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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

Max Putnam .
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Steele

Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

May 7, 1982

John T. Dolan
Committee for Another
Responsible Senator
P.O0. Box 1173
Waterlooc, Iowa 50704

Dear Mr. Dolan:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a °
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain

sections of the Pederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. -

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

-

Fenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C. 20463

May 7, 1982

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 wWwilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had vioclated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General




FEDERAL EI_.ECTIDH COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Anybody But Church ABC Project
P.O. Box 11551
Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
. of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
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" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

If Bayh Wins, You Lose’
P.0. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 479503

Re: MOUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Cu-lisiian notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

enneth A. Gr
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MOR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a -

complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

ennet . rﬁ
Associate General Counsel




"FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

J. Curtis Herge

Sedam & Herge :
8300 Greenboro Drive
Suite 1100

McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Counse

Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL EI_.EtT ION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

If Cranston Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 25969
Los Angeles, California 90025

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. .

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
: 0of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a .
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General{Bounsel

Kénneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

May 7, 1982

Robert Blaemire

Committee for American Principles
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 105
washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Blaemire:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondents there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act®") has been committed.

Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in
this matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a
complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's dismissal
of this action. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a)(l) and 11 C.P.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General unsel

R /8

Fenneth A. Gros
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL EI,ECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Max Putnam
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 jggd’

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections
of the FPederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles H. Steele

General Counsel

" Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

John T. Dolan

Committee for Another
Responsible Senator

P.0. Box 1173 ‘Sb

Waterloo, lowa 50704

Re: MOR 1399
Dear Mr. Dolan: I

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of thl Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will hncu- a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL E LECT ION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20483

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513 'h L,
Arlington, Virginia 22209 s

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Anybody But Church ABC Project
P.0. Box 11551 3'@# :
Boise, ldaho 83707 '

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely, -
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

If Bayh Wins, You Lose Q,'
P.0. Box 452 ;
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir: )

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
- of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

Target 80 \.9 Q.

P.0. Box 452 »
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir: :

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. .

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




il J o Bl i
T » [+

FEDERAL EI_.ECTI'DN COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

J. Curtis Herge
Sedam & Herge @f-
8300 Greenboro Drive -3 :
Suite 1100

McLean, Virginia 22102

Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. =

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
" of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a -
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Eenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

If Cranston Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 25969 \.S)F"'
Los Angeles, California 950025 .

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had vioclated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The CommisSion, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20483

Robert Blaemire t{_
Committee for American Principles )
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 105
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 13%%
Dear Mr. Blaemirt:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondents there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed.

Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in
this matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a .
complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's dismissal
of this action. See 2 U.S5.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S8.C.
§ 437g(a)(l) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




In the Matter of

)
)
National Conservative Politiecal )

Action Comittee, et al. )

CERTTFICATION

1, Marjorie W. Emmons, Recording Secretary for the Federal Election
Commission Executive Session on May 4, 1982, do hereby certify that the
Commission decided by a vote of 4-2 to take the following actions in
MR 1399:

Find no reason to believe that People for an
Alternative to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose,
Anybody But Church, Anybody But Culver, Committee
for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose, and Target B0 violated 2 U.S.C. §§43)
and 434 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, by failure to register and file

reports.

Find no reason to believe that MNational Conservative
Political Action Camittee violated 2 U.5.C.

§432(e) (4) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, by using the candidate's name in
the name of the comittee.

Find no reason to believe that People for an Altermative
to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church,
Anybody But Culver, and If Cranston Wins You Lose
violated 2 U.5.C. §432(e) (4) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, inasmuch as they are
projects and not in themselves political cammittees.

Find no reason to believe that the Mational Conservative
Political Action Camnittee violated 2 U.5.C. §433(b) (2)
by failing to include the name of its connected organization.

{Continued)




120403124

e e —

(22}

Certification for MR 1399 Page 2
May 4, 1982

5. Approve the letters attached to the General Counsel's
April 23, 1982 report in this matter.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, and McGarry voted
affirmatively for the decision. Comnissioners Harris and Reiche dissented.

Attest:




April 26, 1982

MEMORNBDUM TO: Marjorie W. Emmons
FROM: Phyllis A. Kayson
SUBJECT : MUR 1399

Please have the attached First General Counsel's

Report distributed to the Commission on a 48 hour tally
basis. Thank you.

Attachmant

cc: Curry
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RECEIV n.
OFFICE OF #
el R ety e
Washington, D.C. 20463

BZAPR26 AND: 24 pypsr cewEmAL couwsEr's mEPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL MUR 1399

BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION: «-2&-Fa DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC: 11/02/81
DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENTS: 11/09/81
STAFF MEMBER:
Deborah Curry

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Committee for American Principles

RESPONDENTS' NAME: People for an Alternative to McGovern,
If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But
Church, Anybody But Culver, Committee
for Another Responsible Senator, If
Cranston Wins You Lose, Target 80,
National Conservative Political Action
Committee

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. §§ 432(e) (4), 433, 434
INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: None
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On November 2, 1981, the Office of General Counsel received
a notarized complaint from the Committee for American Principles
(hereinafter "CFAP") (Attachment 1). Complainant names the
following as respondents in this matter: People for an
Alternative to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But
Church, Anybody But Culver, Committee For Another Responsible

Senator, If Cranston Wins You Lose, and Target 80. The National
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Conservative Political Action Committee (hereinafter "NCPAC") was
not specifically cited as a respondent by complainant. However,
a review of the complaint and the accompanying exhibits
necessitated the naming of NCPAC as a respondent also.

CFAP alleges that the above-mentioned respondents:
1) violated the registration and reporting requirements of
2 U.8.C. §§ 433 and 434; 2) violated 2 U.S5.C. § 432(e) (4) by
using the candidates' name in the name of the committee and
3) violated 2 U.S5.C. § 433(b) (2) because they were not identified
as connected organizations or affiliated committees. 1/ 1In
addition, complainant expresses concern that NCPAC's use of the
term "project”™ misrepresents the purpose and hides the activities
of these entities from the public (see Attachment 1 page 5 of
attachments) .

The respondents were notified by certified mail on
November 9, 1981. NCPAC was granted an extension of time to
answer until December 4, 1981 pursuant to its written regquest.
On November 24, 1981 the Office of General Counsel received a
Motion to Dismiss the complaint from an attorney representing

Donna Leporte, who was project director of Anybody But Culver. 2/

1/ CFAP, in its complaint, cites specifically to Commission
regulations in making its allegations. Where these regulations
duplicate the statute the statute is cited instead.

2/ pAttached to this Motion to Dismiss were an affidavit from
Donna Leporte (project director), an Independent Expenditures
Memo from the attorneys of NCPAC, and bumper stickers. (See

Attachment 31 pages 42-57 of attachments).




On December 2, 1981, the Office of General Counsel received a
response from NCPAC. No other responses were received from the

rest of the respondents in this matter,

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Allegation 1 - Registration and Reporting

CFAP states that the "Respondents distributed campaign
literature, ran radio advertisements and solicited contributions
expressly advocating the defeat of clearly identified candidates
for United States Senate."™ (Copies of these Exhibits were
attached to the complaint. See Attachment 1 pages 6-37).

CFAP alleges that the respondents in this matter made
expenditures in excess of $1,000 within a calendar year on these
activities. To support this allegation CFAP submits a budget
that shows the "planned expenditures for both the [sic] mailings
as well as the radio advertisements.™ (See Exhibit 3 page 15-18
of attachments). Therefore, CFAP concludes that respondents are
political committes and that because of these expenditures they
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (hereinafter the "Act") and Commission regulations by not
filing registration statements or reports.

2 U.S.C. § 433 and § 434 require that political committees
file registration statements and periodic reports with the

Commission (see 11 C.F.R. § 102.1 and § 104.1). The pivotal
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issue in this matter is whether or not respondents are political
committees with in the meaning of the Act. 2 U.S8.C. § 431(4)(A)
defines the term political committee to mean “any committee,
club, association, or other group of persons which receives
contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar
year or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of 1,000
during a calendar year ..." (See 11 C.F.R. § 100.5).

The response of NCPAC as well as the budget submitted by
complainant in support of this allegation demonstrate that the
initial respondents named in the CFAP complaint are not political
committees within the meaning of the Act.

NCPAC in its response states that it "is a multicandidate
pelitical committee ... which has registered with, and which
reports to, the Commission as regired by the Act.® NCPAC states
that the respondents named in the complaint "were independent
expenditure programs or projects administered by NCPAC in
opposition to the election of certain clearly identified federal
candidates." (See Attachment 2 page 40 of attachments). NCPAC
maintains that the projects were authorized by the chairman and
treasurer which accounted for and reported all the programs'
depositories, receipts and expenditures as required by law." 3/

(See Attachment 2 page 40 of attachments).

3/ The affidavit of Donna Leporte also corroborates this. (See
Attachment 3 pages 44 and 45 of attachments). The Independent
Expenditure Memo by the NCPAC lawyer also supports this. (See
Attachment 3 pages 52 and 53).
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As noted by NCPAC the fact that these were projects was
stated on the various communications. The language usually used
was "Paid for by [respondents name] a project of the National
Conservative Political Action Committee, and not authorized by
any candidate.” 4/ NCPAC also states that "[t]hese sponsorship
statements satisfy the requirements of 2 U.S5.C. § 441d(a) (3).

Additionally, the budget submitted by CFAP to support its
allegation that the initial respondents were political committees
really indicates that they are not. There is clear indicia of
NCPAC sponsorship. The Budget is outlined in the context of a
stated NCPAC proposal. NCPAC specifically discusses its strategy
with respect to its 1980 programs to defeat top liberal Senators
and the name NCPAC is stated on its cover.

NCPAC lists the depository for each of these projects on its
Statement Organization or Amendments thereto. 1In addition, all
of the expenditures and contributions associated with the
projects were reported by NCPAC.

The weight of the evidence indicates that the initial
respondents named in the complaint were projects of NCPAC and not

political committees. Therefore, no registration or reporting

4/ Three exhibits do not contain this paid for non-authorized
language. Two were short scripts for radio spots (one on NCPAC
letterhead, the other on paper bearing the NCPAC address). It is
not known whether the above mentioned language was used in the
actual broadcast. The other exhibit was a flyer. It is not
known whether this flyer was part of a package containing the
language mentioned. (See Exhibits 8, 10 and 16 Attachment 1
pages 26, 28 and 37 of attachments).
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requirement arises as to them. 5/ Consequently, the Office of
General Counsel recommends that the Commission find no reason to

believe the respondents violated 2 U.S.C. § 433 and § 434 of the
Act.
Allegation 2 - Candidates' Hame

CFAP alleges: 1) that most of the respondents violated
2 U,8.C. § 432(e) (4) by including the name of the candidate in
its name or in the alternative 2) that if respondents are not
political committees, "then NCPAC violated [sic] 2 U.S.C.
§ 432(e) (4) by including the names of candidates in the names it
used to communicate with the public." (See Attachment 1 page 2 of
attachments) .

2 U.8.C. § 432(e) (4) states that "any political committee

which is not an authorized committee, such political committee
shall not include the name of any candidate in its name."”
emphasis added. (See 11 C.F.R. § 102.14). NCPAC asserts that
these were projects not committees and that the names of the
projects constituted political slogans that are protected by the
first amendment. §/ However, since the initial respondents are
not political committees they are not subject to 2 U.S.C.
§ 432(e) (4).

On the other hand, NCPAC,a political committee,6 falls under

the proscription of 2 U.5.C. § 432(e) (4). However, as noted by

5/ NCPAC, of course, is required to register and file reports.

6/ The affadavit of Donna Leporte supports this assertion.
(See Attachment 3 page 44 of attachments).
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NCPAC its name does not contain the name of any candidate.
Accordingly, NCPAC has not violated 2 U.8.C. § 432(e) (4).

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission
find no reason to believe that the respondents violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 432(e) (4).
Allegation 3 - Connected Organization

CFAP alleges that {f the initial respondents are “"not
political committees ... then they are 'connected organizations'
with NCPAC because they administered NCPAC's activities in
opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church, Culver and
Cranston and financilly supported NCPAC by soliciting funds on
its behalf.” 7/ (See Attachment 1 page 3 of attachments). CFAP
also notes that respondents are not considered affiliated
organizations. Therefore, CFAP's conclusion is that respondents
violated 2 U.S.C. § 433(b)(2) by not being stated as connected
organizations on the registration statement of NCPAC.

2 U.S5.C. § 433(b)(2) requires the names of connected
organizations and affiliated committees 8/ on the statement of
organization of the committee (see 11 C.F.R. § 102.2).

2 U.S.C. § 431(7) states that the term "connected

7/ complainant notes that attachments to the complaint include
return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in fact the
funds were deposited by NCPAC.

8/ CFAP notes that respondents are not listed as "affiliated
organizations."”™ However, the affiliation issue can only be
reached if the entity in guestion is a political committee.
Since the initial respondents are not political committees they
cannot be affiliated committees.




organization®™ means "any organization which is not a political

committee which directly or indirectly establishes, or financially
supports a political committee." (See 11 C.F.R. § 100.6(a)).
CPAP asserts that while Commission regulations state that such
organizations may be a labor organization, a membership
organization,a cooperative,or a trade association,it does not
require that they be any of the above. (See 11 C.F.R.
§ 100.6(a)). However, it is clear that the respondents are not
connected organizations since they did not establish, administer
and financially support NCPAC. Instead, it is clear from the
discussion, supra, that NCPAC established and administered the
respondents' programs as activities of NCPAC. Additionally,
11 C.R.R. § 100.6(c) states that "the term 'financially supports'
does not include contributions to the political committee ...."
Moreover, CFAP admits that the funds collected were deposited to
NCPAC.

In conclusion, the Office of General Counsel recommends that
the Commission find no reason to believe that the respondents

violated 2 U.S.C, § 433(b) (2).

RECOMMENDATIONS
l. Find no reason to believe that People for an Alternative
to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody
But Culver, Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If

Cranston Wins You Lose, and Target B0 wviolated 2 U.5.. §§ 433 and




434 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended by
failure to register and file reports,

2. Pind no reason to believe that People for an Alternative
to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody
But Culver, If Cranston Wins You Lose, National Conservative
Political Action Committee, violated 2 U.S§.C. § 432(e) (4) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended by using the
candidates name in the name of the committee.

3. Find no reason to believe that the National Conservative
Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S5.C. § 433(b)(2) by
failing to include the name of its connected organizations,

4. Approve attached letters.

zz?/HL

Charles N. Steele

Gen-ral?%finicl
BY:

Kenneth A. Gross/ |
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
Complaint and Exhibits (pages 1-37)
Response from NCPAC (pages 38-41)
Response from Anybody But Culver (pages 42-57)
Letter to Complainant (page 58)
Letters to Respondents (pages 59-66)
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AMERICAN : | 2000 N Street NW, Suite 105
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Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:
Before The Federal Election Commission
In The Matter Of:

-People For An Alternative To
McGovarn

-1f Bayh Wins You Lose

-Anybody But Church

-Anybody But Culver

-Committee For Another Responsibl
Senator

-1f Cranston Wins You Lose
-Target 80

)

S Nt N [ M N N N N N

COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named
Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-
ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat
of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.
Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio adve:ti:e-
ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregating

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year... Political commitcees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration stactements and periodic reports with
-

o led wth g s aekal te en poechase frem the Federa! Bivvver Commanter, Washingion, D C
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the Commission. (2 USC Seec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's
knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibic A is
a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the
attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respundents are thus political committees.
They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not
filing‘registra:ipn statements Oor reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political
commiitee which is’' not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
named Respondents are not separate political committees because
they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative

. Political Action Committee "NCPAC'"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names
it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term “connected
organization' to mean "any organization which is not a political
committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,
or financially supports a politrical committee.'” (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).
Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be
a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trace




association..!"™ (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a
"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes
that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated
qrganiz:ginns“ either in the statements of the parent organization,
NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named
Respondents are not political committees (either because they in
fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess
of $1000 or because they are 'projects' of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

3 3

Culver and Cranston and financially'suppnrted NCPAC by soliciting

2

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that
includes return envelopes to ''projects" that were used when in fact
the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

10. If the above-named Respondents are ''connected organiza-
tions'" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

identifying them on its registration statement.

-
o
™
o
-
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Wherefore, 1 hereby request that the Commission
initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC
Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

AT

; " 'Robert Blaemire
Date fﬂ/;ﬂ A['.? President
' 7




Subscribed and sworn to me this _aﬂ“g— - day of éét/ﬂ'ﬁu—.--

1981.

( SEAL )

2
CZloler Exmtrns I
=3 Jeh __-_I r;‘ ':';E-::"

My Commi.ssion expires:
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Addendum to Complaint in the matter of People for an Mtlmﬁﬂ

tu1HhGnv-rn et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the 1nh-fln:

problems caused by the use of "projects'" by political committees,
subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations
prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal
campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if
not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication
of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is
NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is
an invitation to misrepre:enf the intent of parent nrglni;ltinn.
Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That
money could have been, conceiveably spent in another :ar;l; race
when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used
in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was
to open up the political process, yet this is an invitatinﬂ to
hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-
plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using
"projects” to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their
own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the
mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer
at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,
sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must
be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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TARGET 80

P.O. BOX 452
LAFAYETTE, IN 47902

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his record
of big-spending liberalism.

And 1'l]1 bet you probably never knew how radically liberal
he has voted in Congress.,

#%#Birch Bayh supports busing.

#s2Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits by support-
ing billions in excess government spending.

‘#®%8Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a cut that
would have meant thousands more in spendable income for

taxpayers like you and me.

And there's lots more I'll bet you didn't know about Birech
Eayh and his record.

The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know how
little Birch Bayh's voting record represents their views in Wash-
ington. You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and Senate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example, he sends
out 2 newsletter regularly where he tells us how conservative he
is. But he doesn't tell us about his liberal voting record.

Birch 3avyh never tells us that he is one of the most liberal
members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh who tell us
ene thing when they're here in the state, and then vote any way
they please when they go back to Washington.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters in
Indiana... IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax dellars
to tell everyone how liberal he is, But I do have the help of the
Kational Conservative Political Action Committee. The National
Conservative PAC agreed to help me spread the truth about Birch
Bayh.




I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC will be
able to convince enough people that'if Birch Bayh is re-elected
in 1980, we all lose.

Now let me tell you exactly what the Target 80 Committee
will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign funded
by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose Birch Bayh and his
record. We want to send thousands of letters like this to other
voters in Indiana.

Finally, Target B0 will organize a radio, television and news-
paper advertising blitz unprecedented in our state's history.
Nothing will be amore dramatic demonstration of exactly how strongly
you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the politicians
they can't tell us one thing and then vote differently when we
aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help, So let
me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed victory card.

Second, send Target B0 your largest check possible.
Nene of our activities can be carried out without
your financial support.

If you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous. If
vou can send %50, %25, or only $15, that will be fine,too. Just
remember that no contribution will be too small.

I'm sbsolutely convinced that with your help, you and I can
expose Birch Bayh and his record of liberalism. But without your
largest check possible to Target B0, we all lose.

Sincerszsly,

(;m, s dbi'ng

]
Joan Gubbins 7
State Senator

P.S5. Perhaps you may have read about Target B0 in your local
newspaper or Time magazine. We are already seeing the effect of
our canpaign, but -we need more help, Please let me hear from you
today. 2

Faod b by 00 Bar® ARG Dl LS s e BT A Bpiana Dasiei s Pieiie di e Dot 8 Sl susbi- ool e pay
sand-gain @ TRy @ gt cree @ el mmr e Podmon § o mn Cormmn s sof a aon albes W e Sans fgem my § oy
e e e Bai b ongime 00




T
m
T
[ g1
™
o
T
o
o~
o

VICTORY CARD

Dear Senator Gubbins:
Yes, I want to be a part of Target 80.
1'11 donate at least one hour of my time.
~1've listed five friends and their addresses
~ on the back. (If I can't think of five, 1've

listed as many as I can.) Please write to
them about Targe! §0.

Please use my name in newspaper ads wich
other prominent citizens of Indiana.

— T'11 contribute. I'm enclosing:
5500 %250 ___%lo0
___$25 315 ___Other §

siv check is made out to Target 80.

Please princ:

T, Mrs., Miss

ASdress

Cicy

Telephone ( )

Target 80

P.0. Box 452
Lafayerte, Indiana 47902

federal law requires that we ask the following:
Occupation:
Place employed:

ALy O D SR il R el B e Bl A B ERanr b
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I’s Time . .. To Do Something About Birch Bayh
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IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE!
PO. Box 452
Lafayetie, ind. 47902

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his
record of big-spending liberalism.

__ And I1'11 bet you probably never knew how radically
liberal he has voted in Congress.

###Birch Bayh supports busing.

##4Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits

by supporting billions in excess government
spending

#2#Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a
cut that would have meant thousands more in spend-
able income for taxpayers like you and me.

And there's lots more I'll bet you didn’'t know about
Birch Bayh and his record.

The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know
what a terrible jod Birch Bayh is doing in Washington.
You see, Eirch Bayh uses his staff and Sknate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example,
he sends out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how
conservative he is. But he doesn't tell us about his
radical voting record.

— — i —— T

Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the most
liberal members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh whe
tell us cne thing when they're here in the state, and
then vote like radicals when they go back to Washington.

That's why 1 decided to write you today, and to send
yvou this penny I've attached to the envelope.

I'm hoping that if you agree with what I have to say

-

for by 1f Bayh Wins, You lose, a project of the National Conservative Political Action Corrdittee,
ot authorized by &ny candidate. A copy of our report is filed with the Federal Election Commis-
#nd is avsilatle fror purchase from the Federal Election Comission, Washington D.C.
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about Birch Bayh that you'll keep the rnn:f as a reminder
and help me spread the message about h record.

I'm hbplni that you'll help me tell thousands of voters
in Indiana...

IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

: You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax
dollars to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do have
the help of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee. The National Conservative PAC agreed to help
me spread the truth about Birch Bayh.

I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC
will be able to convince enough people that if Birch Bayh
is re-elected in 1980, we all lose.

I've agreed to set up an unprecedented campaign to
expose Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism, beginning
right now.

I've enclosed a newspaper ad which spells out only a
few of his liberal votes. I hope you'll read it, then

join me in this campaign to expose Birch Bayh for the
radical he is.

Before I tell you what the IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE

Committee (IBWYL) is fning to do, and how you can help,

let me answer a question I bet you are asking yourself:
"Why start so early; the election is more than a year
EH&F?"

Well, the answer is qQuite simple.

The power of an incumbent Senator is so great, that
unless we begin immediately, we'll be sure to lose. You
see, incumbents use our tax money to get free publicity.
They use their staff, their free newsletters, their fancy
computers, their maillng privileges and many other goodies
that only members of Congress have.

Unfortunately, many people are impressed by mailings
they get from Birch Bayh, even though much of the infor-
mation they contain does not tell the true story of how
he represents us in Congress. They are impressed by the
stories they read about him in the newspapers, even though
many of these stdries are just reprints of canned news
releases his professicnal public relations experts print
and send ocut at taxpayer expense,

Unfortunately, the fact is that most polls show the
majority of the people decide who they will vote for




+FIII three . : .

months and months ahead of the election.

You remember that Jimmy Carter started running for-
President two and one-half years before the election. .

So, you can see that your help tuday is very, ulry
important.

In fact, I believe so strongly in IBWYL, that I'm
going to come right out and ask you to help us in many
different ways, and help as many ways as possible.

Now let me tell you exactly what the IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! Committee will do.

We want to set up an ‘independent advertising campaign
funded by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose
Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism. We want to
send thousands of letters like this to other voters in
Indiana. We want IBWYL to distribute thousands of the
newspaper ad 1l've enclosed for you which tells how Birch
Bayh actually votes. -

Finally, IBWYL will help organize a radio, television
and newspaper advertising blitz unprecedented in our
state's history. Nothing will be a more dramatic demon-’
stration of exactly how strongly you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the
politicians they can't tell us one thing and then vote
differently when we aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help.
So let me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed Victory Card and let
IBWYL use your name in a series of newspaper
ads we hope to place all over the state.

It would be a true honor for me to know
that yours will be on a list with a number
of other distinguished citizens.

pass on the ad exposing Birch Bayh's record
to a friend who is interested in politics.
The more people who know about what Birch
Bayh is going, the better off we are.

if possible check the box on the Victory
Card which says you'll be willing to work
for IBWYL to defeat Bayh. I promise, I
woen't ask you to do more than you have time
for.

send IBWYL your largest check possible.
Nen® of our activities can bte carried
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4 - out without your financial suppert,

If you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous.
1f you can send $§50, $25, or only $15, that will be fine,
too. Just remember that no contribution will be too small.

I'm absolutely convinced that with your help, you and
I can expose Birch Bayh and his necord of radicalism. But
without your largest check possible to IF BAYH WINS, YOU

LOSE!, we all lose.
Singerely, -
hjﬂféé%?::ji é:wnﬁﬁftl

")
Joan Gubbins.

State Senator
P.S5. If you send a contribution of at. least $15, I'll send
you a bumper sticker for your car which says, IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! It's-a perfect way of showing people how you
feel. Please let me hear from you today.
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CALIFORNIA == Alan Cranston
Letters to Voters--1,300,00 €5.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Surv;y

INDIANA =-- Birch Bayh
Letters to Voters--392,000 @%.26
Television & Radio Production ‘& Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey

IOWA -- John Culver
Letters tE Voters--184,0000S. 26
Television 6 Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads '

Voter Survey

IDAHO -=- Frank Church
Letters to Voters--68,000 €5.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey -

SOUTH DAXOTA -- George McGovern
Letters to Voiers--56,000 €5.26
Television & Radio Production & Plzcement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey

$338,000
40,000
15,000

10,000
403,000

101,920
25,000
10,000

10,000
146,920

47,840
=10,000
10,000
9,000
76,846

17,680
10,000
10,000

8,000
45,680

14,560
15,000
10,000

8,000
47,560

$719,969

———
———
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There are two key clements to our strategy:

JVLRV B

1. Exposing the voting recorés of 5 key liberal Senators in their own
home states ' T

—_—— -

Starting this program early enough to weaken the liberal so a énnf
servative can defeat him in 1980. .

Almost all incumbent liberal politicians begin with huge popularity
ratings through their clever expenditure of ta» payers money.

They are-permited to vse hundreds of thousands of dollars to pay for
"educetional" newsletters, staff members who devote their time to creat-
ing a favorzble public impression for the incumbent, a sophisticated
computer &nd maiiing service that permits many Senators to mail millions
of pieces of "personalized” letters to constituents every year and many
other benefits. All of this is paid for by taxpayers money.

e In many ca2ses an incumbent has been so popular, numerous creditable
conservative candidates have-simply decided not to run against them.
i~ A cood example of this occurred in 1978 in the states of Jowa and Kew
Hampshire. (Jt took NCPAC a great deal of effort to convince conserva-

r tives like Gordon Humphrey and Poger Jepsen to make the race against
litegral Senators Thomas lcIntyre and Dick Clark. is a2 matter of fact,
Roger Jepsen filed only a few cays before the filing cdeadline. In both

vy czses, Senators Clark and lMclntyre had 70% popularity ratings and
neither Senators Jepsen nor Humphrey were interested in running against
such popular leaders.

Lzhat is wvhy the NCPAC proposal is so important. It is too airly for
€© many conservative candidates to emerge. On the other hand, in many cases

it is already too late to begin the long process of attacking an
incurbent liberal's radical voting record. The NCPAC proposal can be
on broken down into five basic steps:

o

STEP OME - VOTER SURVEYS

i

i

{

3

i e must immediately take a series of sophisticated computerized voter
: surveys to establish the strengths and weaknesses of each of the 5
! target liberal Senators we have chosen.
!
:
1
-
r

:
!
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This same type of discriminatory issuve selection was critical in choesing
areas of issuve concentration for Senators Humphrey and Jepsen in 1978, It
is far nore profitable for us to attack the liberals on those issues

that particularly will annoy their constituents.

70 - FIELD PEPRESENTATIVES

We will hire a full-time field representative in each of the states to
undertake a number of activities. First, he will begin marshalling all
the forces who are cmposing the incumbant Senators such as the pro-life




.JUPS, taxpayers m...iutiuns, Gun OWNErs n..nin:iuns. and a hﬂlt@

5 ethers.

s Sszcond, he will begin dramatic research about the incumdbent's recoré and
begin distributing it to the tens of thousands of conservatives we

hope to identify in each state. Third, he will be coordinating the

concentrated frece media program agazinst each of these incumbents.

_. STEP THREE = LETTERS TO VOTERS

rs a result of the computerized voter survey, and activities of each
field staffer, NCPAC proposes to mail to every single registered voter
in cach of the states we have targeted. The letter to each voter will
expose cach liberal Senator's "Record of Radicalism."™ It will give a
vote by vote analysis of some of his most liberal positions.

The letter will also seek to get each person personally involved in the
campaign to defeat the incumbent, not only by asking for a financisil
contribution and their vote against the incumbent on election day, but
21so by requesting their personal volunteered involvement ih this
indepencent campaign. This can include a number of small but important
tasks such as writing letters to editors, walking a precinct, sending
© pecstcards and other letters to their friends, consenting to list their
nemg on newsraper acdvertisements opposing the incumbent Sehator, and a
hest of other activities.
1
7P FOUR - ARDVERTISING CAMPAIGN

vaECPLC will then begin &n immediate and extensive television, radio ard
newspaper ad campaign to exploit the weaknesses of eaech incumbent.

e ]
0f course, before any issuves were finally selected, a very careful
analysis of the computerized voter survey must be made. But at this

<r point, we anticipate emphasizing such important issues as national
defense, and inflation. A sample of one of these proposed adverticemente

© is attached.

~y STEP FIVE - FINAL CANDIDATE RECRUITMENT

~ NCPAC will assemble its political experts from all over the country
znd do a step-by-step analysis of the whole independent expenditure
carzaicn in the next few months to completely evaluwate its strong ancd
veakh points, a2nd what alterations should be mace.

hiter the program is fine-tuned to be as effective as possible, RCPAC
will expand the initial list of ten targeted liberals to include as
many other liberals 2s funding will permit. Finally, all resources
developed during this independent campaign will, at some point, be
turned over to the candidate we decicde is the best able to represent
the conservative viewpoint.
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Dear Doctor:

Are you aware that Congress is actually becoming more conservative?

Yes, it's a fact that the 96th Congress is more conservative than the
95th, according to Interim Ratings of Congress released by the American
Conservative Union. Conservative ratings in 1979 are two percentage
points higher than the 1978 average; and more than four points higher
than in 1976. The Senate in particular averaged higher than the House.
Most encouraging is the fact that freshman members of both the Senate
and House averaged much higher conservative scores than other members of
Congress.

In sharp contrast to the conservative trend in Congress is the
startling fact that Birch Bayh's voting record has become more and more
liberal each year.

No matter what your political stance is--independant, Republican, or
Democratic--you are already convinced that our congressional policy of de-
ficit spending has been the main cause of our spiraling taxes and inflation.
The reason it is getting increasingly difficult to pay your bills today is
that our national bill is going up each year--thanks to the liberal spending
of our taxpayers' money by Congress. At present the taxpayer's liability in
this country has escalated to §9 trillion. That's more than §100,000 in-

debtedness for each taxpayer--including you. (Figures are based on official
Treasury Department statistics.)

Please note the following facts:

Birch Bayh has consistently supported inflationary spending when:
*He voted to give away the Panama Canal.
(cost to the taxpayer, $4 Billion)

*He voted to bail out New York City.
(cost to the taxpayer, 7 Billion)
*He voted to hike his own salary by £13,000.

(cost to the taxpayer, &7 Million)

*He voted against the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act.
(cost to e taxpayer, 567 Billion)
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Birch Bayh has voted 14 out of 15 times to raise the National Debt Ceiling,
in fact he has voted to raise it over $268 Billion in his 17 years in the
Senate.

You read everywhere that the overwhelming mood of our country today is
one of fiscal responsibility. Citizens everywhere are up in ams and re-
fuse to stand for any more deficit spending by Congress.

We invite you to join our "Target 80" campaign. It is Indiana's part
in the National Conservative Political Action Committee--NCPAC. Professional
people, educators, corporations, trade associations, and thinking people in all
walks of life are all supporting "Target B80".

Here is what "Target 80" is doing to keep Indiana in step with the national
trend to make Congress fiscally conservative:
#*"Target .80" is telling Indiana people the truth about Birch
Bayh's voting record. -
*#*''Target 80" sponsors prominent people on radio and television,
like Senator Roger Jessup, who gives the truth about Bayh's
voting record.
**"'Target B0" conducts a direct mail, radio, television, and news-
paper campaign unprecendented in our state's history.

We need your help so that all of the people of Indiana can be made aware of

Birch Bayh's record of runaway spending.

Remember:
This is a cause that has already made great strides forward. We need to
keep Indiana abreast with the conservative trend in both parties. Your
generous support will be a sound investment in the future of our country.

We ask you to please do the following without delay:

First: Read the enclosed detailed record of Birch Bayh's votes.
Second: Fill out the enclosed Victory Card.
Third: Send "Target 80" your most generous contribution.

Your contribution will .be spent entirely in Indiana on the 'Target 80" project.

Please help,
Sincerely,
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Dear Friend:

1f vou act today, you and 1 can put the last nails in
Birch Bayh's political coffin.

We just received survey data showing Bayh's lead over
conservative Congressman Dan Ouayle dropping to eight percent.

What this means is simpl.; we are successfullv making”
Birch-Eavh's liberal record the issue in this campaign.

Aoosiers are Ied up with:

Bavh's support of the Panama Canal giveaway.
* Bayh's opposition to important defense programs.

#* Bayh's votes against a balanced budget almost
every single time it's been brought up in the
U.S. Senate.

Bayk's support of forced busing, federal funds
for abortion, and stopping our schoolchild¥en
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That's Bayh's record, and now he has to live with it.

In the next three weeks, I want to organize a huge
statewide television and radio blitz talking about these
issues and others that will open the eyes of many Hoosiers.
1'm convinced that if we are successful in raising the money
for this media campaign, we will be very close to our goal
of defearing Birch Bayh in November.

1've enclosed a confidential budget for this media cam-
paign. Please don't pass it on to anyone, unless vou are
sure vou can trust them, and they are willing to contribute
to this important campaign.
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ARHOUMCIR: 3irch 3avh says he lets the pecplie on Hain Stree: tell
nim how to vote in Congress. Well, here we are on Mai:n
Screez. Indiana., Sir, éid vou tell Birech Bavh te vere
to give away our Fanama tlﬂll?»l

JOE: NO! 1 asked Birch Bayh to vote against the giveaway.
But I guess lie's not listening to the peoplie cf Indiana,

AMMOWNCER: Ma'am, did you tell 3irch 3ayh to vote against a 10%
cut in income tax rates?

Ma3V: FKeavens, no! We need tax relief. 3uc it looks like

Birch Bayh isn't listening to the people oI Inciana.

ANNOUNCER: Kow about vou? Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote to
cut spending for national defense 2 billion dollars?

JOKEM: Hell, no! We need to strengthen our national defense,
not cripple it. Birch Bayh isn't listening to the
people of Indiana.

_
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ANNOUNCER: Did vou tell Birch Bayh to vote 15 times to increase our
national debt?

iARRY: Are you kidding? Big deficit spending causes inflation
and costs us jobs. ®Birch Bayh isn't listening to the
zeople of Indiana,

ANNOUNCER: Wno is telling Birch Bayh how to vote? Maybe peotle in
New York or Massachusetts. But he's not listening to
the people of Indiana.
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Paié¢ for by If Bayh Vins, You Lose - 2 project of the Mational
Conservative Political Acrion Cormittee - and not authorized by
anv cancicdate or candidate committee
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| ch Bayh’s Vofin'g Recorc
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From 19685-1978
= 29 voles out of 42 were considered bad for the economy.
= 7 were good for the economy, and 6 no voles.
KEY VOTES :
* 1975—-Voled against amendment 1o delele aulomalic_pay increases
10 congressmen.
* 1975 -Voled against the amendment 1o reduce Labor-HEW Approp-
riations.
* 1975—Voled against amendment to reduce by almost $1 billion in
assistance 1o ConRail.
" = 1876-Voled for amendment 10 increase outlay by $3.2 bilion for
public services. '
+ 1978 —Voled against amendment 1o cut $810 million from appropria-
tions for HUD, EPA, NASA, and NSF.

1978 ;
* 9 voles out of 16 were considered bad for the taxpayer
= 3 were considered good, and 4 no voles.
KEY VOTES
* Voled for $3.05 billion for foreign military assistance.
= Voted for $135 million to produce swine flu immunization. :
* Voled against amendment requiring sludents receiving food stamps lo
meetl work registration requirements.
* Voted for increased funding for federal housing programs.
« Voted 1o delete.$1 billion for B-1 Bomber program.

ATIONAL SECURITY
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From 1969-1978
+ 24 voles out of 33 were bad for national security.
+ 1 was good for national security, and B no votes,
KEY VOTES
* 1870 -Voled 1o cut all funds for deployment of the Safeguard anti-
ballistic missiles from any sile.
* 1870 - Voted to cutall funds for the Subversive Activities Control Board
* 1974 —Voled 1o reduce funds for the B-1 Bomber.
+ 1974 —Voled 1o limit defense spending to $81 billion
* 1875 —Voled 10 cul defense budget
* 1975 - Voled 1o eliminale researcn programs lor missiles.
* 1875 -Voled to eiminate $850.5 million for research on B-1 Bomber
* 1975~ Voted 1o delay testing of cruise missile.
* 1875 - Voted 1o dismantie Szfeguard ABM.
+ 1977 —Voled to delete $1,466 billion from B-1 Bomber.
= 1978 —Voled against amendment 10 unilaterally lift U.S. sanchons
agains: Rhodesia from Oct. 1 to Dec. 31, 1978.
* 1978 - Voted for the ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty on April 18
» 1979—Voted against a 5% increase in delense spending
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GUN CONTROL
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m 1874-1879 :

* 15 voles out of 16 were pro-abortion, and 1 no vois.
KEY VOTES

* 1976—Vpled against a move thal the Senate not delete the kiyde
amendment which would bar use of funds 10 pay for, engourage, or
promole aboriions.

* 1976 - Voled for a move that the Senate insist on theit amendment 10
delete the Hyde amendment from the House's bill. :

* 1977 =Voted for amendmeni 10 allow use of Ildlrﬂlundtiurlburhrn
on-demand. :

* 1877 —Voied for move 10 kill amendment giving employers the righl 1o
exclude abortions from their health plans for amployees i it ware
against their conscience mmf:ludomorionhllﬂhnlhmm.
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From 1968-1878
* 6 voles out of 17 were pro-gun control.
* 8 were agains! gun control, and 2 no voles.
KEY VOTES _
* 1868 ~Voled for passage of the 1968 Gun Control Act, HB 17735.
* 1872 —Voled for a ban on "Saturday Night Specials”.
* 1878 —Voted for motion 1o table amendment which would delete $4.2
million from BATF appropriations.
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NQTIONAL DEBT

From 1974-1978
* 4 voles out of 10 were anti-nuclear development.
+ 3 were pro-nuclear development, and 3 no voles.
KEY VOTES
* 1878 —Voled for Glenn motion 10 table Senator Domenici's amend-
ment 1o require full-scale review of nuclear export request by regular
cuslomers only every 5 years.

o

* Since May of 1963 Bayh has voted 1o raise the National Debt Ceiling
on 14 out of 15 roll calls. His voles represent an additional $286 billion
in debts. An additional $123 billion was passed by voice vole in 1975
and 1976, therelore no record ol Bayh's aclions on those voles is
available,

ADDITIONAL KEY YVOTES

* March 26, 1979—=Voted 10 reject amendment 10 preven! deb! hmils
increase afier 1980 unless the budget is balanced.

* April 2, 1979 —Voted against the Wage and Price Councils study ol the
inflationary impact of federal programs only 6 days later.
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Franik Churchi’s

Frank Church 0pp;ases
A Strong National
Defense

FACT—CHURCH WEAKENS AMERICAN
_INTELLIGENCE SERVICES
“In 1974 Frank Church personally :uptrw“d the
anti-CIA witch-hunt which critically weakened_
America’s intelligence services. -

FACT—CHURCH OPPOSES TRIDENT SUBMARINE
. In 1974 Church voted against funds for the Trident

submarine delaying by two years thl development of
this essential weapon.

FACT—CHURCH OPPOSES B-1 BOMBER ’
On July 18, 1977 Church voted against funds to build
the B-1 bomber. The B-1 is necessary to replace our
aging B-52 bomber florce and Lo strengthen our deter.
rent against Soviet attack.

FACT—CHURCH OPPOSES INCREASED AMERICAN
DEFENSE:
On April 26,1978 Church voted against amendment Lo
increase American defense spending. Soviet military
spending in all areas 1s now far ahead of U.S.

FACT—CHURCH FAVORS GIVEAWAY OF
PANAMA CANAL
On April 18, 1978 Church voted against the will of a
majority of Americans to give Lthe Panama Canal to
marxist dictator Omar Torrijos,
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Repr:s:ntative Jim Golder:

1'' standing in fron: of cthese missile
silos to dranatize one of the effects

Representative James of Senaztor Church's powar in Washingtion,

Ra,:-u‘bl:.:an Enisa} . : X
. . These silos aren’t, filled wich missiles

any more. They are emply.

Because of that t..zy won't be of isuch

-help in defense of your family or mine.

You see Senator Church has alcost aliays
opposed a strong national defense.

He led the fight to give away our Panana
Canal pr?He voted to slash national
de:.enst_urocur:"t:nt Ned

LKow Senator Church is one of those vio
wants to push the SALT II trealy unnug

the Senate whicnh I believe would ceriun
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If Church wins, you lose.
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Representative Jim Golder:

I'w standing in front of these missile
silos to dramatize one of the effects

of Senator Church's power in Washingion.

These silos aren't filled with missiles
any more. Thay are emply.

Because of that Lhay won't be of iuch
help in defense of your family or mine.

You see Senator Church has almost 2liuays
opposed a strong national defense.

He led the fight to give away our P«na2na
Canal;raﬁe voted to slash national
ﬂELEﬁsE'PIOCU*EﬁEHE Ney

Ivow S:ﬁatnr Church is one of those vho
wants to push the SALT II treaty througr
the Senate.which 1 believe would ceriuis
ly weaken America.

Qn Idahogazf}h going to have to do our

part to keep America strong. Firsti we
need to defeat the SALT treaty. And

. then work to replace Church with an

advocate of an America second toc none

in military strength.

If you agree write to us:

ABC project, Boise, Ida'nc-:.S'j?"fl




JOHN T, DOLAN '
Committee for Another Responsible Senator
Post Office Box 1173

Waterloo, lows 50704 '

Dear Conservative Friend:

g S

Of all the ultra-liberal Senators campaigning for re-election in
1960, only one is defiantly proclaiming his liberalism.

He's Iowa Senator John Culver, and he's been called "the most libera:
man in the Senate."” That's guite a label considering competition like
George McGovern, Howard Metzenbaum and Teddy Kennedy!

The people of Iowa are not radicals. They aren't even liberal. 1In
1978 they elected conservative Senator Roger Jepsen over John Culver's
fellow left-wing extremist, Dick Clark.

In 1980, Iowans will continue their responsible tradition if they
are fully informed of John Culver's radical voting record in the Senate.

Consider these votes and stated positions which clearly show Culver's
total liberalism:

*Panama Canal Giveaway - FOR
*Byilé Neutron Bomb - AGAINST
*Builé B-1 Bomber - AGAINST
*SALT 1I Treaty - FOR

*Tay Cuts for Middle Income Persons - AGAINST
*Congressional Pay Raise - FOR

*Raise National Debt Limits - FOR

*New York City Bailouts - FOR

*Tarpaver Financed Federal Elections - FOR

*Union boss grab for power over unionization elections - FOR
*Exempt Small Business from OSHA - AGAINST

*Humphrev-Hawkins Act - FOR

*Forced Busing of School Children = FOR
*Taxpayer Financed Abortion on Demand - FOR
*School Praver - AGAINST

As vou can see Culver votes AGARINST a strong national defense, AGAINST
free enterprise and FOR union boss cemands, AGAINST fiscally resoonsible
covernrent spending, and AGAINST issues for strong national moral stands.

John Culver is out of step with the pecple of Iowa and the nation,
but he coulén't care ld&ss. He believes he can be re-elected by continuine

Pa-g tor by "Re Commaier Tor Angine: Bewconnbie Sernnor, & progect of ine MNalsonadl Comrwrisalen
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tc play to the outrageou¥ cemancés of lﬁtcill inter"l groups.

His recoré with the AFL-CIO's giant political COPE machine is

John Culver knows the big union bosses will shower his re-election
campaign with not only money, but also with such valvable and vital

services as were recently cited in the prestigious CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"When a labor union decides to endorse a candidate, it
brings .to the campaign not only money, but a well-
developed apparatus aimed at registering workers to
vote and getting them to the polls."

As a COPE spokesman told CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"An endorsement doesn't mean a damn thing. What follows
is an enormous propaganda and get-cut-the-vote effort.”

Iowa unions have already shown in 1980 that they can flex fhti:
political muscles effectively. The national teacher's union, the NEA

pvrovided their presicdential candidate, Jimmy Carter, nis win there
&F Sart of their repadment for his support for their "Department of

ucation. " . -

' John Culver backed the NEA's new massive bureaucracy as well, and
he is confident the teachers union will give him the same strong support.

=
But Jchn Culver has other reasons to expect his extremist record

511 pay off as well...

Ke is one of Teddy Kennedy's closest friends. Their relationship
@ates back to their college days at Harvard.

» But, the ties are even deeper than Culver would like Iowa voters
&0 know.

o WHEN TEDDY KENNEDY HURRIED BACK TO THE KENNEDY COMPOUND
AT HYANNIS PORT AFTER THE DEATH OF MARY JO KOEPECHNE, HE

« CRLLED TOGETHER A GROUP OF KENNEDY "CAMELOT" BACKERS TO
HELP HIM CONCOCT HIS FALLACY-RIDDEN STORY OF THE EVENTS
OF THAT FATEFUL NIGHT.

Aamonc those calleé to Hyannis was an obscure Jowa Congressman named
John Culver, now Senator Culver.

The Kenneéys haven't forgotten their pal, and in his battle for
re-election this vear, they are deing their very best te help him win.
The mcney has flowed to Culver from Kennedy fund-raising events on his
behalf. '

** jennedy in-laws, Mr. & Mrs. Steven Smith hosted a fund-
raiser for John Culver which ralked in a cool 521,000,

** Mrs. Robert F. Kennedy threw a big party for lowa's
Senator which gave Culver another $17,765.
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** uMrs. Fatricia Kennedy Lawford gave yet anl!lr party for
friend Culver which enriched his campaign by $7,075.

John Culver's liberalism may not reflect thi views of the citizens
of Iowa, but it sure does give him the big money needed to sell himself

to the unsuspecting voter.

Kennedy support didn't end Culver's fund-raising from among the
elite of the eastern liberal establishment...

NEW YORKERS HAVE DONATED A STARTLING $84,653 TO

HELP RE-ELECT IOWA'S SENATOR JOHN CULVER!

From outside the Kennedy crowd has come another $2,500 from members
of the Rockefeller family, perhaps as a reward for Mr. Culver's support
for and membership in the Trilateral Commission.

For 2 fellow picturing himself as a little guy from Iowa, he is
receiving plenty of support from those far removed from Iowa's mid-America

cornfields.

John Culver knows that his huge canpa;gn warchest, his liberal
Fliends in the Towa media and the many IOU's from the h;n union bosses
¥ 11 assure liberals and free lunch takers will get out and vote for him.

n The 6n1y way John Culver can be defeated in 1980 is for the working
‘ggople of Iowa to learn just how radical he votes in Washington.

o with John Culver beln, far out of step with most Iowans, the GOP
nominee is thankfully in step with them. He has a record in Congress as
™ell, a record the vervy opposite of Culver's.

He is Congressman Chuck Grassley, a conservative with a nearly per=-
‘iz ct voting record FOR a strong defense, AGAINST big government, 'AGAINST
nflationary big spending policies and FOR the solid moral vdIEes =]
©ur American heritage.

o That's why I agreed to help defeat John Culver's bid for a disastrous
econd term. As Chairman of the National Conservative Political Action
ommittee (NCPAC), I have helped form the Committee for Another Responsible

Senator (CARS).

CARRS is an Iowa-based group headed by conservative Leroy Corey, and
is actively wvorking to provide lowa voters full information on John
Culver's recrod and the curious nature of his eastern establishment

backino.
Among CARS' accomplishments already are:

CARS has mailed thousands of letters to Iowa voters to help
stir pro-Grassley and anti-Culver sentiment.

CRRS has purchased space in Iowa newspapers to advertise the
differences between the voting records of Culver and

Grassley.
CARS has televised ads and programs to show Jowa voters

more., ..
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Culvet's radical record as Senator.

CARS has aired radio ads to inform Iowans of Mr, Culver's
Washington record and his liberal ties.

CARS has a much longer record of accomplishment, but the proof of
its effective work is Culver's drastic drop in the polls since NCPAC becan

its efforts like CARS. They show Grassley is well-positioned to oust
Culver in November.

1've enclosed a sheet with two of the ads CARS is running in Iowa
already so you can see examples of their vital work.

One is a stark contrast between the votes of Congressman Grassley
and Senator Culver. The other is an expose of the New York money machine
operating for John Culver's campaign.

CARS can and wants to do much more. CARS wants to help rid America
of Culver's brand of ultra-liberalism, and replace him with another
responsible Senator like conservative Roger Jepsen.

o~ But to do so, CARS needs your help.

b Culver has real friends with powerful clout like the KEnﬂE&yE, such
New York liberals as the Rockefellers and even the influential Iowa

e newspaper, The Des Moines Regcister. And, don't forget the union bosses.

v
Therefore you can easily understand why your contribution of $250,

©*$100, 550 or $25 is so vitally necessary for our work. If your own limit
ﬁii: §20, $15 or even less, please know that your support is urcently neeced.

o 1 hope you'll complete the enclosed yellow DEFEAT CULVER caré, and
return it along with your check to CARS in the special envelope 1've
Wencloseé as well.

g Please help CARS today so we can continue our vital work for the
~end of the liberal stranglehold on our U.S. Senate, and begin the re-buila-

ine of our nation's defenses and free enterprise system.
o

Tocether we can end the long period of neglect of the r=2al values
of our people, and stop the power of the Kennedy-McGovern wing of the
Democratic Party.

Thank vou for vour help.

T\:EIi " VOurs,

\
Jc?n]T. Dolan,
Chairman, NCPAC
.et's end the Democrat liberals' drive to kecep Americans under
the foot of government, and help make our nation great again.

rlease help cdefeat Culver tocday. The future of our freedom is
a2t stake.




Why Have the Kennedys Raised
$45,840 to Re-Elect John Culver
to the U.S. Senate?

Thie Kenmnedy Tlan has Been very Aciive b el ol Culver 5
re-elecilon campalgn by «alshag him the asioumding sum of $4%5 HAD
* My, Lihel Kennedy ibigw a lund-sases Tos john Colver sehich

mevved him 517,765,

& M L Mes Stephen Smith [ she is Ted Kennedy s sesier and he
it campaign managel los ihe Kennedy presalental Lampaign)
bl & money ralsing event lor jobha Culver which taked
n §21.000.

» My, Pal Kensedy Lawlond conchug vedd aoot e s o
Mi. Culver which added yet another 37,075 10 ihe lowa
Senator’s campalgn collens

WHYT

Could i be lor Mi, Culver's old lricndilup (dating back 10 ihei
days a1 Harvasd) with Teddy Kennedyl

Could 1l be becauie M, Cubver was one of ihe Konnedy iflimal e
hurriedly called 10 their Myanmis compound 1o help concoc Teddy s
Ialacy-rilden 3oy of the latelul evenis on the nlght Maiy o
Koepechne was killed?

Comibel h be because John Culver s uliia libeial Senate voulng recoi
Iy almost a carbon copy of that of his Massachusenis pal?

O ¢ ould il be because Culver onte worked lor Teddy Kennedy
& 4 leginlative aide in Washdngiont -

Regardiess of wivy john Culver fas Been 4o lavishly rewarided
the Kennedys. lowa citilent necd 1o know that 1lds casiern lilseral
enlablishmeni lamily Ras alieply raived $4% BAD loi o Scaated liom
a plate more than |,000 miles away. .

$45.840 s & subsianilal sum of moneyl The Keivaedys hai 1o
have oo reas0ons 10 ralse sudh an amound [od & Senator who s
suppoted 10 cepresend lowa, bul whal they e

OMLY 01N CULVIR ENOWS TOR SuRil

The € oemenii tee for Anoiher Revpongible Seauiig i an owa
chigens’ group whikth beingi you ihiy mestage because we leel lawa
volers need 10 hnow wivy 30 mech noney Das been poured into
M, Culwer's campalgn warcheal By (he Kenneidy lamily.

CARS welcomes youi help I our drive 10 Inlorm oiher citizens in
our state about jobhn Culver's Tar-lelt voling recoid, sl aboul sudh
wital Lacis as ihis 345,840 mypsiciy

W you'd like 10 become paci o CARS, please 1ake 2 momvent 1o
compleie (he COunon bekow. Amd vend it 10w icilay
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hy Have New Yorkers
Donated $84,613 to John

Culver's Re-Election Campaign?

«osuled it be o revuen los M Culves's 1975 sl 19 TH suppost
tow the massive Lixpiyer baloul of New York City, (he Bankrupt
Furntinn of the Lastern Libe sl Lstabiindument?

Comalel 1t e by petuen fos Me Culvee s Coiical vote 10 glve away ous
Panama Canal, and 10 pay youl lax dolflars 10 Pangama 1o take i1?
1€ et s voie helpen! ball put New- Yook s big banks from their
sk b 10 Mo sist Panamanian dic o Omar Torijos. )

Consicl it e 10 heep My, Culyet i the Senate because when
e o s are down, Mew Yorkers hinow his vine can always be

Bov Lig-spending. Dulger bosting [wagiams?
It be bescause of the pull prece wiltten About him in the
ety libetal NOW YORKER magarow?

Consld 3 even be due 1o john Culver's membuership in the New ﬂ
Yok based TRILATENAL COMMISSION tarmed by New York
Dok magnaie David Rocketeller? (Rockelelier lamily
neemmlaers chigpet in 32,500 10 M, Culver's campaign as well.)

O comrbed It be that New Yorkes kiow that they need john
¢ ulver Inthe U S Senate 10 heep thew subsidies lrom lowa
vanpayers lowing?

L ol why John Culver has been lavishly rewarded by
New Youkers, lowa citlzens need 10 know that Mi. Culver has
aliwanty taken 384,613 lrom perople who live more than 1.000
mvibesy Away (1O lowa.

$H4. 613 Is an awdul lot ol money! New Yorkers had 1o have
seastrs 10 give Such & sum 10 A Senator who Is supposed 10
vepiesent lowa, but what they aie. .

ONLY JOHN CULVIR KNOWS FTOR SURLI

The Commitice lor Another Responsible Senator [CARS) is an

: citigens’ group which brings you this message because
belicve lowa voters nced 10 know why such money has
pouted into Mr. Culver's campaign collcrs from New York.

CARS welcomes yous help in our diive 1o inform other citizens
o stale about john Culver s recond in Washingion, and
s sasch impeetant facis as this 384,613 MYSTIRY.

i yuou would hhe 10 e part of CARS, please tahe a moment
sus complete (he coupnn Delow, sl send it 1o us Today,
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Culver 30 sec. spot (radio)

ANNOUWCER: :
Organ music Pllyin; After five years we thought you would
"School Days" like a report card on the performance
: of Senator John Culver. The Americans

for Constitutional Action found John
Culver to be one of the biggest
recipients of big labor's special
interest money - over $110,000. The
National Taxpayers Union grades Senators
on their stands against high taxes.

—~q - Culver's score - a failing 32%.
Conservative Union rated Jghn Culver at
3% ranking him as one of the most radical
members of the U.S. Senate.

[ ¥

o Three failing grades out of ‘three--

a miserable rating for any Senator,
o especially one who is supposed to be
representing Iowans. If you'd like
to know more about how Senator Culver
isn't representing you, write to the
Anybody but Culver, 342 S.E. Broad St.
Des Moines, Iowa 50315, that's Anybody
but Culver, 342 SE Broad St., Des Moines
Iowa 50315

L
-
e
=
o
o

Paid for by the ABC Project of the
National Conservative Political Action
Committee and not by any candidate.
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McGovern 30 sec. Radio AD £L‘$’

GLOBETROTTER 1S A GREAT NAME FOR A
BASKETBALL TEAM.

BUT IT'S A TERRIBLE NAME FOR A SESNATOR.

ONLY ONE SENATOR DID MORE GLOBETROTTING
LAST YEAR THAN GEORGE MCGOVERN.

WHILE THE ENERGY CRISIS WAS BREWING,
GEORGE MCGOVERN WAS TOURING -CUBA WITH
FIDEL CASTRO. HE ALSO TOOK A ONE MONTH
JUNKET TO AFRICA. ALL AT TAXPAYER'S
EXPENSE.

NO WORDER HE'S LOST TOUCH WITH SOUTH
DAKOTA.

5 6

WITH SO MA
SENATOR AND NOT A GLOBETROTTER.

PAID FOR BY PEOPLE FOR AN ALTERMATIVE TO
{CGOVERN OF THE WATIONAL CONSERVATIVE
POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE AND WNOT BY ANY
CAWDIDATES.
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CRANSTON 60 sec. Radio spot "Rating Game"

Announcer: It's time to play "The
Rating Game." Mow Mrs. Verna Smith of
Sacremento, the Hational Taxpayer's
Union rates Senator's on how well they
protect your tax money. UWhat was
Alan Cranston'e rating?

-8 LT

Mrs. Smith: One hundred pe:—ﬁlnt!? aEST

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose. le
received a failing 8%. The American
Farm Bureau rates Senator's on farming
interests. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

6 9

3

¥rs. Smith: One hundred per-cent!?

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose again!
the farmers rated the Senator a
miserable 21%. Finally, The American
Security Council rates Senators on
their support of a strong national
defense. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent?

r
o
~
c
T
o
o™
o

Announcer: Gee, I'm sorry, you lose agai
Senator Cranston received a frightening
low 20%.

Mrs. Smith: That's three failing grades
out of three. I never knew Alan Cranston
voted like thart.

Serious Announcer: Alot of people are
losing because they don’t know about
Cranston's record, If you would like to
know more about how he isn't represeating
you, write, 1f Cranston wins, you lose,
P.0. Box 25969, Los Angeles, CA 90025
and remember,

Mrs. Smith: If Alan Cranston wins, we all
lose.




@

-~ SEDAM & HERGE @v‘?

A PROFTABIONAL
ATTORMEYE AT LaW
o Mo cboment 2
L ¢ 1-1-1 DRvE
MCLEAN, VIRGINLA 82108
OLENN J. BEDAM, R S . o0
:'c::‘:::' .n" :n.:: 5. JA. ro3 axi-ic00 1700 PENNBYLVANIA AENUL, M. W
A MARE CHRIBTOPHER . mm - - 1T
KAREN LUSSEN BLAIR December 2, 1981 . -rll.nvu:llt-nu
f::lt.ﬁr:l:"l'i:l:‘ e CABLED REDAMMERGE
» ) — )
Kenneth A. Gross, Esq. S <
Associate General Counsel S =

Federal Election Commission ) _
1325 K Street, N.W. . '3

o Washington, D.C. 20463 o ,
Attention: Ms. Deborah Curry S g™
. .. -
e Re: MUR 1399
= e o
Dear Hr. CGross:
o

This letter is written in substantive reply to :
™ your letter to National Conservative Political Action Committee,
1500 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22209, dated

il November 9, 1981, in which you reported that Committee for
- American Principles had filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter referred to as "the Commission'),
= alleging that National Conservative Political Action Committee,
o together with certain other named respondents, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Lp Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter referred to as "the

Act").* This matter has been numbered MUR 1399.

In its complaint, Committee for American Principles
alleges that certain ''respondents' solicited contributions and

¥By letter dated November 18, 1981, we entered our appearance
on behalf of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and requested an extension to December &4, 1981 to respomnd to
the subject complaint.
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made expenditures for communications expressly advocating

the defeat of clearly identified candidates for the .United
States Senate. Complainant further alleges that these
respondents, which do not include National Conservative
Political Action Committee, violated certain provisions of

the Act by failing to register with, and report to, the
Commission; and, by including the names of candidates in

their names. Complainant also alleges, as an alternative,

that if the various respondents were not separate political
committees but were projects of National Conservative Political
Action Committee, then National Conservative Political

Action Committee violated certain provisions of the Act by
including the names of candidates in its name; and, by

failing to list the named respondents as connected organizations
in its Statement of Organization. National Conservative
Political Action Committee apgreciates having this opportunity,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(l), to demonstrate that no
action should be taken on the basis of the complaint and

that this matter should be dismissed.

National Conservative Political Action Committee
is a multicandidate political committee as defined in 2 U.S.C.
431(4)(A) and 2 U.S5.C. 44la(a)(4), which has registered .
with, and which reports to, the Commission as required by
the Act. As a committee which is not authorized by any
candidate, National Conservative Political Action Committee
does not include the name of any candidate in its name.
2 U.S.C. 432(e) (4).

As part of its programs and activities, National
Conservative Political Action Committee made independent
expenditures expressly advocating the defeat of clearly
identified candidates for nomination or election to the
United States Senate. Several of these independent expendi-
ture activities were administered as specific projects of
National Conservative Political Action Committee. None of
these projects had any separate identity under the law,
however, all contributions being collected, expended and
reported by National Conservative Political Action Committee.
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Each of the so-called respondents named in the
subject complaint, People for an Alternative to McGovern, 1f
Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody but Culver,
Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose and Target 80, were independent expenditure programs
or projects administered by National Conservative Folitical
Action Committee in opposition to the election of certain
clearly identified Federal candidates. Those projects were
authorized and directed by the Chairman and the Treasurer of
NWational Conservative Political Action Committee, which
accounted for and reported all the programs' depositories,
receipts and expenditures as required by law. The fact that
these were projects of Hational Conservative Political Action
Committee was stated clearly on the various communications.
It will be noted, for example, that the communications
attached as exhibits to the complaint state that the activi-
ties were "a project of National Conservative Political
Action Committee" and that they were ''mot authorized by any
candidate."” These sponsorship statements satisfy the require-
ments of 2 U.S5.C. 441d(a)(3). See, also, AO 1980-145.

The names of several of the projects included the
names of candidates. That was lawful for two reasons.
First, the projects were not political committees, but were
programs administered by a political committee named National
Conservative Political Action Committee. As a result, there
was no violation of the provisions of 2 U.S5.C. 432(e)(4).
Second, the names of the projects were used as, or constitute,
political slogans in communications published as independent
expenditures, As such, their use is accorded the highest
protection under the First Amendment to the Constitution as
interpreted by the United States Supreme Court. The Commission
has no statutory authority to limit or restrict the content
of political speech.

Finally, because the various projects were part
and parcel of Wational Conservative Political Action Committee
and had no separate identity, there was no need to register
them as connected organizations or affiliated committees on
the Statement of Organization of National Conservative
Political Action Committee.
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In conclusion, for the reasons stated, Committee
for American Principles has failed to demonstrate that
National Conservative Political Action Committee may have
violated the Act. For that reason, the Commission should
find no reason to believe that a violation has been committed
and should dismiss the complaint.

Sincer yours,
- £
. ' J. Chrtis Herge

Counsel to Nationhal Conservative
Political Action Committee
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In The Matter {.':f:

-People For An Alternmative To

KeGovern =
-If 3ayh ¥Wins You Lose
-Anybody But Church

-Anybvody But Culvexr Re: MUR No. 1399
-Comaittes For Another Responsible)

.17 Onenetes ¥Wine You 1aee i | ﬂﬂ«ch/m%flff

-Target B0

WOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT

Comes now Max Putnam, as a member of the Iowa Bar, adnitted to practice law
in the United States Distriet Court, at 1 E & Walnut, Des Moines, Iowa, and in all
District Courts of Jowa, since 1931, herein appears as attorney for Donna Leporte,
who 1s & eitizen of the United States and State of Iowa, Tresiding at W2 S.E.
Broad Street, Des Molnes, Iowa 50315. The undersigned ecunsel respectfully moves
the Comnnission in its judicial capaeity to disaiss the purported Complaint agaiast
"Anybody But Culver” named as Respondent in the above matter.

I. The purported Complaimant has not showm or alleaged that it is a real
party in interest with standing to bring a complaint against any legal entity or
person for the criminal acts allsged.

ITI. The alleged Respondent "An;bﬂdar But Culver" is a slogan, not & J.npl_
entity. It eannot be convicted, fined, or imprisocmed for any violation of any
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as anended, or Chapters 95
and 9€ of Title 26 U.S5. Code. Neither can "Anydody But Culver” demonstrate in

writing anything, and a judgmnent against it, criminal or eivil, is an iapossibility.




III. Donna Leporte is a persca who is subject to the laws of the United States,
whetber eivil or eriminal, but she has not been msde & Respondent in this matter mor
Mumhwnmwmntmnmdmhut.

1v. Crimes for viclatiom of the Act are charged against the slogan "Anybody
But Culver~, %2 S.E. Brosd Street, inferentially charging said crimes against Donoa
Laeports who lives at that address, without maiing her a Respondent. mmlnmt
thareby subjects her to sanctions and penal consequences of the Federal Election |
Canpaign Act of 1971 as amended, without specifisally charging her with the same.
If the Complainant has resorted to such stratagem and deception practieed wpom the

Commission, as well as Mrs. Leporte, because they seek to evade thereby the last

paragraph of Section 2 of Article III of the Constitution of the United States,.thea

Complainant is in contempt of this Commission and the matter should be dismissed
for that reason alone.

V. That the Complainant has a conceiled purpose in not incorporating Domma
Leporte among the Respondents is confirmed by paragraph 7 of its Complaint, ﬁﬂ‘l
Complainant asserts that KCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a), they excluded WCPAC
from the Respondents' list; while in paragraph 6 preceding said Complainant asserts
that "Nost of the above-named Respondents viclated the same 11 CFR Sec. J.U’I.li-{i.).'
Kevertheless the list of Respondents is minus Donna Leporte and the NCPAC.

VI. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte is hereto attached in support of th:l.i :
Motion To Dismiss to demonstrate and te confira by Exhibits that Complainant bad
knowledge in -dvmn? th.l._t its Paragraph 3 was so certainly false that it h-tt-_t

hedge its bet by expressly anticipating in Paragraph 7 the event that the Comnission

would conclude that the above-named Respondents are not separate political

coanittees because they are projects of a political commitiee {W
Folitical Action Coamittee "NCPAC™). g _

—

9’-!0‘)}&5 Folnes
Des Foines, Iowa 50309
Attorney for Donna Leporte




AFFIDAVIT

State of Iowa ; 88
County of Polk

The mdlrlu;n-d. Donna Leporte, being first duly sworn, deposes and states;

1. I live at 342 S.E. Broad Street, Dos Molnes, Jowa, which has been my
-'!Iﬂ.llﬂﬂ for years before, during, and since ay activities for NCPAC.

2. Long before serving NCPAC, I had actively obtained and circulated
quantities of printed material exposing the voting record of Semator Diek Clark.
Its effectiveness quickly appeared and more of :_ﬂﬂh material was obtained by
friends of mine and circulated by thea.

A

3. Because of such experience of the effectiveness of circulating the voting
'A. record of such as Dick Clark, I was charmed whem Mr. John T. Dolan contacted pe to
W help NCPAC do the same thing to oust Culver by prompt and wide circulation of his
record under the banner of "Anyone But Culver™ at the expense of NCPAC.

™

& 4. That banner "Anycne But Culver" iz not a corporatien, group, business, or
<  * persen. It is a slogan, a call to arms, like "Make The World Safe For Democracy”.
¢ I distributed in large quantities the voting record of Culver with a summons to

O action that the public understood, "Anyone But Culver”. That is why it was

created and adopted as the name of the Jowa project of the Natlional Conservative

Political Action Committee whose orders I cbeyed. I had a title that I seldom

used of "project director". One time I used it was when, on order from KCPAC,

1 arranged for a P.0. Box 5263, Des Molnes, Iowa 50306, to which it could mail

pre-addressed, for me to gather up and dissiminate quickly, from time to time.
5. I had enough previous experience in costliness of expense and in losi™e

time keeping records, to proapt me at the cnset to express to ¥Fr. Dolan my



conditicns: (a) I would not advance any money in any amount, (b) I would net
policit money or handle NCPAC money in any amount, (c) I would not keep any
m-ﬁmqmm-tu-hmmmuzm'-w&um
Federal Comaission or to the NCPAC, (d4) so I mtﬂmttnmtt&tm-ﬂ
that wvas my responsibility., PMr. Dolan responded that he wanted it that way himself,
and that he would send me a copy of a letter oo the federal laws from NCPAC's
lawyers, He did so, n;dIllu it to my lawyer for reference and safe-keeping.
It is nov marked Exhibit 1 and attached.

6. NCPAC did what the letter required them to do themselves which included

(a) telling me what they wanted me to do, (1) with the title of "project director”

7

which I seldom used unless asked, because I relied on directions from thea.

Exhibit 2 is a copy of a newspaper ad which iz attached and shows NCPAC followed

5 7

their lawyers advice in Exhibit 1. I refer to the bottom lines on Exhibit 1
"Anyone But Culver Committee, P.0. Box 5263, Des Moines, Towa 50306". ~Paid for
by Anyone But Culver Committee”, "A project of the National Comservative Political
Action Committee not authorized by any candidate.” A copy of our report is on

file and available for purchase from the Federal Election Comaission, Washington,
n'lcl-

b
o
-
o
-
c
o
-~

7. Ancther l‘il.lpli- of what T distributed in quantity was bumper stickers they
sent me. Exhibit 3 is one of them which is identical with all of them, and says:
"Paid for and authorized by the 'Anyone But Culver' project of the Natiomal Con-
servative Political Action cumttu " =jA copy of our Report is filed with md
is avallable for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C.’

8. My Statement of Designation Of Counsel is attached.

- A~
-u o AT i ‘/ £ MHLI

Donna Leporte

Subscribed and sworn to by Donna Leporte to me personally known, at

Des Moines, Towa, this .‘:Z-"-f; day of Novezber, 1981.

/
// ol o H/r e’ # N Sy 2
Totary P:..ulic Tr and For the State of Iowa
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MEMORANDUM

T John T. Dolan
J. Curtis1Herge
SUBJECT: Independent Expenditures -

This memorandum is written in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organizing the inde-
pendent expenditure program known as Target '80 and for a
summary of the law relative to independent expenditures made
in connection with a Federal election.

3

In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made expressly to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion
of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11
C.F.R. §109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historical
precedent for this definition; examine the component parts
of the definition; describe the compliance procedures; and,

sumarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.

-
o
~)
=
-
c
™
o

Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per candidate and to a total of $25,000°
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.
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In Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.5. 1 (1976), the
constitutionality of each of the above provisions, al
with many other provisions, was seriously contested, an
several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are ''conduct" while expenditures are ''pure
speech." Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Court
recognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental First
Amendment activities." Political contributions are conduct,
but they haye a substantial communicative content. 1In
Buckley, the Court observed that conduct with communicative
content may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
.important governmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment
freedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of
that interest. The Court then applied that test to the"
limitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual .
to any one federal candidate Ior any one election, and
$25,000 by any one individual in the federal process for one
calendar yenrg and upheld the limitation on the ground that
they furthered a compelling governmental interest in preventing
the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo
arrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
campaign expenditures (such as the purchase of newspaper
advertisements or television spots or the printing and
distribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecting the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression" was
held to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
what test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,”
but it struck down the limitations on expenditures made by
individuals not in coordination with candidates or their
comnittees.
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After Buckley, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much restriction on pn11=f¢.1 activity as possible. With
regard.to independent expenditures and contributions, section
431(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in
1976, ‘as an amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act.

That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Independent expenditures may be made by "a person."
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-
tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and national
banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted
to make independent expenditures.) '

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a
message advocating election or defeat, including, but not

limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for," "elect,'" "support," ''cast your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress" or "vote against,'" "defeat" or
"reject." (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target '80 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

The communication must be one which advocates the
election or defeat of a "clearly identified candidate."
This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without '"the ccoperation or prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized committee of the candidate." This means
that if there is any arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the cormunication, the expenditure will not qualify as
being independent. In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place. One is that
an expenditure will be presumed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his committee if it is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of the
candidate; or who is or has been rl:livigg any form-of re- '
{imbursement or compensation from the candidate, the candidate's
committee or agent, The other is that an expenditure

be presumed to be in coordination with a candidate or his
comnittee if it is based on information about the candidate's
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made., As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid communications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine

his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.

In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine
whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a

mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a
candidate should not be iused by a committee that wants to
.make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots
should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent of

the candidate you are attempting to defeat. -

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not
republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any
written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared
by the candidate, his campaign cormittees, or their authorized
agents, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-
pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if
the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that 2 person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a2 contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election.

1t has further been held that contributions to a
committee formed to make independent expenditures for only
one candidate zre subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.
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Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political committees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political committees. In additionm,
such reports must coOntain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. NCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC Form 3 which is filed with the Commission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000
which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports
of independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized committee or agent of any candidate.

Any communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or
any other type of general public political advertising must

carry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of
the following forms:

"Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate.”

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Furnished by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not anthorized by any
" candidate."”

In addition, if the communication solicits contributions,
one must include the additionzl statement: "A copy of our
report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice must
appear on the face or front page of printed matter and at
the beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

During the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Commission. Of that total, $267,686
(73%) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 (14%) was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (13%) was for Senate candidates.
Of the indegnndent expenditures for presidential candidates,
$115,957 (43%) was for Reagan, 5108,214 (42%) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (9%) was for Church, $17,091
(6%) was for Carter.(primary and general), and $2,212 (1%)

was for othér candidates.

The highest-spending single independent expenditor
"was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May 14,
1976, Mr. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who
spent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
in considering making independent expenditures. For example:

1. American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, 19/6, the Federal Election
Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's own authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee at
the same time the ACU was making its independent expenditures
on behalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

2. Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illegal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Commission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia worked as a2 fund-raiser and campaigner for the
President Ford Committee, leading groups of volunteers into

=
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his expenses
were paid for and coordinated with the President Ford Committee.
On May.l1l0 Secchia resigned from the President Ford Committee,
and on on the very next day he spent $1,752 for news
advertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia formed

and became chairman of the "Friends of the First Family
Committee" and registered the committee with the Commission,

The committee spent an additiomal $20,962 on President
Ford's behalf.

. Loren A. Wittner - The Commission held that
persons who attend -private parties, where a presidential
candidate's staff discuss campaign plans and projects, may
be precluded from making independent expenditures, .

4, Ralph H. Goettler - It was decided that where
a cormercial vendor acquires a special relationship with a
candidate, as a result of prior employment of one of the
vendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may be
precluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

- I Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in the
process of preparing 2 campaign brochure for a candidate,
got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.
It was held that, from the point of that communication
forward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman was
prohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford in
the general election because he was a volunteer for Ford
during the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditure
was not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-
kind contribution to the candidate. As & result, it would
be subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, in
the case of a general election for President where the
candidate has accepted public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Because of the complexity of the law relative to
independent expenditures, it is suggested that we establish
a close working relationship in developing and implementing
any program which involves such expenditures. Based upon
our preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,
we suggest the following:
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1. The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspect of the program in
opposition to an identified candidate could be
described as a "project" of NCPAC. J/ (Separate
committees should not be established in each
state.)

. 2. I1f an individual from each state is selected
to assist with a particullr aspect of the project,
he might be described as a '"project director," but
not as a "chairman".

3. Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be

T~ associated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project

& coordinator must also be made aware of the fact

o, , that he or she may not communicate with any candi-

date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may bl the
opponent of your target candidate.

82040324
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JOHN CULVER
COSTS YOU MONEY. . .

Money none of us can afford in
* these inflationary times.

]

When John Culver votes from his Sepate seat in Washington, D.C., you lose. Here are a few of
the most outrageous things John Culver has spent your tax money on:

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
to give away our Panama Canal, nol a vote most Jowans

wanted. COST to taxpayer: $4 Billion

tahe Fuluar VOVTRD ACAINST VYOIl when he voted




John Culver YOTED AGAINST YOU. when he voled

to give away our Panama Canal, not a vole most Jowans e
wanted. COST to taxpayer: $4 Bi/

John Culver YOTED AGAINST YOU when he voled

to bail out New Yoirk City and its labor unions, bureau-

crats and crooked polilimns and cost lowa more in- .
NMation. COST to taxpayer: $7 Billion

John Culver YOTED AGAINST YOU wl'ﬂ:n he voled e
Iquc his own salary a whopping $13,000 in one shot. COST (o taxpayer: $7 Million

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voled

“NO" on the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act. You losl

a 30% tax cut, thanks to our Senator Jehn Culver. A

“YES" vole could have helped us calch up with the "
infation created by big spending. COST to taxpayer: $67 Billion

. On just these I'nur vmtu. John Culver cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver's votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more
Iederal spendm; and tax schemes since he became a Senator.

L
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~ On just these four votes, John Culver cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver’s votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator. ' '

Think about it: How much has John Culver really cost you? How much can you afford if he is
re-elected?

John Culver isn’t your friend. He's a Liberal, who wants to spend your money. Don’t give
him another six years in the Senate.

Join the Anyone But Culver Committee! Help us educate the voters on the real John Culver.

W 4 Anyone Bul Culver Committee
- ' P.O. Box 5263

Des Moines, 1A 50306

Puid fox by Anyome Iﬂc*fm.lmdhwfmhuﬂ Mi—t-bln

o mo s horized by aery candidaie. A copy of owe repoii i on Ml and available fos purchase from the
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION :
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

Robert Blaemire

Committee for American Principles
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 105
wWashington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. BIaElirer

‘ The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondents there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™) has been committed.

Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in
this matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a
complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's dismissal
of this action. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 D.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,
Charles N, Steele

General Counsel

Eenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

- People for An Alternative to McGovern

1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as -
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Fenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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.FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

I1f Bayh Wins, You Lose
P.0. Box 452 !
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended,

The Commission, on March » 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross '
Associate General Counsel
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'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C 20463

Anybody But Church ABC Project
P.0O. Box 11551 ,
Boise, Idaho 83707 :

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincetely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Fenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D.C. 20483

Max Putnam .
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information provided
by the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sinclfllfr
Charles N. - -Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20443

John T. Dolan
Committee for Another
Responsible Senator
P.0. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. Dolan:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
gsections of the Federa)l Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March » 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days. .

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C. 20463

If Cranston Wins, You Lose
P.0. Box 25969 )
Los Angeles, California 90025

Dear Sir:

. On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as .
amended.

The Commission, on March » 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles H.-Etetle

General Counsel

Fenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C. 20463

Target 80
P.0. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
lacténnn of the Federal ERlection Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Eenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

J. Curtis Herge

Sedam & Herge :
8300 Greenboro Drive
Suite 1100

McLean, Virginia 22102

MUR 1399

9

Dear Mr. Herge:

b

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended,

The Commission, on March r 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed, Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,
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Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




JOHN CULVER
COSTS YOU MON EY.

Money none of us can afford in
* these inflationary times.

&

When John Culver votes from his Sepate seat in Washington, D.C., you lose. Here are a few of
the most outrageous things John Culver has spent your tax money on:

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
to give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most Jowans

wanted. COS';T to taxpayer: $4 Billion




John Culver YOTED AGAINST YOU. when he voted - R | =
(o give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most Jowans

wanted. COQT to taxpayer: $4 Bi/

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
to bail out New York City and its labor unions, bureau-
crats and crooked politicians and cost lowa more in-

flation. . COST to taxpayer: $7 Billion

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU “-'hen he voted e
to hike his own salary a whopping $13,000 in one shot. COST to taxpayer: $7 Million

John Culver YVOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
‘““NO’’ on the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act. You lost
a 30% tax cut, thanks to our Senator John Culver. A
“YES' vote could have helped us catch up with the

inflation created by big spending. . —COST to taxpayer: $67 Billion

On just these four votes, John Culver cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver’s votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.
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On just these four votes, John Culver cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver’s votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.

Think about it: How much has John Culver really cost you? How much can you afford if he is
re-elected?

John Culver isn’t your friend. He’s a Liberal, who wants to spend your money Don’t give
him another six years in the Senate.

Join the Anyone But Culver Committee! Help us educate the voters on the real John Culver.

é/M oz Anyone But Culver Committee

P.O. Box 5263
Des Moines, 1A 50306

Paid for by Anyone Bul Culw:r Committee, a project of the National Conservalive Pnlll-cai Action Commltlu
and nol authorized by any candidate. A copy of our report is on file and available for purchase from Lhe

Leal Lol unmisuon. Yashasion. ..
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Ms. Deborah Curry
Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter is written in substantive reply to
your letter to National Conservative Political Action Committee,
1500 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22209, dated
November 9, 1981, in which you reported that Committee for
American Principles had filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter referred to as "the Commission"),
alleging that National Conservative Political Action Committee,
together with certain other named respondents, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter referred to as "the
Act").* This matter has been numbered MUR 1399.

In its complaint, Committee for American Principles
alleges that certain "respondents" solicited contributions and

¥By letter dated November 18, 1981, we entered our appearance

on behalf of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and requested an extension to December 4, 1981 to respond to
the subject complaint.
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made expenditures for communications expressly advocating

the defeat of clearly identified candidates for the United
States Senate. Complainant further alleges that these
respondents, which do not include National Conservative
Political Action Committee, violated certain provisions of

the Act by failing to register with, and report to, the
Commission; and, by including the names of candidates in

their names. Complainant also alleges, as an alternative,

that if the various respondents were not separate political
committees but were projects of National Conservative Political
Action Committee, then National Conmservative Political

Action Committee violated certain provisions of the Act by
including the names of candidates in its name; and, by

failing to list the named respondents as connected organizations
in its Statement of Organization. National Conservatiwve
Political Action Committee appreciates having this opportunity,
pursuant to 2 U.5.C. 437g(a)(l), to demonstrate that no

action should be taken on the basis of the complaint and

that this matter should be dismissed.

National Conservative Political Action Committee
is a multicandidate political committee as defined in 2 U.S.C.
431(4)(A) and 2 U,5.C. 44la(a)(4), which has registered
with, and which reports to, the Commission as required by
the Act. As a committee which is not authorized by any
candidate, National Conservative Political Action Committee
does not include the name of any candidate in its name.
2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).

As part of its programs and activities, National
Conservative Political Action Committee made independent
expenditures expressly advocating the defeat of clearly
identified candidates for nomination or election to the
United States Senate. Several of these independent expendi-
ture activities were administered as specific projects of
National Conservative Political Action Committee. None of
these projects had any separate identity under the law,
however, all contributions being collected, expended and
reported by National Conservative Political Action Committee.
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Each of the so-called respondents named in the
subject complaint, People for an Alternative to McGovern, If
Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody but Culver,
Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose and Target 80, were independent expenditure programs
or projects administered by National Conservative Political
Action Committee in opposition to the election of certain
clearly identified Federal candidates. Those projects were
authorized and directed by the Chairman and the Treasurer of
National Conservative Political Action Committee, which
accounted for and reported all the programs' depositories,
receipts and expenditures as required by law. The fact that
these were projects of ilational Conservative Political Action
Committee was stated clearly on the various communications.
It will be noted, for example, that the communications
attached as exhibits to the complaint state that the activi-
ties were "a project of National Conservative Political
Action Committee” and that they were "not authorized by any
candidate." These sponsorship statements satisfy the require-
ments of 2 U.S.C. 441d(a)(3). See, also, AODO 1980-145.

The names of several of the projects included the
names of candidates. That was lawful for two reasons.
First, the projects were not political committees, but were
programs administered by a political committee named Mational
Conservative Political Action Committee. As a result, there
was no violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).
Second, the names of the projects were used as, or constitute,
political slogans in communications published as independent
expenditures. As such, their use is accorded the highest
protection under the First Amendment to the Constitution as
interpreted by the United States Supreme Court. The Commission
has no statutory authority to limit or restrict the content
of political speech.

Finally, because the various projects were part
and parcel of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and had no separate identity, there was no need to register
them as connected organizations or affiliated committees on
the Statement of Organization of National Conservative
Political Action Comittee.
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In conclusion, for the reasons stated, Committee
for American Principles has failed to demonstrate that
National Conservative Political Action Committee may have
violated the Act, For that reason, the Commission should
find no reason to believe that a violation has been committed
and should dismiss the complaint.

Sincer

Counsel to Natiohal Conservative
Political Action Committee
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TO: John T. Dolan
FROM : J. Curtis Herge
Independent Expenditures

This memorandum is written in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organizing the inde-
pendent expenditure program known as Target '80 and for a
sumnary of the law relative to independent expenditures made
in connection with a Federal election.

In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made n:trelnl to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion
of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11
C.F.R. §109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historical
precedent for this definition; examine the component parts
of the definition; describe the compliance procedures; and,
summarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.
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Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per candidate and to a total of $25,000
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.
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In Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
constitutionality of each of the above groviiionl. a
with many other provisions, was seriously contested,
several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are "conduct' while expenditures are "pure
speech."” Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Court
recognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental First
Amendment activities." Political contributions are conduct,
but they have a substantial communicative content. In
Buckley, the Court observed that conduct with communicative
content may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
important govermnmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment
freedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of
that interest. The Court then applied that test to the
limitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual
to any one federal candidate for any one election, and
$25,000 by any one individual in the federal process for one
calendar year) and upheld the limitation on the ground that
they furthered a compelling govermmental interest in preventing
the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo
arrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
campaign expenditures (such as the purchase of newspaper
advertisements or television spots or the printing and
distribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecting the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression” was
held to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
wvhat test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,”
but it struck down the limitatioms on expenditures made by
individuals not in coordination with candidates or their
committees,.
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After Buckley, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much restriction on political activity as possible. With
regard to independent expenditures and contributions, section
#3?(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in
1976, as an amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act.
That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Independent expenditures may be made by "a person."
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-
tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and national
banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted
to make independent expenditures.)

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a
message advocating election or defeat, including, but not
limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for," "elect," "supPort," ""east your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress" or "vote against," 'defeat" or
"reject.'" (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target '80 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

The communication must be one which advocates the
election or defeat of a 'clearly identified candidate.™
This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without 'the cooperation or prior consent of, or in comsultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized committee of the candidate." This means
that if there is any arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the communication, the expenditure will not qualify as
being independent. In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place., One is that
an cxpenditure will be presumed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his committee if it is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of the
candidate; or who is or has been recei any form of re-
imbursement or compensation from the candidate, the candidate's
committee or agent. The other is that an expenditure will
be presumed to be in coordination with a candidate or his
committee If it is based on information about the candidate's
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made. As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid communications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine

his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.

In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine
whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a
mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a
candidate should not be used by a committee that wants to
make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots
should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent of

the candidate you are attempting to defeat.

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not
republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any
written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared
by the candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized
agents, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-
pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if
the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that a person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election.

It has further been held that contributions to a
committee formed to make independent expenditures for only
one candidate are subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.
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Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political committees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political committees. In additiom,
such reports must contain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. WNCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC Form 3 which is filed with the Commission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000
which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports
of independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized committee or agent of any candidate.

Any communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or
any other type of general public political advertising must
carry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of
the following forms:

"Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Furnished by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

In addition, if the communication solicits contributionms,
one must include the additional statement: "A copy of our
report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice must
ugsaar on the face or front p:ge of printed matter and at
the beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

During the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Commission. Of that total, $267,686
(73%) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 {1hi} was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (13%) was for Senate candidates.
Of the independent expenditures for presidential candidates,
$115,957 (43%) was for Reagan, $108,214 (427%) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (9%) was for Church, $17,091
(6%) was for Carter (primary and general), and $2,212 (1%)
was for other candidates.

The highest-spending single independent expenditor
was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May 14,
1976, Mr. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who
spent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
in considering making independent expenditures, For example:

American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, , the Federa ection
Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's own authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee at
the same time the ACU was making its independent expenditures
on behalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

Y 45 Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illegal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Commission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia worked as a fund-raiser and campaigner for the
President Ford Committee, leading groups of volunteers into
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his expenses
were paid for and coordinated with the President Ford Committee.
On May 10 Secchia resigned from the President Ford Committee,
and on on the very next day he spent $1,752 for ulﬂlglﬂil
advertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia formed

and became chairman of the "Friends of the First Family
Committee'" and registered the committee with the Commission.
The committee spent an additional $20,962 on President

Ford's behalf.

3. Loren A. Wittner - The Commission held that
persons who attend private parties, where a presidential
candidate’'s staff discuss campaign plans and projects, may
be precluded from making independent expenditures.

4, Ralph H. Goettler - It was decided that where
a commercial vendor acquires a special relationship with a
candidate, as a result of prior employment of one of the
vendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may be
precluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

3. Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in the
process of preparing a campaign brochure for a candidate,
got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.
It was held that, from the point of that commumication
forward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman was
prohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford in
the general election because he was a volunteer for Ford
during the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditure
was not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-
kind contribution to the candidate. As a result, it would
be subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, in
the case of a general election for President where the
candidate has accepted public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Because of the complexity of the law relative to
independent expenditures, it is suggested that we establish
a close working relationship in developing and implementing
any program which involves such expenditures. Based upon
our preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,
we suggest the following:
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15 The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspect of the program in
opposition to an identified candidate could be
described as a "project” of NCPAC. (Separate
cmmmitgeeu should not be established in each
state.

2. If an individual from each state is selectad
to assist with a particular aspect of the project,
he might be described as a "project director,” but
not as a "chairman".

¥ Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be
associated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project
coordinator must also be made aware of the fact
that he or she may not communicate with any candi-
date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate.




IF CULVER WINS,

YOU.LOSE!

Paid for and authorized by the “Anyone But Culver "' Project of the National Conservative Political Action Committee.
© A copy of our report is filed with and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington,D.C.




OHN CULVER

COSTS YOU MONEY. % o

Moneyloneatumaﬂoi'dln - R
- these inflationary times. '

When John Culver votes from his Senate seat in Washington, D.C., you lose. Here are a few of
the most outrageous things John Culver has spent your tax money on:
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NAME ‘ﬁF copnser: /YA A ﬁ{ TVAM

PES Mo/NES BUILDING
¢ Jeiie ?}(gs&awg.ll OWA 50307

TELEPHWyg-W 26 - 515-1 040788

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission and to act on my

behalf before the Ccmmissinn_, 01"".4:'4( QouRE .

[lnw. 20 175/ Z

Date 1gnqture

NAME :

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:
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-~ AMERICAN
PrincipLes

Ceneral Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 K St. Nw

Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:
Before The Federal Election Commission
In The Matter Of;

-People For An Alternative To
McGovearn

-1f Bayh Wins You Lose

-Anvbody But Church

-Anybody But Culver

-Committee For Another Responsibl
Senator

-If Cranston Wins You Lose
-Tarpet &0

e e e [T M e e N N N
S

COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named
Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-
ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat
of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.
Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio adverti:e-
ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggrepating

1]

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year... Political commitcees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with
-2

ACopy il s it i Dl veithe and as 2088 et fourchase lrom ihe Federal Ebenon Commutior, Washingion, D C
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the Commission. (2 USC Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's
knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is
a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the
attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.
They have vicolated the Act and the Comnission's regulations by not
filing registration statements or reports.

3. The Commission's regulations provide that "any politrical
committee which is’ not an authorized committee shall not include
the name of any candidate in its name.” (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of the above-named Respondents wviolated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
named Respondents are not separate political committees because
they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative
Political Action Committee '"NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names
it used to communicate with the publiec.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected
organization” to mean "any organization which is not a political
comrittec but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,
or financially supports a political committee."” (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).
Commission regulations allow that a '"connected organization may be
a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade




assocjation.." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a

3 -

"connected organization” be any of the above. Complainant notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations” either in the statements of the parent orgamization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named
Respondents are not political committees (either because they in
fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess
of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

“connected organizations' with NCPAC because they administered
NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,
Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by solicitirp

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

includes return envelopes ts "projecis' that were use
the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

10. If the above-named Respondents are ''connected organiza-
tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission
initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC
Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submictted,

COXMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRIKCIPLES

By:
Robert Blaemire
President




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20461

ESTED

Anybody But Culver ! November 9, 1981
342 S.E. Broad Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50315

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act®™) or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR

1399, Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genexal Counsel-

’

S N

By Kenneth A. Grofs
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement
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In The Matter Of, Noveaber 19, 1981
-Pecple For An Alternative To

MeGovern

-1f Sayh Wins You Lose
-Anybody But Church
-Anybody But Culver Re: MUR Ne. 1399
-Committee For Anotber Responsible)

Senator

=If Qranston Wins You Lose

-Target B0

MOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT

Comes now Max Putnam, as & member of the Towa Bar, sdaitted to prasties law
in the United States Distrist Court, at 1 E & ¥alnut, Des Nolnes, Iowm, and in all
DMstriet Courts of Towa, sinee 1931, harein appears as attomey for Donna Leporte,
who is & eitisen of the United Statea and State of Jowa, residiag at W2 8.E.
Broad Street, Des Moines, Iowa 50315. The undersigned sounsel respestfully moves
the Commission in its judieial capasity to dismiss the purported Complaint agaiast
"Anybody But Culver” named as Respondent in the above matter.

I. The purported Complaimant has not shown or alleged that it is a real
party is interest with standiag to bring a complaint against aay legal eatity or
person for the oriminal asts alleged.

II. The alleged Respondent "Anybody But Culver” is a slogan, mot & legal
entity. It eannot be convieted, fined, or impriscmed for any violation of any
section of the Federal Elestion Campaign Aet of 1971, as amended, or Chapters 95
and 96 of Title 26 U.S. Code. WNeither can "Amybody But Culver” demcmstrate ia

writing anything, and a judgment against it, eriminmal or eivil, is an impossibility.
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I11. Deas Leporte 1s & person who is subjest to the laws of the United Blates,
whether eivil or eriminal, but she has not been made a Respondent ia this matter nor
otherwise properly charged with any crime whatever in sald eomplaint.

Iv. Brlmfwﬂnhuuﬂth-mlnmmmw'm
But Culver~, 32 5.E. Bresd Street, inferestially eharging said erines against Donsa
Leporte who lives at that address, without making her a Respondent. The Complaisant
thareby subjests her to sanctions and penal conseguaness of the Federal Electien
Caspaign Act of 1971 as amended, without speeifieally echarging her with the sane.
If the Complainant has resorted to sueh stratagea and deception prastiesd wpem the
Commission, as well as Mrs. Laporte, becauss they mseek to evade thershy the last
paragraph of Sestien 2 of Article ITI of the Constitution of the United States, them
Complainant is in contespt of this Comsission and the matter should be dismissed
for that reason alone.

V. That the Complainant has a concedled purpose in not incorporating Demnma
Leporte among the Respondents is confirmed by paragraph 7 of its Complaint, where
Complainant asserts that NCPAC violated 11 CFR See. 102.14(a), they exelnded WOPAC
fros the Respondents’ list; while in paragraph 6 preceding said Cosplainant asserts
that "Mest of the above-named Respondents viclated the same 11 CFR See. 102.1M(a)."
Nevertheless the list of Respondents is minus Donna Leporte and the NOPAC.

VI. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte is hereto attashed in suppert of this
Motion To Disaiss to demonstrate and to eonfiram by Exhibits that Complainant had
knowledge in advance that its Paragraph ) was so certalnly false that it better
hedge its bet by expressly antieipsting in Paragraph 7 the evest that tbe Comsission
would coneclude that the above-named Respondents are not separate politisal

comnittess because they are projects of a political commit
Political Action Committee "NCPAC").

. Moines Bullding
Des Moines, Iowa 50309
Attorfey for Domma Leporte
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The undersigned, Donna Leporte, being first duly sworm, deposes and states:

1. I lve at 342 5.E. Broad Street, Des Noines, Towa, which has been ny
residancs for years before, during, and since my astivities for NCPAC.

2. Lleng before serving NCPAC, I had actively obtained and circulated
quantities of printed material exposing the voting record of Senater Diek (lazk.
Its effectiveness quickly appeared and more of such material wms obtained by
friends of mine and circulated by them.

3. Becauss of mech sxperience of the effectivensas of elrculating the wvoting
record of such as DMck Clark, I was charmed when Mr. John T. Dolaa contacted pe to
help NCPAC do the same thing to oust Culver by prompt and wide circulation of Mas
record under the banner of "Anyone But Culver" at the expemse of NCPAC.

4. That banner “Anycme But Culver” is not a corporation, group, business, or
& person. Itlllllﬂ[l.n.lﬂlltullﬂ.m."“m'ﬂuﬂimm.
I distributed in large quantities the voting record of Culver with a summons to
actien that the public understood, "Anyone But Culver”. That is why it mas
created and adopted as the name of the Towa project of the National Consszvative
Politieal Action Committee whose orders I obeyed. I had a title that I seldom
used of "project director”. (ne time I used it was when, on order fres NCPAC,

I arranged for a P.0. Box 5263, Des Molnes, Towa 50306, to which it eeuld mail
pre-addressed, far me to gather up and dissiminate quickly, from time to time.

5. I had enough previous experience in costliness of expense and in losing

time keeping records, to prompt me at the omset to express te Wr. Dolaa my
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conditicns: (a) I would not advance any money in any amcunt, (D) I would met
solicit money or handle NCPAC meney in any amount, (c) I would not keep any
ssoounts of money for reports to either the State of Iow's Commission oxr to the
Federal Oommission or to the NCPAC, (d) so I wanted written proof that neme of
that was my respensibility. Nr. Dolan responded that he wanted it that way himself,
and that he would send me a copy of a letter on the federal laws from NCPAC's
lawyers. He did so, and I gave it to my lawysr for reference and safe-keeplng.
It 1s now marked Exhibit 1 and attached.

6. NCPAQ did what the lstter required them to do themsslves which included
(a) telling me what they wanted me to do, (b) with the title of "project dirsctor”
which I seldom used unless asked, because I relied on directions from thea.
Exhibit 2 1s a copy of a newspaper ad which is attached and shows NCPAC followsd
their lawyers advice in Exhibit 1. T refer to the bottom lines on Exhibit 2 -
"Anyene But Culver Committee, P.0. Box 5263, Des Molnes, Towa 50306". "Pald for
by Anyome But Culver Coamittee", “A project of the National Conservative Political
Action Committee not authorimed by any candidate.™ A copy of our report is om
file and available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington,
D.C.

" 7. Another example of what I distributed in quantity was bumper stickers they
sent me. Exhibit ) is one of them which is identical with all of thea, and says:
"Paid for and suthorised by the 'Anyone But Culver' project of ths National Cen-
servative Political Actlon Committee.” ~A copy of our Report is filed with and
is avallable for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C."

8. My Btatement of Designation Of Counsel is attached.

/@Wm?’éy@_

Bubscribed and sworn to by Donna Leporte to me personally known, at
Des Moines, Jowa, this .22&4.; of November, 1981.

bl T

nInlnI
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MEMORANDUM /

TO: John T. Dolan
FROM: J. Curtis Herge

Independent Expenditures

This memorandum is writtem in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organizing the inde-
pendent expenditure program known as Target '80 and for a
summary of the law relative to independent expenditures made
in connection with a Federal election.

In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made expressly to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion
of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11
C.F.R. §109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historical
precedent for this definition; examine the component parts
of the definition; describe the compliance procedures; and,
summarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.
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Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per candidate and to a total of $25,000
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "'relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.
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In Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
constitutionality u¥ each of the above grnvilions. al
with many other provisions, was seriously contested,
several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are '"conduct' while expenditures are ''pure
speech." Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Court
recognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental First
Amendment activities.' Political contributions are conduct,
but they have a substantial communicative content. In
Buckley, the Court observed that conduct with communicative
content may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
important governmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment
freedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of
that interest. The Court then applied that test to the
limitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual
to any one federal candidate for any one election, and
525,000 by any one individual in the federal process for one
calendar yearg and upheld the limitation on the ground that
they furthered a compelling governmental interest in preventing
the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo
arrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
campaign expenditures (such as the purchase of newspaper
advertisements or television spots or the printing and
distribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecring the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression” was
held to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
what test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,"
but it struck down the limitations on expenditures made by
individuals not in coordination with candidates or their
committees,
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After Buckley, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much restriction on political activity as possible. With
re;ard to independent expenditures and contributions, section
431(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in

1976, as an amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act.

That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Indnfendent expenditures may be made by "a person."
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-
tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and national
banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted

to make independent expenditures.)

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a
message advocating election or defeat, including, but not
limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for," "elect," "supFnrt," "cast your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress' or 'vote against," "defeat'" or
"reject." (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target 'B0 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

The communication must be one which advocates the
election or defeat of a "clearly identified candidate."
This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without '"the cooperation or prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized committee of the candidate." This means
that if there is any arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the communication, the expenditure will not qualify as
heing indcpendent. 1In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place. One is that
an cxpenditure will be presumed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his committee if it is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of the
candidate; or who is or has been receiving any form of re-
imbursement or compensation from the cand?ﬂatn. the candidate's
committee or agent. The other is that an expenditure will
be presumed to be in coordination with a candidate or his
committee if it is based on information about the candidate's
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made. As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid communications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine

his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.

In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine
whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a
mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a
candidate should not be used by a committee that wants to
make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots
should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent of

the candidate you are attempting to defeat.

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not
republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any
written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared
by the candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized
agencs, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-
pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if
the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that a person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election,.

It has further been held that contributions to a
cormittee formed to make independent expenditures for only
one candidate are subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.
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Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political committees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political committees. In addition,
such reports must contain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. WNCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC Form 3 which is filed with the Commission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000
which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports
of independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized committee or agent of any candidate.

Any communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or
any other type of general public political advertising must
carry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of
the following forms:

'""Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate.”

"Furnished by National Conservative Political

Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate.”

In addition, if the cormunication soliecits contributionms,
one must include the additionnl statement: "“A copy of our
report is filed with tha Federal Election Commission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice must
appear on the face or front page of printed matter and at
tﬁ. beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

Durin% the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Commission. Of that total, $267,686
(73%) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 (14%) was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (13%) was for Senate candidates.
0f the independent expenditures for greaiﬁentiﬂl candidates,
$115,957 (43%) was for Reagan, $108,214 (42%) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (9%) was for Church, $17,091
(6%) was for Carter (primary and general), and $2,212 (1%)

was for other candidates.

The highest-spending single independent expenditor
was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May 14,
1976, Mr. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who
spent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
in considering making independent expenditures. For example:
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1. American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, 1976, the Federal Election
Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's own authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee at
the same time the ACU was making its independent cxpenditures
on benalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

2

2. Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illepal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Commission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia worked as a fund-raiser and campaigner for the

President Ford Committee, leading groups of volunteers into
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his expenses
were paid for and coordinated with the President Ford Committee.
On May 10 Seechia resigned from the President Ford Committee,
and on on the very next day he spent 51,752 for naulglpir
advertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia formed

and became chairman of the "Friends of the First Family
Committee" and registered the committee with the Commission.

The committee spent an additional $20,962 on President
Ford's behalf.

3. Loren A, Wittner - The Commission held that
persons who attend private parties, where a presidential
candidate's staff discuss campaign plans and projects, may
be precluded from making independent expenditures.

4, Ralph H. Goettler - It was decided that where
a commercial vendor acquires a special relationship with a
candidate, as a result of prior employment of one of the
vendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may be
precluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

e Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in the
process of preparing a campaign brochure for a candidate,
got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.
It was held that, from the point of that commumnication
forward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman was
prohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford in
the general election because he was a volunteer for Ford
during the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditure
was not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-
kind contribution to the candidate. As a result, it would
be subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, in
the case of a genernl election for President where the
candidate has acceptad public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Becausc of the complexity of the law relative to
independent expenditures, it is sugpgested that we establish
a close working relationship in developing and implementing
any program which involves such expenditures. Based upon

our preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,
we suggest the following:
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1. The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspact of the program in
opposition to an identified candidate could be
described as a "project" of NCPAC. (Separate
cunmitgees should not be established in each
state.

2, If an individual from each state is selected
to assist with a particular aspect of the project,
he might be described as a "project director,” but
not as a "chairman".

3. Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be
associated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project
coordinator must also be made aware of the fact
that he or she may not communicate with any candi-
date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate.
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" Four of John Culver’s votes cost 3'0% rﬂu@l'l‘ﬁltqu?has really votec r&m
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.

Think about _It"HOW much has John Culver rully cost you? How much can Iou afford if
re-elected? | :

John Culver lsn‘l your friend. He’s a leernl who wants to spend your money Don’t
him another six years in the Senate. =~ - -

- Join the Anyrmﬂnt Culver Commlttee! Hel&us educate the voters on the rell John Clllwr

P.O. Box 5263
Des Moines, 1A 50306

1 %/Mé? Anyone But G:Ianoumittu

Paid for by Anyone But Culver Committee, a project of the National Conservative Political Action Committee,
and not auithorized by any candidate, A copy of our report is on flle and available for purchase from the .
Esdecal Election G iaion. Washi e
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IF CULVER WINS,
YOU.LOSE! *

Paid for and authorized by the "Anyone But Eulver 'Project of the National Conservative Political Action Committee.
A copy of our report is filed with and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washing on,D.C,
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

o

wwue or counsen: /A X HJ/VAM o i
: S MoNES BUILPIN
ADDRESS ?5‘55 ;"ﬁ;mé{i s tas o8

TELEPH&W}_?L? T7/26 ; 513°-1 290785

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission and to act on my

behalf before the Commission, or A COURE.
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s Signature

Date
MAME :

ADDRESS:

HOME PHOMNE:

BUSIMESS PHONE:
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FADERAL ELECTTON OOMMISSIOW
UNITED STATES OF ANERICA
Vashingten, D.0. 20063

SINGYLD !
Gt 5850

In The Mattexr Of:
-People For An Altemmative Te
MeGevern
-If Bayh ¥Wins You Loas
-Anybody But Ohureh
-Anybody But Culver
-Committee For Ancthexr Respomsidle)
Seaater
-1f Cransten Wins You Lose z
-Taxget B0

MOTION T0 IISNISS COMPLAINT

Comes now Max Putaan, as & member of the Iowm Bar, admitted te prastiece law
in the United States Distriet Court, at 1 E & Walawt, Des Neines, Jowm, and in all
Mstriet Courts of Iowa, sines 1931, hereia appears as attormey for Domna Leperte,
who is a eitisen of the United States aad State of Jowm, residiag at W2 8.5.
Broad Street, Des NMoines, Jowm 50315. The madersigned coumsel respestfully moves
the Commission in ite judielal sapasity to dimmiss the purported Complaint agaimst
"Anybody But Culver” mamed as Respomdsat in the above matter.

I. The purported Complaimant has not shom or alleged that it is a real
party im interest with standiag to Wring a ecaplaint against say legal emtity or
person for the eriminal asts alleged.

II. The allsged Respondeat "Anybody But Culver” is a alogan, sot a legal
entity. It sannot be comvieted, fined, or impriscmed for amy violation of aay
sestion of the Federal Elestion Campaign Ast of 1971, as amended, or Chapters 95
and 96 of Title 26 U.5. Code. Neither eaa "Aaybody Bwt Culver” demcmstrate ia

writiag aaything, and a judgaent against it, erimimal or eivil, is an impossibdlity.
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1II. Demas Leporte 1s a perscm who is subjest to the laws of the United States,
whether eivil or erimimal, but she has not been made a Respondent in this matter acr
otherwvise preperly ebarged with any crime whatever in sald eomplaint.

IV. Crimes for violation of the Aet are eharged against the slogaa -mﬁ.
Bus Culver~, %2 8.E. Broad Street, inferentially eharging sald erimes agaiast eusa
Laporte who lives at that address, without making her a Respondsnt. The Cosplaimant
thereby subjests her to sanetions and penal consequences of the Federal Elestien
Campaign Aet of 1971 as amended, without speeifisally sharging her with the sams.
If the Cemplainant has resorted to sseh stratagem and deeeption prastiesd wpmm the
Commission, as well as Mrs. Lesperte, because they seek to evade thereby the lagt
paragraph ef Seetion 2 of Article III of the Comstitution of the United States, thea
Complainant is in contempt of this Commlssion and the matter should be dismissed
for that reason alons.

V. That the Complainant has a concehled purpose in not incorperating Demma
Leporte among the Respondents is confirmed by paragraph 7 of its Complaint, where
Complaimant asserts that NCPAC violated 11 CFR See. 102.14(a), they exeluded NCPAC
from the Respondents’ list; while in paragraph 6 preceding said Complainant asserts
that "Mest of the above-named Respondents violated the same 11 CFR See 102.14(a)."
Kevertheless the list of Respondents is minus Donna Leperte and the NCPAC.

VI. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte is hereto attashed in support of this
Motion To Dismiss to demonstrate and to eonfirm by Exhibits that Complainant had
inowledge in advanee that its Paragraph }) was s¢ esrtalaly false that it better

hedge its bet by expressly antielpating in Paragraph 7 the event that the Commissica
would conelude that the above-named Respondents are not separate politieal

committess besause they are projects of a political committes {l.l.t.‘_l._-_-ll Comservative

-
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7Max Putadn .
940 Des Moines Yullding
Des Moinea, Towma 50309
Attodmey for Donma Leporte

Political Action Committee "NCFAC™).
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The undersigned, Donna Leporte, being first duly swern, deposes and states,

1. I live at 2 5.F. Broad Street, Des Meines, Towa, whish bas beem wy
residenss for years before, during, and simee my astivities for NCPAC.

2. Leag befers serving NCPAC, I imd astively obtaimed and sirculated
quantities of printed material exposing the voting recoxd of Semater Diek Olaxk.
Its sffestivencss quickly appeared and nere of sueh material was obtained Wy
frieads of mine and circulated by them.

3. Betause of sush experience of the effectivensss of eireulating the weting
reeord of such as Dick Clark, T was sharmed when Mr. John T. Dolaa comtasted pe to
help NCPAC do the same thing to oust Qulver by prompt and wide eirculation ¥f has
recoxd under the banner of "Anyone But Culver” at the expemse of NCPAC.

4. That barner "Anyene But Culver” is net a eorporaticn, group, business, or
a person. It is a alogan, a call to arms, like "Make The World Safe Fer Demeerasy”.
I distributed in large quantities the voting record of Culver with a summens te
actien that the public understood, "Anyone But Culver”. That is why it was
created and adopted as the name of the Iowm project of the National Conservative
Politiecal Action Committee whose orders I obeyed. I had a title that T seldoa
used of "project director”. Ome time I used it was when, on order frem NCPAC,

1 arranged for a P.0. Box 5263, Des Moines, Towa 50306, to which it eould mail
pre-addressed, for me to gather wp and dissiminate quickly, from time to time.

5. 1 bad enough previous sxperience in costliness of sxpease and in losi®s

time keeping records, to prompt me at the omset to express te Mr. Dolaa my
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osnditions: (a) I would not advanee any memey in any amsuant, (b) I would met
solioit memey er handle NCPAC momey in any ameust, (o) I weuld mot keep any
assounts of money for rewports to either the State of Towm's Cemmission or to the
Federal Commissien er to the NCPAC, (d4) se I wanted writtea preef that neme eof
that was ny responsibility. Kr. Delan responded that be waated it that wmy Maself,
and that he weuld send me a 00py of a letter on the federal laws frem NOPAC'S
lawyers. He did so, and I gave it to my lawyer for reference and safe-keeping.

It is now marked Exhibit 1 and attashed.

6. NCPAC did what the letter required them to do themselves which inelwded
(a) telling me what they wanted me to do, (b) with the title of “prejest director”
which T seldom used unless asked, because I relied on diveotions from them,
Exhibit 2 is a copy of a newspaper ad which is attached and shows NCPAC followed
their lawyers adviee in Exhibit 1. I refer to the bottom lines on Exhibit 2
“Anyone But Culver Committee, P.0. Box 5263, Des Moines, Iowa 50306". "Paid for
by Aayone But Culver Committee”, "A project of the National Comservative Politieal
Action Committee not authorised by any candidate.”™ A copy of our report is om
file and avallable for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washingfen,
D.C.

7. Another examples of what I distributed in quantity was bumper stickers they
sent me. Exhibit 3 is one of them whiech is identical with all of them, and says:
"Paid for and authorised by the ‘Anyone But Culver' project of the Natienal Cem~
servative Political Action Committee.” "\ copy of our Report is filed with and
is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washingtem, D.C."

8. My Statement of Designation Of Counsel is attached.

Subscribed and sworn to by Donna Leporte to me persomally known, at

Des Molnes, Towa, thu_'a}.f'f.. day of November, 1981.
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ATTORNEYE AT LAW
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8300 QRECHEBORT DRIVE
MOLEAN, VIRCGINLA 2108

@LEMNM J. BEDAM, JR. —
J. CURTIS HERQE
ROBERT A. SPARARS, JR.

A.MARK CHRISTOPHER

RAREN LUSSEN BLAIR November 18 ; 1981

JOHM ROBERT CLARK IO
B. EMIC SIVERTSEN
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

ATTENTION: Ms. Deborah Curry

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter is written with reference to your
letter to !Mr. John T. Dolan, Chairman of National Con-
servative Political Action Committee, dated November 9,
1981, regarding the complaint of Committee for American
Principles which has been designated MUR 1399. Enclosed
herewith is the statement of National Conservative Political

Action Committee, designating the undersigned as its counsel
in this matter.

The subject complaint was first brought to my
attention on November 17, 1981. My schedule requires
me to be away from the office on November 19, 1981, and during
the period from and including November 24 through November 29,
1981. ﬁccnrdin%ly, I request an extension to Friday,

December 4, 1981, within which to respond to the complaint
on behalf of my client.

Sincere

=R fmai
J. Cdrtis Herg “
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF CO

- .

NAME OF COUNSEL: J., Curtis Herge, Esq.
ADDRESS: "~ ~~~ "SEDAM & HERGE, P.C.

8300 Greensboro Drive, Suite 1100
TELEPHONE : McLean, Virginia 22102

821-1000
Re: MUR 1399

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission and to act on my

-

behalf before 'the Commission.

National Conservative Political
Action Committee

z} z?f/ z/

Date éna_tt e sai?ant Treasurer

NAME: MNational Conservative Political
Action Committee

ADDRESS: 1500 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, Virginia 22209

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: 522-2B00




SEpam 8 HERGE
A PROFLSBIOHAL CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
BUITE 1100
8300 GREINSBORD DRATYL
MCLEAW, VIBOINLA SR0€

Eenneth A. Gross, Esq.

Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

IFIED L
REQUESTED

If Cranston Wins,You Lose
P.O. Box 25969 November 9, 1981
Los Angeles, California 90025

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further actiocn
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made .
public.

1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.




Letter to If Cranston » You lLose
Page Two

If you have any gquestions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com—
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,
Charles NH. Steele

_?\.gnunu?f
— e
:kf\.1\_;;zkik S o

By Kenneth™A. Gros
Associate General Counsel

o
wn
)
-r
L)
™
o
o
o
o
o™

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

IFIED MAIL
RETORN RECETPT Requestep

Anybody But Culver November 9, 1981
342 S.E. Broad Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50315

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com—
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steela/f
Geneyi

By Kenneth A. Grofs

Enclosures

l. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement

Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Mr. John T. Dolan
Committee For Another Responsible s-nntornbv‘nb'r % 1981

P.O. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Mr. Dolan:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S5. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399, pPlease refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S5.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.




‘Letter to Mr. Dolan o

If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
misséon's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
Generalk Counsel

Associnte.ﬂtnnr

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D 20463

November 9, 1981 _

Re: MUR 1399
Dear éir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated certain sections of the
Pederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act")
or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S5. Code. A copy of this
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1399. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence. :

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you in.
connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further
action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statement should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 0.5.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by sending a letter of
representation stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other comunications from the
Commission.
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1t ?ﬂﬂ hl" any gquestions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com—
nilliun'l procedure !nt handling cumpllintl.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures

l. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 9, 1981

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, VA 22209

-

Re: MOUOR 1399
Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®™)
or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of this
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1399, Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you in
connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further
action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statement should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 0.5.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by sending a letter of
representation stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other comunications from the
Commission.

-




If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com
nission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

2ssociate General Counsel

Enclosures

1

2.
3!

. Cﬂmplaint.

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

IFIED MAIL
UESTED

Anybody But Church .

ABC Project November 9, 1981
Box 1551

Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S5. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399, please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.




o
v,
)
2
o
~
o
<
o
o
m

gri?f;;g;' o iit.__iﬂ.:

If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

i

By Fenneth X, éiﬂl
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Mr. John T. Dolan

Hational Conservative Political Action Comaittee
1500 Wilson BlvA., Suite 513

Arlington, Virginia 22209

November 9, 1981

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Dolan:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2,1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™) or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.5. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399, Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made .
public.

1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.
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Page Two

1f you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com=
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

h:::‘rff:iagzbﬁk\Stﬂ'
/L ;

Enclosures

l. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2046
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Target 80 Novembe
P.0. Box 452 EiRe A0S
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have viclated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399 . Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
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This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made .
public.

1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of representation
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.




I1f you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints,.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counse
P —
.‘._F_,..d""‘-’-‘f
S - :

By _Kenne .
Associate Geneéral Counsel
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Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures 8
3. Designation ©
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PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF ALL RESPONDENTS
WHICH ARE TO BE SENT A COPY OF THE COMPLAINT. IF A PRINCIPAL
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE IS A RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT
TO THE CANDIDATE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE
CANDIDATE AND PUT A “cC” BESIDE THE CANDIDATE'S NAME., [F A
CANDIDATE IS A RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT TO THE
CANDIDATE’S PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE
NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE AND PUT A
“cc” BESIDE THE COMMITTEE'S NAME. PLEASE PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION,
ON THIS SHEET, WITHIN 24 HOURS OF RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE. THANK You.
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MUR # /3#\‘1

DATE__/(-S-8/

PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF ALL RESPONDENTS
WHICH ARE TO BE SENT A COPY OF THE COMPLAINT. IF A PRINCIPAL
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE IS A RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT
TO THE CANDIDATE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE
CANDIDATE AND PUT A “cc” BESIDE THE CANDIDATE'S NAME. IF A
CANDIDATE 1S A RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT TO THE
CANDIDATE'S PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE
NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE AND PUT A

ol “"cc” BESIDE THE COMMITTEE’S NAME. PLEASE PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION,
«
- ON THIS SHEET, WITHIN guuuns OF RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE. THANK YOU.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

HNovember 6, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert Blaemire, President
Committee For American Principles
2000 N Street NW, Suite 105
wWashington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Blaemire:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
of November 2, 1981, against People For An Alternative To McGovern,
If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody But Culver,
Committee For Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins You
Lose, and Target 80 which alleges viocolations of the Federal
Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to
analyze your allegations. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within 5 days and a recommendation to the Federal
Election Commission as to how this matter should be initially
handled will be made 15 days after the respondents' notification.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to
this office. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Enclos' IS E




CommriTTEE @
For
AMERICAN

PriNCIPLES

Genaral Counsel
Federal Election Commission

1325 K St. NwW
Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:
Before The Federal Election Commission
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In The Matter Of: =

S

-People For An Altermative To -
McGovern

-If Bayh Wins You Lose

-Anybody But Church

-Anybody But Culver

-Committee For Another Responsibl
Senator

-1f Cranston Wins You Lose

-Target 80

T S gt [ S N S N N S
L

COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named
Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-
ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat
of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.
Coples of campaign literature and transcriptes of radio advertise-
ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2, The Federal Election Commission's regulations define
the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,
association, or other group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregating
in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political committees
are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with
£ b
A Copy of our report s hled with and available for punchase from the Federal Election Commatter. Washington. D €
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the Commission. (2 USC Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's
knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year., Attached as part of Exhibit A is
a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the
attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.
They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not
filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political
committee which is not an authorized committee shall not include
the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
named Respondents are not separate political committees because
they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative
Political Action Committee 'NCPAC'), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names
it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected
organization'" to mean "any organization which is not a political
committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,
or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a '"connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade
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association.'" (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a
"connected organization' be any of the above. Complainant notes
that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated
organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,
NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named
Respondents are not political committees (either because they in
fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations'" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,
Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting
funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

includes return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in fact

the funds were deposited by NCPAC.
10. 1If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-
tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission
initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC
Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

CDMHITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

f/jfw

o ert aemire

Date XGA"J d‘"f President




Addendum to Complaint in the matter of People for an Alternative
to McGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent
problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,
subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations
prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal
campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if
not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication
of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is
NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is
an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.
Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That
money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race
when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used
in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was
to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to
hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-
plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using
"projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their
own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the
mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer
at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,
sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must
be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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Subscribed and sworn to me this Zﬁ‘g‘ day a!é&h,

1981.

( SEAL )

My Commision Expire :
My Commission expires: “pires Febroary 17, Topg
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TARGET 80

P.O. BOX 452
LAFAYETTE, IN 47902

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his record
of big-spending liberalism.

And 1'11 bet you probably never knew how radically liberal
he has voted in Congress.

##%Birch Bayh supports busing.

#38Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits by support-
ing billions in excess government spending.

#8%Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a cut that
would have meant thousands more in spendable income for
taxpayers like you and me,

And there's lots more I'11 bet you didn't know about Birch
Bayh and his record.

The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know how
little Birch Bayh's voting record represents their views in Wash-
ington. You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and Senate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example, he sends
out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how conservative he
is. But he doesn't tell us about his liberal voting record.

Birch Bavh never tells us that he is one of the most liberal
members of the U.S5. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh who tell us
one thing when they're here in the state, and then vote any way
they please when they go back to Washington.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters in
Indiana... IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax dollars
to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do have the help of the
Mational Conservative Political Action Committee., The National
Conservative PAC agreed to help me spread the truth about Birch

Bayh.

more...




3227490324674

i L e

r . . . I:I Ll
et

& twe

I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC will ii
able to convince enough people that if Birch Bayh is re-elected
in 1980, we all lose.

Now let me tell you exactly what the Target 80 Committee
will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign funded
by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose Birch Bayh and his
record. We want to send thousands of letters like this to other
voters in Indiana.

Finally, Target 80 will organize a radio, television and news-
paper advertising blitz unprecedented in our state's history.
Nothing will be amore dramatic demonstration of exactly how strongly
you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the politicians
they can't tell us one thing and then vote differently when we
aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help. So let
me teil you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed victory card.

Second, send Target B0 your largest check possible.
None of our activities can be carried out without
your financial support.

If you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous. If
you can send $50, $25, or only $15, that will be fine,too. Just
remember that no contribution will be too small,.

I'm absolutely convinced that with your help, you and I can
expose Birch Bayh and his record of liberalism. But without your
largest check possible to Target 80, we all lose.

Sincerely,

ﬁ¢f1ﬂ1 é:wljﬁwi{

Py
Joan Gubbins 7
State Senator

P.S. Perhaps you may have read about Target B0 inm your local
newspaper or Time magazine. We are already seeing the effect of
our campaign, but we need more help., Please let me hear from you
today.

§ @l e Aaiapnsl Cesie v o P rp B Des Devsoiie 84d aur guifis 208 B aay
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TARGET 80

If Bayh Wins, You Lose!
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette Ind. 47902
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VICTORY CARD

Dear Senator Gubbins:
Yes, I want to be a part of Target 80.

__1'11 donate at least one hour of my time.

I've listed five friends and their addresses
on the back. (If I can't think of five, 1've

listed as many as I can.) Please write to
them about Target 80.

__Please use my name in newspaper ads with
other prominent citizens of Indiana.

_I'1l1 contribute. 1'm enclosing:
___%500 %250 ___%100 ___§50
____ 825 __ 9§15 ___Other $§

Mv check is made out to Target BO.

Please print:

Mr., Mrs.. Miss

Address
Cicy__ State Zip
Telephone ( )

Target 80

P.0. Box 452

Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Federal law requires that we ask the following:
Occupation.
Place employed:

W plgy 0 Oar VB bl ™ B e el i DoniFumiad o
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it’s Time ... To Do Something About Birch Bayh
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Bulk Mail
Postage Paid
Permil No. 274
Laflayetie IN

o=t




IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE!
PO, Box 452
Lalayette, ind. 47902

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his
record of big-spending liberalism.

And I'll bet you probably never knew how radically
liberal he has voted in Congress.

*#%#2Birch Bayh supports busing.

“t%Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits
by supporting billions in excess government
spending

#%4Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a
cut that would have meant thousands more in spend-
able income for taxpayers like you and me.

And there's lots more I'11 bet you didn't know about
Birceh Bavh and his record.

The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know
what a terrible job Birch Bayh is doing in Washington.
You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and SBnate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example,
he sends out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how
conservative he is. But he doesn't tell us about his
radical voting record.
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Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the most
liberal members of the U.S5. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh who
tell us one thing when they're here in the state, and
then vote like radicals when they go back to Washington.

That's why I decided to write you today, and to send
you this penny I've attached to the envelope.

I'm hoping that if you agree with what I have to say

for by If Bayh Wins, You lose, a pmject of the National Conservative Political Action Committee,
>t authorized by any candidate. A copy reEort is filed with the Federal Election Commis-
md is available for purchase frm the Federal tion Comission, Washington D.C.




Page two .

K about Birch Bayh that you'll kee gnnnr as a rl-tnﬂir
i and help me spread the message a s record.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters
in Indiana...

IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE. S

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax
dollars to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do have
the help of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee. The National Conservative PAC agreed to help
me spread the truth about Birch Bayh.

I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC
will be able to convince enough people that if Birch Bnyh
is re-elected in 1980, we all lose.

I've agreed to set up an unprecedented campaign to
expose Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism, beginning

rlght now .

I've enclosed a newspaper ad which spells out only a
few of his liberal votes. I hope you'll read it, then
join me in this campaign to expose Birch Bayh for the
radical he is. !

Before I tell you what the IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE
Committee (IBWYL) is going to do, and how you can help,
let me answer a question I bet you are asking yourself:
"Why start so early; the election is more than a year
away?"

Well, the answer is quite simple.

The power of an incumbent Senator is so great, that
unless we begin immediately, we'll be sure to lose. You s
see, incumbents use our tax money to get free publicity.
They use their staff, their free newsletters, their fancy
computers, their mailing privileges and many other goodies
that only members of Congress have.

8 220403724579

Unfortunately, many people are impressed by mailings
they get from Birch Bayh, even though much of the infor-
mation they contain does not tell the true story of how
he represents us in Congress. They are impressed by the
stories they read about him in the newspapers, even though
many of these stories are just reprints of canned news
releases his professional public relations experts print
and send out at taxpayer expense,

Unfortunately, the fact is that most polls show the
majority of the people decide who they will vote for

more. .
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Page three .

months and months ahead of the election.

You remember that Jimmy Carter started running for
President two and one-half years before the election.

So, you can see that your help today is very, very
important. S

In fact, I believe so Qtrangly in IBWYL, that I'm
going to come right out and ask you to help us in many
different ways, and help as many ways as possible.

Now let me tell you exactly what the IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! Committee will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign
funded by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose
Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism. We want to
send thousands of letters like this to other voters in
Indiana. We want IBWYL to distribute thousands of the
nevwspaper ad 1've enclosed for you which tells how Birch
Bayh actually votes.

Finally, IBWYL will help organize a radio, television
and newspaper advertising blitz unprecedented in our
state's history. Nothing will be a more dramatic demon-
stration of exactly how strongly you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the
politicians they can't tell us one thing and then vote
differently when we aren't looking.

0f course, all of this is going to require your help.
So let me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed Viectory Card and let
IBWYL use your name in a series of newspaper
ads we hope to place all over the state.

It would be a true honor for me to know
that yours will be on a list with a number
of other distinguished citizens.

Second, pass on the ad exposing Birch Bayh's record
to a friend who is interested in politics.
The more people who know about what Birch
Bavh is going, the better off we are.

if possible check the box on the Victory
Card which says you'll be willing to work
for IBWYL to defeat Bayh. I promise, I
won't ask you to do more than you have time
for.

send IBWYL your largest check possible.
None of our activities can be carried
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g out without your financial support.

If you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous.
If you can send 8§50, $25, or only $15, that will be fine,
too. Just remember that no cnntrihutinn will be too small,

I'm absolutely convinced that with yéur help, you and
I can expose Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism. But
without your largest check possible to IF BAYH WINS, YOU

LOSE!, we all lose.
Singerely,
_&% &JL‘&&)

Jean Gubbins.
State Senator

P.S. If you send a contribution of at least $15, I'll send
you a bumper sticker for your car which says, IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! 1It's a perfect way of showing people how you
feel. Please let me hear from you today.
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CALIFORNIA -- Alan Cranston
Letters to Voters--1,300,00 @$.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Surv;y

INDIANA -- Birch Bayh
Letters to Voters--392,000 @%5.26
Television & Radio Production ‘& Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey

IOWRA -- John Culver
Letters tﬁ Voters--184,00085. 26
Television é Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey

IDAHO -- Frank Church
Letters to Voters--68,000 BS.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey -

SOUTH DAKOTA -- George McGovern
Letters to Voiters--56,000 @5.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement
Newspaper Ads
Voter Survey

$338,000
40,000
15,000

10,000
403,000

101,920
25,000
10,000

10,000
146,920

47,840
10,000
10,000

9,000
76,846

17, 680
10,000
10,000

___ 8,000
45,680

14,560
15,000
10, 000

8,000
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There are two key clements to our strategy:

1. Exposing the voting records of 5 key liberal Senators in their own
hame states

2. Starting this program early enough to weaken the liberal so a con-
servative can defeat him in 1980,

Almost all incumbent liberal politicians begin with huge ‘popularity
ratings through their clever expenditure of tax payers money.

They are permited to use hundreds of thousands of dollars to pay for

"educational"” newsletters, staff members who devote their time to creat-
ing a favorable public impression for the incumbgnt, a sophisticated
computer and nailtng service that permits many Senators to mail millions
of pieces of "personalized" letters to constituents every year and many
other benefits. All of this is paid for by taxpayers money.

In many cases an incumbent has been so popular, numerous creditable
a» conservative candidates have-simply decided not to run against them.

™ A good example of this occurred in 1978 in the states of Jowa and New
Hampshire. It took NCPAC a great deal of effort to convince conserwva-
tives like Gordon Humphrey and Roger Jepsen to make the race against
likeral Senators Thomas HrIntyrE and Dick Clark. hs a matter of fact,
Roger Jepsen filed only a few days before the filing deadline. In both
cases, Senators Clark and McIntyre had 70% popularity ratlngs and

é

neither Senators Jepsen nor Humphrey were interested in running against
such popular leaders.

That is why the NCPAC proposal is so important. It is too early for
many conservative candidates to emerge. On the other hand, in many cascs
it is already too late to begln the long process of attacking an
incumbent liberal's radical voting record. The NCPAC proposal can be
broken down into five basic steps:

TEP_ONE - VOTER SURVEYS

We must immediately take a series of sophisticated computerized voter
surveys to establish the strengths and weaknesses of each of the 5
target liberal Senators we have chosen.

This same type of dlscr1w1natory issue selection was critical in choosing
areas of issuve concentration for Senators Humphrey and Jepsen in 1978. Tt
is far nore profitable for us to attack the liberals on those issues

that particularly will annoy their constituents.

STEP TWO - FIELD REPRESENTATIVES

We will hire a full-time field representative in each of the stales Lo
undertake a number of activities. First, he will begin mcrshalling all
the forces who are opposing the incu Hﬂnt Senators such as the p]o—ll.u
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.oups, taxpayers organizations, gun owners ur!l!izﬁtinns, and a host
.f others.

Second, he will begin dramatic research about the incumbent's record and
begin distributing it to the tens of thousands of conservatives we

hope to identify in each state. Third, he will be coordinating the
concentrated free media program against each of these incumbents.

STEP THREE - LETTERS TO VOTERS

As a result of the computerized voter survey, and activities of each
field staffer, NCPAC proposes to mail to every single registered voter
in cach of the states we have targeted. The letter to each voter will
expose cach liberal Senator's "Record of Radicalism."™ It will give a
vote by vote analysis of some of his most liberal positions,

The letter will also seek to get each person personally involved in the
campaign to defeat the incumbent, not only by asking for a financial
contribution and their vote against the incumbent on election day, but
also by requesting their personal volunteered involvement in this
independent campaign. This can include a number of small but important
tasks such as writing letters to editors, walking a precinct, sending
postcards and other letters to their friends, consenting to list their
name on newsraper advertisements opposing the incumbent Senator, and a
hest of other activities.

STEP FOUR - ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN

NCPAC will then begin an immediate and extensive television, radio and
newspaper ad campaign to exploit the weaknesses of each incumbent.

0of course, before any issues were finally selected, a very careful
analysis of the computerized voter survey must be made. But at this
point, we anticipate emphasizing such important issues as national
defense, and inflation. A sample of one of these proposed advertisements
is attached.

STEP FIVE - FINAL CANDIDATE RECRUITMENT

NCPAC will assemble its political experts from all over the country

and do a step-by-step analysis of the whole independent expenditure
campaign in the next few months to completely evaluate its strong and
weak points, and what alterations should be made.

After the program is fine-tuned to be as effective as possible, NCPAC
will expand the initial list of ten targeted liberals to include as
many other liberals as funding will permit. Finally, all resources
developed during this independent campaign will, at some point, be
turned over to the candidate we decide is the best able to represent
the conservative viewpoint.

e —— oy S g g ey Al ey e T Ny
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P.O. BOX 452
LAFAYETTE, IN 47902
Dear Doctor:
Are aware that s is actuall more conservative?

Yes, it's a fact that the 96th Congress is more conservative than the
95th, according to Interim Ratings of Congress released by the American
Conservative Union. Conservative ratings in 1979 are two percentage
points higher than the 1978 average; and more than four points higher
than in 1976. The Senate in particular averaged higher than the House.
Most encouraging is the fact that freshman members of both the Senate
and House averaged much higher conservative scores than other members of
Congress.

In sharp contrast to the conservative trend in Congress is the
startling fact that Birch Bayh's voting record has become more and more
liberal each year.

No matter what your political stance is--independant, Republican, or
Democratic--you are already convinced that our congressional policy of de-
ficit spending has been the main cause of our spiraling taxes and inflation.
The reason it is getting increasingly difficult to pay your bills today is
that our national bill is going up each year--thanks to the liberal spending
of our taxpayers' money by Congress. At present the taxpayer's liability in
this country has escalated to £9 trillion. That's more than $100,000 in-
debtedness for each taxpayer--including you. (Figures are based on official
Treasury Department statistics.)

Please note the following facts:

Birch Bayh has consistently supported inflationary spending when:
*He voted to give away the Panama Canal.
(cost to the taxpayer, $4 Billion)

*He voted to bail out New York City.
(cost to the taxpayer, 7 Billion)

*He voted to hike his own salary by $13,000.
(cost to the taxpayer, $7 Million)

*lle voted against the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act.
(cost to the taxpayer, $67 Billion)

Pl Fa By 1 s Wne Fiow doir, 8 geae s of the Matsgas Consreshios Bt s A2 tun Caamiiiee. of nal stSan e
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in fact he has voted to raise it over $268 Billion in his 17 years in the
Senate.

You read everywhere that the overwhelming mood of our country today is
one of fiscal responsibility. Citizens everywhere are up in amms and re-
fuse to stand for any more deficit spending by Congress.

We invite you to join our "Target 80" campaign. It is Indiana's part
in the National Conservative Political Action Committee--NCPAC. Professional

people, educators, corporations, trade associations, and thinking people in all
walks of life are all supporting ''Target 80".

Page 2

Here is what "Target 80" is doing to keep Indiana in step with the national
trend to make Congress fiscally conservative:

**''Target 80" is telling Indiana people the truth about Birch
Bayh's voting record.

**"'Target 80" sponsors prominent people on radio and television,
like Senator Roger Jessup, who gives the truth about Bayh's
voting record.

**'Target 80" conducts a direct mail, radio, television, and news-
paper campaign unprecendented in our state's history.

We need your help so that all of the people of Indiana can be made aware of

Birch Bayh's record of runaway spending.

Remember:
This is a cause that has already made great strides forward. We need to
keep Indiana abreast with the conservative trend in both parties. Your
generous support will be a sound investment in the future of our country.

We ask you to please do the following without delay:
First: Read the enclosed detailed record of Birch Bayh's votes.
Second: Fill out the enclosed Victory Card.
Third: Send "Target 80" your most generous contribution.

Your contribution will be spent entirely in Indiana on the 'Target 80" project.

Please help,
Sincerely,

Tbsillbiahger
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Dear Friend:

If vou act today, you and I can put the last nails in
Birch Bayh's political coffin.

We just received survey data showing Bayh's lead over
conservative Congressman Dan Quayle dropping to eight percent.

What this means is simple: we are successfullv making
Birch Bavh's liberal record the issue in this campaign.
Hoosiers are fed up with:

\ #% Bavh's support of the Panama Canal giveaway.

v % Bayh's opposition to important defense programs.
! #* Bavh's votes against a balanced budget almost
it every single time it's been brought up in the
U.S. Senate.

Bayh's support of forced busing, federal funds
for abortion, and stopping our schoolchildren™

from praying. S ’ " .
o e i

That's Bavh's record, and now he has to live with it.

In the next three weeks, 1 want to organize a huge
statewide television and radio blitz talking about these
issues and others that will open the eves of many Hoosiers.
I'm convinced that if we are successful in raising the money
for this media campaign, we will be very close to our goal
of defeating Birch Bayh in November.

I've enclosed a confidential budget for this media cam-
paign. Please don't pass it on to anyone, unless vou are
sure vou can trust them, and they are willing to contribute
to this important campaign.

ok, @ [reiect of the
stion Lomeittee, Bmd
e rErdidale ComBgller
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ANHOURCER:

JOE:

MMOMCER:

MARY :

AOUMCER:

JOHM :

ANNOUNCER:

HARRY :

ANNOUNCER:

Sirch Bayh says he lets the people on Main Stree:t tell
nim how to vote in Congress. Well, here we are on MMain
treet. Indiana. Sir, did vou tell Birch Bavh te verse

te give away our Fanama Canal?-

NO! I asked Birch Bayh to vote against the giveaway.
But I guess he's not listening to the peovle of Indiana.

o ———— =

Ma'am, did you tell Birch Bayh to vote against a 10%
cut in income tax rates?

Eeavens, no! We need tax relief. But it looks like
Birch Bayh isn't listening to the people of Indiana.
How about vou? Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote to

cut spending for national defense 2 billiorn dollars?

Hell, no! We need to strengthen ocur national defense,
not cripple it. Birch Bayh isn't listening to the
people of Indiana.

Did vou tell Birch Bayh to vote 15 times to increase our
national debt?

Are you kidding? Big deficit spending causes inflation
and costs us jobs. ®irch Bayh isn't listening to the

— e —

neople of Indiana,

Who is telling Birch Bayh how to vore? llaybe peorle irn
New York or Massachusetts. But he's not listening to

the people of Indiana. T o

— ., S W B TR - o ay o —

Paid for by If Bayh Wins, You Lose - a project of the Mational
Conservative Political Action Committee - and not authorized by
any candidate or candidate committee
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From 1965-1978
* 29 voles out of 42 were considered bad for the economy.
= 7 were good for the economy, and 6 no voles.
KEY VOTES
* 1975—Voted against amendment lo delete automatic, pay increases
o congressmen.
* 1975 —Voled against the amendment 10 reduce Labor-HEW Approp-
riations.
+ 1975 -Voted against amendment lo reduce by almost $1 billion in
assistance 1o ConRail.
* 1976 —Voted for amendment to increase outlay by $3.2 billion for
public services.
* 1978—Voled against amendment to cut $810 million from appropria-
tions for HUD, EPA, NASA, and NSF.

1976
= 9 voles oul of 16 were considered bad for the taxpayer
* 3 were considered good, and 4 no voles.
KEY VOTES
* Yoted for $3.05 billion for loreign military assistance.
* Voted for $135 million to produce swine flu immunization
* \Voled against amendment requiring students receiving food stamps 10
meel work registration requiremenis.
* Voled for increased funding for federal housing programs.
* VVoled to delete $1 bilion for B-1 Bomber program.

NATIONAL SECURITY

From 1869-1978
» 24 votes oul of 33 were bad for national security.
* 1 was good tor national security, and 8 no voles.
KEY VOTES
* 1970 —Voied to cut all funds for deployment of the Safeguard anti-
ballistic missiles from any sile.
= 1970 —Voled tocut all funds for the Subversive Activities Control Board
* 1974 —Voted to reduce funds for the B-1 Bomber.
1974 —Voied to limit defense spending to $81 billion.
1975 —Voled to cut defense budget,
1975 —Voted to eliminate researcn programs for missiles.
1975 —Voted to eiminate $850.5 million for research on B-1 Bomber
1975 —Voled to delay testing of cruise missile.
1975 —Voted to dismantle Safeguard ABM.
1977 —Voted 1o delete 1,466 billion from B-1 Bomber
1978 —Voled against amendment 1o unilaterally lift U.5. sanctions
against Rhodesia from Oct. 1 to Dec. 31, 1978
* 1978 —Voted for the ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty on April 18
= 1979 —Voted against a 5% increase in defense spending
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From 1874-1979
* 15 votes out of 16 were pro-abortion, and 1 no vole.
KEY VOTES o
* 1976 —Voled against a move thal the Senate nol delete the Hyde
amandment which would bar use of funds to pay for, enGourage, or
promote abortions.
* 1976 —Voted for a move that the Senale insist on their amendment o
delale the Hyde amendment from the Housa's bill.
* 1977 —Voted for amendmaent lo allow use ol federal funds for abortion-
on-demand.
* 1977 —Voted lfor move to kill amendment giving employers the right to
exclude abortions from their health plans for employees il it were
against their conscience to include abortion in their health coverage.

GUN CONTROL
From 1988-1978
* 6 votes out of 17 were pro-gun conirol.
* § were against gun control, and 2 no voles.
KEY VOTES
o * 1968 — Voted for passage of the 1968 Gun Control Act, HB 17735.
» 1972 ~Voted for a ban on “Saturday Night Specials”.
o * 18978 = Voled for motion to table amendment which would delete $4.2
milhon from BATF appropriations.
0
&JCLEAH DEVELOPMENT
o~ From 1974-1878
= 4 votes out of 10 were anti-nuclear development.
s | = 3 ware pro-nuclear development, and 3 no voles.
KEY VOTES
o + 1978 —Voted for Glenn motion to table Senator Domenici's amend-
T ment to require full-scale review of nuclear export request by regular
customers only every 5 years.
[ o)
&A TIONAL DEBT
o] * Since May of 1963 Bayh has voted to raise the National Debt Ceiling

on 14 out of 15 roll calls. His votes represent an additional $286 billion
in debts. An additional $123 billion was passed by voice vote in 1975
and 1976, therefore no record of Bayh's actions on those voles is
availabla.
ADDITIONAL KEY VOTES

= March 26, 1979 —=Voted to reject amendment 10 prevent debt limils
increase after 1980 unless the budget is balanced.

= April 2, 1979 —Voted against the Wage and Price Councils study of the
inflationary impact of federal programs only 6 days laler
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4, | Frank Church Opposes

', A Strong National

2
2

Defense

FACT—CHURCH WEAKENS AMERICAN
_INTELLIGENCE SERVICES
In 1974 Frank Church personally supervised the
anti-CIA witch-hunt which critically weakened,
America's intelligence services. - !

FACT-—CHURCH OPPOSES TRIDENT SUBMARINE
In 1974 Church voted against funds for the Trident
submarine delaying by two years the development of
this essential weapon. x

FACT—CHURCH OPPOSES B-1 BOMBER !
On July 18, 1977 Church voted against funds to build
the B-1 bomber. The B-1 is necessary to replace our
aging B-52 bomber force and to strengthen our deter-
rent against Soviet attack.

FACT—CHURCH OPPOSES INCREASED AMERICAN
DEFENSE
On April 26,1978 Church voted against amendment to
increase American defense spending. Soviet military
spending in all areas is now far ahead of U.S

FACT—CHURCH FAVORS GIVEAWAY OF
PANAMA CANAL
On April 18, 1978 Church voted against the will of a
majority of Americans to give the Panama Canal o
marxist dictator Omar Torrijos.
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I want to spread the message about ™ M-l. . .
‘Frank Church's record of radicalem: Jam o .
Enclgsed is my contribution of:

"Address
. & # City
P i s - . 3 '
I = “‘—T'-“n State. Zip
I o Occupation N
M , - National Conservative Political Action
Commiittee
1500 Wilson Blvd.
Arlington, VA. 22209
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30 *Aison Sodevard, Suite 515, Adington, Virginia 222

4cFAC/Church 60 sec. spot .|
VIDEQ
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Represencative Golder
scanding in front of missile
sice. .
(Suoer: Representative James 1
Golder, Republican, Boise) 1
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Different shots of missile _
sMlos. o
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NDissolve t> logo:
ABC Project, Dox 1551,
Boise, ID 33707

Dissolves to Logo:
If Church wins, you lose.

. S——

AUDIO

Representative Jim Golder:

I'm standing in front of these missile
silos to dranatize one of the effacrcs
of Senator Church's power in Washirgion.

These silos aren't. filled with missiles
any more. They are emply. :
Because of that they won't be of iwuch

help in defense of your family or wmine.

You see Senator Church has alesost alwvays
opposed a strong national defense.

He led the fight to give away our Panda
Canal jv?He voted to slash national
defense procurement: fs¥

li'ow Senator Church is one of those vho
wants to push the SALT II treaty througr
the Senate.which I believe would sericv:s
ly weaken America.

&n Idahafg:jkh going to have to do our
part to keep Awerica strong. First we
need to defeat the SALT treaty. And

- then work to replace Church with an

advocate of an Amesrica second rtc none
in military streangth.

1f you agree write to us: : /
ABC project, Boise, Idahn_S‘J?'
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Dear Conservative Friend:

Of all the ultra-liberal Senators campaigning for re-election in
1980, only one is defiantly proclaiming his liberalism.

He's Iowa Senator John Culver, and he's been called "the most liberal
man in the Senate.” That's quite a label considering competition like
George McGovern, Howard Metzenbaum and Teddy Kennedy!

The peonle of Iowa are not radicals. They aren't even liberal. 1In
1978 they elected conservative Senator Roger Jepsen over John Culver's
fellow left-wing extremist, Dick Clark.

In 1980, Iowans will continue their responsible tradition if they
are fully informed of John Culver's radical voting record in the Senate.

Consider these votes and stated positions which clearly show Culver's
total liberalism:

*Panama Canal Giveaway - FOR
*Build Neutron Bomb - AGAINST
*Build B-1 Bomber - AGAINST
*SALT 11 Treaty - FOR

*Tax Cuts for Middle Income Persons - AGAINST
*Congressional Pay Raise - FOR

*Raise National Debt Limits - FOR

*New York City Bailouts - FOR

*Taxpayer Financed Federal Elections - FOR

*Union boss grab for power over unionization elections - FOR
*Exempt Small Business from OSHA - AGAINST

*Humphrev-Hawkins Act - FOR

*Forced Busing of Schoocl Children - FOR
*maxpayer Financed Abortion on Demand - FOR
*School Praver - AGAINST

As vou can see Culver votes AGAINST a strong national defense, AGAINST
free enterprise and FOR union boss demands, AGAINST fiscally responsible

government spending, and AGAINST issues for strong national moral stands.

L8
B - —

John Culver is out of step with the pecple of lowa and the nation,
but he couldn't care less. He believes he can be re-elected by continuing

Pa@ Tor Dy the Commilies (or Angther Responuibie Senalor, & projecl of 1ne Malaong Conwivaloer more. ..
Pativecal Action Commalios, and nol aulhorifed by any candidate o canddaie’y Commalieg



to play to the outrageous demands of special int.anl, groups.

His record with the AFL-CIO's giant litical COPE machine

John Culver knows the big union bosses will shower his re-election
campaign with not only money, but also with such valuable and vital

services as were recently cited in the prestigious CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"When a labor union decides to endorse a candidate, it
brings to the campaign not only money, but a well-
developed apparatus aimed at registering workers to
vote and getting them to the polls."

As a COPE spokesman told CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"An endorsement doesn't mean a damn thing. What follows
is an enormous propaganda and get-out-the-vote effort."

Iowa unions have already shown in 1980 that they can flex their
political muscles effectively. The national teacher's union, the NEA
provided their presidential candidate, Jimmy Carter, nis big win there

Pas part of their repayment for his support for their "Department of
oEducation.™ _

0 John Culver backed the NEA's new massive bureaucracy as well, and
he is confident the teachers union will give him the same strong support.
?

But John Culver has other reasons to expect his extremist record
™Nyill pay off as well...

Lo} ) : : . .
He is one of Teddy Kennedy's closest friends. Their relationship
©™dates back to their college days at Harvard.

But, the ties are even deeper than Culver would like Iowa voters
to know.

WHEN TEDDY KENNEDY HURRIED BACK TO THE KENNEDY COMPOUND

AT HYANNIS PORT AFTER THE DEATH OF MARY JO KOEPECHNE, HE
CALLED TOGETHER A GROUP OF KENNEDY "CAMELOT" BACKERS TO

HELP HIM CONCOCT HIS FALLACY-RIDDEN STORY OF THE EVENTS

OF THAT FATEFUL NIGHT.
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Among those called to Hyannis was an obscure Iowa Congressman named
John Culver, now Senator Culver.

The Kennedys haven't forgotten their pal, and in his battle for
re-election this vear, they are doing their very best to help him win.
The money has flowed to Culver from Kennedy fund-raising events on his
behalf.

** Kennedy in-laws, Mr. & Mrs. Steven Smith hosted a fund-
raiser for John Culver which raked in a cool 521,000.

** Mrs. Robert F. Kennedy threw a big party for Iowa's
Senator which cave Culver another 517,765,
more. ..
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** Mrs., Patricia Kennedy Lawford gave yet another party for
friend Culver which enriched his campaign by $§7,075, )

John Culver's liberalism may not reflect the views of the citizens
of lowa, but it sure does give him the big money needed to sell himself

to the unsuspecting voter.

Kennedy support didn't end Culver's fund-raising from among the
elite of the eastern liberal establishment...

NEW YORKERS HAVE DONATED A STARTLING $84,653 TO
HELP RE-ELECT IOWA'S SENATOR JOHN CULVER!

From outside the Kennedy crowd has come another $2,500 from members
of the Rockefeller family, perhaps as a reward for Mr. Culver's support
for and membership in the Trilateral Commission.

For a fellow picturing himself as a little guy from Iowa, he is
receiving plenty of support from those far removed from Iowa's mid-America

cornfields.

o John Culver knows that his huge campaign warchest, his liberal
friends in the Iowa media and the many 10U's from the big union bosses
Owill assure liberals and free lunch takers will get out and vote for him.

b The only way John Culver can be defeated in 1980 is for the working
wrPecple of lowa to learn just how radical he votes in Washington.

o With John Culver being far out of step with most Iowans, the GOP
nominee is thankfully in step with them. He has a record in Congress as
Muyell, a record the very opposite of Culver's.

=) He is Congressman Chuck Grassley, a conservative with a nearly per-
fect voting record FOR a strong defense, AGAINST big government, AGAINST
inflationary big spending policies and FOR the solid moral values of
Cour American heritage.

N That's why I agreed to help defeat John Culver's bid for a disastrous
second term. As Chairman of the National Conservative Political Action
" Committee (NCPAC), 1 have helped form the Committee for Another Responsible

Senator (CARS).

CARS is an Iowa-based group headed by conservative Leroy Corey, and
is actively working to provide Iowa voters full information on John
Culver's recrod and the curious nature of his eastern establishment
backinag.

Among CARS' accomplishments already are:

CARS has mailed thousands of letters to Iowa voters to help
stir pro-Grassley and anti-Culver sentiment.

CARS has purchased space in Iowa newspapers to advertise the
differences between the voting records of Culver and
Grassley.

F
CARS has televised ads and programs to show Iowa voters

more. ..
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Culvet's radical record as Senator.

CARS has aired radio ads to inform Iowans of Mr. Culver's
Washington record and his liberal ties.

CARS has a much longer record of accomplishment, but the proof of
its effective work is Culver's drastic drop in the polls since NCPAC becan
its efforts like CARS. They show Grassley is well-positioned to oust
Culver in November.

I've enclosed a sheet with two of the ads CARS is running in Iowa
already so you can see examples of their vital work.

One is a stark contrast between the votes of Congressman Grassley
and Senator Culver. The other is an expose of the New York money machine
operating for John Culver's campaign.

CARS can and wants to do much more. CARS wants to help rid America
of Culver's brand of ultra-liberalism, and replace him with another
responsible Senator like conservative Roger Jepsen.

But to do so, CARS needs your help.
Culver has real friends with powerful clout like the Kennedys, such

New York liberals as the Rockefellers and even the influential Iowa
newspaper, The Des Moines Register. And, don't forget the union bosscs,

Therefore you can easily understand why your contribution of $250,
$100, $50 or $25 is so vitally necessary for our work. If your own limit
is $20, 515 or even less, please know that your support is urgently needed.

I hope you'll complete the enclosed yellow DEFEAT CULVER caré, and
return it along with your check to CARS in the special envelope I've
enclosed as well.

Please help CARS today so we can continue cur vital work for the
end of the liberal stranglehold on our U.S. Senate, and begin the re-build-
ing of our nation's defenses and free enterprise system.

Together we can end the long period of neglect of the real values
of our people, and stop the power of the Kennedy-McGovern wing of the

Democratic Party.
1 ce:é?* VYOours,
i

Jsﬁn'T. bolan,
Chairman, NCPAC

Thank you for vour help.

P.S. liet's end the Democrat liberals' drive to keep Americans under
the foot of government, and help make our nation great again.
Flecase help defeat Culver today. The future of our freedom 1s

at stake.



Why Have the Kennedys Raised
$45,840 to Re-Elect John Culver
to the U.S. Senate?

The Kennedy clan has been very active in bvelpog jolm Culeer s
te-election campaign by raising him the Astounding swem of 4% RAD
& Mirs. Lihel Kennedy theew a lund - raiser fos john Culers whigh

netied him 307, T65.

= Mi. & Mis. Stephen Smith (she is Ted Kennedy s sisied and hie

is campaign manages for the K ennedy presidential campaigng
held & money raising event lor john Culver which rahed
in $21.000
Mrs. Par Kennedy Lawlord condud ted another bash o
Mir. Culver which added yet another $7.075 1o 1he lowa
Senatos's campaign collers

WHY!

Could it be lor Mr. Culver's old friendship (dating back o their
days at Harvard) with Teddy Kennedy?

Could it be because Mr, Culver was one ol the Kennedy intimates
hurrkedly calied to their Hyannis compound fo help concoct Teddy
Tallacy-ridden siory of the fateful evenis on ihe night Mary |o
Koepechne was killed!

Could it be because john Culver's ultra:liberal Senate votlng record
i% aimost a carbon copy of that of his Massachusetts pal?

Or could it be because Culver once worked lor Teddy Kennedy
a% a legislative aide in Washingron?

Regarciess of why john Culver has een so lavishly rewarded by
the Kennedys, iowa cilizens need 10 know that this eastern hiberal
establishment family has alteady raised 345 840 for a Senator liom
a state more than | 000 miles away.

$45 8B40 is a subsiantial sum of money! The Kennedys had 1o
have good reasons 10 raise such an amount for a Senator who s
supposed (@ represent lowa, but what they are

ONLY JOHN CULVIR KNOWS TOR SURLY

The Commirtee for Another Responsible Senator « an lowa
citizens’ group which brings you this message becavee we feel lowa
wvoters need 10 know why 0 much money has been poured into
Mr, Culver's campalgn warchest by the Kennedy lamily

CARS weicomes your help in our dive 1o Inform other citizens in
our state about john Culver's far-lelt voling record, and about such
vital facts as this 345,840 mystery.

if you'd like to become part of CARS, please 1ake 4 moment 1o
complete the coupon Delow, and send it 1o us Today
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Why Have New Yorkers
Donated $84,613 to john
Culver's Re-Election Campaign?

b in b ann retunn b M Culver's V015 andd 1978 support

toar thie massive taajuiyed Dailout of Noew York City, the bankrupt

Paaastnemn of the Lastern Lilesral T staliistument?
Coaomialeh ot Dot ans petuaim bt Ab ©silvass s @ g al wole 1D Sive Sway Oul
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Lign ik aiaag iRnAMIvATE Phoidiid W waetistloee & Mom foeteller tammly
pnecrialiers L buppast an 2 5000 1o A Cualwer's Camipaiign as well. )

L g ool i b (0t Moew Yinkoers heviw that ihbey need john
oduet il LS Senante o ke e salisihes Irom lowa
Laagnayers Howing !

Hestarrailesss ol why Jobins Colver b been lavishly rewarded by
thisww Youhoers, Towa €anigens ineedd 1o koow that Mr. Culver has
Alteady taken $HE_ G0 3 brom peopile whio bive more than 1,000
tonalees gy Tream loiwa

SHA Gl 3 an awlod st of moiey! BNew Yookers had 1o hawve
paanes 0 T8 Ve S b s b Seniaron witiar i supposed 1o
prpuierwen il b, Liaad wliand Ty Ale

ONLY JOHN CULVIER KNOWS FOR SURE

Ve Commtiee for Another Responsible Senator (C ARS) is an
Torwwet 4 i0eZeihy roup whing b Do s you [his message because
thiey Db lowat volden s eed 10 know wiy such MONeYy has
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"Natigal Conservagve

_ Political Action Committee

wilson bivd. suite 513 arlington, va. 22209 (703) 522-2800
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Culver 30 sec. spot (radio)

ANNOUNCER:

Organ music playing After five years we thought you would

""School Days" like a report card on the performance
of Senator John Culver. The Americans
for Constitutional Actrion found John
Culver to be one of the biggest
recipients of big labor's special
interest money - over $110,000. he
National Taxpayers Union grades Senators
on their stands against high taxes.
Culver's score - a failing 32%.
Conservative Union rated John Culver at
3% ranking him as one of the most radical
members of the U.S. Senate.

Three failing grades out of three--

a miserable rating for any Senator,
especially one who is supposed to be
representing Jowans. If you'd like

to know more about how Senator Culver
isn't representing you, write to the
Anybody but Culver, 342 S.E. Broad St.
Des Moines, Iowa 50315, that's Anybody
but Culver, 342 SE Broad St., Des Moines
Iowa 50315

Paid for by the ABC Project of the
National Conservative Political Action
Committee and not by any candidate.




Natio%al Conse rva&ve

Political Action Commitiee
~ 41500 wilson bivd. suite 513 arlington, va. 22209 (703) 522-2800

McGovern 30 seec. Radio AD

GLOBETROTTER IS A GREAT NAME FOR A
BASKETBALL TEAM.

BUT IT'S A TERRIBLE NAME FOR A SENATOR.

ONLY ONE SENATOR DID MORE GLOBETROTTING
LAST YEAR THAN GEORGE MCGOVERMN.

WHILE THE ENERGY CRISIS WAS BREWING,
GEORGE MCGOVERN WAS TOURING CUBA WITH
FIDEL CASTRO. HE ALSO TOOK A ONE MONTH
JUNKET TO AFRICA. ALL AT TAXPAYER'S
EXPENSE.

NO WONDER HE'S LOST TOUCH WITH SOUTH
DAKOTA.

WITH S0 MA
SENATOR AND NOT A GLOBETROTTER.

PAID FOR BY PEOPLE FOR AN ALTERMATIVE TO
MCGOVERN OF THE NATIONAL CONSERVATIVE
POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE AND NOT BY ANY
CANDIDATES.
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. . Political Action Cominitiee
1500 wilson bivd. suite 513 arlington, va. 22209 (703) 522-2800

i

CRANSTON 60 sec. Radio spot "Rating Game"

Announcer: It's time to play "The
Rating Game." Now Mrs. Verna Smith of
Sacremento, the Hational Taxpayer's
Union rates Senator's on how well they
protect your tax money. What was
Alan Cranston's rating?

Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent!?

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose. He
received a failing 8%. The American
Farm Bureau rates Senator's on fnrming
interests. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

Mrs., Smith: One hundred per-cent!?

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose again!
the farmers rated the Senator a
miserable 217%. Finally, The American
Security Council rates Senators on
their support of a strong national
defense. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent?

Announcer: Gee, I'm sorry, you lose again
genato; Cranston received a frightening
low 20%.
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Mrs. Smith: That's three failing grades
out of three. I never knew Alan Cranston
voted like that.

Serious Announcer: Alot of people are
losing because they don't know abour
Cranston's record. If you would like to
know more about how he isn't representing
you, write, If Cranston wins, you lose,
P.0. Box 25969, Los Angeles, CA 90025
and remember,

Mrs. Smith: If Alan Cranston wins, we all
lose.
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Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of:

-People For An Alternative To
McGovern

-If Bayh Wins You Lose

-Anybody But Church

-Anybody But Culver

-Committee For Another Responsibl
Senator

-I1f Cranston Wins You Lose
-Target 80

MUR No.

)
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COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named
Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-
ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat
of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.
Copies of campaign literature and transcriptes of radio advertize-
ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term bpolitical committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregati::

in excess of 51000 during a calendar year... Political committees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with
-

A Copy ol wur repuet s filed with and available tor purchase from the Federal Elecion Commuties, Warhingion, 0.C
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the Commission. (2 USC Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's
knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is
a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the
attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.
They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not
filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political
committee which is’ not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of tﬁe above-named Respondents wviolated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.1l4(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
named Respondents are not separate political committees because
they are 'projects of a political committee (National Conservative
Political Action Committee "'NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names
it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term '"connected
organization” to mean "any organization which is not a political
committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,
or financially supports a political committee.'" (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a))
Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be
a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade
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association.." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a
"connected organization™ be any of the above. Complainant notes
that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated
organizations” either in the statements of the parent orgamization,
NCPAC.

9. I1f the Commission concludes that the above named
Respondents are not political committees (either because they in
fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess
of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

“connected organizations" with NCPAC because thev administered
NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,
Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting
funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that
includes return envelopes to "projecis" that were used when in fact

the funds were deposited by KCPAC.
10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission
initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC
Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Parc III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRIRCIPLES

By

.Robert 2laemire
President
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Addendum to Complaint in the matter of People for an hltlrn;:iv-

:a'Hnﬂovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent
problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,
subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations
prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal
campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if
not the letter, by the use of "projects'", when the only indication
of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is
NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is
an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.
Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That
money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race
when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used
in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was

to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to
hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-
plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using
"projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their
own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the
mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer
at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,
sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must
be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 K St. NW

Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of:

-People For An Alternative To
MeGovern

-1f Bayh Wins You Lose

-Anybody But Church

-Anybody But Culver

~-Committee For Another Responsibl
Senator

-1f Cranston Wins You Lose
-Target 80

)
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COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named
Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-
ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat
of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.
Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio advertice-
ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,
association, or other group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregati:.-
in excess of 51000 during a calendar year..." Political committees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with
-
A Copw ol wear srepaat m liied soth sned seaalable loe purchase from the Frederal Beonen Committer, Washengion, D C
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the Commission. (2 USC Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's
knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is
a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the
attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.
They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not
filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political
committee which is not an authorized committee shall not include
the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

b. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
named Respondents are not separate political committees because
they are "projects of a political committee (National Conmservative
Political Action Committee "NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR
Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names
it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term ''connected
organization”™ to mean "any organization which is not a political
committec but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers.
or financially supports a political committee." (l1 CFR Sec. 100.6(a))
Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be
a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade
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association..”" (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a
"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes
that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated
organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,
NCPAC. |

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named
Respondents are not political committees (either because they in
fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess
of $1000 or because they are 'projects" of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

: NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,
~ Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting
- funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

o Includes return envelopes to “projects™ that were used when ia fact
= the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

= 10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-
:: tions'" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

o identifying them on its registration statement.

)

Wherefore, 1 hereby request that the Commission
initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC
Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submicted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

By: -
Robert Blaemire
Date President




Addendum to Complaint in the matter of People for an Alternative
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to McGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent
problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,
subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations
prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal
campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if

not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication

of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is

NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is

an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.

7

Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That

i

money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race

2

when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used
in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was
to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation teo

hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-
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plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using

d

"projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their
own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the
mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer
at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,
sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must
be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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