 12/31/79 2,820.00

* " 186 12/31/79 2,140.00

.. 1/31/80 " 500.00

... PMR Printing Company 2508 11/27/79 . i . 795.00

2566* -,11/28/79 163.00

" 2570* .,11/29/79 200.00

c 2637 12/79 375.00

.2572* 1i2/27 9 . 55.00

" 2569* 12/2/79 160.00

" 2576* 12/3/79 409.00

2574* 12/5/79 175.00'
0t

* 2549* 12/5/79 57.00

o. 2587* 11/29/79 890.00

2509* 12/6/79 * 395.00

2567 12/7/79 115.00

2548* 12/9/79 185.00

" N g .. 2582 12/9/79 110.00

2550* 12/10/79 30.00

". 2578 12/12/79 575.00

. N2638 12/14/79 75.00

" N " . 2639* 12/22/79 980.00

Sample copies of literature received from the Committee.



-reCosts 'Allocated7 It-~Sae hociiiee ml
Literatr no Aatabi oVr Allocation 4

100~ AM 7

Vendor Mame ~ .Inoc ~ no Date , Invoice Aznou

PMR Printing Company 2625* 1 5 28.00

2634* .. "12/15/79 545.00

" K 2635* . 12/16/79 235.00. ., , ', . . ~ ~ . .

. • . 2628* o : 12/17/79 , 830.00

2631 3 8* 010'18070

U 260 --12/21/79 '1,925.00

.2624 ,, " 12/23/79 ... 260.00

-2596 12/24/79 150.00

U w.,- 2597*

U 2629

2681

12/26/79

1/5/80

nt

381.00

369.00

56.00

2684

. . 2715*

2809* in part

':2805

'2791

'I

I,

S.

2840

2830*

2829

", 2828

" ' :2907

IV

I,

2886

2889

1/6/80

1/7/80

1/6/80

1/18/80

125.00

1,380.00
775.00

680.00

510.00

40.00

645.00

95.00

523.00

*.. 1/24/80

1/27/80

2/l/80

2/4/80

2/7/80

2/3/80

2/5/80

2/6/80

301.00

1,800.00

75.00

~.

09

') •

U

U

H

U

K

'I

'V

N 'V

...&,..,J4<4,,~ 4.

, , I .r



A ~ Uterature ISM 1 ioate to Statea hovrla~.~
~ ~ ~ ; opis o Ltevature- not ,Available tQ yeN

Vendor Name Invoice _Invoice Dat P noceAon

PZ4R Printing Company -!2919* 268 00

* "'3043

"' 4017

"4019

* "- 3035

* LI J.O( WV

M

2/19/80
2/8/80

278/80

2 2/8/80

2/8/80

2/15/80

U ~3084 2/48 2
U 3085

3016

3024

Ur3082

-2/24/80

2/27/80

2/27/80

2/27/80

3039 3/1/80

3023* 3/2/80 •

850.00

707.00

354.00'
1

25.00

1,875.00

164.00

3068*
-4049

'4048

: .4074*

5036

U 5021A*

. 3/2/80

- .... 3/17/80

3/18/80

3/21/80

3/7/80

3/24/80

.25.00

1,825.00

2,380.00

366.00

.2,015.00

70.00

*b~ ~w--

.7. ,- '4

-~ ~1

- ..~ 4. - -~ -'

* U

N U

U

'S

U

U U

~~~77

WI P~.

J22 a UU

75.00

- 200. 00

125.00

125.00

...125.00

1,560.00

1,212.00

0D

U

U

7-

UI

U

U

U U

N U



'0O0

' ': *"-" " 6 0 6' A .... :t Z::: / 3 8 ; : ! . . 1 5 0

. .ature.Cos "
,. Copies of Literature not Available to Verify Aloca tno

Vendor Name Invic # I Iat nvoice Amount

PMR Printing Company 5024* 330/80 '100.00

.50412 A.32/8 100

5041 ;~43/580 100

5019 -4/3/80 -*.,100. 00

0 -U. 6067A %~A4/3/80 3 150

~ ~'. 601 ~ ~ & ~/16/80 Y f isoo
. 3. ... 4 2 /8',:S:. 6034 ° " :" ,; , ," "": ":' ''... . .4/24/80

4/30/80

, ., 5/8/80

,5/28/80

5/30/80

850. 00

240.00

110.00;

4,025.00
2,83%.00

85.00

K '3

U N

N

A', *''~'~

N II

* N

,
1
A, ,g -

A"AA~.A

8072

9026

9008"'

9027

9028

5/30/80

6/1/80 '-

.6/2/80

6/3/80

6/6/80

9036 - 6/9/80

9084 ""6/10/80

- 7- 7,

U .' U

C
U

,. "'iA"U

* U

6088

7047

0
Ut U

8071,

8073

80916I

2,875.00

75.00

35.00

375.00

105.00

830.00

400.00



Literature Costs Allocated to StteSh e
Copies ofLterature hot Avilable ei

~~p Ma Av4ajA ~ '

" .. Vendor Name ,nvoice * Invoice Date

PMR Printing Company 9086 6/12/80

9101 6/17/80

r Inoice Amount

$ 470.00

20.00
.-' 9104 . ' ,6/17/80

U

U

*''.~~

N N

N N

A~ A~'

' 9109 

55.00
... 230.0

. 6118180

9111 6(k'/19/80

- 9113 620/80
299 .)12/8

Vanguard Offset Printers 13812

N N . N

- 11I

A . 13900
"14034

14140

14066

N 14156

N 14179

N A 14245

*4'

12/6/79
. ., 12/14/79

1/11/80

1/24/80

1/11/80

,1/24/80

'/24/80

'' 1 2/5/80

285. 00

60.00

•AA .262. 00

1,002.44

"'-706.69

2,402.00

436.50

1370.10 ,

707.90

1,502.50

5,350.00

-0 World
Inc.

Composition Services, .,A
623* in part :11/30/79

625

N N

N

N N N:Il

N N ,:

N " "" N N

626* in part

671* in part

672* in par

674* in par

458

- 111/30/79

11/30/79

12/31/79

.12/31/79

12/31/79

- 10/8/79

.:. . T h -. ..
A A A ~ ~ ~J/T

AAAA~ 'A ~ "A~AA AA ,~A, A
A. A ~~AA~7; .~ " A A

A' A A.

-- ~-- -- A~-' -. --- A-A- - - --

- 1 114

NK

.- U

0

0

N

N N

N N

N N

825.00

2,045.00

2,215.00

2,239.00

1,587.00

551.00

360.00

0Z r



Literat e Costs Allocated to States however $ample y .
. , Copies of, Literature not Availabl. ,.to, Verify Allocation .

- *.,i 4 Vendor Name ~4~no~e* ~ Ivice Date ieAon

World Composition Services,
Inc* 462 10/8/79 60.00

U ~ ~ 760.0010/8/7

~457 4' 1,095.
-,'. ? " 459 . 10/8/79 t.. " , 5340.

1 A 4 0 ..... . 79.~j 4~ "U,~ 1 4 0k ~0/8 79 ~ 30

464

" :" - 466

S .... 467

0/8/79
S10/8/79

.... • 0/8/79

10/8/79

00

30. 00

830. 00

,. 90. 00

95.00

.450.00

* 624

627*

" . 628*

U 4 66

in part

Z, 670* in part

0 1673* in part

.11/30/79 445.00

420.00

2,600.00

11/30/79

11/30/79

12/31/79
12/31/79

1,147.00

380.00

0 .478A*

U

479A*

480A*

* 468

469

470

" 698

10/16/79

10/16/79

10/8/79

10/8/79

10/8/79

1/15/80

S- ~... 1Lx

U ~K.. U 463*

U' 66

U

S.

'U

U

1,920.00

1*600.00

1,440.00

185.00

165.00

65.00

922.00

_J._

in part



Z-q ftta et E

ar I

Literature Costs Allocated tostates however Sample
Copie of-trauenot Available' toVrfy Allocation

Vedr Nam, ' Invoice * #±nvoice Date i Invoice Amount

-World Composition Services,
699 1/15/80 $ 445.00

1 ~00* in part 1l/5/80 650

U J /s 1318.00r727w i par~

,72 8

729*

* 730AI

.:i,:: .;/, :, ,! 3 /80

in part 1/31/80

' in part 1/31/80

U "- 730* in part 1/31/80

730B 1/31/80

0 781

a 782* in pa

2/29/80

Lrt 2/29/80

" " 783

798 .

2/29/80

3/11/80

816* in part 3/19/80

3,000.00'

1,500.00

5,060o. 00

a 817

0 855* in part

3/20/80.

3/31/80

Vendor Summary and Related Information

Campaigner Publications

PMR Printing Company

.Vanguard Offset Printers

World Composition Services,

No. of Invoices

Inc.

Total

8

'" '44

146

Amount

$ 34,959.00

57,466.00

13,478.13

46,444.00

$152,347.13

~'. ,~

Inc .

- .

UO

,' U

'A

'A',

1,380.00

820.00

'3

420.00

1,215.00

,U.

~qw

0

442.00

3,160.00

1,230.00

750.00

1,878.00



Vend

Campaigni
'U

~Ig '.,'4~ 1'

I,

..... ... . . ...1 ..........

Lterature Cost no loae oSaesadsample
: -, :Copies of Literature not Available .

or Name -: .Invoice # s'.itnvoice Date Invoice Amount

ir Publications 0033 'o /31/80 $ ,I 925.00

.040 3/30/80 v331.25

2'

" ; " 0048

0049

" 0051

* ' : . 0054

0057

/30/79 i 87. 50

4~/1/79 _S11,068.75

1,i472/79 1 18 75.0 0
7/31/791l075.00

8/31/7 910,415.75
'

10/31/79

11/30/79

12/31/79

12/31/79

.5

Tot.al

3 3,350.00

1,062.50
A

600.00

•740.00

I.: .. 6,760.00

; ' 1 0! 8 0 . 0 0

$ 40,852.00

.4'.'

* A. . '."~~4"4'

"4.'

4""';
4-'

-. .- ,.. 

ogA4. W

0

. ..

'a

.. 0061

N N

N

0063

0067

0072

0198

vr



....~ 'V n:or - Af i Ufl
Iuisi Bel Telephone* $,273

PHeyd Prning er Compan erg : 1 4 . 00.00 r

4 4.,

stmateuad OffstinaneChres ets... 8,47.08

Andrea Wionse

Richar Reaalw" 250 0

emierT Servicele, I . 2.30

Freyd 00.00

H VagPrdntOffsetmprntes930

Ewreed op asio Chrg.es An 340,4 58.0

Andrew Woisn15.0

RiAlhar Reaty25.0

DemerTlvo Service , Inc.2.0

Crambl ans Roer 6rebr 0 00. 00

Public Service Co. of New Hampshire 380.46
Michael Smederg .. 1,235.00

David Thill 
362.00

Eau Claire Telegram 636.48

Total $27,597.21

- ,



W zsmnt ,k g' e
One,"phase o , e.iew.of Committo Ibursements

ivolve d a xam inaton oa m e
.proper endorsements. 4D-fring ',this... process severa -
irreulrie wr od i n 'hcs,s1 to three (U) vendors.

. A discussion of the irregularities :s supplmented b
' attachments

W , H, and I which provide further detail'on the disbursements..
r.'..esig

"n"Ad q th rand
,~a. randDesiqnS Ave rti~ig hDsg

Advertising (a non-incorporated entity) and the, Committee 
are

"located at the same address in New York City.. The 
Committee has

paid the vendor $212,253.70 for services rendered 
through April

,-.. 17, 1980. The style of handwriting which-completed the date,

payee and amount (numeric and written) lines of three 
(3) checks,,

,.l...-is extraordinarily similar to the ,style of handwriting 
which

endorsed these checks,-to such-an extent that the checks may have i

-been written (face)- and endorsed (reverse) by the 
same hand (see

t .>1 ,Attachment G 021, #030, .41638),.I n addition, the style of writing

which completed the payee line on"check #027 appears-to be 'the same

style of writing which completed both the payee lines (face) and

endorsements (reverse) on the three (3) checks noted above (see
:.S Attachment G #027, #021, #030, #1638). other similarities noted

are as follow: '- ',.

The style of writing which completed the payee
' ,Iines on checks #001.and #019 (Grand Design Advertising) appears to

" to-e the same style of writing which endorsed the six (6) checks

.. see Attachment H #001, #019, #012, 4021, '033, #038, #1745 and

#1746) issued to PMR Printing Company, Inc. (see 4b below).

One (1) of the Committee's accounts at the Chemical'
Bank (#028-017706) and one (1) of the vendor's..accounts at the

r~l Chemical Bank (#028-017900) appear to have been opened at the same

time, as evidenced by the closeness of the account numbers assigned.

o An additional point was noted during our review

of checks payable to Grand Design Advertising. There are at least
two (2) handwritten annotations on the reverse q f chock #019 (see

Attachment I) in addition to the apparent stamped credit 
instruc-

tions. ,-The first annotation (partially illegible due to poor copy

resolution and the machine stamp) contains (l) Grand Design's

apparent bank account #018-1-085341, (2) "c/o Kenneth ?? 
Mandell

??1* 304 W. 58th, (NY, NY) 10019" which, as previously stated, is

the address of both the Committee and Grand Design Advertising.

The second.'annotation is almost totally illegible, although it

appears the following may be contained therein: "?? Redeposit,

M--,Legg-.-??". Further, a series of numbers appear in the upper

righthand portion of the reverse side of the chock: 41,500.4-.

P Neither the purpose of the annotations, nor their significance

is known at- this time. . . .

*. ~ " . . .. ;

* An individual named Kenneth Mar.del, 52 N. Arlington Ave.,

E. Orange, N. J. 07018 was listed on the Committee's Threshold

* Submission as having donated $2.00 to the Committee on 6/27/79.
.. .... • . . .,.. -- . . . . . .. :. ',

*- . -. , - . .... . .
-,:



V( J ~ r ~ ~ 7. p ' .,

!,he( Commay~
staT~of ork: onat~this r rhisthe-q. ~ stat ofQ 

1.~y8, 1 ITe~ te has a
" 'ix(6 ..... ckg istd extr -aoriai, ii to tuhhe* - , .. . ..... of Ozprinti£nga: ,

n o n h sh ce ton an -x ten t the he ck g: ma y have be e n.comple ed by~,the, a m ehdac hmen .J #043, 1 8 8. #1 19 , of(#18 157 and #1 793) -- I, n addition., two (2) of theme- checks
(- 11 8 and 119 ) a re drawn on a Committe d p s t r lo cted i
Detroit, Michigan and the r m ainiang fouu() hec s #0 e3 #1578

# 1 5 7 a n # 1 7 3 ) r e r a w nor ' na l the C o m m i te e s e w o k d p o i o i sOther similiarithes noted are a. 'o -c a, exte. d W PitThepletyley'Printing whndch ic m l t d th-a e
lines on checks #002., !#O03., :cand #O17m, haappearv ete sae aee,; ,., t he style of Printing-w hch. :.endorsed checks #012, #023, sae#033,:.L::,:
#038, #1745 and #1746 (see AtAtachment IK). . 1 ,93

lie0o1hek1#0880 3 and #4893 apperwn onar tomi be the sae asches

s ty l e fPi r in t i n g w h i ch e n d o r s c h s th e #043, # 193 #15O #1579 and #1793 (see raw cnd hent C 04 #, (f,0430s#t1578.9

Ot-he-- Check_#12 (Payee line)and c-York deposiorie,m e n t ) a p p ar t o be p r i n t e d b y t h e s a m h a n ( s e e A t ac h m e n o r s e - .

o nn c h c k # 0 0 ' 1 , i' " " .... ..... 
t h e ,c .P r o j e c t C o n sy(a

entity) - The v drPc i n - 
Sl 

r v C es nonicorporated 
-

'thAp ri l e o f" 1 9 0 . Th i y e

venorha 
... 

o amnsthrough 
-

Aprile7, 1980 The se of Printing which completed the date,
o 0388 pdlfive (5) checks, totaling $9,500, is

extraordinarily similar to the style of printing which endorsedthese checks, to such an extent the checks mayhave been completed -by the same hand (see Attachment N). In addition, the printing is
0 slanted to the left. Project Consulting Services aegistered to dosbusines OfinSuthfield 9Michigan , with the Oakland County Clerk's

~~~~In O f i c o n A g u t 3 0e97 .n
r., -

.
...

v 

.

omm~ss~n~s Ofite-d,- by h ae se Ataenr to mtf)eomn 
_h" •'":"""-!:"%'

eth y) coissration 5 . Ofic of-. ral Counsel for further-, o I--,

. .. - .. -.- 
,4" . :j:& :

.. ...... •1 ,,.7 , 1 980 . ,.. 
-

.

.... ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i pamet throughi..... .. ..,-
paee 

.. 
an amun 

•h 
style ofpitigwic 

opltdth 
ae

-slne to thlf . In adiio, th prntn 
-.

is.,•- 
,-Projec Cosltn ..ries. ~ iseebuins in 

;, 
Stf d Michigan wihth ,.l odOffic on Auus 30,' 19 9 

and 
.

Co nt Cle.rk's :.. ...m ion',::' 
,-- ,:•,: 

.
The Audi staff., re, : ":the ......... s ' ha ...... mV .I.''. ni co m n .... r be. re to.consider: s. Offic of Geera Counse fo furher

0'.L " , •

. ... .. , , . . . . ., ,., '. % , -,,;., .:, ':'; ,,:.'. ., ' ,:.' ;: .,..'_, : ,: ;": i .:4 , .,{- . . "-- .. :4 :
M 

vp,..,. 

. ,,,



C.ANDIDATE,/cOMM1TTB Citms for Larouche'. (C000107391)
AK4~U N~u Fiice 1*v0rtt.Belnan

ADD 0 'West 5fth St.
N, Yo. : New York 10019

AFFILIATE(S): See Attachment A

ALLEGATION(S): CITE: A'1TACHMSNT(S)

See Attachment B

DATE INITIATED: June 24, 1980

AJdANNER IN WHICH REVIEW WAS iDTTED:
iiNormal Review 0, Other: ATTA(H NT

a Special Project:

REPORTS: All reports within the dates listed below have received initial basic review. For all reports
reviewed, see Attachment 1.

PERIOD COVERED FROM JanuarY 1. 1979 TO March 31.- 19R0
0

TOTAL RECEIPTS $ 1.304.317 TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 1-293.743

cASH ON HAND S 10.573 (3/31/80) DEBTS S (BY=$272.595: T0=40.463)

qHISTORY:

'*RESULTS OF REVIEW: A TA C MENT
RFAI/SV DItei 4 y 159, 980 2
Second Notice RFAI/SV Dated June 5, 1980 4
Partial Response to RFAI/SV Dated June 16, 1980 5

COMMUNICATIONS WITH CANDIDATEICOMMITEE:

Telecon with Mr. Richard Welsh Dated June 2, 1980

REASON(S) FOR REFERRAL:

.Receiptof excessive contributions - in excess of referral threshold

(Some refunded, Some not refunded, Some computer entry errors)

OTHER PENDING ACTIONS INITIATED BY RAD:

A7TTACHENT

3

A 7TA CHMENT

ATTAC7MENT



AFFILIATED C0MMT,4rSM : .

1980 Pri nci pal 'Campalign .' ttee,

Citizens for Larouche
(C00107391)

1980 Authorized Committee:

Teamster Committee to Elect Larouche President
(C00110502)

1976 Committees:

Committee to Elect Lyndon
(C00031781)

Larouche

Larouche Campaign Finance Committee
(C00079152)

m



Acceptance of Excessive Contributions, (including Loans) 2U.S.C. 441a(a)(1) (a)

The committee has received several excessive contributions, (17 included in
this referral), Only upon notice from the Comission has the committee addressed
such excessive contributions, and then only after second notice has been sent
to the committee. (See also Attachment C.)

The SV mailed on May 15, 1980 regarding these excessive contributions covered
from date of registration through March 31, 1980. The excessive contributions
that were addressed did not include those which have been previously addressed
in other SVs.

The total contributions, including loans, (net of refunds and repayments), for
the 17 individuals was $28,680 for an average of $1,687.

Two of those contributions have not b 1n addressed by the committee. They are:

S- / \rajevAr. c on

Freeerick L. Young $1,580 (Aggregate)

The committee has stated that the excessive contributions from the following
individuals have been refunded/repaid:

3elinda F. Degrazia.
-Alexandra Ward-
Oaniel B. Polin.
Mary F. Cuming
James M. Everett-
'iichael J. Micale-
Gary Lee Merritt.

,Donald J. Carr
Ellen G. Scott,

$1,050
$1,250 Y_-
$2,150
$1,125
$1,075
$1,250
$1,100$2931
$2,030

The committee has stated that
incorrectly by the committee:

Edward J. Hauser:
Joy M. Wilkinson:
•Alexandra Ward
Norman F. Childers
Joseph R. Mather

l)onald J. Carr
Ruth Rosen
urba"% (VyeA-,Jt-

the followinq contributions were reported

1-Loan of $ 650 was entered twice
1 Cont of'$ 750 was entered twice
1 Cont of $1,000 was entered twice
1 Cont of $1,000 was NSF and entered improperly
1 Cont of $ 750 was entered twice
2 Cont of $ 200 and $ 100 were entered improperly
1 Loan of $1,000 was entered twice
1. 1 rb*u. ' $610 "~JS enp4 0. itM

1/ $1,000 Loan incorrectly duplicated by committee on report

2/ $200 & $100 Contributions incorrectly reported by committee

jZ1c 3063-
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L0R IELECTION COMMISSION,

RXTUN: CIX OUNSTED
Rochtelle Asafter
461 Westover gills, Blvd.
Richmond, Virginia 23225

Re: MUR 1253 41262, 1344)

Dear Me,. Ascher:

'EROn , 19811 the Federal Election commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
Section 441ala)(l)A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (the Act"). by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate,, exceed $1,000.
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your inf ormation.0

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual'or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten

O (10) days of your receipt of this letter. where appropri-
ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with Inforn conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.

, .... .I : - i i : .. . -, , .P 6 .... i :r / -of; , ' :



Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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DATE _OR NO. 1253 (ad6 134

RESPONDENT Rochelle Ascher Michael D ersky
(2021) 523.4039

SOURCE OF tUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or OCFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,713.53 to the

4 Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that
M

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committeet

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.



subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed within

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purpoesa

of the contribution limitations if an individual without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

Ctransaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

Cnot reimbursed within a reasonable time.

N In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

Scontribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

Sment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

Sthrough the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c) (5).



It Is true tht Commit4ion regu l ofte, at 11 CJ.R.

S 100.7(a)(4), provide that the term "contribution" does not

include the extension of credit by any person for a length

of time within normal business or trade practice. However,

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

'business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

? moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

O have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

' reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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the limits presr M e y; 0at 2 U... V 44SA)a(

and remain unreimbur ,- .aUch expenditux*S shAould be oonidOrOd

as excessive contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason to believe that Rochelle Ascher violated

2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(1)(A).

P4440400,
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FEERL L ELCTION COMMISI ON

CERTIFIED 1MAIL
REURN RECEIPT. REQOUESTED
IEllIiot IIsenterg
5611 N. Glenwood
Chicago, Illinois 60660

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Eisenberg:

On 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee 'which, in the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is

C attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

0D any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
Tto the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten

(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-
o3 ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken againstyou, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with inf conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.

-Pi -7 a S



Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures



FEDE!RAL1 AZ.CTIOBNNI5 O

GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LNG"'. ANALYSIS

DATE ___________MUR NO,. 125 32(2621 1344)
STAFF NMEER(S) & TEL. tiP.

RESPONDENT Elliot Eisenberq Michiaal Dyrek

SOURCE OF MUR: I NT E RN AL LY G E NE RA T ED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Comn-

'~mittee ("the Committee" or !CFL").

0 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $3,378.34 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . of money or

o3 anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

"T 2 U.S.C. S 431(e) (1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

Nindividuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
C andidates Receiving Public Financing (Primar Election Financing),
Juy17, tp.13-4,for example, iis stated that a political

committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing

funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.

5pa ou: $o 6i. .
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subject to the Act's limitations when. not- reimbursed v$.thin

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine:the purposes

of the contribution limitations if an individual without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

Ttransaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

NIn the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

o contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or
0

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

o money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-
ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or service&"

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).
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It is true, tha 4 s~sin reulationtv at 1:1 C'sF.L

S 100.7(a) (4), provide that the term "contribution" 40e* not

include the extension of credit by any person for a 1*~th

of time within normal business or trade practice. However,

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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the limits prescribed --yheth At At 4 U-*4i 44 .a(a)(l.(

and remain unreimbursed, such expenditures should be cohidered

as excessive contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason to believe that Elliot Eisenberg violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(lN(A).

0
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FDE-RAL' ELECTION ,CQMMI~s$IO(
WASHII4TONt4, . 2*S

C RTZFIRD MAILO
RUTURM RE(3fl'PT REQUESTED
Jeffrey porest
217 Haven Ave.
New Yorke New York 10032

Re: E4UR 1253 (1262t 1344)

Dear Mr. Forest:

On r 1981, the Federal Election Commission
N determined that there is reason to believe that you violated

Section,441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
o provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended (the Act"): by making contributions to the Citizens
for La.Rouche Committee which, in the aggregate, exceed
$1,090. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,

N which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

o any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

N In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with InfrIl conciliation.
of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.

i: / : W : • / /3: oI :i !' :r •9 • : •k



of For your~ in "V~ xatodfthe Commi s. x .f i I i;,m fOs
of the Act. Z youz have any questions, plo64W 0
Dymersky, the staff inem assg to thi matte
523-4039.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMiSSION

GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

DATE MUR NO. 1253 (1262 1344)

STAFF EMSER(S) & TEL. NO.
RESPONDENT Jeffrey Forest Michael Dymersky.

S523 -4039

SOURCE OFM UR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,067.3232 to the

C Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

o anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed width i

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purpos

of the contribution limitations if an individual without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

NIn the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

c contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

.0 through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).
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it is true that.o regationt at 11 0014 w*-

S 100.7(a) (4), provide that the term "contribution' Aos lot

include the extension of credit by .any person for a leI1Vt-

of time within normal business or trade practice. However,

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.

.0
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the l imits prescribeod by the, ,Aat4 at 2. U. 8. C U-4a~)l)A

and remain unreimbursed, such expenditures Should be consi4ered

as excessive contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason to believe that Jeffrey Forest violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A).

0

0
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'F PDERAL EIECTION COMMISSION
.WASH1NcT0K dC. *o

CERTZVTIXD MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUBSTSD
LawrenCe Gr6y.
200 East 2lth St.
New York, N.Y. 10016

Re: IMUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Gray:

On. , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
-Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens

C. for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which

,N formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

oD any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against

-O you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with inform], conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.

palP5e



SS~ncerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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EDSEAL' ELECTION COMbS10

GENERAL COUNSEL IS FACTUAL AND LEGAL. ANALYSIS

DATE MUR NO. 1253 (1262 1344)
STAFF MEMBER(S) A iTiL* O

RESPONDENT Lawrence Gray Michael Dmersky(0)534039

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

, mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CV' CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $5,120.32 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

cWhile past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

3 and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.

oil~
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sub et to the Act's -limitations, when not reimbursed vithin

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purepo.

of the contribution limitations if an individual without restricton,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with bis or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services,

through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).

N
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it is true that: Cosmmission rgulatiiws at 11:44.R

S 100. 7 (a) (4), provide that the term "contribution* does- n :t

include the extension of credit by any person for a length:.

of time within normal business or trade 
practice. However ,

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

Sbusiness or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

r moment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

O have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

T reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.



the'refore, to the,, ox tbat -QC41 ; ic

the limits prescrib4 by the Act at 2 U.SC. S 441a (a)(l) (A)

and remain unreipbbu , such.expenditures should be considered

as excessive contributions.

RECOMENDAT ION

1. Find reason to believe that Lawrence Gray violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A).

co
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It f L ECTtON"t CM4SON

CIRTIVIRD L
M."RN IRZCXI.51, U'STRD

251 West 87th st.i,
New York, New York 10024

Re: HUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Ms. Hecht:

On , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
.Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a

-- provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act-of 1971, as
amended ('4the Act") by making contributions to the Citizens

CV for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Counse 's factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

0any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

14 In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infon~al conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.
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Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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FEDRALELC'TION COMISO

GZEN9 COUNSEL S VACTUAL AND LEGA ANALYSIS

DATE HUR NO. 253 (126.-.- 1344)
STAFF M*MBR(S) & TEL. NO.

RESPONDENT Marjorie Hazel Hecht Michael D coky
(202) 523-4039

SOURCE OF NUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(l)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

£Wmittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

- CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $3,681.32 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an *advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.

7M43' zL-~ I54'



oubj-e*ct to the Act's limitations when not dreimburse it ,

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the .purpots

of the contribution limitations if an individual without.rostriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with bis or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

rM money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services

0 through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).

z7 ir !rI



It is true that commission regulations, at 11 C.V.R.

S 100.7(a)(4), provide that the term "contribution* does not

include the extension of credit by any person for a length

of time within normal business or trade practice. However",

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

business or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

Smoment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

0D have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

F reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.



Tber0:for6e, to t ) $hit*s~c

t~helimis prs~Lb"d" by 'th Act at, 2 U.S.C S 4414a(1(

and remain unreimbur4, such.e.pndtu~res should be considered

as excessive contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason to believe that Marjorie Mazel Hecht violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).



FEDERAL: ELECTION, COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED NAIL
RETURN RECEIPT RBQUESTEDAndrew Wil1son
145 Peachtree Park Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Wilson:

On , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violated
Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (*the Act*) by making contributions to the Citizens

C. for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit

0 any factual or legal matezials which you believe are relevant

to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with infonwl conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



Sincere Iy,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTIO" COvt N$OSII

GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND: LEGAL ANALYSIS8

DATE ___________NR NO* 1253 (12621 1344)
STAFr E_ WHIMS) & TEL. MOO

RESPONDENT Andrew Wilson ich~el r rsky
(202) 523-040391

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on June

13, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

by making excessive contributions to the Citizens For LaRouche Com-

mittee ("the Committee" or "CFL").

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent advanced $2,403.90 to the

Committee.

The Act plainly contemplates that an "advance . . . of money or

anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i); former

. 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

C While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 1/ the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

1/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for Presidential
Candidates Receiving Public Financing (Primary Election Financing),
July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example, it is stated that a political
committee should report the overall reimbursement to an individual
for expenditures on Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the
ultimate recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals advancing
funds to a political committee and receiving reimbursement thereafter.
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subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed 4 in..

a reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purposes

of the contribution limitations if an individual without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with bis or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or com-

mittee plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services

from the moment they are purchased by the individual. The

transaction certainly represents a contribution if the advance is

not reimbursed within a reasonable time.

N4 In the General Counsel's view, it could be argued that the

contribution arises from the moment the individual makes a payment

for the goods or services, i. e., at the time cash, a check, or

a credit card is tendered. At that point the vendor receives either

money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual right to pay-

ment, and the candidate or committee receives goods or services.

,4 through the efforts of the individual. At that point also, there

should be a written receipt or other documentation available to

evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the transaction.

See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(5).



Iv. ts true that Commiiaseon' regulations, at 11 C.ir.

S 100 7(a) (4), provide that the term "contribution" does not

include the extension of credit by any person for a le.ngth

of time within normal business or trade practice. However,

it should be recognized that this limited exemption is

geared toward businesses and commercial vendors which have

standardized billing cycles whereby goods or services are

routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than

Sbusiness or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit

of this specific exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter were contributions from the

Smoment the services were purchased. Clearly, the advances

O have been outstanding well beyond what could be considered a

4 reasonable period of time. On that basis alone, the advances

0 here involved can be viewed as contributions.

While, the obligations, for the most part, consisted of

expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other

Committee representatives and the candidate, the exclusion

contained in fromer 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely

to an individual's own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S

100.7(b)(8); former 11 C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6). Thus, no argument

can be sustained that a $1,000 exemption pertains to each

individual's aggregate advances.
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the limits p resrbed by, t. ..t at 2 Ur $6, SiC 44 1A () 41) (A)

and remain unxiuzfed, suh.x idtures should be considered

as excessive contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Find reason to believe that Andrew Wilson violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).



FE ERAL E1*C1ON. COMMI$SION

CERTIFZIAIL

Danali ,C~
6730 Alexander
Saint Louis No. 63116

Re: M4UR 1253 (1262t 1344)

Dear Mr. Carr:

On r 1981, the Federal Election Commission
- - determined that there is reason to believe that you violated,

Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2, United States Code,, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,0 as

N ~amended ("the Act*) by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee which in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.

N The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act,, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
othat no action should be taken against you. Please submit

any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
"IT to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten

(10) days of your receipt of this letter. where appropri-
o ate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with inforual conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a-finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(#)(l2)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.
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Enclosures
General Counsel's FactUal and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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.RN3RAL COUNSeL SACTuA AN LEGAL aLYSIS

STAE MMBR (5E 1U.( & ?L. NO.
RESPONDBNT Donald J. Carr icheeI D sky

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on

September 5, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) by making excessive contributions to

the Citizens for LaRouche Committee ("the Committee" or

"CFL"O)

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent contributed $2,375

to the Committee. The excessive portion was reimbursed on

June 15, 1980. Thus, the excessive portion remained unrefunded

for approximately 120 days.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) places an aggregate ceiling of

$1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office."

9Pa 3C'Zj SI
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1. hnd rtaon to b614.04W. that Donldr j Orr violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(1 (A).
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CERTIFIED2 MIL
RETURN RuCEIPT R5MuESTED
Ellen G16 Scott
116 East St.
Box 48
Fort Edward, New York 12828

Re: N4UR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Ms. Scott:

On , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
'fl -determined that there is reason to believe that you violated

Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2, United States Code, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ('the Act') by making contributions to the Citizens
for LaRouche Committee which, in the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter within ten
(10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropri-

oate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred and proceed with informal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.



ActA

Dyuersky, the atff1 usber-asstgA4 o tire Mattel
523-4039.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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OATS _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _

RESPONDU6 Ulen t . Miott

SOURCE OF KUR: I N T 9 R N A L L Y G E ItE R A T E: D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

From evidence disclosed in an Audit Division Referral on

N September 5, 1980, it appears that respondent violated 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) by making excessive contributions to

the Citizens for LaRouche Committee (rthe Committee" or

w CFLw).

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CFL reports indicate that respondent contributed $2,375

to the Committee. The excessive portion was reimbursed on

June 15, 1980. Thus, the excessive portion remained unrefunded

Sfor approximately 152 days.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) places an aggregate coiling of

$1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office."
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RBCOKNNDATXINs

1. Find reason to believe that Ellen G. 8cott violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(1) (A).
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CERTIFIED NAIL
RETP RX I RM TS
Jams F. Sdwonar, - sq.
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone
1015 15th Street,, N.., Suite 1240
Washington, D.C. 20005

Re: MUR 1253 (1262, 1344)

Dear Mr. Schoener:

On , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that your client,
Citizen for LaRouche, .violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), a provision
of the ederal ElOction Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act") by accepting contributions from 15 individuals
in excess of the limitation found at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed
a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against your client. Please
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are

qTrelevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter
within ten (10) days of your receipt of this letter. Where

o appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
your client, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
4nocmuL conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the
settlement of this matter through informal conciliation
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if you so
desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confi-
dential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and
S 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing
that you wish the investigation to be made public.
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Goneral Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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GENEML C~Z1~' S IkS~&ti A~LWW

DATE gig________ ~ 0

RESPONDENT Citisens for Ka Ruce Aia

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

I, BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS COMMISSION ACTION:

On January 22, 1981, the Commission voted to find reason to

believe that Citizens for LaRouche (*the Committee" or OCFLO)

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive

F contributions in the form of loans which totaled $17,121.90.

Thereafter, on January 23, 1981, this office sent the required

notification letter to the Treasurer of the Committee. As of

this writing, the General Counsel has received no factual or

o legal materials in response.

In a review by this office of existing Matters Under Review,

o it has been disclosed that two other internally generated matters

involving the Committee appear to involve similarly excessive

contributions. l/ This report, therefore, addresses these two

matters as well, and recommends hereafter that the three MURs be

merged.

1/ These matters have been administratively numbered MUR 1262
and MUR 1344, respectively. First General Counsel Reports have
not heretofore been submitted to the Commission regarding these
MURs.

?~'~ v
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Co. ttee and "p a.4 to. have d the limitations, on ontribut ions

under 2 U.S.C. S 441aI(A)(1(1A) by an aggregate amount of $17,121.90.

The Committee reported deb.s and obligations owed to these individ-

uals. _2/ The ommission found reason to believe only against the

Committee.

I4UR 1344 emanated from a referral by the Audit Division on

N September 5, 1980, wherein the Audit staff noted that 26 additional

individuals had exceeded the $1,000 contribution limitation by an

aggregate amount of $7,092. hile twelve (12) of these individuals

received refunds, apparently fourteen (14) individuals did not. 3/

2/ Rochelle Ascher, $2,713.53; Karen Brubaker, $1,742.15;

o John Covici, $1,024.481 Joseph D'Urso, $1,279.55, Elliot

.. Eisenberg, $3,378.34; Jeffrey Forest, $2,067.32; Gregory
Garnier, $1,409.591 Laurence Gray, $5,120.32; Marjorie Maxel

O Hecht, $3,681.32; Marsha Kokinda, $1,285.87; Melvin Johnson,
$1,738.68; Michael Smsdberg, $1,763.76; Martin Simon, $1,005.44,

SDavid W. Thill, $1,507.65; Andrew Wilson, $2,403.90.

3/ August F. Arace, $1,0251 James M. Duree, $1,043; Shirley
Fingerman, $1,105; John Holly, $1,030; T. J. Hopkins, $1,044;
Sherri S. Lightner, $1,150; John Pellicano, $1,100; John Ryman,
$1,100; John J. Sakala, $1,120; Walter J. Stevens, $1,125;
Jams Taylor, $1,010; Verne Tomlins, $1,030; Carleton Williams,
$1,515; Frederic L. Young, $1,580.

The Interim Audit Report also listed Don J. Carr as having
made an unreimbursed contribution in the amount of $2,375. See
Attachment 1, pp. 3, 18, 21. The Committee has orally confirmd
that Mr. Carr received a refund of the excessive portion on
June 15, 1980, about 120 days after the excessive contribution
was made.
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to have exceeded the $I, 00 Uzitaton., Wthle nine (0) ot the

individuals apparently. recesived. rfunds- "and eight (8).,61tt

individuals (including two (2) of those receiving refunlds) re,

incorrectly reported as mking certain contributions, according

to the Committee, apparently one (1) individual neither received

a refund nor was incorrectly reported. 4/ This individual also

appeared in the September 5, Audit referral as did one of the

refunders.

The General Counsel notes that the Commission has found

'V reason to believe that the Committee received $17,121.90 in

excessive contributions (unreimbursed loans) in MUR 1253. With

the inclusion of the excessive contributions set out in MUR 1344

and MUR 1262 the total of excessive contributions received by the

Committee, including loans, (net of timely refunds and repayments),

D for the 36 individuals involved, appears to be $22,793.90. 5/

! 4/ That individual is Frederic L. Young whose contribution
total is $1,580. Mr. Young also appears in MUR 1344 (see footnote
No. 3, supra). The individuals who purportedly received refunds
includei hefollowing: Donald J. Carr, $2,375 (excess returned
after about 120 days); Ellen G. Scott, $2,030 (excess returned
after 152 days); Daniel B. Polin, $2,150 (excess returned after
10 days); Belinda F. GeGrazia, $1,050 (excess returned after 144
days); Alexandra Ward, $1,250 (excess returned after 138 days);
Mary F. Cumming, $1,125 (excess returned after 77 days); James M.
Everett, $1,075 (excess returned after 150 days); Michael Micale,
$1,250 (excess returned after 202 days); Gary Merrit, $1,100
(excess apparently returned immediately).

5/ The amount of $22,793.90 is the sum of the excessive contribu-
tions which are the subject of the merged MURs, exclusive of
timely refunds, timely repayments, and incorrectly reported sums.
MUR 1253 contained a total of $17,121.90 in excess of the $1,000
contribution limitation; MUR 1344 contained a total of $1,977 in
excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation, and MUR 1262 contained
a total of $2,955 in excess of the $1,000 contribution limitation.



A. HUR12 'a3 "Ixpeh Inotzr4 by CdividusiC on Behai f at ,0L:

TheAct plainly C templatesthat an "advance ... of SOIn

or anything of value" is a contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)()u

former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(1).

While past Commission pronouncements have indicated that

individuals may incur expenses on behalf of political committees

and receive subsequent reimbursement, 6/.the Commission has never

indicated that the advances made by such individuals are not

subject to the Act's limitations when not reimbursed within a

reasonable time. Indeed, it would undermine the purposes of the

contribution limitations if an individual, without restriction,

could incur expenditures for a candidate or committee with his or

her own funds without affecting his or her contribution limitations.

This is not less so if the individual is expressly designated as

an agent of the candidate or committee. The candidate or committee

O plainly enjoys the benefit of the goods or services from the

moment they are purchased by the individual. The transaction

certainly represents a contribution if the advance is not reimbursed

within a reasonable time.

6/ In the Financial Control and Compliance Manual for
Presidential Candidates Receiving Public Financing TPrimary
Election Financing), July 1979, at pp. 138-143, for example,
it is stated that a political committee should report the
overall reimbursement to an individual for expenditures on
Schedule B, with memo entries detailing the ultimate
recipients and particulars of each expenditure above $100.
This implicitly approves of the concept of individuals
advancing funds to a political committee and receiving reim-
bursement thereafter.
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for the goods or services, i. ., at tho tim cash, a dceck, or a

credit card is tendered* at that point the vndor receives

either money, a negotiable instrument, or a firm contractual

right to payment, and the candidate or committee receives goods

or services through the efforts of the individual. At that point

also, there should be a written receipt or other documentation

available to evidence the date, amount, purpose, and payee of the

transaction. See 2 U.S.C. S 432(c) (5).

It is true that Commission regulations, at 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a)(4),

provide that the term "contribution" does not include the extension

of credit by any person for a length of time within normal business

or trade practice. However, it should be recognized that this

limited exemption is geared toward businesses and commercial

vendors which have standardized billing cycles whereby goods or

services are routinely provided first and paid for later. Individuals

carrying out volunteer political activities, rather than business

or commercial activities, cannot claim the benefit of this specific

exemption, in the General Counsel's view.

Nonetheless, it is not necessary to conclude that the

advances involved in this matter (see footnote 2, supra) were

contributions from the moment the services were purchased.

Clearly, the advances have been outstanding well beyond what



could be considereda reasonable paribd of tAjs b that

alIone, the a4anoe h~x i*iMlved eabe vievd- 06 '4ptboLU5

While sheobligations, for thi i.- t part, consisted of

expenses for travel,.1odging, and subsist.enos fr other o00Atttoo

representatives and the candidate, the exclusion contained Ln

former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D) applies solely to an individual's

own expenses for travel. See 11 C.F.R. S l00.7(b)(8), former 11

C.F.R. S 100.4(b)(6).. Thus, no argument can be sustained that a

$1,000 exemption pertains to each individual's aggregate advances.

Therefore, to the extent that such expenditures by these

named individuals exceed the limits prescribed by the Act at

~v2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A), such expenditures should be considered

Nas excessive contributions.

B. MUR 1344 and MUR 1262: Other Excessive Contributions by
0

Individuals.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) places an aggregate ceiling of

j $1,000 on individual contributions "to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal off ice."

In the pertinent RAD and Audit reports, it is indicated that

CFL records evidence unrefunded excessive contributions by certain

individuals to the Committee. As to these unrefunded, excessive

contributions, it is recommended that the Commission view these

fourteen (14) named individuals as having violated the contribution

:4S 's' .I ri



litations, set - ...th. in th hot4,

Furthernore, these same reports 4ndxoat thtt*h~~

contributions, even whoo, refunded, have bo,* iutstand4! e I. 1w

beyond what could be c6n0iderod a reasoasie portc4 oft;ii ,  A

to these excessive contributions which, althaovgh refunded, have

been outstanding for an unreasonable period of time, itis recomiended

that the Commission view these seven (7) named individuals, as

having violated the contribution limitations set forth in the

Act. (See footnote 4, sra ).

Nr C. Persons Against Whom the Commission Should Proceed.

The General Counsel recommends that the Commission deal only

with those individuals who have made excessive contributions

which have yet to be reimbursed by the Committee (see footnotes 2

and 3, supra), and those individuals who have made excessive

V contributions which, although refunded, have been outstanding for

a an unreasonable period of time (see footnote 4, supra). The

NCommission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2) state that "refunds

0 shall be made within a reasonable time, and the treasurer shall

note the refund by amending the current report or noting the

change on the Committee's next required report." Since CFL

refunded the excessive portion of a number of the excessive

contributions within a reasonable time, or otherwise corrected

errors in its data base, only those excessive contributions which

remain outstanding or have been reimbursed only after a reasonable

period of time has lapsed should be considered for enforcement

action.
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It is recomnded that the comassoLn find reason to believe

CFL violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441a(f) with respect to the 21 individuals'

excessive contributions, totalling $4,932.

III, RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Merge MUR 1262 and MUR 1344 with MUR 1253.

2. Find reason to believe that Citizens for La1ouche

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting contributions from 21

individuals in excess of the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

7/ The Commission has already found reason to believe that
CFL violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a( f ) by accepting excessive
contributions in the form of advances from fifteen (15)
individuals in MUR 1253. The instant 21 individuals
emanate from MUR's 1262 and 1344.



"MR .0m TO:

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE

MARJORZE W., EMONS/JODY CUSTER

MAY 4, 1981

MUR 1253 Interim Investigative Report #2,
dated April 30, 19811 Received in OCS,
May 1, 1981, 11:00

The above-named dociment was circulated to the

Cou uison on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 2:00,

May 1, 1981.

There were no objections to the Interim Investigative

Report at the time of the deadline.

I.

0

0



:In the Matter of ) -4A-, Alt:,0
lop 81 T I fl :0

Citizens for LaRouche, et al. ) MUR 1253

INTERIM INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #2

On January 22, 1981, the Commission voted

to find reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche ("the

Committee" or "CFL") violated 2 U.S.C. S441a(f) by knowingly 
-

accepting excessive contributions in the form of loans which

totaled $17,121.90. Thereafter, on January 23, 1981, this office

sent the required notification letter to the Treasurer of the0

Committee. As of this report, the General Counsel has received

no factual or legal materials in response.

In a review by this office of existing Matters Under Review,

it has been disclosed that two other internally generated matters

involving the Committee appear to involve similarly excessive
0

contributions. These matters have been administratively numbered

MUR 1262 and MUR 1344, respectively. First General Counsel Reports

have not heretofore been submitted to the Commission regarding

o@ these MURS. The Commission may expect a General Counsel's Report

on these matters within two (2) weeks.

IL N
Date e

General Counsel



,ECT-1ON OMM aQN"

MEMPJM TO:

FROM:i

DATE i

SUBJECT:

CRAMLS STEELE

MARJORIE W.. ZQONS /JODY CUSTER rc

APRIL 1, 1981

MUR 1253 Interim Investigative Report #,
dated 3-27-81; Received in OCS, 3-30-81, 2:55

The abov.-named document was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

March 31, 1981.

There were no objections to the Interim Investigative

Report at the time of the deadline.
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March 2 FTAftY

In the Matter of 8 MAR30 !'t: $ ")

Citizens for LaRouche ) MUR 1253

INTERIM INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #1

On January 22, 1981, the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to find reason to believe that Citizens for

LaRouche violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441a(f) by knowingly

accepting excessive contributions. At that time, there was

no recommendation as to the fifteen (15) individual

contributors involved.

My staff is currently involved in preparing a

General Counsel's Report which will address the individuals

therein involved, as well as merge MUR 1262 and MUR 1344

into the instant MUR, as similar violations are involved in

o each as pertaining to additional individuals. (MUR 1262 and

M?4UR 1344 have not been before the Commission in the form

of First General Counsel's Reports, but have been given MUR

numbers at this point, for administrative ptrtoaes within my

Office.) It is. asticipated that the General Counsel's Raport

will be circulated through the Commission Secretary within

two weeks.

Date
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 0*

April 6, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL

James A. Schooner, Esq.
1015 15th Street, L.W., Suite 1240
Washington, D.C. 20005

Re: MUR 1253

Dear Mr. Schooner:

Pursuant to your request by letter dated March 31, 1981,
and received by this office on April 2, 1981, please find a
xerographic copy of "Exhibit A" enclosed for your reference.

If you have any further questions, please contact
Michael A. Dymersky, the staff member in charge of this matter,
at 202-523-4039.

o ~-Sincerely,

0Scott Thomas

N Assistant General Counsel

Enclosure

tU .. ..
.. ______
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Washington, D.C. 20005
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James F. Schoener

Counsel
(202) 789-8690

March 31, 1981

Michael Dymersky, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1253

Dear Mr. Dymersky:

In attempting to file an answer to the above M.U.R., I
found that your Summary of Allegations made a reference to
Exhibit A. You will find that reference on page 2 of your
Summary of Allegations in the first full paragraph. In
order to properly answer the allegation, a copy of Exhibit A
will be necessary to let us know exactly the amounts that
are shown in the November, 1979 report. We believe that
much of this has been subsequently paid for, so that we must
have a copy of Exhibit A in order to answer you.

Very truly yours,

JFS :mfb



DATE: March 18, 1981

TO: Federal Election Commission

FROM: Citizens for LaRouche

RE: Appearance of Counsel

Please take notice that Citizens for LaRouche does
hereby designate Janes F. Schoener of the firm of
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone as its attorney and '
counsel for any and all matters, communications, not,' Se,
subpoenas and service of process that your CommisSion
may have concerning our Committee.

The present address for Mr. Schoener is Suite IUO,
1015-15th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005, andhis
telephone numbers are 789-8690 and 822-9333.

This notice of representation and appearance shall
continue until revoked in writing.

Citizens for LaRouche

By
Patricia Dler,
Treasurer

8, :Oi L2
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DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

March 18, 1981

Federal Election Commission

Citizens for LaRouche

Appearance of Counsel

Please take notice that Citizens for LaRouche does
hereby designate James F. Schoener of the firm of
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone as its attorney and
counsel for any and all matters, communications, notices,
subpoenas and service of process that your Commission
may have concerning our Committee.

The present address for Mr. Schoener is Suite 1240,
1015-15th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005, and his
telephone numbers are 789-8690 and 822-9333.

This notice of representation and appearance shall
continue until revoked in writing.

Citizens for LaRouche

ByTreasurCter
Patricia Dolbeare,
Treasurer

P~ :ON LZ U041 I
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(016) 04S-1000

-Waghington Office

1015-15th St., N.W., Ste. 124,
Washington, D.C. 20005

March 5, 1981

Michael Dymersky, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 X Street, N.W.

N Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1253

J0

0O

. r M

S11

W. MACR PAISON 04I110 STCIMNAUCN
MICHAIL S. MULCAMY jRME ON. WATSON
jAM9S W. WILUAMS JIs1 J.COLLIMSJN-
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STEPHEN 0. PALMS MUOH M. SMITH

James F. Schoener
0 Counsel

(202) 789-8690

Dear Mr. Dymersky:

Again, the Federal Election Commission has ignored my

general appearances as counsel for the Citizens for La Rouche.

My client received the notice of M.U.R. 1253 dated February 9,

1981 on February 25, 1981. Because of the delay in getting

information to me, I will be unable to file our legal and

factual response for some two weeks from today's date.

Please note that I have changed law firms and my new

telephone number is (202) 789-8690. My new address is

1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Suite 1240, Washington, D.C. 20005.

Very truly yours,

James-. Schoener

JFS/Ig
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James F. Schoener
Counsel

(202) 789-8690

Michael Dymersky, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission1325 K Street, N.W.

N Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1253

Dear Mr. Dymersky:

Again, the Federal Election Commission has ignored my
general appearances as counsel for the Citizens for La Rouche.
My client received the notice of M.U.R. 1253 dated February 9,
1981 on February 25, 1981. Because of the delay in getting
information to me, I will be unable to file our legal and
factual response for some two weeks from today's date.

Please note that I have changed law firms and my new
telephone number is (202) 789-8690. My new address is
1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Suite 1240, Washington, D.C. 20005.

Very truly yours,

James Schoener

I'..
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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT OUESTa)

Felice Gelman, Treasurer
Citizens for LaRouche
Box 976
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1253

Dear Ms. Gelman:

On January 22, 1980, the Federal Sletion Commission
N determined that there is reason to believe that your

committee violated section 441a(f) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") (2 U.S.C.
S 431 et. seq.) by knowingly accepting excessive contri-
butions. On that same date, the Commission voted to take

D no action with respect to the travel expenditures. The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed

NT a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

- Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
your committee, the Commission may find-probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
formal conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude
the settlement of this matter through informal conciliation
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if you so
desire.



The ify#~Q *jti being conductod tWtll be conti
.0" -Vo t4* *h 2 U.s.c. S 43 gA)(4) (B) and'4#(a)(12) (A), 'n1*eS you notify the Comeission in

writing that you wish the investigation to be made public.

For your informat-lont we have attached a brief descrip-
tion of the Co0ms0tn's procedures for handling possible
violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Michael Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this
matter, at 202/523-4039.

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Facutal and Legal Analysis
Description of Preliminary Procedures

0
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RESPO6NDEN'TZ Cttir for La3ouche 4000

K o e - -4039

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMNRY OF ALLEGATIONS

In a referrl&. from the Audit Division on June 13, 1980,MI the audit staff notes that fifteen (15) individuals incurred
obligations on behalf of the Citizens for LaRouche Committee
("CFL" or "Committee*) and appear to have exceeded the limitations
on contributions under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). The audit staff
also notes that certain expenditures made by CFL in connection

0with foreign travel might be unqualified campaign expenses.
17

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Debts Owed to Individuals

An Audit review of the Committee's reported debts and
obligations indicated that 15 individuals incurred obligations
on behalf of the campaign in amounts greater than $1,000.00
and appear to have exceeded the limitation on contributions
under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). These obligations have been
outstanding from 38 to 308 days. The amounts owed to the
individuals ranged between $1,005.44 to $5,120.32 and totaled
$32,131.94. 1/ The treasurer stated that the 15 individuals

I_/ Totals reflect the reported activity as of 12-31-79 as
adjusted for obligations outstanding less than 38 days
and do not include any reported obligations incurred
after 11-24-79.



were acting as representatives of the Committee and wV@o
authorized (orally) to incur obligations on behalf of :the
Committee.

The obligations, for the most part, consisted of
expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other
Committee representatives and the Candidate. 2/ The ex-
penses were disclosed as obligations owed by The Committee
on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations. (See Exhibit A). 3/
With the exception of $4,952.14 in debts incurred in November,
1979, the remainder were reported as being incurred prior
to November 2, 1979. Furthermore, the majority of debts
with balance greater than $1,000 have been outstanding since
August, September and October, 1979. The earliest reported
date of incurrence was February, 1979.

NRespondents' contention that an expenditure of
personal funds on behalf of CFL should not be considered
a contribution because the individuals were authorized by

CFL to make expenditures on its behalf has no basis in law.
The unreimbursed expenses should be viewed as contributions,

N and, to the extent that such an expenditure by an individual
exceeds the limits prescribed by the Act, and remains unreim-
bursed, such expenditure should be viewed as excessive.

2 U.S.C. a 431(e) defines a "contribution" as, inter
alia, a loan or advance made for the purpose of

(B) influencing the result of an election held
for the expression of a preference for the

O nomination of persons for election to the office
of President of the United States;

2/ The exclusion contained in former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
applies to an individual's own expenses for travel and
therefore may be applicable to certain individuals
mentioned above. The new provision found at 2 U.S.C.
S 431(8)(B)(iv) would allow the activity up to $1000
with respect to any single election.

3/ The occupation and principal place of business of the
15 individuals (as annotated on Exhibit A) consist of
the following:

Research assistant, Medical College of Virginia;
programmer, Computron; employee, E.W. Finley, P.C.;
electrican, Singer Company; technican, Astronauntics;
banking consultant, American Banking Association;
salesman, Sewing Exchange; clerk, Team Temps; house-
wife, husband unemployed; four (4) unidentified in
records and reports; one (1) self employed; and one
(1) unemployed person.



2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) prescribes a limitation on
individual contributions by stating that

(1) No person shall make contributions -
(A) to any candidate and his authorized political

committees with respect to any election for Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000;

Thus, with regard to the majority of individual,
unreimbursed expenditures made on behalf of CFL, which
do not have the benefit of the former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
exclusion for personal expenditures on the volunteer's
own behalf, it is apparent that CFL has received excessive
contributions.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the Commission fine reason to believe that CFL violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting contributions in
violation of the individual contribution ceilings imposed
by 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).

B. Apparent Unqualified Campaign Expenses

The Audit Division's examination of Committee expenditure
records disclosed certain expenses related to travel outsideo the United States, its territories and or possessions, which

17r may not be "in connection with" the Candidate's campaign for
nomination for election. 26 U.S.C. S 9032(9). These expenses

o were initially reported on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations
(with the exception of one (1) undisclosed expense) and were

,N identified as airfare costs owed to individuals for travel
outside the United States. The airfare costs for persons
traveling, including the candidate, were paid by other
Committee representatives. Partial payments on account
for some obligations were subsequently made for international
travel costs, as well as other travel occurring inside the
United States.
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Tb reie m -atof 0k*nses6% Iicured for t'
the United $tatso. cannot -adiy be dotrilinod beo06
maintaine I yteCsmt~ i not isolaetem
portion of a trtp-which included both national and 4
travel; However, the total costs associated with V'
and international travel for the 10 trips amounted to 4

The Committee considers these expenditures/obliat-,p*
to be campaign related and has provided a statement rqa#4ing
the purpose of travel for nine (9) of the ten (10) trip*2.
(See Exhibit B). The Committee has been requested to provide
an additional statement for the one (1) international trip
not included in the initial statement, though this office
has yet to receive such a statement.

26 U.S.C. 5 9032(9)(A) and (B) states that the term
"qualified campaign expenses" means, inter alia, a payment
incurred by a candidate's authorized committee in connection
with her campaign for nomination for election which does not
violate any State or Federal law. Commission regulations at
11 C.F.R. S 9033.1(a) add a further qualification by stipu-
lating that the "candidate has the burden of proving that
expenditures by the candidate [or] the principal campaign
committee . . . are qualified campaign expenses.

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the statement
provided by CFL, in order to ascertain whether the nine (9)
explained international trips were "in connection with" Lyndon
LaRouche's Campaign for nomination for election. This Audit
referral raises a significant legal issue -- to what extent
can travel expenses be characterized as being in connection

O with the candidate's campaign for nomination for election,
and thus as qualified campaign expenses?

It is the opinion of this Office that the Committee could
have provided more substantial explanations for the nine trips.
Furthermore, the purpose of the tenth trip should have been
addressed by the Committee. However, it appears that campaign
officials or representatives paid for the trips, and were
principal travelers in many. Also, the expressed purpose for
the nine trips may very well be legitimate, especially if
there is a recognition that the general focus of the LaRouche
campaign was upon international economic issues, and that the
international drug traffic problem was one element of his
overall agenda. It seems reasonable, therefore, that the
candidate should seek to explore foreign economic concerns
as well as secure a perspective on a typical drug-exporting
nation. Likewise, it does not seem implausible that the
candidate would consult with an ostensible personal security
specialist, considering the candidate's preoccupation in that
area. Finally, relations between the United States and Mexico
is a contemporary issue which may have figured heavily in
the election, especially from a regional view, and it does
not seem unreasonable that the campaign would benefit from
an understanding of this relationship.
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and therefOre reoommends thait no action be taken wi ith rempect
to such travel expenses.

g Recommendat-ions

1. Pind reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche
violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f) by knowingly accepting excessive
contributions.

2. Take no action with respect to the travel expenditures.
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o Conse's First 1Pqport ,, this. uattow.

Attqst:

N 1/22/81
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MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES STEELE
FROM: ,ARaMORIE W. EZMONS/MARGARET CHANEY

DATE: JANUARY 12, 1981

SUBJECT: OBJECTION - MUR 1253 - First General Counsel's
Report dated 1-8-811 Received in OCS 1-8-81,
11:25

The above-named document was circulated on a 48

hour vote basis at 4:00, January 8, 1981.

Commissioner Reiche submitted an objection and conuent

at 3:01, January regarding MUR 1253.

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

Agenda for Thursday, January 22, 1981.

A copy of Commissioner Reiche's vote sheet is provided

for your information.

ATTACHMENT:
Copy of Vote Sheet

PV

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COM I 'N
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
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January 12, 1981

MEMORANDUM TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N.sel
General Counselowe*

MUR 1253; Errata

It has come to my attention that the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis attached to the notification letter
addressed to Felice Gelman, Treasurer for the Citizens for
LaRouche Committee, should be amended by deleting footnote 4
on page 3. (See Attached). Furthermore, the date in the first
sentence of the notification letter itself should be 

"19:81."

Attachments
1) Letter to Felice Gelman
2) Page 3 of the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

0

0ND

SUBJECT:
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CERTIIED MAL

Pol ceGeman Treasurer

Citizens for LaRosoche
Box 976
'Radio City Station
Ne York, New York 10019

" - RE: MUR 1253

Dear Mg. Gelman:

On , 1981, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that your
committee violated section 441a(f) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") (2 U.S.C.
S 431 et. seq.) by knowingly accepting excessive contri-
butions. On that same date, the Commission voted to take
no action with respect to the travel expenditures. The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed
a basis for the Comission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the Commission's consideration of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
your committee, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
formal conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude
the settlement of this matter through informal conciliation
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if you so
desire.

4

~" )
V

K'?! -4
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2 U.S.C. S 4 1a(6)I()(A) prescribesa limitation on
vIdual, can hribuktiii~ by a ting that

t() to any candidate and his aUthorized political
, 'i. committees with respect to any election for Federal ,

O' of f ie which, inthe aggregate, exceed $1,000;

Thus, with regard to the majority of individual,
unreibabursed expendibures made on behalf of CFL, which
do-not have the benefit Of the former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(S)(D),)_'I

!exclusion for personal expenditures on the volunteer's
own behalf, it is apparen t hat CFL has received excessiv, e' :i_
,,aofltribu' bions.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recomendiA, that the Commission find reason to believe that CFL violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting contributions in

,.violation of the individual contribution ceilings imposed
%by *1,2 UbS.C. S 441a(a) (1)(A). 4/

B. Apparent Unqualified Campaign Expenses

The Audit Division's examination of Committee expenditure
records disclosed certain expenses related to travel outside
the United States, its territories and or possessions, which
may not be "in connection with' the Candidate's campaign for
nomination for election. 26 U.S.C. S 9032(9). These expenses
were initially reported on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations
(with the exception of one (1) undisclosed expense) and were ,...
identified as airfare costs owed to individuals for travel '/
outside the United States. The airfare costs for persons

traveling, including the candidate, were paid by other
Committee representatives. Partial payments on account
for some obligations were subsequently made for international
travel costs, as well as other travel occurring insidi the
United States. I
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FIRTGCWI" COU*oK"OS RO

DATE AND TIME OF XRAIMTTAL
BY OGC TO THE coMtIRSOK .. If.

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y

STAFIV F: m (S)

1"041-es y

GENERATED

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Citizens for LaRouche

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A)
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(6)
former 2 U.S.C. I 431(e)
former 2 U.S.., S 431(e)(5)(D)
2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (B) (iv)
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f)
261 U.S.C. S 9032(9)

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

In a referral from the Audit Division on June 13, 1980,
the audit staff notes that fifteen (15) individuals incurred
obligations on behalf of the Citizens for LaRouche Committee
("CFL" or "Conmittee") and appear to have exceeded the limitations
on contributions under 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(l)(A). The audit staff
also notes that certain expenditures made by CFL in connection
with foreign travel might be unqualified campaign expenses.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Debts Owed to Individuals

An Audit review of the Committee's reported debts and
obligations indicated that 15 individuals incurred obligations
on behalf of the campaign in amounts greater than $1,000.00
and appear to have exceeded the limitation on contributions
under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). These obligations have been
outstanding from 38 to 308 days. The amounts owed to the
individuals ranged between $1,005.44 to $5,120.32 and totaled
$32,131.94. 1/ The treasurer stated that the 15 individuals

I_/ Totals reflect the reported activity as of 12-31-79 as
adjusted for obligations outstanding less than 38 days
and do not include any reported obligations incurred
after 11-24-79.

N

N

~0
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were acting as representatives of the Committee and were
authorized (orally) to incur obligations on behalf of the
Committee.

The obligations, for the most part, consisted of
expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other
Committee representatives and the Candidate. 2/ The ex-
penses were disclosed as obligations owed by the Committee
on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations. (See Exhibit A). _/
With the exception of $4,952.14 in debts incurred in November,
1979, the remainder were reported as being incurred prior
to November 2, 1979. Furthermore, the majority of debts
with balance greater than $1,000 have been outstanding since
August, September and October, 1979. The earliest reported
date of incurrence was February, 1979.

Respondents' contention that an expenditure of
V" personal funds on behalf of CFL should not be considered
N, a contribution because the individuals were authorized by

CFL to make expenditures on its behalf has no basis in law.
The unreimbursed expenses should be viewed as contributions,
and, to the extent that such an expenditure by an individual
exceeds the limits prescribed by the Act, and remains unreim-
bursed, such expenditure should be viewed as excessive.

2 U.S.C. S 431(e) defines a "contribution" as, ihter
alia, a loan or advance made for the purpose of

(B) influencing the result of an election held
for the expression of a preference for the
nomination of persons for election to the office

oof President of the United States;

2/ The exclusion contained in former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
applies to an individual's othn expenses for travel and
therefore may be applicable to certain individuals
mentioned above. (See Exhibit A). The new provision
found at 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(Lv) would allow the activity
up to $1000 with respect to any single election.

3/ The occupation and principal place of business of the
15 individuals (as annotated on Exhibit A) consist of
the following:

Research assistant, Medical College of Virginia;
programmer, Computron; employee, E.W. Finley, P.C.;
electrican, Singer Company; technican, Astronauntics;
banking consultant, American Banking Association;
salesman, Sewing Exchange; clerk, Team Temps; house-
wife, husband unemployed; four (4) unidentified in
records and reports; one (1) self employed; and one
(1) unemployed person.
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2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a) (1) (A) prescribes a limitation on
individual contributions by stating that

(1) No person shall make contributions -

(A) to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000;

Thus, with regard to the majority of individual,
unreimbursed expenditures made on behalf of CFL, which
do not have the benefit of the former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
exclusion for personal expenditures on the volunteer's
own behalf, it is apparent that CFL has received excessive
contributions.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the Commission find reason to believe that CFL violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting contributions in
violation of the individual contribution ceilings imposed
by 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). 4/

B. Apparent Unqualified Campaign Expenses

The Audit Division's examination of Committee expenditure
records disclosed certain expenses related to travel outside
the United States, its territories and or possessions, which
may not be "in connection with" the Candidate's campaign for
nomination for election. 26 U.S.C. S 9032(9). These expenses
were initially reported on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations
(with the exception of one (1) undisclosed expense) and were
identified as airfare costs owed to individuals for travel
outside the United States. The airfare costs for persons
traveling, including the candidate, were paid by other
Committee representatives. Partial payments on account
for some obligations were subsequently made for international
travel costs, as well as other travel occurring inside the
United States.

4/ We have deferred making a finding as to the individual
contributions involved herein, pending a review of the
response, if any, by CFL. Since 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(iv)
states that "any unreimbursed payment for travel expenses
made by an individual on behalf of any candidate or
political committee "cannot exceed in cumulative value,
$1000 with respect to the candidate , and $2000 with
respect to the political committee, some, but not all
of the individual expenditures may be allowed under
the 1979 Amendments.



The precise amount of, expenses incuried for tr*VI id*~e
th* -e United States cannot readily be determined becauso 9oidsMintained by the Comittee did not isolate the inte?' # ... "
portion of a trip which included both national and iit#ta 1 nal
travel. However, the total costs associated with the n ati.al.
and international travel for the 10 trips amounted to $11,O76.49.

The Committee considers these expenditures/obligations
to be campaign related and has provided a statement regarding
the purpose of travel for nine (9) of the ten (10) trips.
(See Exhibit B). The Committee has been requested to provide
an additional statement for the one (1) international trip
not included in the initial statement, though this office
has yet to receive such a statement.

26 U.S.C. S 9032(9)(A) and (B) states that the term
"qualified campaign expenses" means, inte alia, a payment
incurred by a candidate's authorized committee in connection
with her campaign for nomination for election which does not
violate any State or Federal law. Commission regulations at
11 C.F.R. 5 9033.1(a) add a further qualification by stipu-
lating that the "candidate has the burden of proving that
expenditures by the candidate [or] the principal campaign
committee . . . are qualified campaign expenses.

NThe Office of General Counsel has reviewed the statement
provided by CFL, (See Exhibit B), in order to ascertain whether
the nine (9) explained international trips were "in connection
with" Lyndon LaRouche's Campaign for nomination for election.
This Audit referral raises a legal questions -- to what extent

oD can travel expenses be characterized as being in connection
with the candidate's campaign for nomination for election,
and thus as qualified campaign expenses?

OD It is the opinion of this Office that the Committee could
have provided more substantial explanations for the nine trips.
Furthermore, the purpose of the tenth trip should have been

0 addressed by the Committee. However, it appears that campaign
officials or representatives paid for the trips, and were
principal travelers in many. Also, the expressed purpose for
the nine trips may very well be legitimate, especially if
there is a recognition that the general focus of the LaRouche
campaign was upon international economic issues, and that the
international drug traffic problem was one element of his
overall agenda. It seems reasonable, therefore, that the
candidate should seek to explore foreign economic concerns
as well as secure a perspective on a typical drug-exporting
nation. Likewise, it does not seem implausible that the
candidate would consult with a personal security specialist.
Finally, relations between the United States and Mexico
is a contemporary issue which may have figured heavily in
the election, especially from a regional view, and it does
not seem unreasonable that the campaign would benefit from
an understanding of this relationship.



Conedevini -the iscuse'o* a oth ndinUt
Of 0nisteat ttab o otber candidoats"' with, respet to
required documentation on similar f reign travel expenditures,
the Of fie of General Counsel believes that the attached
explanations of fered by the C6madttee are not unreasonable,
and therefore recomends that no action be taken with respect
to such travel expenses.

RecbbisndtIbhs

1. Find reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive
contributions.

2. Take no action with respece to the travel expenditures.

3. Approve the attached letter.

Attachments
1) Attachment A - Letter of Threshold Audit Findings
2) Exhibit A
3) Exhibit B
4) Letter to Citizens for LaRouche

M 5) General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis for Respondent

0D
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MEMORANDUM

CHARLES STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

THROUGH:

FROM:

SSUBJECT:

ORLANDO B. POTTER
STAFF DIRECTOR

BOB COSTA A

LETTER OF THRESHOLD AUDIT FINDINGS

Attached is the letter of threshold audit findings of the
the Citizens For LaRouche Committee for legal analysis.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact Tom Nurthen or Bruce Shelton on extension
3-4155.

C7

Attachment as stated

TO:

June 13, 1990

13L. r
lUg d..r



FEI4 RAt ELE~CTION COMMISSION
WASHlNG TON, D C 20463

Ms.. Felice Gelman, Treasurer
Citizens For LaRouche
Radio City Station, P0O. Box 976
New York, New York 10019

Dear Ms. Gelman:

This is to advise you of the findings and recommendations
pertaining to the audit fieldwork conducted in March and April,
1980, which covered the period from inception though December 31,
1979. As you are aware, this audit was conducted pursuant to
26 U.S.C. 9039(b) and 11 C.F.R. 9038.1(b). Matters noted herein
may also be addressed in the audit report prepared at the con-
clusion of the audit fieldwork conducted pursuant to 26 U.S.C.
9038(a), 9039(b), and 11 C.F.R. 9038.1(a) and (b).

The matters noted below were discussed with yourself and
K members of your staff on April 25, 1980. These matters fall

into two categories. Those which require amendments to disclosure
reports or other specific action and those which contain
observations concerning your accounting system(s) which are
presented for your information.

Any amendments or documentation presented in response to thest
findings will be acknowledged in the Audit report resulting from
audit work which began on June 9, 1980. If no response or an inad-

o quate response is received, the above mentioned audit report will
contain a recommendation(s) that the Committee take appropriate
action within a specific period of time.

If you have any questions reqarding these matters, please
do not hesitate to contact Mr. Bruce Shelton or Mr. Thomas lqurthen
by calling (202) 523-4155 or toll free (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Robert -J. Costa
Assistant Stof[ Director
for the Audit Division

Attachment
cc: Mr. Lyndon LaRouche

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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ClTIZENS FOR LAROUCHE

I. Bakound

A. Overview

This is to advise you of the findings and recommendations
pertaining to the audit fieldwork conducted in March and April, 198,
which covered the period from inception to December 31, 1979. The
audit was conducted pursuant to Section. 9039(b) of Title 26 of the
United States Code which states, in part, that the Commission is
authorized to prescribe rules and regulations in accordance with th
provisions of subsection (c), to conduct examinations and audits (i...
addition to examinations and audits required by Section 9038(a)), tr
conduct investigations, and to require the keeping and submission o

0 any books, records, and information,.which it determines to be
necessary to carry out the responsibilities under this chapter.

Tn addition, Section 9038.1(b) of Title 11 of the Code
of Federal Regulations states that the Commission may conduct
other examinations and audits from time to time as it deems
necessary to carry out the provisions of this subchapter.

B. Key Personnel

o The principal officers of the Committee during the perioc
audited were Ms. Carol White, Chairman, and Ms. Felice Gelman,
Treasurer.

C. Scope

The audit included such tests as verification of total
0 reported receipts, expenditures and individual transactions;

review of required supporting documentation, review of contribu-
tions and expenditure limitations, analysis of debts and obligation.,;
and such other audit procedures as deemed necessary under the
circumstances.
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1I* Audit Findigs aia 93

ii.A. Excessive Contri igS ...

Section 441a(a) (1) (A) pf Title 2 of the United States
Code states that no person shall make contributions to any candidat.
and his authorized political committees with respect to any election
for Federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. DUring
the period of the audit, Section 431(e)(1)(B) defined, in part,
a contribution to include a loan made for the purpose of influencinj
the result of an election held for expression of a preference for
nomination of persons for election to the Office of President of
the United States.

During the course of the audit fieldwork, the examinatiou
of contribution records disclosed that the Committee received
contributions from eight (8) individuals which totaled $10,145.00,
the excessive portions amounting to $2,145.00. Included in these
totals are loans from each of the contributors, in addition to dir :t

contributions (i.e. donations of money). According to Committee
- officials, the recordkeeping system in use at that time did not pr(-

vide for the combined aggregation of loans and other contributions.

in November of 1979, the Committee issued five (5) refunL.
checks; however, all five (5) checks were still outstanding as of
April, 1980.

J Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that the Committee refund the $2,11)
oD in contributions received from individuals which are in excess of

the limitations and submit evidence (front and back of cancelled
checks) to the Audit Division for review.

O B. Allocation of Expenditures to State Limitations

Section 441a(b) (1.) (A) and 441a(c) of Title 2 of the Unit(
States Code states in part, that no candidate for the Office of
President of the United States who is eligible to r6&eive and has
received matching funds may make an aggregation of expenditures in
any one state in excess of the greater of 16 cents multiplied by
the state voting age population and adjusted by the Consumer Price
Index, or $200,000.

Por the )eriO(1 dU(li.ted, (Iectiori 1.06.2 or Tili]e 1.1 or the
Code of loral l'equlations specified the manner in which allocatik is
of expenditures to states were to be made. Section 106.2(b) statec-,
in part, that expenditures for staff, media, printing, and other



gooda, and servicsise , a ( ina spcursate
be attri -buted to tat t Siction 10H.o (2): required t 'At,

41 expenditures for travel within a state, be allocated to that
state, however trave)._ between states did-4 not have to be al< peat6
to any one state.

Although the Committee did not file a state allocation
schedule (FEC Form 3Pc) prior to commencement of the audit, the
Committee's Year End Report was amended on March 19, 1980 to inclui;
a state allocation schedule. The totals included in the state
allocation schedule were developed from two separate sources; the
cash disbursements journal (expenses) and the accounts payable ledjer
(payables).

Although the provisions contained in the Act and the
regulations pertaining to state allocation require that expenses bc-
allocated, the Committee elected to also allocate obligations owed
by the Committee. The reason provided for the allocation of paya-
bles was that the Committee anticipated having certain obligations
outstanding for a relatively long period of time and would be makir.
periodic payments on account. In the Committee's judgement, it wa. -
more convenient to allocate the full amount of an obligation rather
than a serie of subsequent payments.

The state allocation findings which follow make reference
to the allocation of expenditures not allocated to states as well.
as the allocation of obligations if the vendor is receiving paymen .+
on account and neither the payments nor the initial amount of the
obligation were allocated to a state.

1. Media

Our review of Committee expenditures for proper stai..!
allocation revealed that the disbursements for television and radic

o3 broadcasts were generally allocated to the appropriate state but
those costs associated with the production of the broadcasts were
being allocated to the state(s) in which the broadcasts were viewer
Further, the duplication and editing, for these productions were al o

0 not allocated.

Another area of media expense not properly allocatec.
to a state(s) was the cost for political advertising in a news-
paper and magazine distributed in cities throughout the United
States. A review of the expenditure records indicated that $33,01' 70
in paymentF made or obligations owed to a vendor for the advertisil.
space were iot allocated to a state(s) as required. The Committee
also purchased 67,600 copies of the newspaper, costing $6,760.00
and 1,350 copies of the magazine, costing $1,080.00, for selected
distribution during the campaign. The purchase price of these nev,-

papers was not allocated to any state(s).



Al'so, noted durin 0io reiwo xe ture reoC d
we lieatr ( lets, f:X.Vezr, stickers, etco) cos66,ts, Which'

appea to)~ t perly -allocated.,. Tho Coiwuitte' S I~a policy

on allocation of 1iteratute: ostp was to alo cate A percentage of
the total cost to each state reCeiVing literature. Typically,
literature costs were spread on a 5% Ibaiis for 14 key states in
which the CO6#tittee actively campaigned (70% of the total cost), 10'

in a state in which the Committee extensively campaigned and 20%

on a lump sum basis to the National headquarters overhead.

A review of literature purchased from a Committee

vendor indicated that in four (4) instances literature clearly

targeted at New Hampshire was being allocated on a 5% basis to New

Hampshire. Of the 39 vendor invoices billed to the Committee for

a total of $27,714.00, the four (4) improperly allocated invoices

amounted to $7,980. However, sample copies of literature were not

available for all of the invoices and therefore could not be examir.-d
for proper allocation.

2. Travel

During the period covered by the Audit, the candidat-

and Committee representatives traveled to various parts of the coun ry

on campaign tours. The tours often involved visits to several citi s

in different states.

Our review of the expenditure records associated wit.

these tours indicated that the intra-state lodging, subsistence an

security costs were not being allocated to any of those states visa I.d.

0 During our discussions with Committee officials the-

commented that tours held early in the campaign year were not deem.,

to be state activity but were related to the National campaign. Nu,

OD documentation to date has been presented to support this statement.

3. Consulting Services

The Committee entered into a contractwith the Proj( t

Consulting Services Company in September, 1979, on an informal basi..

This contractual agreement was formalized on November 10, 1979 and

stated that the Project Consulting Services Company would provide t:.e
following services:

(a) Campaign Media Development Strategies
(b) Volunteer Services Programs
(c) Organizational Structure Plan
(d) Campaign Budget Planning
(e) Propose a Fundraising Campaign Plan.



'The Cmm~it te"i kl}apoktd obtivity relatmg. to Proj*.-.
Consulting Serviced Company fot he i ed Dembe : 31 '179
totaled $-6,2 31.f h OOhad beenpaid. FU541o o -ornone of the above obli ain o enditures had been allocted to

a state (s).

After examining a statement of expenses submitted by
the vendor, it was determined thas ome- of the costs (such as
advertising expense and hotel acc aodations in New Hampshire) should
have been allocated. This matter was discussed with Committee
officials during the exit conference and they concurred that some
of the expenses required state allocation. They stated further, that
an itemized breakdown of work performed from the vendor would form
the basis for developing their state allocations.

Recommendation

1) The Audit staff recommends that the Committee obtain copi,_s
of the missing literature, where necessary, and review all media
expenditures for disbursements which require state allocation and

V amend the 1979 state allocation schedule (FEC Form 3Pc).

2) The Audit staff recommends that the Committee review
expenditures relating to intra-state travel, security, etc. which
require allocation to a state(s) and amend the state allocation
schedule (FEC Form 3Pc).

3) It is the recommendation of the Audit staff that the
Committee examine the costs associated with Project Consulting
Services Company to determine the value of the expenses which

0 require state allocation and file the necessary amendment to the
state allocation schedule (FEC Form 3Pc).

C. Unmatchable Contributions
0

Section 9034.2(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that a matchable contribution must be
a gift of money made by an individual by a written instrument.
Section 9034.2(b) defines a written instrument to be'a check writtc
on a personal, escrow or trust account, a money order or any other
negotiable instrument. Further, Section 9034.3(b) of Title 11 of
the Code of Federal Regulations defines non-matchable contribution
to include a subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money, or
anything of value.



Good0d r,4nc ' Orde t a #* tion izn
aGood Orderapproved by 'the Co 40o My 17, 1 Committees

are required .to,:present a, tiO X,,-o ,ittrunts rei~rned by the
_s'bank "c% of inaufficier+t.t +tl~r . ne#s+n ie, account

closed, etc.:) . Thislist fom bass for adjustments to match-
ing fund payments for contributtons, or portions thereof, whichmay have been submitted for matcting ani. were s+bsequently returnec
by the bank as non-neotiable.

I. The review of Committee records indicated that
ten (10) contributions returned due to insufficent funds were not
adequately identified or were not included on the non-negotiable
instrument list submitted by the Committee with .its matching fund
submissions. Two (2) of the items not disclosed were matched for
a total of $65. The dollar value of the eight (8) remaining items,
$450, was disclosed on the non-negotiable instrument list of retur: ,d
checks but the identification (name and address) of the contributo..3
was not provided. A determination could not be made as to whether
the contributions had been matched.

According to Committee officials, copies of
returned contributor checks were not" received from the banking
institution and the identity of the individual contributor was
unknown.

2. As part of our testing, we reviewed the Committee's
loan records (including repayments) and records relating to contri-
bution refunds made. Two (2) instances were noted which require
recovery of $270.00 in matching funds which was certified for paym .nt
to the U.S. Treasury.

The first instance involved the Committee receipt i-
September, 1979, of a $1,000 loan from an individual. This loan
was repaid in full by the Committee in November, 1979 as evidenced

C by negotiated loan repayment checks. However, on January 14, 1980,
the Committee submitted its matching fund submission to the Commis' -on
which included a signed statement dated December 10, front the indi, -
dual who made the loan, which indicated that $250.00 of the $1,000
loan was, in fact, not a loan but rather a donation/contribution.
Based on the signed statement from the individual, the $250 was
determined as matchable.*

Tnformittion relatinq to the lo.nn ropayinent was not
Av, II.ihl aL t:hUo I iro tc, submissio i was reviewed.



I... the s d eaal, a $.. .ibuti.. ... .itOw
for matching on Declmebr 3 1, 197),- wals actually refu ded,",on-Otdber 6,i t-: The refund'tasa a
1979 at the request of the coptri n uta 9 refundtraatio was
not recorded in the CoMitteetis ,database and as a resut the $2:0
contribution was improperly included in a submission.

Recommendation

1) The Audit staff recommends that the Committee obtain the
required documentation relating to the eight (8) unidentified NSF
items totaling $450 and submit the list prepared in accordance with
the Commission's guideline. It is also recommended that the two (G.
identified NSF contributions which were previously matched be sub-
stracted from a future matching fund payment; as well as any other
adjustment necessary based on our review of the information request-d
relating to the remaining eight (8) NSF contributions. Further,
should the Committee be unable to provide the required information
(i.e. sufficient information to enable a determination as to
whether the NSF instruments were, in fact, matched), the Audit
staff recommends that a deduction be made from a future matching

,4) fund payment for those instruments which we cannot determine
whether or not they were submitted afd matched.

2) The Audit staff recommends that a deduction from a
future matching fund payment also be made for the $270.00 in
matching funds which was certified for payment to the U.S.
Treasury.

III. Matters Referred To The Office of General Counsel

A. Debts Owed to Individuals

Tr Our review of the Committee's reported debts and obligatEdA ns
indicated that 15 individuals incurred obligations on behalf of the

O.7 campaign in amounts greater than $1,000.00 and appear to have exce( ed
the limitation on contributions under 2 U.S.C., 441a(a)(i)(A). Thc ,e
obligations have been outstanding from 38 to 308 days. The amount..
owed to the individuals ranged between $1,005.44 to $5,120.32 and
totaled $32,121.94. 1/ The treasurer stated that thd 15 individual
were acting as representatives of the Committee and were authorize.
(orally) to incur obligations on behalf of the Committee.

I/ Totals reflect the reported activity as of 12-31-79 as adjust,
for obligations outstanding less than 38 days and do not inclu ,e
any reported obligations incurred after 11-24-79.



The obligations, for t le most part, conjisted of expons*.s
for travel, lodginv and subsistence for other Committee repre,8ntatves

and the Candidate. 2/ The expenses were disclosed as obligatoionas
owed by the Committee on the Schedule of Debts and Obligationl ($e6
Exhibit A). With the exception of $4,952.14 in debts incurred -n
November, 1979, the remainder we're reported as being incurred prior to
11/1/79. Further, the majority of debts with balances greater than
$1,000 have been outstanding since August, September and October, 1979.
The earliest reported date of incurrence was February, 1979.

In the Audit Staff's opinion, 30 days from the date of
incurrence would be a reasonable amount of time for an individual
to present a reimbursement request to the Committee. If reimburse-
ment by the Committee does not occur within the following 30 days(C,)
days from the date of incurrence), the value of the unreimbursed
expenses may be viewed as a contribution (See 2 U.S.C. 431(e)). Th3
treasurer contended that an expenditure of personal funds in this
situation is not considered a contribution because the individuals /
were authorized by the Committee to make expenditures on behalf of
the Committee.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel for review and comment.

B. Apparent Unqualified Campaign Expenses

Our examination of Committee expenditure records
disclosed certain expenses related to travel outside the United
States, its territories and/or possessions, which may not be

o "in connection with" the Candidate's campaign for nomination
for election (See 26 U.S.C. 9032.9). These expenses were initial!
reported on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations (with the except.,.n

0 of one (1) undisclosed expense) and were indentified as airfare coF :s
owed to individuals for travel outside the United States. The air-

' fare costs for persons traveling, including the candidate, were pai
by other Committee representatives. Partial payments on account
for some obligations were subsequently made for international
travel costs, as well as other travel occurring inside the United 1 .ates.

2/ The (,xcliu:i.on contaitc 10(1 ini 2 U.S.C. 431.(e) (5)(I)) applies to
an individual's own expen e;s for travel and therefore may be
applicable to certain individuals mentioned above, (See Exhibi A)

3/ The occupation and principal place of business of the 15
individuals (as annotated on Exhibit A) consist of the followi ,j:
(Continued on page 9)



The precise amount of 1xpenses incurred for travel UO1J4&
the'United States €'annot readily be determined because records ....

maintained by the .Cojoittee did not isolate the international porti.
jn

of:a!, trip which included both national and ititexnationl travel.
However, the total costs associated with the national and international
travel for the 10 trips amountedT to $11,076.49.

The Committee considers these expenditures/obligations
to be campaign related and has provided a statement regarding the
purpose of travel for nine (9) of the ten (10) trips (See Exhibit .).
The Committee has been requested to provide an additional statement
for the one (1) international trip not included in the initial state-
ment. The response will be forwarded to your office upon the
Commission's receipt.

The statement provided by the Committee has been reviewec
by the Audit staff in order to formulate an opinion as to whether
the nine (9) international trips were in connection with the Candid.te's
campaign for nomination for election. Although the scope of the
statement is very limited, it is our opinion that the expenses migh:

co reasonably be viewed as qualified campaign expenses made "in connection
with" the Candidate's nomination for'election.

cc
Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred
to the Office of General Counsel for review and comment as to

whether or not the international travel expenes are "in connec-
tion with" the Candidate's nomination for election.

C. Receipt Irregularities

One phase of our review of Committee receipts involved ai
examination of photocopies of contribution instruments (i.e. recei' s

C2 for cash contributions, checks, money orders) for selected Committ.
deposits. During this process, several apparent irregularities

?N surfaced in the December 1979 deposits. A discussion of the
irregularities is supplemented by Exhibits C, D, E, F, G, H, and I
which provide further detail on these receipts.

Footnote 3/ continued from page 8.

IResearch assistant, Medical College of Virginia;
progtrammer, Computron; employee, F. W. Finley, P.C.;
electrican, Singer Company; technican, Astronauntics;
banking consultant, Aerican Banking Association;
salesman, Sewing. Exchange; clerk, Team Temps; house-
wife, husband unemployed; four (4) unidentified in
records and reports; one (1) self employed;
and one (1) unemployed person.



andtheiV t e on orainu the r.i
of contribu t i M, in 

nedEhud fo. tA~d 2tlo g o banki ntittes whe a d,
the 14 w Yotk h. aqutr*~ aeW~ betwee Dea &t 1d
An examination,of. the 8;0daZ 1numbers and date 0fa a~Sae
with these money ordeo ro ~vealed 'that many in. trum~i-*, were pons-
cixtively numbered And, pi~z~bhsed on or abou th pau att h ore

Exhibi C). Aditio nal meoey orders with serlil' - ''bibpterao
linkage to the December deposits were also noted. A !0ta1 of 31
money orders received from 23 contributors were examined during thi
review.

At this juncture, we reviewed the Committee's 1979
listing of contributions and determined that:

(a) 21 of the 23 contributors making the 31
contributions by money order were listed as "unemployed";

(b) the individuals, listed as unemployed, made

contributions by money order ranging in value from $50.00 to
O $250.00;

(c) the total value of the 29 contributions from

e%1. the-21 unemployed persons was $4,425.00; and,

N(d) one (1) of the individuals making contributions
by money orders is listed in Committee records as a Committee
representative and three (3) others are listed as campaign
coordinators.

o We then conducted a close examination of photocopies
of money order contributions and several additional irregularities

V were apparent:

o 1. Money Orders Purchased From Illinois

Banking Entities

o0 The style of handwriting which completed the date

and payee lines of 20 of the 24 instruments is extra6rdinarily
similar to such an extent that it may have been written by the

same hand. Several common characteristics of handwriting style

appear on the money orders which distinguish them from the other

instruments. The most prevelant characteristics are:

(a) The "Ci" in Citizens in 17 instances is
detached from the "t";

(b) The "t" in Citizens in 14 instances is
written as "-. ;



Tc ~he, 08$1 in l X4oninstances ie detached from the n C to"Y

(d) The 7" i 79 isg~e~ly ti11* thet~
right and almost touches the "917.

(e) The "f" in for is written in a distinctive styi
lower-case writing;' and,

(f) For 15 of the 24 money orders a date line is
not provided. In all 15 cases the date is rubber stamped on the
money order and 12 of the 15 rubber stamped dates appear to be
made from the same stamp.

Other characteristics may be developed in a more
detailed comparison but those discussed above are readily apparent
to the untrained eye and in some combination, appear on all 24
instruments (See Exhibit D, Instruments 1-24).

Although the identity of the person(s) who actually
0 completed date and payee lines of the instruments is uncertain,

our review of signatures appearing on the money orders revealed
the characteristically distinctive "t" in an instrument signed
in the name of Janice Hart (See Exhibit D, Instrument 1). We
can not state with any degree of certainty that Janice Hart signed
the instrument because one (1) other money order (See Exhibit D,
Instrument 7) and three (3) contributions by personal check (See
Exhibit E) bear the signature -Janice Hart- in a different style
of handwriting. There appears to be a connection between
Janice Hart or the person signing the money order in Janice Hart's

o name and the other 18 money orders. However, the three (3) per-
sonal checks (Exhibit E) bearing the signature Janice Hart are
drawn on the joint account of Robert Hart and Janice Hart.
Furthermore, the same characteristics in the signature of Janice

0 Hart (specifically HART) on the three (3) personal checks appear
to be similar with a money order that bears the signature of
Robert Hart (Exhibit D, Instrument 21). The common characteristicL

O apparent to the untrained eye in all four (4) instruments are:

(a) the "H" in Hart appears to be written
as I -

(b) The "r" in Hart is slanted and somewhat
pointed

(c) the "t" in Hart is written a .

In addition, Committee records indicate that Robert Hart is a
campaign coordinator.



tt .. .. '*in .The. ha..riti ntyte of
Se ,4) instrumen arSevera

-to have been completed the sa hand
x*e~hibtt Ii) Thit ",iegUlady a. imilar to the ,d±iu sion

it4r 1, **tpi the.style of hand xittn'is- that 0t, ifrh
hand... T~e unique characteristics associated with this handwritinc
s.tyle are:

(1) The "D" in the December is written in
the same open distinct ve style.

(2) The use of the number "7" in 79 with a
bar, sometimes referred to as a European
7.

(3) On the payee line, the "t" and "z" in
Citizens and the "F" in For are written
with Ears apross each le't-er.

Other characteristics may be developed but tho ,!
CV discussed are readily apparent to the untrained eye and appear on

all four (4) instruments.

'0 b) The Bank of New York - Three (3) contributors
made contributions by money orders drawn on the above bank
(see Exhibit G). There does not appear to be any common character-
istics in the handwriting styles when comparing the three (3)oD money orders; however, we have noted the following:

V' (1) The money orders are consecutively
o numbered (WE 305 180-181-182);

(2) The money orders are dated December
i, 1979;

(3) The money orders are for $200; and,

(4) "Buffalo" is written on the lower left
corner of each money order.

Furthermore, money order # WE 305-181 which
bears the signature - Joyce HI. Rubinstein - has the same common
characteristics as the four (4) Chase Manhattan Bank money orders
described in Section 2a, which are also from contributors living
in the Buffalo area. Committee records indicate that Joyce H.
Rubinstein is a CFL representative.



Irree

Another-irregular4ty oboerved:Jn the instrwumontb
0.V•ture , discrepancies a ea r 'gon. the the mone , odrs.

O"'ni"signatures Wiere examine4 on the 31 money orders- iz
01jui n with signatures of other contribution instruments
attritu]ta I to the contributor. The examination revealed a dis-
tintiv voariation of handwriting style in contributions from'
the following persons:

(a) Janice Hart - See Exhibit D, Instruments
1, 7, and also Exhibit E. Previously
discussed in Section A;

(b) William Lerch - See Exhibit D, Instruments
2 and 15. The signatures on the two (2)
contribution instruments are significantly
different (presumed to be one in the same
individual since the Committee submitted both
instruments for matching as being contributed

-N by William Lerchl

(c) Melvin Klenetsky - See Exhibit D, Instruments
3 and 13. The signatures on the two (2)
instruments are significantly different.

N Additionally, the payee lines appear to be
written by different hands;

(d) Victoria A. Lacy - The two (2) money orders
(Exhibit D, Instruments 5, 9) appear to be

owritten by the same hand, signature included,
but significantly different from the handwriti.,
on another money order and personal check bear-
ing the signature Victoria A. Lacy (Exhibit H);
and,

(e) Paul Greenberg - The payee lines on both
money orders appear to be written by the
same hand, however, the two (2)"6ignatures
appear to be different (See Exhibit D,
Instruments 6 and 20). Furthermore, the
signature and CFL endorsement on the
reverse side of a State refund check are
significantly different from the previously
mentioned money orders (Exhibit I).

The variation in signatures appearing on these instruments exists
to such a degree that they would appear to have been written with
the stroke of a different hand.



Anther-separat -~trelated discrepana4jN,

Thio . eur(e ohe ri dist usse abv ed
Th n reut o nahure view o dissse Av#ne

the Audit staff to examine contributor addresses for common
patterns of residence. It was determined that 10 of the 16

individuals associated with irregular money orders issued from
Chicago banking entities (See Exhibit C) resided at two (2)
groups of related addresses. 4/ Further, all 10 of the individualh
are listed as contributors on money orders bearing similarities
of handwriting style discussed in Section A, and may be connected
to the Janice Hart signature irregularities.

A review was also conducted to determine if any
of the money orders were matched. The results of the review
indicated that 23 instruments were submitted by the Committee for
matching.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel for possible MUR treatment. 5/

o 4/ A "related address" is a term used to describe a group
of people linked either directly or indirectly by residential

47 addresses. The link between individuals may be established
directly, such as when several unrelated individuals appear

oD to share the same address, or indirectly, such as when an
N4 individual sharing an address with another, moves to a

different address shared with a different individual. A
persistent link (cited here) between ten (10) individuals,
linking two (2) different groups, is the handwriting identi-
fied to money orders bearing the similarities discussed in
Section A and may be connected to Janice Hart signature
irregu] ari ties.

5/ This ;wa ter is s.miliar to i tein 13 in our memorandum referred
to youj oFffice on o'ebruary 6, 1980. In that case, the
money orders possessed several of the characteristics
mentioned above.
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C, Debts and Obligations

Elliot ris-nLer ,c" .t or:

jp 'i:,cc fro- rcviovus quarters:
r,::,penses incur:ed this quarter:

1:"/4 Staff lodging (Chi)
R. Kay (Chi-Bsn) UA

-" R. nagraw (snme)

I is.c..taRluche (saie)• :, T.4isirarck Hlotel (chi)

Continental Plaza

room rental
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I le ' ~e- Syq

-CIi~Ie p1
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0

0
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129.00
155.00
129.00
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155.00
155.00
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3378.34
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140II#1m1.M.f'9 Add,,s 4^d VIP Co30 * ofOrt @t 010*t-t *1t r~ 'Amow" ft 0 6#6n C'V1V is~~~~

Jeffre- Forrest A " emete, or In 0. ciostof

217 Haveri: This Pefod

liew Yor.., NY (see• . : ... ttachedi

_ , ,, OGner, O1h,, sheet): s3227-00 s 222.46 S 3004.54

NATURE V Q0!.tGATION IDelisol Dw).

(Varic,; see attached sheet

Surlementary Schedule for Section C, Debts and Obligatio.'
oFor Quarterly Report 10/10/79

Crr utor: Jeffrey Forrest
'.,

E.-penses incurred previous quarters: $ 552.00

E.:..:r.ses incurred this quarter:
-C "%ir tickets--

Magraw (TM'-!a tctr, mi-NY) 8/29 90.00
•Moore (,uf- 1 a ny 3 -i;

o Wash, DUBC- ) g/5 207.00
Moore (:;at:h, DC-Atlanta-Jacksonville,
FL-At- -uf) 9/1(. 220.00

'). Goldman (I-Chi-LaCrosse ,Wisc-Chi-
NY) 9/11 246.00

A. Scanlon (1,atsh, DC--Chi) 9/12 102.00

11. Brown (Wash, PC-Detroit) 9/12 78.00

.0 41'srs. Sneider F, Mishra (NY-Wash, DC-
NY) 9/12 188.00

P. Magraw, S. Pettingell, E. Boyd
(Detroit-Chi-LaCrosse-Chi-NY) 8/7 561.00

W.'Uamerman (NY-Buf-Roch-NY) 8/10 109.00

A. Salisbury (Det-San Francisco) 8/2 229.00

P. Glumaz (Rochester-Chi-Los Angeles) 8/17 197.00
11/M Hamerman (NY-Detroit-Lansing, MI-

Cleveland-NY) 8/24 340.00
P. Goldstein (NY-Los Angeles) 8/22 108.00

TOTAL INCURPED OBLIGATION $ 3,227.00

7e 17:A
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________________ L __________________ -~

Blancle at

Close of
T* is Per.t-

S 2067.32

Balance frem previous quarter
R. Viagraw (Dt-Chi-NY)
Interest0

3004.534
169.0)
11.12 3184.66

* /

C-

;' 1/.
I

lpoodrre 4TIJF



4 4

~rf1C6~

4-if Name, fu liig Addtn SAn;d ZIP Code of Moctor of Credilo

Sregory Gamier

1746 No. 53rd St.
Nlilwaupee, Wi..

qPr ,'. 'rr 0 Geneva L' Oher,

JATURE OF OBI.IGATION ID.1:.. t !Debt)

doy. yea)

(see
below)

Amwtl ofe oirscoot. Conwv011c.r

Piome

s 899.78

/13-8/30t Travel & subsistence,
One air fare (1?til-LaCros-Minn
W -o rntal A gas

ging & subsistence

0

Wisconsin tour
-LCros4linn-Des Moines-Milw) 332.00

217.00
251.98
98.80 899.78

I' I' - 'I

Fu[omvr!. fj'ilin3 A.O'tie Ond ZIP C' e ol Dv *" V1 C'C:'.cr

Grecory Garner
174r- I. 53rd St.

csi .aukIee, Wisc. 53203

t Prmary 0 Geerr:l Ot hueer

9/13
9/21
9/25
9/23
9/2S
9/2? .

OnIe Imonth.
day. year I

(see
below)

*,D*im: COrntroics.
ArF:ternot of

Pro19.5

s.4 09.59

CtJ(OI,,i,,oIfUirbl: balance from previous Quart.
jltg. room, Stoddard Hotel# LaCrosse, WI
Lodcing, Valley Motel, Green Bay, t1-1
S. Cook (Milw-LaCrosse)
Tickets (LaCrosse-Madison-Milt)
National car rental, LaCrosse
Lodging, Stoddard Hotel, LaCrosse

Cumvuiatve
P& Fmen t

To Dte

S 0.00

899.78
259.75
23.81
53.00
54.00
47.85
71.40

71-41

I,

11-/
/ // / /

,N : ! .

y.'L .; 1,- . "

U ~ m - ~

Pa meai
1'o Oa u

S-0-

Balace a,

Clot of
Thi, Pg',od

899.78

BaI3'.re a:
Close 0,

This PerfoZ

s 1409.59

1409.559

* J -9

L/ ~

, I

I

; AT%OMF C"" OUU;GATI



F ,,

Now Y0.440-.
Ae*CWt~f~ Or

~
po IJ Geirv

NATURE

(Air t \'O1: see

-~ ~

I" Nato. rWhng Address and ZIP Code of ODrtot o Cred, tot

A urende Gray
0 . 27 St.

ftw Yozk, NY

.Primary rJ ,enral D Othpr

Date. lonoth. I
cly. VearI

(see
below)

Amount of Original

Debt. Contract.
Agireement or

Promose

S7 6 9 2 .

ldTURE Or OCLIGATION )Ietails ol Debtl

#lance due from expenditures reported in 7/10/79 quarterly report

Ful0 Ijr-r- '."1.41o1 12 Addrl m ani d" W C--le 0! Dcbt=r 0a Cr rlot,

2j0 E.ast
NY JY

Gray
27th St.

tua:.'Cro 0LIG I Ier(N 21, Of Othe,
NA 1UF cir COLIGA) ION ID.It,li. c1 Ceb;)"

hic. ymC., lh,
dAy. Vc&r1

(see
below

AMOu'M Of Of,;r V
DeLt. Co-tr:c:,
Agreement or

Promose

S6 3 2 3
.32

cuPamentI,
Pa%-ment

I To Dole

1202.80. 5120.32 I

Clc' e of

eThis .51 tri

Valance due from previous quarter 6323.12

Jo .1/t
,.)/ 2C

- i I

.,,,. *: 7

V tdg o

7 c 5 .

1 ";.c

Cumulateve
Payment
To Date

1368.99

Outian." ,
Balance al

Close of
This Pe,o

0

(I F QA!L IG A Tl -.10V I flof Pew V:

a ttachod mm) .

6323. 12

S$1202.

. "- * .- ' ,' , c 4 X -' .' _

: //5' ' ) .7



V,; 777 1 i1151~& 1#~ V

A y J"41

. k it If P tIi

6' 7 9 11 1-~dws-v; toujr :(tfoucho' +4 .I rY TSt1uusC'i ,"Lo Swc1
V '11~~n Y.. T~i StiVO ~24 .'LU 1

I<cho+ 2c ir fao Y~ai 651.00~
4/3/79 One air fare 14Y oV o t a'-ty 47G6.00

-TOTIAL $5.U67.00

fm eaing Addens and ZIP Cocle of Debto' of Ciedmiot

MIDj -Ai e Hazel Hecht
2 W. 87 St.

New V o -_ , NY 10024'

7, Pra'y 0l General D Othof

IA R! OBLIGATION (Dexails of Debi).

Date (month.
cloy. vast)

(see

shp-et)

Amnownt of Oregmal
Debt. Coractx.
Agrereent or

S8521.46

Cumulative

'to Ogle

4337.08

Ouitaacl-n;
Balance at
Close 01

This Perood

S 4184 3

Sur-plementary Schedule for Sectfion C, Debts
~'F~ QartrlyReport 10/10/79

~ C~2tor: , Marjorie lMazel Hecht

and obligations

Ex:"-'sises incurres previous quarters: $5,067.00
Ex:icnes incurred this quarter:

4rtickets--
L. LaRouche, S. Mendez (Chi-St. Louis-

Chi) 7/24 ,318.00
Samte (NY-Atlanta-Chi-Detroit) 7/18 992.00
37'.. Sober (NY-Chi-NY) 7/18 202.00
C..Pettingell,, E. Boyd (14Y-Chi-Detroit) 7/10 300
R( Greenberg (Chi-Dotroit) 1 /24 49.00
!I Scanloni (flhi--St. Loui-!;!-Chi) 7/24 98.00

KPetting-lir C. boyd. P'. Tvc-ebove
(Chi-St. b jus-Chi) 7/24 258-00
K. ay (NY-Kansas City) Pt/17 154.00
Ill~4etzk-o (Tiuxem1nbourcx-!:Y- ' T-) 9/17 553.00
Boyd,(c. Curtis (, na ritY 380

iT%'is Car RexnLal, 7/19 222.46
TOTAL- OBLIGATION TO D AT $' 8S214



F wit k~i P.191 A~v'.$
1.1J-r orie Kaz
251 1"7. 87th

• C l, cb.
0 -

"* W p ' r r.i wI;,-,

:, 2,7

N

el !IP Co h2 o Det oof C ,
:eI Hecht

64.

f7 IGea."rel (l 01he,

* dey. ySor

(See
below)

I.no-irt of 01-,n31

,r:I" r C8t 2i,

s:o 'e!7

Cu
p.
I

S

V"Lu. at I Iv

11. 3te

1136.3

lis P3.320C

S3681.,2

1X;a&Ia gil fl~jtj.

balance from prey quart.
M/. LaRouche, S Pettingell
(Indiap.-Chi-Port OR) Ameri.,
United
Interest

4184.38

594.00
39.24 4817.62

/ / o 4'-.-/ /civ' &'( :<+

~ !- -I- i~/'''.' -

IV b/ >6'~i- ~)I9*
U~-'

I,
/

; ". "



Marsha .Kokinda
RD 1, :napp Road-
,Mechuicville, NY I.,2~. 18

-': Famarv ,-Genu'rt . Ogtte,
Othe

NATUPE O " B9LIGATION JOtelaois of Dob...
3/30/7? Car renta1
16/6/7S one air fare, Mey.-Ny
6/8/7? One air fare, NY-Richmond

6/18/7? O.ne air fare, NY-Cleve-Ny
6/2.1/72 'One air fare, Los Ang.-NY

below) $24
-

. . . . . .. • .. . .. _ 8 - -

TO Q00 Vusto
TS 

t

119-00 8 0.

, ~ ~ ."3 8

$119.38
198.00

-Casper, Denver-Casper-Denver-Sn
367.0o
132.00
108.00

Full NSM? K.'..ng Address and ZIP Cocle of Detio, ot Credsto,

Marsha Kokinda
1"17 ":-umbia Rd.
W4jhn'tzn, DC

'-I ~ C I hjt~~

Date (month.

tia. year)

(see
b,1 I ow)

D*6b, Contrct,

resement orPromise

931). 40

Cumulativ
Pavmrnt
to Date

7S"I . 9:

0W111p"C, s}
Ba.-ance at

cia
Thie- so

S -4~

r;e\ T. .'-p ; -
.- cre] , ! -Ji j r

~ )1!~

J .94
08,OS 93 !). 4 (,) ____-j

F, 1T!f "V ~ f-dress ain~ i'if, Cl(r! f Delelr e or C rCC!,,r

17 .. Clu.ba .

WasJ. : t DC 20009

1;A1URr .7 'Z LIGAT;Cg;4 ILIMz~dt 'f CDeUnl.

7/

Eat? tmonth.
eay. veari

(see
below)

balnce fzr, pr4:.,. ous quarter
L/Mt LaRuche, S. iendrezLufthansa (Chi-rran]"z.urt)

D),j. Cori pct. -avnmrt Bala.Irei
Asretrnent a. 'to Dale Cie-! ot

Promnell Us" rrflz'.,,z

s 2455.481 S1169.61 s 125. 6

187.4S

2268.00L

e I
~>0#1AC'p ~I ~

~§ ~' .~ -~

:'~) I', -,

-I

/9"
t.' ,,' '

si.e... '

I



1,

Melvin Jchnson

X Promarv rof

I if
-~(1.' I
tteloew) I 73*. 68 1'-0-

'Close 109i ,I P,,,oO

1

AT ;;~,r1 OBLIGATIOIV (Detpols Of Deb~i.9 one air fare, San Fran -Hermosillo, 4e.-Los Vjgel@s $198.68
5/25 .One air fare, MeXico City-NY-Detroit-Chcago-

Los Angeles-Mexico City 498.00
Hotel pooms + subsistence, LaRouche+5 (Michigan Inn,

Southfield, MI) 3000.00
Meals (Lyttons, Chicago, 111.) 42.00

FU NsilvI- Moiling Addis Ind ZIP Code of Debtlr of CledstOf 'Date (month. Amount of Original Cumulative Outstarorig
day. year I Dow. Contract. PFament Bawance al

)4 vin Johnson Aveement or To Date Ciose of
9 '. Gidding St. qm,, This P2,red

'c (see ,

other elow) s5738.6S s 4000.00 s 173S.68

UR OBLIGATION IDeta.1 of Derbi

lv7'r! due from prey. report 3738.68
J el roon rentals, Chicago, 8/79 2000.00 5738.68

0

FIl Nar' : a ,d2.es i ani 2P Ccie of ObtbCr fr C:t.rlnr Date Irnont". jA.vc..n of C: "a' ' C~mua:,be .O-zw.r .';

dkicyvin Johnson d~v. t,-aI Oe.. CC-41:a j'vayet ,a:t ,Agreement o. To , ': Close ,
Biddngs. Ths P,,:c

(-hidngo Ili 60625

i,r,&ry LU Gene." 60,t, s 1738.68 S 0.00 S 1733. -SE
I4AIURE (F Cl)iLIGATION (Detas of DLtI.

', ... .,, " . .% . .

-- ' l'il-

*1 Genet &I



, L _ i i ia tiC i .. ..

i!. ch: el Smedberg
S---eanan Ave.,

v '1003,4

W f# r, U G 0 Other
N A W [ ,r, 'C , L I I .ATIC.*4 Wc.ta ,l |:,

M t., yeer)

(See
below)

orill Co.mlu.•Ae. -t of

Promise

s24.95. on

Sl 2495.07

71. 4n i

73.24

5 AA tickets S247; ?./Ma.,S. PettingellS. 'endezP.G puldste~n, ( Y-Ch-ex C')
V27 4 Del. t,:ts S86@; MI/MLaR., E. Boyd,S. Pettingell (Atl-lndianap.)
py 2" S. Thompson (At1-IY )  %Xzi - ( tl--tEs) ? . ,, • ~nez, Pilke,Andrc-nida~s

_ I I p ~ ~

Clow -;

This I'v,.c=

344.00
103.
Bi-).

... ' k' ,iA ..

/ . " ,'1 /(

', 7 -/V

,/',"2 c

6.

s1762 .7,:,

1235. 00



NATURF 1 QB14tATION (O ;it of Otb|i.
4/27/79 Banquet :-oom rental (Thundexiir U Zn, Portllad)
6/22, 79 Same (Same)
6/16 /79 & 4/18/79 trinting flyers

Miscellaneous postage & eqpt. rental
TVTAL

*I! ?Nt '. %M..1lng Addess antl ZIP CC)de of D0-bilo Of CVteto,
tin Simon14403

pMr-t1nd, OR 9721

-Promrarv r- G.0It -hi.v

NATU U crr OBLIGATION rIll s )t f) bjj.

1Iwnr-:red last quarter

dew, (Vol)h.
dlay. year)

(see
below,)

Amount of Orgfnal
CIA1. Contract,

s 508.12

a-.

Cumulative
Payment
To Oate

P -,.0--

OuI$ra-. r ;

Balance at
Close o0

This Pevc!

$ 50 .o2

I -

'7,

Full rip,-e, Mailing ;%,e it sl ZIP Co. el Debtw, or Credilor
7, n n.o

2514 SE'Ankey
Portland, Oregon

I

- -.---- ~ - ___________________

Date imnotn.
day. y tat

(See
P,,0 D o,,, below) a

IJA'!J;-t OF C:-LICATION4 'Dtils of Dctit:
...1balan(e from previous quart.

12/9 Portland rundrai.sei
3/18-20 Printing & i'ostage
11/3 .tg. room .ake Oswego, OR

!.1/7 3eaflets OCt
... d,77T. .T- -t .. .

Asnournt of O' -elil

Debt, C(,znuraz;.
Agicement or

Promise

± -qJ. U4q

508.12
398 .50
23.21

130.
165.85
134.80

~1~*. ~

r-r'w=

Cumwlitve
pavment

70 Date

S 0.00

1403.4

- L

~1.

$288.45
170.77
16.85

508.12

O,-jlsvqr: -M
Balance i1

lhis Pernd

s14 --. .4

1. -

I



F.N Umnmc* f.-U~lmt Acatis &Ad~ ZIF Coov af -fe lor 06; ~ (fAp. ti, A9 ' f~ p1 jtai cotvslv

Davldb 11. Thill Crs; siir: S'c.a
260 iast Hligh St.S20.0S17.5

_____attachej

0

A..r~plentary Schedule for Soction. C, Debts and Obligations
FC( ut erly fleport 2/31/80

Creditor-: David W. Thu2.

DC~n!-,: fr--n prc';ie*us quarter": $0.00

E:~i~ 'curreed this quarter: $3507.65

7,/V8-."_-70. $2004!.5n) Laflouche and entourage 1odging--Michigan Inln--

Southfield,'Mich.

9.10 Lodging--Queen City Motor Inn.--Manchester, N.H.

9/d6/79 50.00, Lodging--Queen City !!otor Inn--Manchester, N.H.

9/22/ 127.60 Lodging--Uptown Motel--Manchester, N.H.

/2/?21.*20 Lodging--Uptown Motel--Manchester, N.H.

9/29/9 * 21.20 Lodging--Uptown Motel--Manchester, N.H.

10/1/79 *82.96 Auto'renta].--Thrif4tyRent-A-Car--Rochester, N.H.

10/19/79 595.00 Auto renrtal--Avis Rent-A-Car'--Manchestero N.H.

11/11/79 362.00 Fundraiser room. rental--Gr~enwich Steak House--
Nashua, 14.11.

I1I/ 22 _1 221.0o A%_,to rent;---:_udget Rent-A-Car--Manches ter, 11.H.

112':~ 13.09 Susscc-FertisRestaurant--N.F.. ~



ii~~~a 
A~o ootof '* 

In i

Andrn" WiLsofl

Atlanta,$ GA I

.f zPrimary C~ General tte be-ow) 4992.5-

NATUR 0F01, TION 4081allsO of Chl

5/18/79 One, air fare, tanJcSf~1eAl~
5/18 one air fare, AtlnaJcsnileTmaAlnt

4 5

$ 96. 00
150.00
746.52

$ 992.52

Full Na-P. 16 sieng Addtes and ZIP Code of Debtor of-Cred,1of Dple imonth. Amnount a# O#ngsnAt Cumnulaltve Ott~

clay.year I Debi. Contract. Payrment Balance al

FAnd r rI ~i1 son Agreement or To Oalt Close 01

145 i'eachtree Park Dr. tie.This Period

Ai~lnta, Ga.
(see

r r3 GearaacOted S 3187.52 $1472.3 9 s 1715.13

NATURE! OF USLIGATION IDetails of Debi).

~,C%1ementary Sch'cdule for Section C, Debts and obligations
'fQuarterly Relport 10/10/79

oCD.f'-titor: Andrew Wilson

rssIncurred previous quarters:

r:,renses Incurred This Quarter:
Ai tickets--
mis, Sc)i1anger (Ati anta-jacksonville-Atl)
'Ia. Schianger (same) (bot~h 7/15)
H. Schianger (A4tianta-Sarasota-Atlalta)

7/16

*.Bartelt (Fayetteville-Atl--Fayett) 7/18
U. Cochran (Qrlando-Atl-orlando) 7/18
11. Engdahl (Ati-NY) 7/25
S ,. Schianger (Atl-Ft. Laud.-Atl) 7/23
?I;' Schlanger (samie)

11. Quinde (Ati -NY) 8/8
T. Pike (Ati-San Francisco) 8/8
11 - Mletzko (Atl-NY) 8/8
11. Schianger (Ati-San Anton.-Dallas-Austifl-

$ 992.52

100.00
100.00
146.00

268.00
142.00
128. on

97.00
166.00
166.00
103.O00
224. 00
206.00

349.00

TOTAL OBLIGATION TO DATE $ 3,187.52

( r , , __ . - 0 0 . .



tAndr ew.u
4 5. T1,14 , r a; ''. " i?

0 .r,, -,

04 CA f Dai

9.4,7 1 ~##i~3638.42
(se. attached)

SuppLmontary Schodule for Section C, Debts and Obligations
For Ou:n'terly Report 1/31/D0

Crd~it:,?: Andrew tisn

Ba,! , I'cn prcvio:.i
incurrecd thin quA r-.

1715.13

* ta.-.I

9/' ; ! r v- .,,.1.-- .Lf 7 ) r. n!:

o " '•. . . t

C ,; : a Ctu e)
9?F". , ! * Curtm. I,";:,'.i-.;:,! 1 (Lasteru)

1 " Mendez, ,.,. - " " '; " o .) (Eastern)
; S ].. '-- . " . t..-1Ious) (Atl-rksvI
1• -. . . t ... - .. ..;e ]1  t a )10/7 ;"'i SCU. :,Cle. (-A\'.7--t .,u'- ) (L'ota)

1.0/1 , SH. Schi,%nger (Vt Laud-At-Houz-Atl) (Eastearn)10/3, "l. Sch1: .n~er (! et --le fl -!)l (Delta)
10/T1" 9. Mee~inc P.o~ .. :,o,- i O),iks-- -c
12/1-.' ;,"9 H. Schlaner (ALNFI- Laud-;.ji -Tamn-At1)

(DeDetl)

'.!06. o(r

89. 0,0
104. 0r
175. cm

42. 1)0
104.00

97. o)
306.00

).116. 00
175.00

78. 0
246.00
196.00
467.17
143.00

U . , - 1 .'Y ) (W A )12/114, ":179 C. v-':,nslow ( tl .t t -A )
12/7/; S.Sch an, er {tLaud-Ati-Ft !,aud} (Delta)12/17/79 B.- ",inslolj (Atl-Ft Laua-_:,_t!) Esen-2I, 4/79 11. Schlanger- (At - ti , - d- t ) {De ta

12/27-1/1/80 MI. Schlanq,,r (Ati-Detr -At2) (Delta)

225.00
168.00
168.00
115.50
1: 26.00
168.00
121.00

Yr L2-~ 1-
I /

~ .'' )" .4 / 2:~

* ~ --

.1
(. j~'/A

~ )5
'-7

s1638.4 2
9 , -7 "".. ...., .. ..



~Bx W6 uVpS1 Wton New brk, N.Y 100W V

an,.T....

Alti4'u , I TO BRUC'E SHELTON, 'Federal Elect:i Commission Audit Sta f

FROM: Felice Lafl 'Treasurer

',','. X'l,,u, ° 'April 24, 1980'

S RE: Overseas Travel Expenses..

Paid by Melvin Johnson:
L- -SnFranci.co-e::ico-Los Angeles (travell:r: Pat. Dolbeare)
-" .... . Mxico-IY-Detroit-Chicago-Los Angeles-Me ico (traveller:

. . ... ." _ , -. ,,., Marivilia'Carrasco) A "

Purpose of both to explore options and begin operation
of organizing Mexican-Arkerican vote, oriented to states

* with substantial such populations (California, Arizona,

-K New Mexico, Texas, Colorado, Illinois).

. Paid by Marsha Kokinda:
Z. .1.?exico-UY (traveller: Fernando Quijano). "

Purpose was consultation on candidate's program relating
to foreign el.'ations (Mc:zico).

- Chicago-Frankfurt (travellers: candidate and party).

Purposes: (1) mrLeting with Americans in Europe represent-
ing potential supporters of campaign; (2) (primary pur-
pose) exploring foreign policy issues (European) for
1 y dveloVing campaign: program. ,..-,. .

Paid by marjorie Mazel Hecht:

An.

L .4, ,B 'io,.i, ,N..(traveller: Dennis Small). Purpose- Investi

gatio.. of illegal narcotids traffic for development of
/ * .,- campaign position. . -

-1 ' -Par is (4/6) (traveller: LaP.ouche and poarty) . Puroor.e:
s .Same S .above European trip, point (2).

" Luxemburg-'.Y-Luxbcr.urg: (traveller: f. letzko) Purpose.

I Secirity consultation.relating to candidate's campaign
travel and appearanccs.

io4

-A,.. * -. .

.; ,.'-.. , '. . " -. .



(.~.: 4Iu'~ G~i-f dk? Olylon fver ion, TNeu'l York. ~ 2) l:on

ire' Pai by ~ocnlle 44h1

Canidae ad. art).
J *11 Purp - ohue1: Samn as Ieurpen sTravel ntd-b'.~(o~q

Paid by, Roilo.116 SnAc erg:

'1 ~YCan idcae~ ~ ic iy (traveller:Cndd t a d p ry)

Purpose: osla..nwhMein
P1can proramg peolicy~ fustons forfurherdevlop)n

ofx Ciac poseignpoins. tin oruterdvlomn

f

- :'

0
ijj

I.

I-
I.



FEDERAL It~ ON cM ts~

CERTIFIED MAIL
REUREC ET EQED

Felice Gelman: Treasurer
Citizens for LaRouche.
Box 976
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1253

Dear Ms. Gelman:

On 1980, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that your
committee violated' section 441a(f) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") (2 U.S.
5 431 et. seq.) by knowingly accepting excessive contri-
butions. On that same date, the Commission voted to take
no action with respect to the travel expenditures. The

o General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed
a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
in-formation.

0 Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant

O to the Commission's consideration of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional info -rmation which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
your committee, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
formal conciliation. of course, this does not preclude
the settlement of this matter through informal conciliation
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if you so
desire.



Lter to Felice Ge*l-ma%

The inAves4tiga tion how be ing conducted W1l , conf i-dential in accordance 'with 2 U.S.C. $ 437q (a) (49), and
S 437g(a) (12) (A), unles you notify the Coimission in
writing that you wish the investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief descrip-
tion of the Commission's procedures for handling possibleviolations of the Act. If you have any questions, pleasecontact Michael Dymersky, the staff member assigned to this
matter, at 202/523-4039.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Facutal and Legal Analysis
Description of Preliminary Procedures

0



DATE MUR 1401P
STAFF MZBMRR(8) &TEL.I NO.

RESPONDENT: Citizens for LaRouche Robert. &in- 523-4000
Michael bismrsk- 523-4039

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

In a referral from the Audit Division on June 13, 1980,
the audit staff notes that fifteen (15) individuals incurred
obligations on behalf of the Citizens for LaRouche Committee
("CFL" or "Committee") and appear to have exceeded the limitations
on contributions under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). The audit staff
also notes that certain expenditures made by CFL in connection

o with foreign travel might be unqualified campaign expenses.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

0 A.. Debts Owed to Individuals

An Audit review of the Committee's reported debts and
obligations indicated that 15 individuals incurred obligations
on behalf of the campaign in amounts greater than $1,000.00
and appear to have exceeded the limitation on contributions
under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). These obligations have been
outstanding from 38 to 308 days. The amounts owed to the
individuals ranged between $1,005.44 to $5,120.32 and totaled
$32,131.94. 1/ The treasurer stated that the 15 individuals

1/ Totals reflect the reported activity as of 12-31-79 as
adjusted for obligations outstanding less than 38 days
and do not include any reported obligations incurred
after 11-24-79.
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were acting as representatives of the Committee and were
authorized (orally) to incur obligations on behalf of the
Committee.

The obligations, for the most part, consisted of
expenses for travel, lodging and subsistence for other
Committee representatives and the Candidate. 2/ The ex-
penses were disclosed as obligations owed by the Committee
on the Schedule of Debts and Obligations. (See Exhibit A). 3/
With the exception of $4,952.14 in debts incurred in November,
1979, the remainder were reported as being incurred prior
to November 2, 1979. Furthermore, the majority of debts
with balance greater than $1,000 have been outstanding since
August, September and October, 1979. The earliest reported
date of incurrence was February, 1979.co

Respondents' contention that an expenditure of
personal funds on behalf of CFL should not be considered
a contribution because the individuals were authorized by
CFL to make expenditures on its behalf has no basis in law.
The unreimbursed expenses should be viewed as contributions,
and, to the extent that such an expenditure by an individual
exceeds the limits prescribed by the Act, and remains unreim-
bursed, such expenditure should be viewed as excessive.

2 U.S.C. S 431(e) defines a "contribution" as, inter
alia, a loan or advance made for the purpose of

(B) influencing the result of an election held
03 for the expression of a preference for the

nomination of persons for election to the office
of President of the United States;

2/ The exclusion contained in former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
applies to an individual's own expenses for travel and
therefore may be applicable to certain individuals
mentioned above. The new provision found at 2 U.S.C.
S 431(8)(B)(iv) would allow the activity up to $1000
with respect to any single election.

3/ The occupation and principal place of business of the
15 individuals (as annotated on Exhibit A) consist of
the following:

Research assistant, Medical College of Virginia;
programmer, Computron; employee, E.W. Finley, P.C.;
electrican, Singer Company; technican, Astronauntics;
banking consultant, American Banking Association;
salesman, Sewing Exchange; clerk, Team Temps; house-
wife, husband unemployed; four (4) unidentified in
records and reports; one (1) self employed; and one
(1) unemployed person.
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2 U.S.C. s 441a(a) (1) (A) prescribes a limitation on
individual contributions by stating that

(1) No person shall make contributions
(A) to any candidate and his authorized political

committees with respect to any election for Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000;

Thus, with regard to the majority of individual,
unreimbursed expenditures made on behalf of CFL, which
do not have the benefit of the former 2 U.S.C. S 431(e)(5)(D)
exclusion for personal expenditures on the volunteer's
own behalf, it is apparent that CFL has received excessive
contributions.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the Commission find reason to believe that CFL violated

-- 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting contributions in
violation of the individual contribution ceilings imposed
by 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). 4/

B. Apparent Unqualified Campaign-Expenses

The Audit Division's examination of Committee expenditure
records disclosed certain expenses related to travel outside
the United States, its territories and or possessions, which

0 may not be "in connection with" the Candidate's campaign for
nomination for election. 26 U.S.C. S 9032(9). These expenses

were initially reported on the Schedule of Debts and obligations
o (with the exception of one (1) undisclosed expense) and were

identified as airfare costs owed to individuals for travel
'N outside the United States. The airfare costs for persons

traveling, including the candidate, were paid by other
Committee representatives. Partial payments on account
for some obligations were subsequently made for international
travel costs, as well as other travel occurring inside the
United States.

4/ We have deferred making a finding as to the individual
contributions involved herein, pending a review of the
response, if any, by CFL. Since 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(iv)
states that "any unreimbursed payment for travel expenses
made by an individual on behalf of any candidate or
political committee "cannot exceed in cumulative value,
$1000 with respect to the candidate , and $2000 with
respect to the political committee, some, but not all
of the individual expenditures may be allowed under
the 1979 Amendments.



~orsi*rh9 hq41,eu*o a bve~*,t tot, *n4 d
of ~nsitent~ trea ment of ol~h* W1d~ae J"h

required: d oumentati b on simiar .foreign travel *zpren:ituareS
--the Off ice of, General Counsel believes that the a tached
S iexplanations offered .by he Comitee are ilot unreasont&be,
and therefore recommends that- no action be taken with respect
to such travel expenses.

Recommendations

1. Find reason to believe that Citizens for LaRouche
viola-ted 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive
contributions.

2. Take no action with respect to the travel expenditures.

.... .. T .. . . . .
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BE 0 E DRAL ELEC tEW vNISIWN

In the Matter of )
MU s 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352

Citizens for La.ih )

I, Marjorie W. !Zrams, Jording Secretary for the Federal

Elion Commission Excecuative Session on January 18, 1983,

G hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to

• take the following actions in the above-captioned mtter:

1. Authorize the acceleration of all CF' instaent
~payments, thereby making the full amnwt

($15,000) due ten days after written notice is
~received by C ;

.- j 2. Authorize the filing of a civil action for relief
~against CFL and Lynxdcn LaR~uche if full payment

}i of the $15,000 civil penalty is not received by
February 1, 1983; and

3. Approve the letter notifying counsel for CFL of
the Commission' s actions as rexrrne by the
FEC General COwmsel in the report dated

O January 6, 1983.

C-zzzn--orrs AiJkens, Elliott, Harris, ?kDcmald, Mcary, and

Reiche voted affirmiatively for the dlecision.

Attest:

Secretary of the Caxrission



January 6, 1983

3ENO0RAUDU3( .TO: ~arioriLel !I.Zns

71011: Phyllis A. laymn

SUEhC: MURs 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352

Please have the attached Meruo to the Couinssion
distributed to the Comuission for the agenda of

January 18, 1983 as a sensitive matter. Thank you.

Attachment

CC: Lerner

p

71
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONC
wASH,,NCToN D~C 20463 B 3JAN6f PtI: 26B

~x~m~E SESION January 6, 1983

MEOADMN18 1983 SENSITIVE
TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steelt%9 , /
General Counse/4l

RE: Citizens for LaRouche Conciliation Agreement - MURs
1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352

On November 5, 1982, the Commission accepted a conciliation
- agreement submitted on behalf of Citizens for LaRouche (CFL) in

MURs 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352, in which CFL agreed to pay a
$15,000 civil penalty to the Commission. (See Attachment I)
According to the terms of that agreement CFL was to make an

~initial installment payment of $5,000 on December 1, 1982,
C'3, followed by ten consecutive monthly installments of $1,000 each.

The agreement further provides that if any of the installment
-I payments is not made on time, the Commission may accelerate the

"remaininig payments and cause the entire amount to become due upon
{D ten days written notice to CFL.

As of December 15, 1982, the Commission had not received
CFL's initial installment payment of $5,000. Consequently, the
Office of General Counsel sent a letter to CFL's counsel

: - notifying him of the delinquency and reminding him of the
acceleration provision in the conciliation agreement. (See

S Attachment II) The letter also advised that CFL should forward a
$5,000 check to the Commission prior to December 17, 1982 if it
wished to avoid further Commission consideration of the matter.

The Commission has not yet received a check or any other
response from CFL or its attorney. The Office of General
Counsel, therefore, recommends that the Commission authorize the
acceleration of all the CFL installment payments, authorize the
filing of a civil action for relief against both CFL and Lyndon



Memorandum to the Commission ii
Page Two

LaRouche/ in the event full payment of the accelerated amount is
not received within 10 days of CFL's receipt of the Commission's
notice, and approve the attached letter notifying CFL's counsel
of those actions. (See Attachment IV)

Recommendation

1) Authorize the acceleration of all CFL installment
payments, thereby, making the full amount ($15,000) due
ten days after written notice is received by CFL.

2) Authorize the filing of a civil action for relief
against CFL and Lyndon LaRouche if full payment of the
$15,000 civil penalty is not received by February 1,
1983.

3) Approve attached letter notifying counsel for CFL of
'•' the Commission's actions.

Attachments

I. Signed conciliation agreement of CFL;

II. December 9, 1982 letter to Mayer Morganroth, counsel for
CCFL;

III. Candidate certification letter submitted by Lyndon LaRouche.

IV. Proposed letter notifying CFL's counsel of the Commission's
" actions.

/ In the candidate certification letter submitted as part of
his application for Presidential Primary Matching Funds,
Lyndon LaRouche certified that he had read Section 9033.1 of
the Commission's regulations and agreed to comply with each
condition set forth, therein. (See Attachment III) Section
9033.1(9) states:

The candidate shall pay any civil penalties
included in a conciliation agreement with or
imposed under 2 U.S.C. S 437g against the
candidate, the principal campaign committee or
any authorized committee of the candidate.
(emphasis added)

As Mr. LaRouche certified that he would pay any CFL civil
penalty the suit should be filed against both he and CFL.



•C ? P1: 5BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTICN COMLMISSION- -

In the Matter of ) -

Citizens for LaRouche ) MURs 1158, 1186, 1253 and 1352
)"

CONCILIATION AGW-EN .T "

This matter was initiated by the Federal Election .Commission

(hereinafter "Commission") pursuant to information obtained in

the normal course of carrying out the Coimission's supervisory

responsibilities under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended 2 U.S.C. S 431 et sea., and the Presidential Primary

Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C. S 9031 e t sea. Reason to

"' believe has been found that the Respondent violated the following

statutory and regulatory provisions:

2 U.S.C. S 441-f;

_ 11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c) (2);

"-" 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and;

26 U.S.C. S 9042 (c) (1) (As).

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having

.. entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (4) (A) (i)

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. The Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to.

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. The Respondent enters volunta:ily into this agreement

with the Comm~ission.

ATTACHMENT I (1 of 9)
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IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Respondent is the principal campaign committee

authorized by Lyndon LaRouche to receive contributions and make

expenditures in connection with Lyndon LaRouche's candidacy for

the Democratic nomination for the office of President in 1980.

2. During that period, Respondent maintained offices

throughout the country where volunteers, inter alia, solicited

contributions and forwarded them to Respondent's New York

headquarters.

.= 3. These volunteers knew that Respondent would submit

-" the collected contributions to the Commission in an effort to

S obtain presidential primary matching funds.

4. Respondent, through its voltnteers, violated

... . .. .. . ..-.-. ac'e---"-: the fc~liowinc

co-tributions made by one person in the name of another:

/_° "(A) MUR 1158

C" (1) $250 cashier's check in the name of Harold
-. Harrison dated 1/14/80.

c (2) $150 money order in the name of Anne R. Taylor
, • dated 11/20/79.•.

(3) $1,009.58 loan check from Household Finance
submitted with signature document indicating that
it had been contributed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, his spouse, dated 1/22/80.

(B) MUR 1352

(1) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
12/10/79 (no accompanying signature document).

ATTACHMENT I (2"of 9)
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(2) $125 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
.12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(3) $120 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(4) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated
12/10/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(5) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg'; and dated
12/11/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(6) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(7) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(8) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

(9) $55 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
12/7/79 (no accompanying signature document).

The Commission has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

5. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c) (2) by accepting and retaining the following

cash contributions, which when added to the contributors'

previous contributions, exceeded, in the aggregate, $100 in cash

for each of the respective contributors:

(A) HUE 1158

(1) $40 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(2) $150 cash contribution made by Ernest Pulsifer.

(3) $250 cash contribution made by Nancy Radcliffe.

(4) $400 cash contribution made by Belinda F.
deGrazia.

ATTACHMENT I (3 of 9)
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The Commission has not alleged that these were knowing: and

willful violations.

6. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting the following

contributions which were in violation of contribution limitations

set forth in 2 U.s.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A):

(A) Mu !3
(1) $1,009.58

(3) .MUR 1253

(1) $2,713.53

(2) $1,742.15

(3) $1,024.48

(4) $1,279.55

(5) $3,378.34

(6) $2,067.32

(7) $1,409.59

(8) $5,120.32

(9) $3,681.32
Elecht;

(10) $1,285.87

(11) $1,738.68

(12) $1,763.76

(13) $1,005.44

(14) $1,507.65

(15) $2,403.90

check from David Sanders.

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

in

contributions from Rochelle Ascher;
contributions from Karen Brubaker;

contributions from John Covici;

cntributions from Joseph D'Urso;

contributions fron Elliot Eisenbe~r.;

contributions from Jeffrey Forrest;

cbntributions from Gregory Gamier;

contributions from Laurence Gray;

contributions from Marjorie Mazel

contributions from Marsha Kokinda;

contributions from Melvin Johnson;

contributions from Michael Smedberg;

contributions from Martin Simon;

contributions from David W. Thill;

contributions from Andrew Wilson;

ATTACHMENT 1(4 of 9)
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(16) $1,025 in contributions from August F. Arace;

(17)
(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

$1,043
$1,105

$1,030

$1,044

$1,150

$1,100

$1,100

$1,120

$1,125

$1,010

$1,030

$1,515

$1,580

$2,375

$2, 030

$1,050

$1,250

$1,125

$1,075

(36) $1,250 in contributions from Michael Micale.

The Commisson has not alleged that these were willful

violations.

7. Respondent, through its volunteers, violated

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) (1) (A) by knowingly and willfully submitting

ATTACHMENT I (5 of 9)
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in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

in onriuton

in contributions

in contributions

in contributions

from James M. Duree;
fr om Shirley Fingerman;

from John Holly;

from T. 3. Hopkins;

from Sherri S. Lightner;

from John Pellicano;

from John Ryman;

from John 3. Sakala;

from Walter 3. Stevens;

from James Taylor;

from Verne Tomlins;

from Carleton Williams;

from Frederic L. Young;

from Donald 3. Carr;

from Ellen G. Scott;

from Belinda F. deGrazia;

from Alexander Ward;

from Mary F. Cummings;

from James M. Everette;



false and/or misleading information to the Co6.uaission in an

attempt to obtain matching funds with regard :o the following

cctribut ions:

(A) MUR 1158

(1) $35 money order signed "William Hayden" and dated
1/8/80.

(2) $150 money order signed "Ernest Pulsifor' and
dated 12/4/79.*

(3) $250 money order signed "Nancy Radcliff" and dated
9/12/79.

(4) $250 money order signed "Rcbert A. Robinson" and
dated 9/12/79.

(5) $140 money order signed "Kevin Salisbury" and
dated 1/12/80.

(6) $450 money order signed "Kevin Salisbury" and
dated 1/21/80.

(7) $70 m.oney order sicg.ed "Charles Clark" and date d
11/13/79.

(8) $150 money order signed "Anne R. Taylor" and dated
11/20/79. "

(9) $45 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
11/25/79.

(10) $25 money order signed "David Sanders" and dated
1/3/79.

(ii) $1,009.58 Household Finance Company loan check
endorsed by David Sanders submitted along with a
signature document signed by David Sanders and
Lenore Sanders, as spouse.

(12) $400 noney order signed "Belinda F. deGrazia" and
dated 1/22/80.

(13) $250 cashier's check and signature document for
Dr. Harold Harrison.

ATTACHMENT I (6 of 9)
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(B) MtUR 1186

(1) '$40 money order signed "Harold Harper" and dated
7/17/79 accompanied by signature document dated
12/7/79.

C) MUR.1352

(1) $200 money order, signed "William Lerch" and dated
11/19/79.

(2) $55 money order signed "William Lerch" and dated
12/7/79.

(3) $135 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
• 12/7/79.

(4) $85 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

(5) $80 money order signed "Sherri Waffle" and dated
12/7/79.

o: (6) $125 money order signed "Janice Hart" and dated
12/7/79.

t' (7) $120 money order signed "Janice Bart" and dated
o 12/7/79.

*.: .. (8) $100 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
o 12/10/79.

%" (9) $50 money order signed "Victoria Lacey" and dated
12/10/79.

,. 0 (10) $250 money order signed "Robert Hart" and dated
q 12/10/79 .

_ (11) $100 money order signed "]Paul Greenberg" and dated
" 12/10/79.

.(12) $100 money order signed "Paul Greenberg" and dated
12/11/79.

V. The Commission has treated the n, atters described in this

document as civil violations.

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of

the United States in the amount of fifteen thousand dollars

ATTACHMENT I (7 of 9)
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($15,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. .S 437g(a) (5) (A), such penalty to

be paid as follows:

1) One initial payment of $5,000, due on December 1, 1982;

2) Thereafter, beginning on 3anuary 1, 1983, ten.

consecutive monthly installment payments of $1,000

each;

3) Each such installment shall be paid on the first day of

the month iri which it becomes due;

4) In the event that any installment payment is not

received by the Commission by the fifth day of the

" month in which it becomes due, the Commission may, at

• its discretion, accelerate the remaining payments and
0

D cause the entire amount to become due upon ten days

o written notice to the respondent. Failure by the

"" Commission to accelerate the payments with regard to

- any overdue installjent shall not be construed as a

waiver of its right to do so with regard to future

~overdue installments.

3 VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of either the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. SS 432. et seqS . or the

?residential Primary Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C.

., Q10 et sec.

VIII. The Cc.-,ussaon, on request cf anyone filing a

cc-plaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

ATTACHMENT I (8 of 9)



• -9 -

this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement

or any requirement thereof has been viola:ed it may institute a
civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. Except for the conditions specified in paragraph VIII

above, this agreement constitutes a complete bar to any further

action by the Commission with regard to the matters set forth in

this agreement. It is the understanding of the Respondent and

the Comm ission that the execution of this agreement will result

in the termination of all pending Matters Under Review concernina

-- the respondent as of the present date, and that this agreement

Cconstitutes complete satisfaction of all such pending Matters

"--r e':iew.

X. This acremet shall becce e =5e=t-"'ye a of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

Charles N. Steele
; "Genea - nsel

Date By: Kenneth A. Gross /
.. Associate General Counsel

Ciuize.s for LaRouche

Date: By: MayerJ organro h /
Counsk for Resp ent

ATTACHMENT I (9 of 9)
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"'1-~ " 'C: :F " - E:,.TIO, CO, ",

-"e-"ace".Deaza
Suite ,.. 5

_.,..western zi~hay
Scuthfield, M'ichigan 4" C75

Re: Citizens for LaRouche
Conciliation Acreement

On Octcber 25, 1982 you entered into a conciliation
.. a~ree-aen: on behalf of your client, Citi"n o aoce(F)

in w'hich CFL agreed to pay a $15,000 civil penalty to the
* Cc.mmission. According to the terms of that agreement, CFL was to

have .-.ace its initial installment paym.ent cf that penalty, in the
oD amount of= $5,000, on December 1, 1982.

0 : s now December 9 ,and no such payment has been received
oD by the Com.mission. I, therefore, direct your attention to

:a .=- ., s-ection. 4 " t.- c:,cii auicn agree.ment which
states:

.n the event that any install~ment payment is not
. - received by the Commission by the fifth day of the

month in which it becomes due, the Commission may, at
OD its discretion, accelerate the remaining payments and

, ,, .cause the entire amount to become d ue upon ten days
written notice to respondent.

In order to avoid such an accelaration, CFL should forward a
check to the Commission in the full amount due ($5;000) prior to
December 17, 1982.

is t=he cn~j no-ice o-f t=!cec hat you will receive
:rir c -rter om-_.c* c..sicerat.cn of this matter. If you

'aeany: cuesticn.s ccntaot Zci "=--e-, the attone -'=-arce
t (i2 523-4175.

Charles N. Steele
Genera. Counsel _

BY:" Kenneth A. Gross:
:.s^ciate General Counsel

ATTACHMENT II (1 of 1)



"25 ) Seet,,
Washin, , D.C., 20463

Kadame a. d Gentlemen:

Actiont Act, the 'act', and the Pederal Election Coztission zegulatias -
promulgat.ed thereunder, the 'reoulations', _. herebu certify- t hat: I am "
seeking th nomiation of the Democrat. c Party to the office of Presi-
de-.: of the United States in more than one stat.e."

I fur',her cert that neither 1 nor Citize's for LaRoucbe, my .authorize " .d" .
*,.:..ca2camp a coittee, will ai cur qualified cazpai = expenses in, ..i: 'i.': -""=

• excess of the 2.iition~s set fort.h rider sec.ion .9035 of the zegulatan.":.'..:".

.". fut e etify that Citizens for LaRouche has received on my/ behaJlf .. -. -.:'
" matchable oontributions whiich, ±otal~d, exceed $5, 00. in contrbutio'"" "

w : ith respect to "any individual" do" not exceed $250. The info. ation :" '''"., ,:

such cont.ribut~ions is enclosed here.'ith. ./ :" .

-- I fu.-thei certify that I have read section 9033.1 of the regulations•""

and I 22e'eby a.gree that Citizens for LaRouche a.nd I will cOmply with..,!

Citzen . or _a.ouche and 2specifical agree to obtain an fuzdisb:1- =to t.e C.ission at its request any evidence regarding qualified
CT. .ca.--agn expen.ses bu me, Citizens for La.Rouche, and all authorized
" " co i:.ees. W'e will include as part of this evidence th~e follo wi.g do-

" - c' z.nt.ation: --. •• ".

.' j or eaxpeditures exceeding $100* or for expe~nitures of less than $100
to a payee w.'o receives expenitures aggregat!ng more than $100 per
u yea:, either: t

""° a. a receipted bill which~ is from the pauee-which st.ates the particu-~~la:s f the expe-,ditur-e -- or i
n . if such a receipted hill is not available, the following do'cuzents

. which will state t.he particulars of the expenditure: ..
4. A cancelled check negotiated by. the payee-- plus "
2. 'e of the following documeznts from the pay.ee-- a bill, invoice, voucher.
oz or 00 n poIaneous memorand,_, -- " "
2. Where t.he doc~encs specified in 2. above are not available, a
vcuche: or conte-.poraneous m cradu- fro.- the c& ~idate or citizens for
ia=._ : -- or
c. if nethe.r a receipted till no: the do '-e.:at-cn" specified above
is available, a cancelled check s~atincg the r-:.... sof teepni
t ure.•

Where the suppotL-g dcc nt-azion recuir:ed above s not available,
*Citizens fo: laRouche and I may present a cancelled check and collateral
-o-. evidence to document the qualified campaicn expense. Such evidence

"-4.: .. mau include but is not limited to :(a) evidence demonsrating that the .I.,. expenditure is part of an ide-.tifiable program or ;roject wh'ich is other- •
*". . .. . . ,. - :. ..

..- .......... . -.
" = . . .. . . ° ' ,- ... -. , .. , w ,,. " . . . . - ". . .. ,... . . . ,.. " . . . . .. ,- .

• -= .- .-

! .. ,, ...'.

%:--': "." "



:u.-e .:s cover-ed ,,. a pre-esta !lished written cL+,paig2 co=.t=iee policy,

cf z:hezauee fc aoc an unersand tha t.e expenditure-- oz
me .he idtificat.o of the payee, he ate and amn of he expn-

di :h ,an d~i e scipi.o he goods aor services pure omi e caseda re

of" then paee the amoiunt-ean.d the • dao e exentue O 0.- or ls o . ."°"

* *~ % *•* 
..

, 
... -.... -. '.

travel and/or . subsistence to an individual .'ho will .be the re'cipien. ~*.........
•o th ..e g oods.or ser:vices purchased. :': . ": -". :* " " .

su;;.2y an explanation of th.e connection betwee. t he exeniture and
- -h e c m p a i g n ."•".

Citizes .for LaRouche and I shall keep and furnish to the •Comzzissi onS-,books, records, i-ncluding bank records fo al consadspe.
inc doo'umntation fcr matching fund submissions , or other infomat.icn

th: the Cc.r--ission zau request , as well as conies.of rooks arid records
z., -.,.aned by. all aut.horized co'-i t:ees of the canddate.

"Y e: pu-poses of audit and exL'traion pursuant to section 9038 of the
regulations, and at the Cc s izion's recuest , Citizens for LaRouche "
andl shall..gather the books andorecords required, as stated above, in

Y one centralized location.
C - Citizens for LaRouche and I shall permit a. audit and examination
.. ", pursuan to section 9038 of all campaign expend6itures.,icudn

those n.-ade bu all aut horized" co=--iees-- facli" t s" t adi b
2 . inc available office space, records , a-nd such persc-nel as is

n ecessaru t.o co,,duc't the audit ana xamnain-.-- and .pr. ang amounts
equired to be paid under section 9038.-

"ri :" to the date of the first matching f ,ds payment puruan to t
A~, Ctizes fo LaRoucheand I shall su .: the nae ad miling

aS.-ess cf t.he national or stat.e banks de$s€cated by- Ci:iz .ns for
-=.-.= nd - ruself as a cL-Daicn. depositor " as re.'ui:e: by" 11 !
pa:: .C2 L-'d section 9027.3 of the regulations.

C::e.-s 5c.r La ,uche a-nd shall p repare n~atching fund's suhisic.s
-. acccrfdanoe ""th.- the .Federal £iection Cc -.issic, cuideline, for

i~ee-':a~cnin good "" -:

C~zes for ZaRouche and I shall conply i.ih applicable requiremens
• •_ of secions 43.2-434-437b title 2, US code and parts 100-108 of the

• Federal £lec~i=- Co..rission regulations...

I . L

i -. o .. : ..
• . A' TA~F :,-. f 3E :. . . • &

%,

-. ...-.

... •---"-. :.

w

q

o. ° -.



aca':.s: ,e, t.he co'.t ee, 0:r an]/ aut orlzed €o--r-i=ee of" =ine.

.If the. e a.,.e an quesi=,'=s re.,ad.ing the above c:."tif.icat.i o an .
a c.-ee.-e.' =s , please call eithe: .Yellce G2e-!L'. , t.-easure:- of Citizens
fo. LaRouche, ox Jinxes F. Schoenex, counsel :-ep.-esenting Citizens fox"
LaRouche.

Ve:u. tzLu youzs,

- A - A l . .; o••° -. .° :

* *-.'1 . .*.

* . .

Pr".
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FERrrAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mayer Morganroth, Esq.
Heritage Plaza
Suite 555
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075

Re: Citizens for LaRouche Conciliation Agreement

Dear Mr. Morganroth:

On October 25, 1982 you entered into a conciliation
agreement on behalf of Citizens for LaRouche (CFL), in which CFL

. agreed to pay a $15,000 civil penalty to the Commission.
According to the terms of that agreement, CFL was to have made

o its $5,000 initial installment payment of that penalty on
December 1, 1982, followed by ten consecutive monthly

OD installments of $1,000 to begin January 1, 1983. The agreement
t further provides that if any installment payment is not received

at the Commission by the fifth day of the month in which it
becomes due, the Commission may accelerate the remaining
payments - causing the entire amount to become due ten days after

O CFL receives written notice of such an acceleration.

On December 9, 1982, the Commission notified you that it had
S not received CFL's initial $5,000 installment and advised you

that CFL should forward the $5,000 payment prior to December 17,
O 1982, in order to avoid acceleration of the entire amount. Noc

such payment has been received. In addition, the first $1,000
S monthly installment payment due on January 1, 1983 is now

overdue.

On January , 1983, based on CFL's failure to comply with
the payment schedule set forth in the conciliation agreement, the
Commission authorized the acceleration of all remaining payments.
Please be advised, therefore, that the entire civil penalty
($15,000) is due ten days after your receipt of this letter..
Additionally, the Commission has authorized the filing of a civil

ATTACHMENT IV (1 of 2)
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-2-
action for relief against both CFL and Lyndon LaRouche. / in the
event that payment of the entire $15,000 is not received within
10 days of your receipt of this notice.

If you have any questions concerning the Commission's
actions, please contact Lois Lerner at (202) 523-4175.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

/ In the candidate certification letter submitted as part of
his application for Presidential Primary Matching Funds,

. Mr. LaRouche agreed to pay any civil penalties assessed
against CFL pursuant to a conciliation agreement.

0-

0D

0

ATTACHMENT IV (2 of 2)
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