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purs8uant to tbe £ol1ovinq
Inforipation Aot, 5 JO..

_____ (1) ClaseiZi.d Intormation

(2) It~t~a2. rules ~n
Pt S~tices

(3) t em t d b ot e

(4) Trade secrets andcommercial or
financial information

(9) Well Information
(geographic or

(5) Internal Documents

Signed ______

Date w
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Election Coinussion, :do, herb certify that on tu2 y 20,

1983, the Coimuission de!OidMby a vote of 4-0 toA tei '•.

l,~1 Find no Probbl icause to-believe. - "

~~that Robert Rarston violated
2 U.s.c. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

2. Approve the proposed conciliation
agreeent as submitted with the

o General Counsel's Report signed
July 15, 1983.

. 3. Close the tile.

p 4. Send the letters as attached to
the July 15, 1983 General Counsel's

CO Report.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, larris and MoGarry voted

affirmatively in this matters Commissioners McDonald and

Reiche did not cast a vote.

Attest:z

• Date -- ar o e .- n
-Secretary of the Coumuission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 7-15-83, 3:55Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 7-18-83, 11:00



. -e.rt K. * urqis-,  * 4 .

Chicago, Illine~t . :0606:.,:.. .:

Dear.r.3u. ss

ag reement s igned ::byr" you, on behalf. ~ u c/:Y~::,¢iei:,s |*e:: t lement

of volat:aaof 2 V.8C. Sii4a-- 41 pQ don:: ": '.J t thel

the.£ ile has been coZCsed., Please nt that a check f!!ri the civil
penalty, made payable to the U.S. Treasurer, is due within 30

r days pursuant to paragraph VI of the agreement.

O The file in this matter will become a part of the puablic
0 record within 30 days. However, 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)-(3)
S prohibits any information derived in connection with ay

conciliation attempt from becoming public without the :written
O consent of the respondent and the Coinission. S8hould you wish
re, any such information to become part of the public record, please

advise us in writing.
Co.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
conciliation agreement for your fles.,

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By ent
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation agreement

cc: Steven N. Umin, Esquire
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m by| ? ou, onbe4Qyqi. 1 ~teI

, tJC. ,S4 E~ 44iU prpv++ i a$t

th ,av A tivi E~
- yaal ~ble to the U.S. Treasurers "is due within 30

days PUrm u+.+.o:paragraph vI of the agreement. mr 1 +

o he i e +I~n this matter will beomme..a part of-the-public
record wIt 4ai0 ,days. However, 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a),(4)fR)

" prohibl,it an. informtion derived rin connection with any '+
concJiiatt,+  t tempt from becomming public, wit hout the ,written

€0 consent ot+ + the respondentk and the Commission. .Should yo wish
r any such t nfOrmation to become part of the public recrd, please

advise + us kn writing.
00.

Unclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
conciliation agreement for your files.

Sincerely,

Charles 1N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

Conciliation agreement

c: See .Uin,Esur



This matter was initiated b7 the Fderal .RleO* ' 'A4NUA
(hereinafter 'the comisio'), pursuant to int* atiliiili,

ascertained in the norsal course of carrying out its !twp wisory

responsibilities. Reason to believe has been founid that

Respondents Willie 1. Buckley, Jr., Prisllla Buckley n8M

In
contributing $5,000 to the Committee to Aid Connecticut

(Connecticut Ccinittee)p that Respondent Connecticut 0 te

violated 2 u.S.C 55 441a(f) and 441b by accepting excessiive and

Scorporate contributions! and that Respondent National ,~iow

0 violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind contributions

Stotalling $19,882 to the Connecticut Committee which the.

CConnecticut Committee fully refunded to the National Review.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondents, having

participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior to and

without any finding of probable cause to believe by the

Commission, do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents,

and the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has

the effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)

(4) (A) (i)



,. : V. The pertinent facts in this matte are as fotlow1t

1. William F. Buckley, Jr., in mid-Oober 1960,

, decided to maoke independent expenditures in connecion

i!!!i ith the IWovembr, 1960 general eleotion in suppot .ot

r his brother 's (James Buckley) senatorial campaign #n :

' Congressman Stewart IMl~inney's reelection campaign. He

i;!,, . sought and obtained the advice of counsel as to the

propriety of those expenditures and the procedures

" required by law.
io 2. On October 31, 1980, at William F. Buckley, Jr.'s

~direction and on the advice of legal counsel, this

independent expenditure effort registered with the

~Commission as a political committee, entitled the

Committee to Aid Connecticut.

3. William F. Buckley, Jr. solicited contributions

from several people for this purpose including

Priscilla Buckley and Raymond Learsy.

4. On October 17, 1980, at William F. Buckley, Jr.'s

direction, Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., a media

buying firm, was given a cashier's check for $17,058 in

payment for ads on behalf of James Buckley. This



4-,ite~ion, Amsh Yisltear GInbinne~r, Inc. was given a

repaid by the Connecticut Committee upon its receipt of

contriLbutions from individual contributors.

7. On November 3, 1980, Raymond Learsy contributed

$5,000 to the Connecticut Committee.

8. On December 1, 1980, Priscilla Buckley contributed

$5,000 to the Connecticut Committee.

9. On December 1, 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr.

contributed $5,000 to the Connecticut Committee.

10. On December 3, 1980, the Committee refunded $1,318

to Priscilla Buckley.

11. On December 3, 1980, the Connecticut Committee

repaid the National Review $19,882.

0

0

'S

C

'p

0
~17



i 14. bymond Learsy ontributed $1,000 to Citiamns for

3Buokle Inc., James Buckley' s principal campaign

omumitt, for the convention on January 4, 1900, and

$l,0O0O for the general election on October 3, l*80,

* 15.. Priscilla Buckley contributed $1,000 to Citizens

! i. .for BUckley, Inc. for the convention on Decemiber 20,

1979, and $1,000 for the general election on October

r 30, 196.0.

o 16. On March 20, 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr.

r contributed $1,000 to Citizens for Buckley, Inc. for

C0
the convention.

0O 17. On September 20, 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr.

loaned Citizens for Buckley, Inc. $2,000, $1,000 for

the primary election and $1,000 for the general

election.

18. Citizens for Buckley, Inc. repaid William F.

Buckley, Jr. $2,000 on September 24, 1980.

19. Citizens for Buckley, Inc. had debts well

exceeding $3,000 from both the primary and general

elections at the time the individual Respondents



++++ 2) In that the individual RaiponM*++

contributions of $+5,000 to thae Conie tk@ +

Committee were suabje4, to 11 CJ.FR. 51!104(b),

;+ ~these cntributions were in violatio at 2m " #.5.C.++

+ ,++++ +S 441a1 ) (1) (A) b + tee following ezceaaiV M+ U+bt -s

+++11 Raymond Learsy ($4,000), Priscilla Rushlay ($14,00).

. q. William F'. Buckley1, Jr. ($3,000). !: !+

.. 3) The Connecticut Committee accepted ezcessive

"contributions totalling $11,000 from Raymon Ziarsy,

o Priscilla Buckley and William F. Buckley, lr. +in

q" violation of 2 U.S.C. s 441a(f) and contributions from

€) the National Review, an incorporated entity, totalling

aO $19,882 in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

VI. In order to conclude this matter without formaal

proceedings, a civil penalty in the amount of $2,500 will be

paid, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).



herein or on its ownmotion, may ,reviev compUen. wilth this8

agreemnt. If the Commiss ion believes that this agreement or any

requirement tbereoc*.,baa been violated, it may institute a civil

action for relief jpa the United States Di~triot cort for the

District of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall beom effective asof the date

that all parties hereto, have executed same and the Commission has.

approved the entire agreement.

K. Respondents shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements in this agreement and to so notify the

Commission.

FOR THE COMMISSION:
Charles N. Steele
General Couns 1

Associate General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

Robert K. Burgess
Attorney for Respondents

Date

0

,q.

C



W. 

t:L~milCgIeinltt.* tsn Aio"C .lflbrteCs.

file in this matti:s now closed. If you have
any questions, pleasle call ?4arybeth Tarrant at
523-4057.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel_

Associate General Counsel

EnclosuresLetter
Conciliation Agreement

0

i "' ! 'i.
'

. : .. " ":: " :i .' !
:

i" ., .:"

:. ": .1 ' : . / .  .  
':: i ; :. ! i i"\

• • ..... .. i. ,i' i
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Re ., : N -Z, : !RZ,4*,4 ii ,"•

&*M owetct

fib,J in this. matter t'k now closed. If you" have
anyq~ tions, pleecall Marybeth Tarrangt at

Sincerely,
Charles N. S Ioel

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
Letter
Conciliation Agreement

qq.

' / , " .;



ivlo- te tbed

actua1 or le4 d :* o appea onease
.. do so vithir 't t . * ' .

7" If you have any qu.ations., contact IKarybe~b Tarrantt at
0 (202) 523-4529.

aO General Counsel



.~.,A
~ ~

~.'~'

MUR 14~~
Robg~t N~stwa

- ~

(202) 523,4*i . Marybeth ThEreat tt

Sincerely,

Charles Ni. SteeleGener~al Counsel
t=0



I,. Martori£e V. ions, 5ert8 t~ll!e:ol the P "

following actionsonn tola 1414

_. 2 U.S.o s 441a (a) (l)(A) .

*2. Approve the proposed conciliation
ageeuent as submitted with the.oGeneral Counsel' s Report signed

~July 15, 1983.

o3. Close the file.

P 4o Send the letters as attached to
~~the July 15, 1983 General Counse's

Report.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott,+ Harris and Mo ary voted

affirmatively in this matterv Commissioners McDonald and

Reiche did not cast a vote.

') / "Y , <_ Attest:8
I/ -,.,: 4

•Date- .f Marorle W. ons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 7-15-83, 3:55
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 7-18-83, 11:00
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On arc 16•18, teCimsin~~dr~o obLv

arid Robert+ Marst n had violated 2 U.S.C. i 441a(*) (1) (A) b+~iRti.

excessive contributions to the+ Committee to Aid Connecticut+; i

('Commt tree" ). Zn additon the+  Cosiai+ n ,f+ound ireason,+' : t o,

.. believe that t.he N ational Review had violalted 2 'U.S.C. S 441 b byr

r making in-kind contributions to the Committee and that the

o Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and 441b by accepting

excessive and corporate contributions.

*On November 22, 1982, the General Counsel's Briefs were sent

to "the respondents. Except for Robert 1Marston, the briefs stated

that the Offie of General Counsel was prepared to recoinaend that

the Commission find probable cause to believe that violations had

occurred. In the case of M4r. M4arston, this office wasjprepared

to recommend a finding of no "probable cause to believe.Se

General Counsel's Brief of November 22, 1982.

While no response was received from Robert Marston's

counsel, counsel+ for the other respondents requested pre-probable



P ~ ~ * 4lttee whc ha sprted, p1~~1

* ~lti ~t poital ~~t~)4t

ofic hih in th* |ge UP~tng, xce $1,00e Panatt

'a (hI) AThbe RaytO .Onmatbte to anotndthe o
ho her tr|isd ommitte i a 8ingep

o to a parg t a subtonandalo orto wil bte
tonatpihteito @ormteed. which ha sport,

*~ tatcniate fur tng te sme ci;anddt
(1) The pontiuto omes no etheonro

the Com)ite &cant: intor des notongie with to he tth

money .ontribhepdfa tohededn bosts o ef, o h
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to support James .Buckley's cmpamign. Without evidence that he -.

knew t~his, by appliation of lsection 11O0 1(b), his oontributOt

• . to the Colmmtt vs not limi~te t o fl.000. Ther+efore,, the "f.

P General Counsel reimmends that the Commission find no prohble ;

t •cause to biie that Mr. Marston violated 2 U. .C. . .

.S 441a(a) (l) (A).

a.

C:

0



I:.':, , : . " ' '/ ., , i :L ' "i.. .. .i . :r , /',.. ::: , '' i:

-- violated 21 U. ,C S 44a(a) (3) ().

3. Close t."i he til.

4. Sen4 the attached lettirs, .... f.

Date
General CountR1

Attachments

L-21)

; • :::..i :.: , ::: : :i I , I .L:

i i' '! i 'i :' !'' /': '.' : :. L:..'- :' :::' " ' ' '!' ' ': !:' ' "S.. i,1 . .: : :r"'::: " .".'/:. . ... .'i' : i::ir:.': i' 1,: i



! M ! Lr i i ........ L ..... ..... . . . . . . . ...... .r.. . ..

C m.ssic aeuti Besi on ) ~uz 1.. 198,. do.hereby i

0 2. I~cided by avote of5- to actas folw:.

a) Enter into pre-pivbable cause concili~ation with
OWi.lia F. Buckleyv, ,3:., Priscilla Buckley,Jayrt

Loexay, NaLc~ lvisf, and Cmnittcee to Aid

b) Apv the concLlitioan agrutit attdu o the.
General Counsel' s reprot dated January 24, 1983,
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" S L.UT:

The Coam~sa~~

Charles RI. 5~ee~.e
General Counsel.

By: Kenneth A. G*oes
Associate 0~eral Couna.zv~~U\
blUR 1414 - CQ1actUatio~

- , Co.¢mjston found reason to believe that the V had
vielated 2 u.S.c. S 441b and that the Coumitte @'
C " iaiut had violated 2 U.S.C. SI 441a(e) gui 4| O
Deembe 22, 1982, counsel for these respondetts ri t*te4 'to0 enter into negotiations directed towards reachi. a! coi ation

. agreement prior .to a finding of probable caus ,tQ I ive. This
off ie feels there is no further need for investLia it/on this0 eattier as sufficient 'facts have been establibd4 t.... i t he
records already on file. The General Counsel recme *m the

SCommission grant counsel's request.,

Nj

J



Reviev and Commttee. to Aid Connect ic.e.

3. Approve the attached letter.

Att
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~~Ms. Rarybeth Tarrant /
Federal Election Conissio r&:
~Washington, D.C. 204613 .. : i

Re P 141

Dear Ms. Tarrant:

SFollowing up th utraq ttR e4 by you~r@if
and Messrs. Steele, ThmS and tn in iconnectionwith

-- the above matter, I am enclosingi two separate letters
dealing, respectively, with Mr. itn's designation as
co-counsel for the respondents Sn tis matter and with

o our request for conciliatilon d~0ttsions.
It is my understanding th:!at, in light of the

rholiday season, it is unlike y. gat the Coss~ianwill
o3 rule on the request for conciliation 4iacs~ioi until

January, after the date on whi~h our brief in response
~to the General Counsel's briefs is otherwise due.
O However, we understand that, unless we are advised to

the contrary, the Commission will not proceed to a decision
on probable cause pending a ruling on our request and
that, if our request is denied, we will be qiven an
opportunity to submit a brief. If our understanding is
incorrect, please advise me promptly.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

Robert K. Burgess
of LATHAM & WATKINS, HEDLUND,

HUNTER & LYNCH
RKB: cm

cc: Steven H. Umin, Esq.



+++ Fedezlal E1ecti on Cr m& s to i ;n
• ~Wash:ialgtOn, D.C. 20442++++ ..

Wiliam &Conoly, asingon D.C +uJ:, • he. +te

.. serve as co-counsel with me on behalf of the +teSpondent
in the above matter.

tC Very truly yours,

Rtobert K. Burgess
e of LATHAM & WATKINS, HEDLUND,
+_ HUNTER & LYNCH

RKB: cm



Federal Ulection Coubi**on .Washington, D.C. 2048* .. . ...

• .Re: .R 1414

Gentlemen:

5r weherey reuest hmt;i~e !!On,.., K ..,'
cusson l'' bealfo Vth'rreon4~lt $ i* ohf", ~ttr

cusinswih vewto fucithe o phr ottr
without the necessity of fute -rbbecause' o

.. other proceedings. We are aaal oegg nsc
conciliation discussions as ear-ly asf -, postible iat yor

o convenience and that Of the Commissigon's staff.

0 Very truly yours,

Robert K. Burgess
of LATHAN & WATRINKS, HEDLUND,

HUNTER & LYNCH

EKE : cm



F ~ ~

LATHAM & WATKINS, HIEDLUND. HUNTER & LYNCH
AT"TORNEYSI AT LAW

ISEARS TOWER SUITE
r 

6.0

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606

I* KE .,'

Ms. Marybeth TarrantFederal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463



i~ Ch, 0 ,Li,:i-e $.-06

aii A:

the co nsel n thi matter. ti

J r will b.w. to bea tthe a"-p~aetm

C f youhave any questions, please contact Ilarybeth Tarrant

p at (202)52429

oO Si~ncerely,

" Charles N. Steele
General Counsel /

By: KenehA Grs
A.ssociate General Counsel



Washington, D.C. 204 +...

Genral C ii-.el ..++

S.m

. .. .. .

"-

Gentlemen: -++++'-
On behalf of tk+, resp demts in .the above-referenced

matter, we hereby requtaOn +,ie~toeion of time to file a
brief stating our position o0h +k+e ies iue and replying to
the briefs of the General Co~*nsel to Decembr 29, 1982.

Mr. Steele' s letter, 8zn4 the accompanying briefs,
were received by my office on WOVembr 24, 1982. Accordingly,
the requested extension is for a +total of 20 days beyond
the current due date of our brief of December 9, 1982.

Thank you very much for your consideration of
this matter.

Very truly yours,

Robert K. Burgess
of LATHAM & WATKINS, HEDLUND,

HUNTER & LYNCH

RKB: cm

0

+i + '+++,++

+/+/+ -



LATHAM & WATKINS. HEDLUND, HUNTER & LYNCH
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

l~l~ff SEARS.TOWER SIUlIrE SSOO

CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 606065

* **~**. &*.

'CS-' IN'.(~ *~t13

~c

4..,....- .G-z . ,

z -. C.- -

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
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tht.4Um1 ua)*, .oiltd2 ... St4a,(1()b

cotittn 500t h ote oAdConnecticut(h

Carna tte Tin ~oRding wa. Bukey onf hormtion s whniinh

knoawng wtha a stofqtanl) oon s n t hi tiio n rch 1d b9

usedO t herlp def 9ay thes offtio recevertisiesonsbeh ofr  Jm es

Buckley18 trpu ica caunddatoert the u.ss. Senatifram

interrogatories were then issued. On August 23, 1982, this

office received answers to the final set of questions posed to

William F. Buckley, Jr. Based on the responses of Mr. Burgess

and Mr. Buckley, we have adduced the following set of facts.

In mid-October 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr. decided to make

independent expenditures in support of his brother James'



B ucipley registered this expenditure effort with the Coehmissi~b On

october ...31, 1980, as the Committee to Aid ConneCticut. Rowever,

*as Mr. Buckley was going to be out of town during late October

and Novmber, 1980, he asked Mrs. Alexandra Holmyard to take care

of the administrative aspects of the Committee.

o Mr. Buckley arranged to have advertisements on behalf of his

brother (a reprint of a George Will column supporting James

. Buckley) and Congressman McKinney taken out in numerous

-- Connecticut newspapers on November 3, 1980. The ads mentioned

' the sponsorship of the Committee. The arrangements were made

0 through Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising agency.

As the agency required payment up front, William Buckley had the

National Review, of which he is sole owner, advance the money

oO through the issuance of two cashier's checks written on October

17 and October 28, 1980, respectively. The ads on behalf of

James Buckley cost $17,058 and the ads on behalf of Mr. McKinney

1/ James Buckley lost in the 1980 general election receiving
43% of the vote. He was involved in three elections--convention,
primary and general. On March 20, 1980, William Buckley
contributed $1,000 to his brother's principal campaign committee,
Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee), for the
convention. On September 20, 1980, he loaned the Buckley
Committee $2,000 - $1,000 for the primary and $1,000 for the
general. The Buckley Committee repaid William Buckley $2,000 on
September 24, 1980.



regrdngthsead~ n hs fti~vi dte April.1 14, 102 Mt.:

IDSubsequent to the purchaseof the ads, on Depemer 1, 19,0,

W" WilliamF. Buckley, J :'r. contributed $5,000 to the Comittee.- IZt :

-- was this contribution, along with .3 other $5,000 contributions

from other individuals, that allowed the Comittee to repay
0

National Review $19,882 on December 3, 1982. 2/

II. Legal Analysi8

~Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , a person is prohibited

€O from making contributions to any candidate and his authorized

political committees with respect to any election for Federal

office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. Pursuant to

2_/ It should be noted that the Committee did receive two $100
contributions and one $1,000 contribution in addition to those
mentioned.



(h) ::i" : i Ah same@I eMelo Eibs lon a 1 ; .

! ., . ohe auhoiza committee ohfr a inW e
orcanicates supo rting, he.... i4t

i !ii (1) The politrical comes notew the
cndildte'sha prnal csampigpin mi b

i c~otriauthoed oommteee o ba nle~-f,
tht ~candidate ommittee; m lciothd

(3) The contributor does not retain control
-- over the fundS.o

~One of Mr. Burgess' arguments in response tO t:he 'reason to

WX believe finding .was that while he may have advised Mr...Buckley

that .he (Buckley) should report to the Commission as a "political

committee", this advice was conservative in nature and he

o (Burgess) does not believe a "committee" within the meaning of the

" Act was ever created. He further stated that he believed Mr.

oD Buckley could have reported his activities as independent

expenditures by persons other than poli tical committees under

section 434(c) of the Act. Mr. Burgess stressed the informality

of this undertaking and the fact that William Buckley was, in
essece,"the committee." He characterized the enterprise as a

pooling of individual resources to support the candidates in

question. Additionally, Mr. Burgess attempted to depict the

committee aspect of this endeavor as merely the chosen reporting

option.



$1,000 .durn a cal.da yea o....... whc ...... e.pndtre
aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a."calendar year. I:n £0

1980-126 (!ndependent Voters for a Republican Victory), the

Commissi~on held that one individual's actions could bring about

"political committee" status where-that person solicited

contributions from others, deposited those contributions in an

account maintained in the name of a distinct political

r organization, and exercised control over the disposition of those

, funds. While the solicitations were on a much larger scale in

-- that situation, the analysis used there would seem to apply here

as well.

As stated in hO 1980-126, the failure of others to join

in the organizational decision making, which is a frequent

9 characteristic of political committees, did not remove the

00 activities involved from "political committee" status. All

persons who were solicited for funds and responded with

contributions were associated with an entity. This was so even

though they divested themselves of control over the funds they

contributed.

A joint purchase by several individuals (each retaining

control over the use of their funds by paying their respective

shares of the purchase price directly to the vendor from



iniiduals gave a check to!the: Committee, not;tlhe ivendor ..

! > involved, M~oreover, it Was William Buckley vh planned this

~hole effort and it was only after the ads had .been paid for by

i National Review that the individual contributors gave to the

~Committee. Thus, they had no role in deciding how their money was

i~il used as it effectively had already been spent.

il In footnote 2 of Mr. BurgesS' reason to be lieve response,

this point essentially is conceded, for it is stated that ".there

" is no iosue regarding compliance with the ... third condition of

• -- S 110.1(h) ... " (that the contributor not 'retain control' over

" the funds). Therefore, in the General Counsel's view, the

O Committee did qualify as a. political committee under the Act

i! € which places it within the scope of 11 C.F.R. $ 110.1(h).

,i t Mr. Burgess has made several arguments against applying

0 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) to this situation. His main argument is

that the regulation should not be read to apply to contributions

to a committee which is making expenditures independent of a

candidate, i.e. that the use of the phrase "expended on behalf

of" in 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) (2) does not apply to expenditures

made by a committee without any coordination with the candidate

supported. Thus, while counsel would permit S 110.1(h) to limit



Comudttee ifit eu ditvU ~ ~t4o~ i ndently., Kt

~~the $5,000 limit of 2U.UC. * ii! 4.41a}())(C) onicontr ibutions to

a political committee which $s not aca-ndidate's -committee or a

national party committee. :

The Commissions 8adoption of S: 110.1l(h) -was premised upon

-" certain legislativ is~ltory. of thei9 l~6, . .Amendmentsl to the Act.

cn Congress clearly was aware, of the distinction between independent

: 'S expenditures and non-indepndent expnditures, :yet it declined to

-- place a limiting construction on its use of the phrase

'S" "expenditures solely on behalf of" when it stated:

0 The conferees also agree that the same
" limitations on contributions that apply to a

candidate shall apply to a commnittee making expenditures
C* solely on behalf Of such candidate.

' H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Sees. at 58 (1976).

The obvious implication is that contributions to a committee

making either independent or non-independent expenditures were

subject to this rule. Entirely separate reference was made in

the same Conference Report to provisions covering contributions

to a committee authorized by the candidate (present 2 U.S.C.

S441a(a) (l)(A), (2) (A)). I.d. at 53, 58 (adopting the Senate

bill under which "contributions made to a candidate's authorized



*the reference to a committee tking 'ex5,ditures solely on / .'"

behalf of" the candidate portends some thing other than a

committee making coordinated exPenditures.

With this legislative history as background, the Commission

is well-justifiedr in applying the $1,000 lmit to contributions

by individuals whO contributed to Commttee to Aid Connectliu

t with the knowledge that a substantial portiton would be expended

r on behalf of the Buckley general election campaign. The

-. Commission followed this analysis in Re: Advisory Opinion Request

~1976-20 involving contributions to Delaware Volunteers for

0 Reagan, a committee which was expending money independently on

behalf of then Governor Reagan's primary campaign. There it was

concluded:z

0 In summary, it would be permissible under the
Act for a person to do either of the following
things, but only one: (1) contribute $1,000 per
election directly to a Federal candidate or the
candidate's authorized committees, (2) contribute
$1,000 per election to an unauthorized single
candidate committee that makes independent
expenditures on behalf of the candidate.

The facts of that advisory opinion are not materially

distinguishable from the present circumstances.

Mr. Burgess also argues that it is unfair and unreasonable

for the Commission to attempt to apply what he characterizes as

an ambiguous and vague regulation. It is our feeling that the



s4tuation vas based o*.a mis:*eading of th lw.iw It is .our i.. .!,, i

in Buckley's contribution history to the Citisens for Buckley, Inc.

" is as f.ollows: ; :

-- 3/20/80 *1,000 (convention)

9/20/80 #2,000 (loan for primary and general)

0
.9/24/80 received loan payment $2,000

o It was also pointed out in that report that Citizens for Buckley,

r Inc. had substantial debts from each election.

eO As Kr. Buckley's $2,000 loan was repaid on 9/24/80, he could

have contributed another $2,000 to the Citizens for Buckley,

Inc., $1,000 for the primary debt and $1,000 for the general.

See 11 C.F.R. SS 100.7(a) (1) (i) (B), 1l0.l(a) (2) (i). Due to that

fact, the Commission found reason to believe that William

Buckley's $5,000 contribution to the Committee was only excessive



4.--. -oonbtriM th C;t

,i:act.iviti*. te r*.tnrited"l O0 to-the generln efeot.i:i 9147 :nde,

-. i.]..- ) ..ontribute $2,000 to the Citizens fot RuRkJey, In.

-(,00to he primary debt and $L*@th Comt* ee

In sum, it is the opinion of the General Counsel that the

ili!:i Committee was a political committee and that 11 C.F.J. S 110.1(h)

p does apply to independent expenditure committees. It ii clear

0 from the facts that William Buckley knew that a substantial

poition of his $5,000 contribution to the Committee would be

expended on behalf of James Buckley. Therefore, the General

Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that William Buckley violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by

contributing $5,000 to the Committee.
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interrogatories were issued in this matter. On August 23. 1982,

this office received answers to the final set of questions posed

to William F. Buckley, Jr. Based on the responses of Mr.

Burgess, William Buckley and Raymnond Learsy, we have adduced the

following set of facts.

In mid-October 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr. decided to make

independent expenditures in support of his brother James'



October 31, 1980, as the Committee to Aid Connecticut. However,

as Mr. Buckley was goring to be Out of town during late October

and November, 1960, he asked Mirs. Alexandra Holmyard to take care

of the administrative aspects Of the Committee.

0 Mr. Buckley arranged .to ,have advertisements on behalf of his

C brother (a reprint of a George Will column supporting James

Buckley) and Congressman McKinney taken out in numerous

__ Connecticut newspapers on November 3, 1980. The ads mentioned

r the sponsorship of the Committee. The arrangements were made

o through Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising agency.

~As the agency required payment up front, William Buckley had the

C National Review, of which he is sole owner, advance the money

cO through the issuance of two cashier's checks written on October

17 and October 28, 1980, respectively. The ads on behalf of

James Buckley cost $17,058 and the ads on behalf of Mr. ?4cKinney

1_/ James Buckley lost in the 1980 general election receiving
43% of the vote. He was involved in three elections -convention,
primary and general. On January 4, 1980, Raymond Learsy
contributed $1,000 to Jim Buckley's principal campaign committee,
Citizens for Buckle y, Inc. (Buckley Committee) for the
convention. On October 3, 1980, he contributed $1,000 to the
Buckley Committee for the general election.



-eadn b~ 4.Z a afiai .t~ .pi 14-, 1-* ,,~

newspapers to repr int a George Will column about: Ji Buckley, in

'o support of his campaign for the U.S. Senate. When asked if he

• " mentioned supporting Stewart NcKinney to Mr. Learsy, Wil.iam

O;( Buckley stated that he could not remember.

~Subsequent to the purchase of the ads, on November 3,

~1980, 2_/ Raymond Learsy contributed $5,000 to the Committee. It

was this contribution, along with 3 other $5,000 contributions

from other individuals, that allowed the Committee to repay

National Review $19,882 on December 3, 1982. ./

2_/ It should be noted that this is the reported receipt date by
the Committee. Mr. Learsy sent in a copy of his check which was
dated October 22, 1980.

3/ It should be noted that the Committee did receive two $100
contributions and one $1,000 contribution in addition to those
mentioned.



poitical committees with respect to any election m 'el

o +ice which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. PiwUast tO+:

U ++++1 CF.R. S 110.1(h):

(h) A person may contribute to a candidate or
his or her authorized committee with respett
to a particular election and also contri~bute.i-:i '
to a political committee which has supporkt4,
or anticipates supporting, the same candidate

iN: in the same election, as lOng as -- m

oD (1) The political committee is not the ......
candidate's principal campaign committee or

a other authorized committee or a single
candidate committees

" (2) The contributor does not give with the
.. knowledge that a substantial portion will be

contributed to, or expended on behalf of,
wthat candidate for the same electionj and

(3) The contributor does not retain control
o over the funds.

" One of Mr. Burgess' arguments in response to the reason to

0 believe finding was that while he may have advised Mr. Buckley

that he (Buckley) should report to the Commission as a "political

committee", this advice was conservative in nature and he

(Burgess) does not believe a "committee" within the meaning of

the Act was ever created. He further stated that he believed Mr.

Buckley could have reported his activities as independent

expenditures by persons other than political committees under

section 434(c) of the Act. Mr. Burgess stressed the informality

of this undertaking and the fact that William Buckley was, in

* essnce,"the committee." He characterized the enterprise as a



. committee' means any committee, .club, association, QZr other group:

. : of persons. which receives contributions aggregating, in excess of

i:: .. $1,000 during a calendar year or which makes expendi~tures

4 . aggregating in excess of $1,0001L during a calendar year. In AO

iiii i v 1980-126 (:Independent Voters fb~r.a Rtepublican.-Victory),. the
0i, O Commission held that one individual's actions :ould bring about

'L O 'political committee' status where that person .solici~ted

... contributions from others, deposited those contribut ions in an

~account maintained in the name of a distinct political

o organization, and exercised control over the disposition of those

i " funds. While the solicitations were on a much larger scale in
0i that situation, the analysis used there would seem to apply here

~as well.
! . As stated in AO 1980-126, the failure of others to join in

the organizational decision making, which is a frequent

characteristic of political committees, did not remove the

activities involved from "political committee' status. All

persons who were solicited for funds and responded with

contributions were associated with an entity. This was so even

though they divested themselves of control over the funds they

contributed.
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individul gav ail Check to the omttee, no t venor h

'.i~iinvolved. Moreover, it was William Buckley who planned this

' whole effort and it was only after the ads had been paid for by

i }  " National Review that the individual contributors gave to the
C~ Committee. Thus, they had no role in deciding how their money

was used as it effectively had already been spent.

: ._ In footnote 2 of Mr. Burgess' reason to believe response,

wv this point essentially is conceded, for it is stated that "there

•O is no issue regarding compliance with the ... third condition of

" S 110.1(h) ... (that the contributor not 'retain control' over

0the funds). Therefore, in the General Counsel's view, the

• Committee did qualify as a political committee under the Act

which places it within the scope of 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h).

Mr. Burgess has made several arguments against applying

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) to this situation. His main argument is

that the regulation should not be read to apply to contributions

to a committee which is making expenditures independent of a

candidate, i.e. that the use of the phrase "expended on behalf

of" in 11 C.F.R.. S 110.1(h) (2) does not apply to expenditures

made by a committee without any coordination with the candidate

supported. Thus, while counsel would permit S 110.1('h) to limit



the ..latter .situation, *! *eiat#,* i~ti:. sf%4cient:- to aply¥

the $5,000 limit of 2 US.C. S '4:42 a) (1):!! -(C) !n contributions to

.a political committee .which :is -nOt a candidate's committee or a

national party committee.-

T he Commission'.s ad.option of S ZlO•4(hi): was premised uapon

certain legislative history of tbe 1974 -Am.ndments to the .ot.

Congress clearly was aware of the:: dititnction betveen independent

expenditures and nan-independent :expenitute8., yet it decined to

place a limiting construction on its Urs of the phrase

"expenditures solely on behalf of" when it stated:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall apply to a committee making expenditures
solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Seas. at 58 (1976).

The obvious implication is that contributions to a committee

making either independent or non-independent expenditures were

subject to this rule. Entirely separate reference was made in

the same Conference Report to provisions covering contributions

to a committee authorized by the candidate (present 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (l) (), (2) (A)). Id. at 53, 58 (adopting the Senate

bill under which "contributions made to a candidate's authorized



::i would be making e~lldituree 4 -! n o rdinatin. vith. the c•anEt,

! behalf of" the candidate poi- 4s omthing other than a committee

; making coordinated expenditures.

i- With this legislative hisltory as background, the Commission

• ' is well-justified in applying• the $1,000 limit to contributions

by individua'ls who contributed. to Committee to Aid Conflectiput

with .the knowledge that a substantial portion would be expended on

i,.! . behalf of the Buckley general election campeign. The Commission

-- followed this analysis in Re: Advisory Opinion Request 1976-20

W involving contributions to Delaware Volunteers for Reagan, a

0 committee which was expending money independently on behalf of

then Governor Reagan's primary campaign. There it was concluded:

r In summary, it would be permissible under the
Act for a person to do either of the following

cO things, but only one: (1) contribute $1,000 per
election directly to a Federal candidate or the
candidate's authorized committees, (2) contribute
$1,000 per election to an unauthorized single
candidate committee that makes independent
expenditures on behalf of the candidate.

The facts of that advisory opinion are not materially

distinguishable from the present circumstances.

Mr. Burgess also argues that it is unfair and unreasonable

for the Commission to attempt to apply what he characterizes as

an ambiguous and vague regulation. It is our feeling that the
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general -elect.. .. .. "on. +

Zntr,+ it + i .. th p+~ oE th Gtue+ +.+,al Cone that + t

from h f+t. that*qmw Zer!¥y kne that a s .ubstantial

expended on behalf Of James Buckley. Therefore, the General

Counsel recomnds that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that Raymond Learsy violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by

contributing $5,000 to the Committee.

TIT. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find probable cause to believe that Raymond Learsy violated

2USC S 441a(a) (1) (A). i- f

Date
General Counsel



!that Prisll t2 Bickey violated i2 U.SC 4aa (1 CA) b

contributing $5,#0 to irthe ' Cmite to.. Ai Concic (h

Comittee).. This* finding as! based .on. intormaeOl vhioh.b ,

!i. €} knowing that a substantial portion of her contribution woudbe

r d used to help defray h cos ts o advertising on behalf ofiJams

• .. Buckley, 1980 Republican candidate for the U.S. Senate from

" Connecticut.

o A letter informing Ms. Buckley of the Commission's finding,

F along with a set of questions, was sent to her on March 17, 1982.

• On April 16, 1982, this office received a response from Robert K.

0 Burgess, counsel to Ms. Buckley. Subsequently, additional

interrogatories were issued in this matter. On August 23, 1982,

this office received answers to the final set of questions posed

to William F. Buckley, Jr. Based on the responses of Mr.

Burgess, William Buckley and Priscilla Buckley, we have adduced

the following set of facts.

In mid-October .980, William F. Buckley, Jr. decided to make

independent expenditures in support of his brother James'



:! Buckley registered this expenditure effort with the Commission on

october 31, 1980, as the Committee to Aid ConneCticut. However,

as Mr. Buckley was going to be out of town during late October

and November, 1980, he asked Mrs. Alexandra Holmyard to take care

of the administrative aspects of the Committee.
So Mr. Buckley arranged to have advertisements on behalf of his

brother Ca reprint of a George Will column supporting James

Buckley) and Congressman IMclinney taken out in numerous

Connecticut newspapers on November 3, 1980. The ads mentioned

. - the sponsorship of the Commnittee. The arrangements were made

o through Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising agency.

q As the agency required paymnent up front, William Buckley had the

0 National Review, of which he is sole owner, advance the money

through the issuance of two cashier's checks written on October

17 and October 28, 1980, respectively. The ads on behalf of

James Buckley cost $17,058 and the ads on behalf of Mr. Mc~inney

cost $2,824. As of October 28, 1980, the Committee had not

received any contributions and, according to Mr. Buckley, money

may not yet have been solicited, At some point, though, an

1/ James Buckley lost in the 1980 general election receiving
43% of the vote. He was involved in three elections -convention,
primary and general. On December 20, 1979, Priscilla Buckley
contributed $1,000 to her brother's principal campaign committee,
Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee) for the
convention. On October 3, 1980, she contributed $1,000 to the
Buckley Committee for the general election.



,, It -was sometime in October, 1980 when Wiilliam " Ru#Ily

~~approached his sister, Priscilla, .about contributin t thOis..• ...: !

*!: would be used to help buy space in Connecticut newspapesl to:

: r reprint a George Will column about her brother, Jim, i n 5uj~po:

i: ... " of his campaign for the U.S. Senate. When asked if he mentioned

!ii • supporting Stewart M/cKinney to his sister, William Buckley stated

that he could not remember.

ii Subsequent to the purchase of the ads, on December 1, 1980,

; I Priscilla Buckley contributed $5,000 to the Committee. It was

0i O this contribution, along with 3 other $5,000 contributions from

i other individuals, that allowed the Committee to repay National

Review $19,882 on December 3, 1982. 2/ On December 3, l982, the

Committee made a contribution refund of $1,318 to Ms. Buckley.

II. Legal Analysis

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A), a person is prohibited

from making contributions to any candidate and his authorized

2_/ It should be noted that the Committee did receive two $100
contributions and one $1,000 contribution in addition to those
mentioned.
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* (h) A .person may contribute to !.a n4
/: ~~his or her authorilzed committee. wtii t :
:to a particular election and alac~i OQi%~t

i ... to a political committee which :has: [p e*
or anticipates supporting, the same canddat

i ~~in the same election, as long as -- :, ... r

(l) The poli tical committee is not .the~i: i ,!I
candidate's principal campaign commtt!eOr: .

i-  ~other authorized committee or a ingl# :
ii: i ,i eqcandidate committee; !

(2) The contributor does not give vit b~i th
knowledge that a substantial portion vw£11 1 :4

-- contributed to, or expended on behaltot,; ::
o that candidate for the same electi|ons an4~i

(3) The contr ibutor does not retain co0ntrol
I" ~over the funds. -.... :-

-- One of Mr. Burgess' arguments in response to the reason to

.r believe finding was that while he may have advised Mr. Buckley

that he (Buckley) should report to the Commission as a "political

committee", this advice was conservative in nature and he

r (Burgess) does not believe a "committee" within the meaning of

00 the Act was ever created. He further stated that he believed Mr.

Buckley could have reported his activities as independent

expenditures by persons other than political committees under

section 434(c) of the Act. Mr. Burgess stressed the informality

of this undertaking and the fact that William Buckley was, in

essence, "the committee." He characterized the enterprise as a

pooling of individizal resources to support the candidates in

question. Additionally, Mr. Burgess attempted to depict the

committee aspect of this endeavor as merely the chosen reporting

option.



, .aggregating in exceeas of $1,00 during a calendar year. In *0
~1980-.126 (Independent Voters for a Republican Victory), the

. Commission held that one individual's actions could bring about
~"political committee" status where that person solicited

contributions from others, depomsited those contributions in an

iil t account maintained in the name Of a distinct political

~organization, and exetcised control over the disposition of those
'0
~funds. While the solicitations were on a much larger scale in

... -- that situation, the analysis used there would seem to apply here

~as well.

o As stated in AO 1980-126, the failure of others to join in
W the organizational decision making, which is a frequent

0 characteristic of political committees, did not remove the

activities involved from "political committee" status. All

persons who were solicited for funds and responded with

contributions were associated with an entity. This was so even

though they divested themselves of control over the funds they

contributed.

A joint purchase by several individuals (each retaining

control over the use of their funds by paying their respective

shares of the purchase price directly to the vendor from



involved. Moreover,.,it wasUilf XiamBuckley who p~anned thi.s

whole effOrt and it was only after the ads had been paid for by

N ational Review that .the individual contributors gave to the

Committee. Thus, they had no role in deciding how their money

was used as it effectively had slready been spent.

q" In footnote 2 of Mr. Burgess' reason to believe responlse,

this point essentially is conceded, for it is stated that '°there

is no issue regarding compliance with the ... third condition of

_ 5 110.1(h) ... " (that the contributor not 'retain control' over

wr the funds). Therefore, in the General Counsel's view, the

o Committee did qualify as a political committee under the Act

~which places it within the scope of 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h).

C
Mr. Burgess has made several arguments against applying

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) to this situation. His main argument is

that the regulation should not be read to apply to contributions

to a committee which is making expenditures independent of a

candidate, i.e. that the use of the phrase "expended on behalf

of" in 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) (2) does not apply to expenditures

made by a committee without any coordination with the candidate

supported. Thus, while counsel would permit S 110.1(h) to limit



the lnatteri' sit~ato + t.*...i~ oapl

'+the $5,O00 limit + ... *4a. I C n otigin to

Sa political committeei hLCro arcandlidateos comlmittee or a

national party comite...

• -- Congress clearly + was aware ! of the+ disti+nct ion k++etwee indepe!,dent

0 expenditures and non-in~dependent e+p'editUres, yet i!t declined to

place a limiting construction on its use of the phrase

. "expenditures solely on behalf of" when it stated:

o The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a

" candidate shall apply to a comittee making expenditures
o solely on behalf of such candidate.

p H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. at 58 (1976).

o0 The obvious implication is that contributions to a committee

making either independent or non-independent expenditures were

subject to this rule. Entirely separate reference was made in

the same Conference Report to provisions covering contributions

to a committee authorized by the candidate (present 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (i)(A), (2) (A)). I., at 53, 58 (adopting the Senate

bill under which "contributions made to a candidate's authorized



the reference to a committee .maki'ng ,."ea-eiture. solely on

behalf of." the candidate portend8s aoathing other than a

committee making coordlinated exnditures.

With this legislative history as background, the Commission

is well 'justified in applying the .$l000 limit to contributions

by individuals who ontributed to Committ ee to Aid-ConnectiLout

with .the knowledge that a substantial portion would be expended

on behalf of the Buckley general election campaign. The

Commission followed this analysis in Re: Advisory Opinion Request

1976-20 involving contributions to Delaware Volunteers for

Reagan, a committee which was expending money independently on

behalf of then Governor Reagan's primary campaign. There it was

concluded:

In summary, it would be permissible under the
Act for a person to do either of the following
things, but only one: (1) contribute $1,000 per
election directly to a Federal candidate or the
candidate's authorized committees, (2) contribute
$1,000 per election to an unauthorized single
candidate committee that makes independent
expenditures on behalf of the candidate.

The facts of that advisory opinion are not materially

distinguishable from the present circumstances.

Mr. Burgess also argues that it is unfair and unreasonable

for the Commission to attempt to apply what he characterizes as

an ambiguous and vague regulation. It is our feeling that the



ii~ilbased on ,:.ongressL iIntent. "the rqt~1atin's p pU. h it

i: was maidelea in8 .:  I AO|.-I  :-,,6w0 .ssl~4"Aulgust. 17, i~ 97 E ..

i! 0 Pr iscilla Buckley' s contribution history :to , the: C~tisens,,,for

W.. Buckley, Inc. is et foow: " : "'....."..

"12/20/79 $1,000 (convention)

:10/30/80 $1,000 (general)
C

It was also pointed out in that report that Citizens for Buckley,

!ii Inc. had substantial debts from each election. Therefore, Ms.

ii Buckley could still have contributed $1,000 for the primary

i 0 election even after that election was held. See 11 C.F.R.

S 110.1(a) (2) (i).

Due to that fact and the fact that she did receive a

contribution refund of $1,318 from the Committee, the Commission

found reason to believe that Priscilla Buckley's $5,000

contribution to the Committee was only excessive by $2,682. This

was giving Ms. Buckley the benefit of the doubt concerning

application of S 110.1(h) in situations where the potential for



.doies a et sinepedeatredy o Ubt b lU o~b ik4

-- portion of her $5,000 contribution to the Comittee vould be;

expended on behalf of James Buckley. !herefoter, the-Gen~tal
0

Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that Priscil.la Buckley violated 2 USC. S 441a (a) .(I) (A)

I by contributing $5,000 to the Committee.

0 III. General Counsel' s Recommendation

Find probable cause to believe that Priscilla Buckley

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (l)(A) .

Date
General Counsel



that theNlJ I~j v+ioZ1!.42 U.SC+. g 44b by ma.ing
contributions to th e Cosittq m!+t0o ai4 Conoti+et (the Cosstmtt)

totalling + $19,882. A lett+e+r formin the ..

On April 16, 1q82,+ this office recive4 a, r esponle froml

counsel for the at Onl ie WRobert iC. Rugess. On AUgUlt 23,

1982, this office received answers to the final set of questions

posed to William F. Buck ley, Jr. Based on Mr. Buckley+'s answers,

we can adduce the following set of facts.

In mid-October 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr. decided to make

independent expenditures in support of his brother James'

campaign for the U.S. Senate from Connecticut. In addition, he

decided to support Congressman Stewart tMcKinney's reelection

campaign to the U.S. House of Representatives from the 4th

district of Connecticut.

It was Mr. Buckley's idea to run ads in several Connecticut

newspapers right before the November general election. Under

advice from counsel,+ Mr. Buckley registered this expenditure



VieterGuWntt .... n owdr t cosst te seu w

a cashier's chok puiiirchse fomaloc 1.Iiiank ith .a ObS

1980, another cashier's check was purchased using Nat~Lona1• Review

funds in the amount of $2,824 to cover the Mc~inney ads. On

December 3, 19.80, .the Committee repaid the National MVilew

$19,882. No interest was charged or paid on this amount.

According to Mr. Buckley, the National Review made a loan of

$19,882 to him, which he, in turn, advanced to pay for the ads.

His reasons for using checks drawn on the National Review's

account were: 1) this was the most expeditious way to make prompt

cash payment to the agency and 2) he (Mr. Buckley) did not

usually keep substantial amounts of cash readily available in his

personal accounts.



* , aI i otout aftt ye it~e o% the a !Vn ,iR to*

thi acont o...i...i.... .. s avace fo .r W+tg10M%+

.+:.++ +or. loaned, to hi* we +'re eihrrepaid +by' pers+nl c+heck o.4~tc

+ such purposes.

oi + i I Legal Analysis

ii~i:.,qrA corporation is prohibited from making a contribution or
iO expenditure in connection with any federal election. 2 U.s.c.

S 441b(a). The phase "contribution or expenditure" includes any
a0

direct or indirect payment, loan, advance, or gift of money,

services, or anything of value to any candidate, campaign

committee, or other person in connection with a federal election.

2 U.S.C. S 44lb(b)(2); 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1).

Counsel argues that there is no violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b

for three reasons. First, this was not a loan to the Committee



extended fund to is @1 One *nd eUiter *hird, U i

Ci~;: nonpolitical debtow ic h are of similar risk~i: at-:? 8 "sts :.-

obligation. According to counsel, the W ifalRvev~ne

)i " to Mr. Buckley was entirely consistent with its previouS practice

o regarding advances made to him.

ii! TThe arguments put forth by counsel for the National Review
0:' are without merit. As president and sole Owner of the Niona

Review, Mr. Buckley's actions and knowledge may be imputed to the

corporation. W.R. Grace & Co.. Inc. v. Weston U.S. Industries.

Inc., 608 F.2d 1214, 1218 (9th Cir. 1979). Because he vas fully

aware of what the corporate funds would be used for when he caused

the issuance of National Review checks payable to AMesh Viseltear

Gumbinner, Inc., the transactions plainly were "in connection

with" a federal election. Counsel's suggestion that the National



-or th sruterahs*y Etiec o indireet *QI

' .

.i, :. r lgaziega, bto 1ahe an $dac unelti e g o ,

@1 eten ori tto apu~M~e ofgood an ~eic hasth

abinithe toravil himsel of the corporate ns. b1e* *t#a

"costuaon er e inolve not auke taaine whihel wa s , the

situation is not analogous to that of a corporation ewtending

credit to a customer. ?he National Review was not actn as a

vendor in this transaction nor was it extending credit to Mr.

Buckley for goods and/or services he had received. The only

provision in the statute for loans for political use pertains to



iii...: . !iCommission, on August 28, 1978, issued a notiiii r U '

: and committees regarding corporate contribuif# -alj* tb4

': I : , September, 1978 issue of the Record. The notrioc ti~4 in pats

The Commission distinguishes aogt~
i.. types of. corporate accounts used by emloye !* 2)i;

repayable drawing accounts, 2) non-repa¥i,*bl@ ::i!! l
drawing accounts and, 3) expense accounts.-., ... :.

considered corporate contributions .for-.:he .: .:.: .
'r- -- outstanding period of the draw, however, ,-:i. :.....

~contributions made from non- repyable dra~W ii!-
i accounts established to permit per sonaL .draveii i:

against salary, profits .or commissions wil!ii:l
-- considered personal contributions. Contributions

written against standard expense accounts are
r prohibited as corporate contributions.

0 Pursuant to Mr. Buckley's statements, the $19,$82 was not from a

wr non-repayable drawing account. Therefore, this exoeption would

not apply to this situation.

0In light of the facts of this matter, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the National Review violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find probable cause to believe that the National Review

Oata 3::I
Gen ral Counsel



that the Comite o AWid .Conneetct (the +Comttee) m vi ;tt4 :::

2U..S.C. S 441a~f by +accepting expeSive contributionis! .#+,:: ++?+ :+:.+++

+....2 U.s.c. +s 441b b+: •~eta ,oprt contibati +S ?

+ 0:section 441a finding wasi~ based on infOrmatm/On which in@ "to

....,q that William F. Sll.+ey, J:r..,-Picil Rukly Ramn Z ekry

- and Robert Marston each contributed tO the Committee knowing.that

" a substantial portion of his or her contribution would be l used tO

C help defray the costs of advertising on behalf of James !Buckley,

~1980 Republican candidate for the U.S. Senate from Connecticut.
0
p The section 441b finding was based on information indicating the

0 Committee accepted contributions totalling $19,812 from the

National Review, an incorporated entity.

A letter informing the Committee of the Commission's

findings, along with a set of questions, was sent to the

Committee's treasurer on March 17, 1982. On April 16, 1982, this

office received a response from the Committee through its

counsel, Robert K. Burgess. Subsequently, additional

interrogatories were issued in this matter. On August 23, 1982,

this office received answers to the final set of questions posed



i *"Buckla y itr. k e4 this eoing tolute eff ortwih te ~oco on

i~i .r and N~ovember, L0, :he aei:ked- Mrs. Alexandra lHolmyard tQi take carei

'" "- of the administrative aspects of the Committee.

'S Mr. Buckley arranged to have advertisements on behalf of his

: brother (a reprint of a George Will column supporting James

: Buckley) and Congressmn I4cKinney taken out in numerous

f Connecticut newspapers on November 3, 1980. The ads mentioned

~the sponsorship of the Committee. The arrangements were made

ii through Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising agency.

While Mr. Buckley hoped to get some contributions from

friends and relatives for this project, such contributions had

not been received by the Committee when Mr. Buckley made the

initial arrangements for the ads. At some point, though, an

acccount was set up for the Committee at the Putman Trust Co.

1/ James Buckley lost in the 1980 general election receiving
43% of the vote. He was involved in three elections-convention,
primary and general.



!.' accowi~t of ithe Nationali Reiew, an ticporated entity of wbih

She issi we.on October 26, l.t,, another. cashier's o~

ii ID $19,82 to him, which he, in tutr*t, adv~aed! to pay for the adS.

ii? His reaso*: .for using checks drawn on the Rational Rteview's

-- account were: 1) this was the most expeditious way to make prompt

cash payment to the agency and 2) he (Mr. Buckley) did not

0 usually keep substantial amounts of cash readily available in his

personal accounts.

r The checks were drawn on the National Review's regular

co account at the Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company. The account

was normally used to pay bills. No loan agreement was drawn up

between Mr. Buckley and the National Review. However, National

Review's accountant was informed of the advance and told it would

be repaid promptly.

According to Mr. Buckley, funds were regularly drawn from

this account to provide him with cash advances for various

routine personal expenses (e.g., travel). Such amounts advanced



regarding t ec *ds- Zn his att|:davit dated April l4r 1982.1 ! W

Buckley staed ]he project w entirely UI JV retc

0 and December l, l9g8 i L the Cosuitee received- a $S,OO0

W" wan these contributilons that allowed the Committee to repay

0 National Revie $19,882 on December 3, 1982. 2_ On that same

date, the ,mttee also made a contribution refund of $1,318 to

Priscilla Buckley.

0O In answer to a question regarding purpose of contribution,

both Priscilla Buckley and Raymond Learsy stated that they knew

their contribution was going to support James Buckley's campaign.

Neither mentioned supporting McKinney. However, Mr. Marston

stated that he was told his contribution would be supporting

2/ It should be noted that the Committee did receive two $100
contributions and one $1,000 contribution in addition to those
mentioned.



Prui t "to -2 U.8 C . *. 441a-e la) (A), a person isok: !iiod....,

office, whichi, in: the aggregate, exceed $1,000 O . UndO er t ,O-
"4a ) a poitca coma" L i'ttee is roh i'bted ' froin... knov" !; 'i , "# 4 : "/-:

accepting-.aMy contribution* in violation of.,the provisions Of.

section 41a. Pursunt to 11 ..o 1.()

(h) A person may contribute to a candidate or
his or her authorized committee with respect
to-"a-particular election and also contribute
to a political committee which has supported,
or anticipates supporting, the same candidate
in the sae election, as long as --
(I). The political commitee is not, the
candidate's principal campaign comittee or
other authorized committee or a single
candidate committees
(2) The contributor does not give with the
knowledge that a substantial portion will be
contributed to, or expended on behalf of,
that candidate for the same elections and
(3) The contributor does not retain control
over the funds.

One of Mr. Burgess' arguments in response to the reason to

believe finding was that while he may have advised Mr. Buckley

that he (Buckley) should report to the Commission as a "political

committee", this advice was conservative in nature and he



e~enoe,"the oo mittee. U.echaracterized the enterpriase asa

Pursuant to 2 U.C.. S 431(4) (A), the term "politic!=al

committee" means 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. In AO

1980-126 (Independent Voters for a Republican Victory), the

Commission held that one individual's actions could bring about

"political committee" status where that person solicited

contributions from others, deposited those contributions in an

account maintained in the name of a distinct poli tical

organization, and exercised control over the disposition of those

funds. While the solicitations were on a much larger scale in

that situation, the analysis used there would seem to apply here

as well.

As stated in AO 1980-126, the failure of others, to join in

the organizational decision making, which is a frequent

characteristic of political committees, did not remove the



c¢ontrol over the 'e€'. oE thr unds by paying their r.;:! *i ve

eberes of the p'rcb vl q Ei i-rectly to the vendor ft"

purchase) might rot b ew t ca!*e t poliica c; ....

status. However, thias li not" the case here. each ofi'; the.

individuals gave ac~h+pk!:i t the committee, not the; i~len4 ::+:+;,?

involved. Moreover, it was William Buckley who planned this+

whole effort and it was only afteor the ads had been paid .for by

National Revi.ew that the-individual contributors gave to the

Committee. Thus, they had no role in deciding how their: money

was used as it effectively had already been spent.

In footnote 2 of Mr. Burgess' reason to believe response,

this point essentially is conceded, for it is stated that Sthere

is no issue regarding compliance with the ... third condit~ion of

S 110.1(h) ... = (that the contributor not 'retain control' over

the funds). Therefore, in the General Counsel's view, the

Committee did qualify as a political committee under the Act

which places it within the scope of 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h).



: -uiade by a cosmmittee wit:hout any coordination with :the, o i<t

supported. Thus, whil* counsel would ermit. S 110.4(b):: tO U

contribuations to Committee to idCneictiit pi tut.

counsel would not .permi t such limitation on contrbution to th*

i :i : Committee if its *ependitures were carri~ed out indepenty In

-- the latter situation, counsel argues, it is sufficient to apply

the $5,000 limit of 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a) (1)(C) on contributions to

0 a political committee which is not a candidate's committee or a

* national party committee.

The Commission's adoption of S 110.1(h) was premised upon

~certain legislative history of the 1976 Amendments to the Act.

Congress clearly was aware of the distinction between independent

expenditures and non-independent expenditures, yet it declined to

place a limiting construction on its use of the phrase

"expenditures solely on behalf of" when it stated:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall apply to a committee making expenditures
solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Bess. at 58 (1976).



S 44a~a(l)(b ()(A). ~ Ih~S~,56 (doping th l E late

; 9politics). i t~t!e, alre oua,%4O4e4 to be contributions8 to ,that

: : thereference t 6' a c Ommi ttee mnak:ing 'expenditure es.olely Oti

' behalf of" the candidate portends something other than a

i; qr committee making coordinated expenditures.

Ci:.i:r With this legislative history as background, the Commission

!i::: is well-justified in applying the $1,000 limit to contributions

~by individuals who contributed to Committee to Aid Connecticut

0with the knowledge that a substantial portion would be expended

on behalf of the Buckley general election campaign. The

Commission followed this analysis in Re: Advisory Opinion Request

1976-20 involving contributions to Delaware Volunteers for

Reagan, a committee which was expending money independently on

behalf of then Governor Reagan' s primary campaign. There it was

concluded:



i H~r. Durgess alsoi argues tbat it is unfair asnd u nre! , i2*

were meant to ezeapt i£ndependent ezpebdttUre committ eeS: r pIC it

.- wording. Howeverw this was not done. Counsel's apparent advice

W. to his client that S 11O.1(h) would not be enforced in this

!! situation was based on a misreading of the law. It is our

0 judgment that this regulation is not contrary to the Act and is

i: iv) based on congressional intent. The regulation's applicability

0 was madle clear in Re: AOR 1976-20 issued August 17, 1976.

: As pointed out in the First General Counsel's Report, a

~review of the reports filed by the Citizens for Buckley, Inc.



;:+; : : : i :, .. 2:?U : !++; I: ° , + :+ :i .:; : ';

. ,:,'. .., : ++: . : .i,:-:: .++., * : /Et/**O. .. 1 , 000. gener al - -.-

aspk4., V* ? /)fO $1, 00 convention .. .

t/( . $,00lan riaygnea

*/+4/$ receied loa paym $, 000
.ak~ ~....a L+/2o/7 + $,000o o nventpion+ :

10/0/SO 1,00 geera
Ztwsas pointed . ut.i that reort tha (itaen f orokley

,/ Inc.~i ha susanildet.ro.ah lcio. Acodnly h

..-- contributorsucotadteachd hate ontrue d $3,000ion amestnl, h

!!iO*.Buckley's ,campaign. See 11 C.F.R. S ll0.l(a) (2) (i). Due to

that fact, the Commission found reason to believe that the

.I individual contributors made excessive contributions as follows:

O0Name t Jon Amount of Corb Excess
SContrib. g4b Refunds Amooun

' 7 tOow
. B uckley

Committee

Mar ston

Lear sy

Buckley,
Wilm. F.

Buckley,
Priscilla

$5,000

$5,000

$5,000

$5,000

0
$2,000

$1,000

$2,000

$3,000

$3,000

$3,000

$3,000 $1,318

$2,000

$4,000

$3,000

$2,682

jii•

iii



AV.  lt0Ob Laich ali noathtu ,al ubbtatiaortlo if.e£r :.'

,activi $,00corbtien to thmte 9ol eepene o ehl
i~i il-  o Jasuey iT hereoiieo the eneral uslr ta

heCommieeioa an probial caustte to eld that J* S 240.1ee

vio ply to U.n.epes41ant byp iacetit ees.v ¢ontibus o

* t from the ftetaoetionameukd y Prscidullale

Raymon Learpyaltew thntrisubatipitoofnhi

$500 conribuation to theohiite oul bein expendedbuton beal

ofxpesituey. Threfore wthe aneeral Coelron. e2d thatC

th Commissio fiun ptobal chase seton elievetah committee

Acoainis prohibited from makigy ccp ing apat contribution.

The phase "contribution or expenditure" includes any direct or

indirect payment, loan, advance, or gift of money, services, or



-- cotnetinwha fedra eectin vddthea cdit is

I eteyd wh in t rnay ore ofthe paorporatthen' au4 nea a~d

the terms are substantially similar to extensions of credit to

nonpolitical debtors which are of similar risk and, size of

obligation. According to counsel, the National. Review's advance

cO to Mr. Buckley was entirely consistent with its previous practice

regarding advances made to him.

The arguments put forth by counsel for the National Review

are without merit. As president and sole owner of the National

Review, Mr. Buckley's actions and knowledge may be imputed to the

corporation. WoR. Grace & Co.. Inc. v. Weston U.S. Industries,

Inc., 608 F.2d 1214, 1218 (9th Cir. 1979). Because he was fully

aware of what the corporate funds would be used for when he

/
/



D J~Moreo~ir, :the f act ,that M4r. Buckley gave an assurance that: the i

~~funds would: be !repaid does not ireme the transactions from the

Prohibition of S 443b(a), for the statute, .reaches any direct or

• " In regard to Ii CO.F.R. 5 114.10, this regulation was '

" -- intended to allow corporations acting in a vendor capacity to

.... W extend credit to a purchaser for goods and services without that

0 extension of credit becoming a contribution. Such credit should

be in the ordinary course of the corporation's business. The

~situation here involves not a transaction which was in the

~National Review's ordinary course of business (publication of a

magazine), but rather an advance unrelated to that business.

Being the sole owner of the corporation, Mr. Buckley has the

ability to avail himself of the corporate funds. While it may be

common practice for Mr. Buckley to advance himself funds, the

situation is not analogous to that of a corporation extending

credit to a customer. The National Review was not acting as a

vendor in this transaction nor was it extending credit to Mir.



September, 1978 5#esue-of the Re or8. The notice read in! pr:

T 'he,: Cosii~son disttnptaJ es amng three - i: i
typs of0oorpo**te aoa t# *.d by *p:i::!,ea. 1) i!:i.-

Contribution sae from -drav ngaoonts" that the
,C eupZOye.". is rnsponsible to":. rps W.iU be.-

" outstaning :'erod .of the+ drai, .howver, -
.. contributions made from non-repayable .drawing

accounts established to permit personal draws
r. against salary, profits or commissions will be

considered personal contributions. C~ntribUtions
o written against standard expense accounts are

. prohibited as corporate contributions.

o Pursuant to tMr. 3uckley's statements, the $19,882 was not from a

r non-repayable drawing account. Therefore, this exception would

not apply to this situation.

In light of the facts of this matter, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find probable cause to believe that the Committee to Aid

Connecticut violated 2 u.S.C. 5$ 441a ,nd 441b

Date~ LA-~Q
General Counsel



on harth16 I #, the+: w ~lon f'ound iraion to believe++

that Robert Mars+ton vile4d a U,~..C. S 441a(.) (1) (A) by+

contributing- $5,000 to thle mCoin+tte- to Aid Cnneltcticut (the

~Commtttee).* 'i'bi find~igwas b +on i ,+ruation wmhich ,+

indat att Kr+. . )ierat pot oat !bgt~.d t.o Comite knowang

+- 1980 Republican candidate for the U.S. Senate from Connecticut.

"*A letter informing Mr. Marston Of the Commission's finding,

0 along with a set of questions, was sent to him on March 17, 1982.

On April 2, 1982, this office received Mr. Marston's reply
0

re through his counsel, Cyril 3. O'Neil, Jr. On August 23, 1.982,

o0 this office received answers to the final set of questions posed

to William F. Buckley, Jr. Based on the responses of Messrs.

Buckley and Marston, we can adduce the following set of facts.

In mid-October 1980, William F. Buckley, Jr. decided to make

independent expenditures in support of his brother James'

senatorial campaign. _*/

• / James Buckley lost in the 1980 general election receiving
43% of the vote.



*uaeuntr 1 k aVa. e e8e and frieUS

advice of counseI MNr. Ducle 'i1teod this oependtr efr

m November, *@heaPS is 2Sia ouyrtoata

treasurer of the Comittee.

~brother and Congressman NcKinney taken out in numerous

Connecticut newspapers on November 3, 1980. The arrangements were'

o made through Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising

' agency. As the agency required payment up front, William Buckley

O had the National Review, of which he is sole owner, advance the

money through the issuance of two cashier's checks written on

October 17 and October 28, 1980, respectively. The adsmon behalf

of James Buckley cost $17,058 and the ads on behalf of Mr.

Mc~inney cost $2,824. At this point in time, the Committee had

not received any contributions, and, according to Mr. Buckley,

none may have been solicited.

Subsequent to the purchase of the ads, on November 13, 1980,

Robert Marston contributed $5,000 to the Committee. It was



, clSepearto ~~ne nlpsilthe Cnetct repbi ?rty.l~a caod~dS to In.

addition, he stated that he vas not advised as to what proportion

r of his contribution would be devoted to any particular candidate.

0 Although Mr. Marston was not sure, ho believed his

Vr contribution check was sent to a Mrs. Mcl~enzie. According to Mr.

0 Buckley, he originally asked Mrs. McKenzie, who was the former

state chairman of the Connecticut Republican Party, to handle the

administrative aspects of the expenditure effort.. ApparentlY,

Mrs. McKenzie first accepted but due to advice from counsel, she

later declined. Subsequently, Mr. Buckley asked Mrs. Holmyard to

act as treasurer.



(h) A tsosycntribute to a 9M4 ... II:+ h+:it+ o b + "++tbrised committee. witb :++ + "' ' +'' '+ +LP

tO a a i r .election and "als ooq +tdm " •t p+LL# omitm wh ++..ichm+; ....ts+.+

(1) o ltol committee ishnot tb-"• 0 ca+In tp pincipl claagn ,ommitteie-i or.++T otht~zt e pcomittee or a single ....
can iM~ eomttteeu "

-- (2) The cotributor does not give with the
knowledge that a substantial portion will be

.W" €~oan~~tr!. 4 ed-to, or expended on behalf 'Of,
o that cpd.idiate for the same electiong* and

(3) The oontributor does not retain control
W" over the funds.

€O As it appears now, Mr. tNarston was not aware that a
r substantial portion of his $5,000 contribution to the Committee

0
would be used to support James Buckley's campaign. Without
evidence that he knew this, the restriction of S 110.1(h) does

not attach. Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that Mr. Marston

violated 2 U.8.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).
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ae: hIUla 1414..."-: ! "
Committee to Ai I ConneottIt,
National R evi-ew,, Villlif ti
8ucktle3, 7ir., prisciliUB 5ti~y

Lears8y " : - ...

..... ae4ed i*: t*.tion ascertained in the normal #uie of
Zittis Ciii*,onMarch 16, 1982, foundreoit6b ee

that your clitttha-!d violated 2 U.S.C. SS 44la and 4i1b and
" instituted an inVestigation in this matter.

,W" •After considering all the evidence available to the
o Commission, theOffilce ' of the General Counsel is prepare to

r reommuend that thie Commnission find probable cause to belieave that
violations have occurred.

C Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
the General CounSel on the legal and factual issues of ithe case.
Within fifteen days of your reciept of this notice, you may file

S with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
Possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
briefs of. the :General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief
should also be forvarded to the Office of General Counsel, if.
possible.) The General Counsel's briefs and any brief which you
may submit wail be considered by the Commission before proceeding
to a vote of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

U'. ..
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Ln Uthe evidence avilb t the
Ice f te G;eneral Counsl is p~ard to
o iAo find no p~~l u t eiv
oocutr . The Commiion~i m ' not

Conls 1 Recommendatilon+. ,

Within fi+fteeni 4jyi Of + your receipt of this• notlLpe, you say file

possi+ble) rt tin y ur pontion on the issues+ ad r pling tO the
brief of thei eneral Coulnsel. Three copies of such bref+ should

also be. fowrddto the Office of General Counseil, if possible.
The General Counsel's+ brief and any brief which yo ay submit
will be conaidered by th Commission before proo~ding t o a vote
of no probable cause to believe a violation has =Ocurred.



questions, pleas.

Charles N. Stee'General Counsel
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TgroPu*,oi (p0 ) plo. ooo0

Federal Election Comssion
Washington, D.C. 20463

Atgus IS, L*$* :

Attention: Kenneth A. Gross, tsq.
Associate General e.un~4.
fle: MUR 1414

william F. Jr.

~' Gentlemen:

TtkLS~O9'6 18a11 Oi.O-441

l'WM TI@ OIDa-Osm

N
*-.-

, - .

Enclosed are William F. Buckley, Jr.° 's responses to~. your latest set of questions. ....... ,

0 Over the last several months, we have; i'~ cooperated
with your investigation, including by the ui sion of responses

Sto your numerous questionnaires tol Mr. BuckiLey and the other con-
tributors. Mr. Buckley has been required to #pe8nd substantial
amounts of time, despite his heavy schedule, and substantial sums

,9 in legal fees, in this matter. It is increasingly apparent that
the Commission's staff is fly-specking his activities in the hope
of finding some ground on which to assert a technical violation
of law.

We submit that the election laws must be fairly interpreted
and applied consistent with the Constitution and proper statutory
construction, and not to penalize good faith, legitimate political
activity. Yet one must wonder where the staff's inquiries are
designed to lead, since it is indisputable that Mr. Buckley acted
in the most conservative fashion in reliance on the advice of
counsel, and has already explained in full the circumstances of
his making independent expenditures.



burden oz S .3o~ y ,in :requ~lring his c,*tinued Ltue
of time __aur money. .: ..
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*~wa a~) adi ht epp~s 4. h ds
in supprt of James Buckley appear? Please furnish a copy of

the ad(s) in question. If a copy cannot be furnished, please

provide a complete description of the ad(s).

Answer z The advertisement consisted of a reproduction

of a column supporting James L. Buckley's candidacy written by

George Will during the swmer of 1980 and syndicated in over

300 newspapers. I have not located a copy of the ad. The ad

was placed in the following newspapers on the days indicated:

Greenwich TimeBridgeport Post Telegram
Norwalk Hour
Stamford Advocate
U.S.S.P.I. New Haven Group
The Bridgeport Group
Ansonia Sentinel
New Haven Register Journal

Courier
Winstead Evening Citizen
Danbury News Times
New London Day
Hartford Courant
Naugatuck News
Norwich Bulletin
Willimantic Chronicle
Bristol Press
Manchester Herald
Meridan-Wal lingford Record

Journal
Manchester Journal Inquirer
Middletown Press
New Britain Herald
Torrington Register
Waterbury Republican American

113/8011/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
10/27/80
10/27/80
11/3/80
11/3/80

11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80

11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80
11/3/80

(Week of)(Week of)
0

C



Question 3
( ~Did 'the sbove-mctionsd..ad.s contain away =ee~rnoe !, to

who paid for them? If so, please explain.-

Anwr-h d int~ond te5O0*tpo

-- Committee to Aid Connecticut, which I understood was required

~in accordance with the advice of legal counsel (Hr. Burgess)
0 previously described in submissions to the Couuission.

C Question 4

~When did you decide to support Stewart McKinney's

candidacy by running ads?

Answer: I decided to support Stewart McKinney's

candidacy some time in mid-October 1982.

Question 5

Why did you pay Amesh Viseltear Gumnbinner, Inc. for the

ad(s) on behalf of Stewart McKinney at a later date than when

you paid for the ad(s) on behalf of your brother, James?

Answer: I don't know. Perhaps the bills, if any,

came in separately.



Answe!r, I don' t ii;rmIeber * .,That would .depzi~4 93 wheter

the matter came up in oonversation. .

Question 7

Please answer *6 with respect to Raymond Learsy

and Robert Marston.

Answer: Same as 6.

r Question 8

-- Was your sister advised that the money spent on licKinney

would be a relatively small amount in comparison to what would

0 be spent on behalf of your brother?

OAnswer: Again, I don't remember what, if anything,I

~mentioned concerning Stewart McKinney.

Question 9

Please answer *8 with respect to Messrs. Learsy and

Marston.

Answer: Same as 8.

Question 10

What was Mrs. Holmyard's role concerning the Committee?



If so,

Who set it up?
What was th* nae of thqbank?. ..
What was the account numbr? ... " '...

Answer: I reached Mrs. Holaaw, .w.o Ss.O veation,

by telephone. She adviises me that an account was set iUp , at

the Putnam Trust Co. in Greenwich.

Question 12

0 Were there any other Coamuittee officers besides Mrs.

Holmyard? If so,

o Who?
What was their function?

Answer: I don't recall any.

Question 13

Did the Committee have any meetings? If so, please

describe, including dates and subject matter.

Answer: No. As stated in prior submissions, there was

no formal "committee." This was merely an expenditure effort

which I initiated and for which I requested contributions

from the other individuals.



Question 15,

you have any commuaniations wi t 5tt imiX£ey !.

Splease 4,eribe, in~luding dates .and subj)ect matter.

%" s~r NO. "

Question 16

o Who is Dan Lufkin? What relationship, if any, did he

~have with respect to the COuwuttee to Aid Connecticut:? What

0 relationship, if any, did he have with respect to the

campaign of James Buckley?

Answer: Mr. Lufkin is a prominent citizen, co-founder of

Donaldson, Lufkin Jeanrette, and an acquaintance from Yale days.

I asked him by telephone to make a contribution. He declined

to do so based upon, I am informed, his own counsel's advice

that it might be maintained that he was not independent because

of his closeness to the Connecticut Republican Party. I am

not aware of what his specific connection was. I do not know

what relationship, if any, Mr. Lufkin may have had to the

campaign of James Buckley.



Answer: I r s *I M ei is ~ a Republican activit; i

Connectcut, formerly, I undersathnd, state chairma of the

Connecticut Republican Party. I do not know what specifi~c

role, if any, she played in Jaiis Buckley's caftpaign :or in

Republican politics. I originally asked her to handle .th~e

adminitrative aspeIcts of the expeInditure effort, wht *he

thought she could do, but subsequently decided (I bIe

r based upon communication with my counsel, MHr. Burgess) she

I could not do; accordingly, I turned to Mrs. Holmyard.

0

C Willi am F. Buckley, J r.



NLA.THAM & WATKINS, HEDLUND, HUNTER & LYNCH
ATT"IORN ELYS Al LAW

I)SEARS TOWER SUITE 6900

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606

°'.I

°Federal Election Commission
Q Washington, D.C. 20463

7Attention: Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel





as 1, 3uckcey, Jr. ) ,i:i,,

:On March 16, 1982, the Comsinfounr~i i

: Conn c ticut (the Committee) violated 2 US.eC, :. , % i4

connection with the corporation's payment of @ti: i JO .... t

" expenditures. In addition, the Commission foun ,.d RRthtfobert

Marston, Raymond Learsy, William 1. Buckley, Jr.: ad fti lia

,q. Buckley violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by oontr.ibi lre

othan $1,000 per election to James Buckley via-a-via the iitte

eO (se 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h)) and that the Committe vio~ated

00 section 441a(f). Letters, with questions, went out to all of the

respondents on March 17, 1982.

On March 31, 1982, this office received a letter from Idvard

Sonnenschein who stated that he and Robert Burgess of the firm of

Latham, Watkins and Hills would be representing the Buckleys in

this matter and requested an extension until April 16, 1982, in

order to respond to the RTB findings. This request was granted

by the Office of General Counsel.



thon Abr~ qon U9ei1* O *#..,192 t

O K.werew r Ane reeenting himona~ oin, tbut mtht sh
lil .  "t Aopmilo 1eet- 1902 thse off idrceiSvd ao 26upae re 8n

! "" fromthe questios hol be ofpp t h~avet the podts rply

SAfte toaysiKr. Brge~ss' responset4~ w t ofioeet tdat

wereinsponet the Cansto' questions, but adtold a

r fettt utheso fetstin theedaffidaitasdid notfully Banker.

• lter equesti g nsewlehp to hvetherspon ents replyn

0 ftero nallyzing Kr. 1Burgessrd' respond oiee that

reedthe respondents' answerthustin.I.ditoi a

letter reesting asesfutherrepquensionses wen oult onrewa

still a need for more questions to be asked of Kr. Buckley



iadep.u.u~t

for r.

,a letter enei@oSng aG il

mtatly sent to Hr. ,urqg..

By:

0

ii:+ o



y ; . ... 4
D eatr, W.Uhv : iqt~l n ii~]d

-- ar bt Ta r# t t Q02 523 452. -

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gron
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

&



6~5 WDid you as ,q Ue 'Via , tlsa w , - t; ..

~~supporting Stewart .otinriy? -  "ii ":'

"- 7. "Please answer #6 with respect to RayaondlvtSe-5nd- ---
~Robert Marston.

o 8. Was your sister advised that the money spatoil
McKinney would be a relativel.y stall amount in @oparison to

~what would be spent on behalf of your brother?

9. Please answer #8 with respect to Messrs. Learsy and
~Marston.

0 10. What was Mrs. Holmyard's role concerning the Committee?

11. Did the Committee set up a separate account?
If so,

Who set it up?
What was the name of the bank?
What was the account number?

12. Were there any other Committee officers besides Mrs.
Holmyard? If so,

Who?
What was their function?

13. Did the Committee have any meetings? If so, please
describe, including dates and subject matter.



17.* Who is Mrs. McXeesbe have with respect!
What relationship, if
campaign of James 5uc
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0
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W a a i t 063 •
Attn: M Narybet warnt

Re 313 11

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to your letter of Nay 11, 1982 toRobert K. Burgess, enclosed please find affidavits of
William F. Buckley, Jr., Priscilla Buckley and Rtaymond
Lears y in response to the specific questions asked of
them by the Conumission. These affidavits are being
submitted at this time in accordance with the extension
of time granted on Hay 28, 1982.

Very truly yours,

tO

tO

~q.

'UY

(mn



questions ase %tmbyti Co- ' sion. +latter I: a .d I + U.++11

Stewaxt p!.inney pIe; "nsve the,+ flov+  queti~i4!

1. Why did you choos+eto use mouy from the+ +
Review as opposed to, using your own personal funds?

Answer: My use of checks drawn on the Natioa
Reyiew's account was the most expeditious way for me tO *sk

the prompt cash payment to Gumbinner needed in order to commt

the space for the Buckley and McKinney ads. Moreover, I

generally do not keep substantial amounts of cash readily

available in my personal bank accounts.

2. From which account of the National Review did

you withdraw the money? While we note receipt of copies of

the checks involved, please submit any other documentation of

these transactions.



y.. ou 7 and tM

r anAtenswr unsttot ~lry rv fo hs con

Re~saccoun was od a.haof he advances uold ol bhe

dswudbsec£al repaid promptlyy.



* iw*s .4ue w.c w~d

a). lie as. reamn.ae

... .. b) Nov umach .was repaid?

c) Was any interest. paid on these "loans"? If so,

..... how umah?

If !in your possession, please submit a copy .(copies) of the

check(s) used to make the repayment(s).

Answer: The money advanced to me by the Nationl

.R~ewwas repaid by a check of the CoiEttee to Aid Connecticut

dated December 2, 1980 in the amount of $19,882 (copy attached).

No interest was charged or paid on this amount.

Ci' :-'

-



qr Subscribed and swor to.betfor'e us tht..is . day-

,I,,
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0 b~oher ith rear~d to yont $5,000 tiBution e t8.th

qr 21. Whoa scthet yeo ' f re th ontrhbutroch

InOcobr,19#,mybwthreei*F

pendet adeiemets he planedZ tos runt in supor o m8

of the existence 0f any conittee, but rather understood thet

Iwas being asked to pool my funds with those of Bill and

others in order to run the independent ads. It was only when

I actually provided funds that I was told to make out my check

to the Comi ttee to Aid Connecticut because Bill had chosen that

form for proceeding with his efforts.



' '' 'sm*L .: kI ; : - t : ' !i " ... *i ' jf ''''' ' '

.5..If........*!ki why ... y. diMA..to give that

-7.~~ lhe* lid ou~ akothr ojauton .

0 wer I cann~ot recall exactly when I made the con-

!qa tribution and presently do not have a copy of my check. Please

oi. see my.answer to Question 9.

~8. Who was the money given to?

oO Answer: My check was made out to the Committee. I

cannot recall to whom it was physically given.

9. By what means did you make this contribution

(e.g., check, money order)? If by check, please furnish a copy

of such check. If by other means, please furnish a copy of

the receipt or other documentation.

Answer: The contribution was made by check. I expect

to obtain a copy within about a week and will submit it to the

Commission at that time.



f i ]i' ~iI+' '  ++'
' ': .. . " "r+ ,=,-+' " "+++ " x r ' : :"++ '+, i v .. . - '"' . :'. ..., .. ' . ,+ " / 

, :  
...... i ... -

the Cus es s .yorcnriuin

+. ,r ++~. +o~ , 'eti.~vv you tot o +

wa8Rno !e i ?any mane. ysavrt *stt

U5. WDre you rewee at otiuo reud r h

wommldte? oqtfn soho #tch of so why on s be is efund me?

JsI.. tklhy, nd tt cunpiee feorEl su. atund

Answer: las ree my aphe ro th outteanth

a.out o .3. fnTis retun wa8ou mde prsanitR ztouner

stnogta unsIavne would be usead torea the Natonteenew

su£iinAfnsweIrecebtied ackfrom the Coitterinth
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i[ - Zs't e~ 19 , V-a ". Buek.,y'

ai menits in .support of bis brother Jim Buckley and -asked m i ~ f I

i would be interested i support~nS "this",effor t. .''

o 2. What was that person' s relatiLonship to the

Committee?

Answer: At the time I was solicited I believed I °

was being asked to assist Bill Buckley and Others in their

efforts to run the ads, and was not aware of the existence of

any coumittee. At the time I actually provided funds, I was

told to make my check out to the Couumittee as this was the

form Bill had decided to use for the purpose of paying for

the ads.

3. What was your relationship to the Committee?



wbtp :opa ynswe tQ mk hi s padeiua o te h4i H.

7. BWh. n didOo make this cont, ibot

therceip o ote* documenyainto

Answer: T heckntiuo was mad oe ate.

couyno rech t wh itwpyscalygien

9. By what meanse erd youk thisyo con trib~on

Answer: Th ca otributione wumd by aucec aohl

buy space in Connecticut newspapers to reprint a column by

George W il about Jim Buckley.
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FROM . Edward Sonnenschein, Jr., Esq.
LAW OFFICES

LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS
SUITE 1200

1333 NEW HAMPSIHIRE AVE.. N.W. WASIHINGTON. D.C. 20026

TO aa

BY MESSENGER

Federal Election Commission
r 1325 K Street, NW

Washington, DC 20463
Attn. Ms. Marybeth Tarrant



Edward ....... beiiuAj.

Suite 1200 " :

* . . ,t9 ..

' Dear Mr. SonnensiIn. h.. --i!". .. ..."

_. requesting an ex:tenion unti u ". !S,. 102 .:' eaon -to
the Comision' s queot !aa attobe tit our Let. dated
March 17 and May 11,: 112 repc .y an hobw

- directed to the aboVe'ina id reajo_ ents.

The General Counsel ba htanited.p yuextenion and,therefore, thi ofewill e peit your ztene ..fke : O OC
before June 15, l9112. Zf you ~ hav nqe st ::  i: m t Ons, !please
contact Marybeth Tarrant a' 523-452. .

Sincerely,

Charlets 3. SteeleGenezal Counsel

~qrn

C

ii !; i !:. ;, i:!':;' '' ,; ; .i :,i"h ! :; i; '.?!;::i. , .' . ii i! [:  ! ." h h;,
.,. . !...... .. S ,-: , ..

• .. ; :



i hr

132 K.P+t. NW - :+
W a" iuo" '+,C' 20463 .+. .+,. e: +,-.:. "e..

,a. In ccodace itho convesatin0of3oday we'

" hereby request that the date on which our clients William
oF. Buckley, Jri +, Priscilla Buckley and Raymond Leersy are +

required to respond to the Cowaission's letter to Robert K.
P Burgess of May 11, 1982 be extended to June 15, 1982. As

I indicated to you, this extension is necessitated in part
00 because of Hr. Buckley's absence from the country during

this period.

I would greatly appreciate your notifying me by
phone as soon as a response to this request is finalized.
Thanks very much for your help.

Vertrly ours

Edward Sonnenschein, Jof LATHA, wA~TIS & HILLs



LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS
~~ATTORINE[YS AT L.AW

I133'3 NEW HAMPSH|IRE AVErNUE. N. W.

SUITE 1200

t)WASHINGTON, D.C€. 2)0036-159)4

0
BY ME SSENGER

Ms. Marybeth Tarrant0
C Federal Election Conmniss ion

1325 K Street, NW
Washington, flC 20463
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3 3. * W t was this acoeunt norma1y us* i

5: . . Was it normal practic fo yu tov wih ~ U er this
accun fa prsoalpuri es? :. s pl i :cr be ot~he

Rifvfor prsonal reasons, such a n: v u A e

i ~ ed from your salary? If siI, .: ..
AI a) Please describe the exact arrl gemnt.

€) If so, why did you describe these transactions as
,, loans" in your affidavit?"

*,- 7. Was the money loaned by the Nationsl.,Reviewv repaid? If so,

i :a) When was the repayment made?

.*. b) How much was repaid?

|:" ic) Who made the repayment?

. .... d) Was any interest paid on these loans?
• If so, how much?

If in your possession, please submit a copy (copies) of the
check (s) used .to make the repayment (s).
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Federal Election Co L1aon = ;. '
Washington, D.C. 20463 ,- .!

Attention: ?4s. Marybeth Tarrant

0D Re: !4

g Gent lemen:•

~This submission is sade on behalf of the respondents in
q .

the above-referenced matter pursuant to the Statements of

Designation of Counsel enclosed herewith. The Commission has

0 made numerous allegations of violations by the respondents

~of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

oD (the "Act"), in connection with certain independent expenditures

~made by respondents in the 1980 general election. By this

submission, we will demonstrate that these allegations are

neither factually nor legally supportable and that, accordingly,

it would be inappropriate for the Commission to take any

further action against the respondents.

INTRODUCTION

We appreciate that the Commission's "reason to believe"

determination under S437g (a) (2) of the Act has been made based



and oeatiOn of" thecointtee to ALid Connecticut" (the

"Couuittee"). Thus, vs are contidant that the Commission,

upon revieving the additional information and analysis

provided herein, will readily conclude that it cannot .find

probable cause to believe that any of the respondents

0'violated the Act as charged.

~On behalf of our clients, we are particularly disturbed

by the proposed application to these respondents of 5110.1(h)

of the regulations. In suggesting the application of this

regulation to respondents' independent expenditures, the

oD regulation has been interpreted in a manner not fairly dis-

~closed in or supported by its language, or by any other pro-

Cvision of the Act or regulations. While we vigorously oppose

~this interpretation--which would force persons to choose

between their constitutionally protected rights both to

contribute to a candidate and to make independent expenditures

in support of such candidate--we, nevertheless, respectfully

submit that the establishment of such an interpretation, if

desired by the Commission, be left to formal rule-making

proceedings. It would be unfair to respondents--who proceeded

in good faith in reliance upon the advice of counsel--for the
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At the core of the Couuission's allegations--as reflected

in the formal nature of the questions propounded to each of the

respondents--is the Couuaission's apparent assumption that the
0

"Committee" was a formally-created organization which had its

own staff and which went about soliciting contributions from

V persons who might be interested in supporting its activities.

It was not. Rather, the "Committee" was nothing more than

V a formal designation--a reporting mechanism, at best--by which

0 William F. Buckley, Jr., with the financial assistance of five

other individuals, purchased advertisements advocating the

election of James L. Buckley to the U.S. Senate and Stewart

O McKinney to the U.S. House of Representatives.

The attached affidavit of William F. Buckley, Jr. sets

forth in detail the facts relevant to the making of the

independent expenditures in support of these two candidates.

Mr. Buckley, whose idea it was to make these expenditures,

arranged for the placement of the ads with an advertising agency,

paid for the ads, and solicited and received contributions from



of legal 0oqnse, who was legitimately co €ncee abou

the proper method under the Act by which to accounti for and

report these activities--whether as unlimited individual

independent expenditures or restricted contributions to a

political committee making independent expenditures--Kr.

Buckley complied with the more stringent fund-raising re-

quirements related to political committees and reported

his activities accordingly. The precise form of reporting

should not be allowed to obscure the fact that these six

individuals--independent of both James L. Buckley and

Stewart McKinney--at most did nothing more than pool their

individual resources to support these candidates for election

to federal office, as is clearly permitted to groups of

individuals no less than individuals themselves under Buckley

v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976).

Before he received any other funds (and, in fact, uncertain

as to whether, and in what amounts, any such funds would be

provided), William F. Buckley, Jr. used his own funds to

pay for these advertisements because of the need to commit

space in the days immediately prior to the election. In doing

so, he acknowledges that he obtained the funds from the National

Review, an incorporated entity. However, the facts clearly



funds ran to M~r. Buo2.e and not the R"o ttee" and that

the National Review's purpose in advancin g the funds was

not to influence any federal election.

Based upon the foregoing facts, as supported by the

affidavits of WilliamF. Buckley, Jr. and Robert K. Burgess,

l attached hereto,- as well as the following discussion, we

@ submit that the respondents have not violated the Act.

'SIII

-- DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

'SThe Commission has alleged the following violations of

0 the Act:

1. That the individual respondents, William F.

Buckley, Jr., Priscilla Buckley and Raymond J. Lea rsy

~violated $441a(a) (1) (A) of the Act, by making contributions

in excess of $1,000 to James L. Buckley in the 1980 general

election;

2. That the National Review, a corporation, violated

S44lb(a) of the Act by making a contribution to the "Committee

to Aid Connecticut;" and

1/ These affidavits are submitted in response to the Commission's
questions of all respondents, and we believe they fully
and adequately answer such questions. If the Commission
nevertheless desires formal responses from each of the
respondents, we would be happy to provide them.



::~iiiiii~ii SS44la(f) and 44lb(a) of the Act by accept:l~ig the! foregoing

We will discuss each of these allegations ihn turn.

A. The Individual Repnet.DdNot MI

Contr ibutions in 3X~ss of $l~r 009 , Q
James-L, Buckley' nra lc i Cpin

) The Coiuuission's .finding "of reason to beZ3* that

0* William F. Buckley, Jr., Priscilla Buckley and Raymond 3.

Learsy violated S44la (a) (1) (A) of the Act by making contri-

butions in excess of $1,000 each to the general election

v campaign of James L. Buckley is premised entirely on $ll0.1(h)

oD of the Commission's regulations. That section provides:

~" (h) A person may contribute to a candidate
~or his or her authorized committee with
C respect to a particular election and also
9 contribute to a political committee which

has supported, or anticipates supporting,
" the same candidate in the same election,

as long as--

(1) The political committee is not the
candidate's principal campaign committee or
other authorized committee or a single
candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with
the knowledge that a substantial portion
will be contributed to, or expended on
behalf of, that candidate for the same election;
and



lin essence, the CoIission's position apparently".5i

that each of these persons, who contributed $5,000 to th

independent expenditures effort in support of James L.

Buckley, made excessive contributions to Jams L. Buckley,

on the ground that 6110.1(h) applies to limit to $1,000

~their aggregate contributions to a candidate and to a

committee which makes independent expenditures in support

of that same candidate. We submit that such a position is

without merit.

1. Independent Expenditure Committees Are Not Covered BY
o S$1. (h).

~The General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis applies

0 lOlh oteidvda rsodnso h rudta
Sll01 () t th indvidal espndets o th grundth 2

they did not comply with the second of its three conditions 2-L -

that "the contributor does not give with the knowledge that

a substantial portion will be contributed to, or expended on

behalf of" the candidate supported. In this regard, the Com-

mission does not assert that the Committee "contributed to"

James L. Buckley under this section. Rather, the Commission

2/ We note that there is no issue regarding compliance with
the first and third conditions of 510.1l(h)--that the
committee not be a "single candidate" committee and that
the contributor not "retain control" over the funds.
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individual respondents are deeut ;e to have made contributions

to hi.

The flaw in this back-door attempt to convert independent

expenditures activities~i into ,contributions to a candidate ii

that it involves an ailayti leap hh is not supported

by S1l0.1(h) and which directly contradicts other relevant

~provisions of the Act and regulations. In essence, this

r interpretation of the "on behalf of" language of 5110.1 (h)

-- would unilaterally amend the Act in a manner which directly

~invades the respondents' constitutionally protected right

0 to make independent expenditures. We submit that, if that

is the interpretation desired by the Commission, it should

so provide in an explicit rule, properly adopted in accordance

~with Commission procedures.

(a) Independent Expenditures in Support of
a Candidate Are Not Made "On Behalf Or"
the Candidate.

While the individual respondents were aware that much

of their funds would be used to finance advertisements in

support of James L. Buckley, these independent expenditures

were not made "on behalf of" that candidate, as that term is

used in the Act and the regulations. The only definition of



.-

'(3) an expenditure is made A~O a
cand.idate, including a vice jpz'i .,t~
candidate, if it is made by--m

(i) an authorized comuttee ow arty
other agent of th.a andkdtei
for purposes of makng- an ez :

~~~~penditure; or *** .

S(ii) any person authorized or reqate4
0by the cadiate, a n. aEuh ie

coiwaittee of the. qandi t, i o' an
r agent of the candidae, ita sftk

__ the expenditure." (mphasis nad'ded)

Independent expenditures, which are not made by any
0

of such persons or upon their authorization or request, are

~not within the scope of this definition of "on behalf of."

~Furthermore, in the only other relevant provision of the

O Act, S44la (a) (8) defines contributions made "on behalf of"

a candidate to include "contributions which are in any

way earmarked or otherwise directed through an intermediary

or conduit to such candidate." See also 11 C.F.R. SllO.6(a).

Thus, the only available guidance under the Act and regula-

tions mandates the conclusion that the term "on behalf of"

connotes a direct or indirect relationship with a candidate

not consistent with independent expenditures.



sections of "the Act and reguia~4ons (including silo. 1 (h)),

fairnes.--auch less good stati4tory o on ttucion--dictates

that any. di~ferent. .. ntepretation of t.he language when used
in these other sections. be explicitly, adopted .and explai£ned

by the Conuission, especially where, as here, there are

sensitive constitutional i£tplications in the area of

independent expenditures.3' '"

Geneb) Cundesel' ctlson the Individual rsonddntss

made "contributions" to James L. Buckley' s campaign, even

oassuming arguendo that the independent expenditures of

~the Committee were made "on behalf of" Mr. Buckley. It

nowhere states that even if a political committee's indepen-

dent expenditures are treated as expenditures "on behalf of"

the supported candidate, the committee or its contributors

have made a "contribution" to such candidate. Thus, the

General Counsel must find support for this result from

other provisions of the Act and regulations in order to

convert the individual respondents' contributions to the

3/ The regulation at 11 C.F.R. $110.l(d) also refutes the
General Counsel's analysis. That section provides that the
$20,000 and $5,000 limitations on contributions to political
committees set forth in S 110.l(b) and (c) apply to indepen-
dent expenditures committees, without any mention of S110.l(h).
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. support can. be found in.e.o br the Act o:. t rezgulationi.

' " he Act, pursuant to .the 1976 amendments thereto, s.It8

out expliceitly the circumstances under which contributions

to political committees and expenditures by individuals

or commnittees will be deemed to be contributions to candidates.

Au stated in the legislative history, the ,1976 amendments

0i,.::  contain specific "rules for determining when a contribution

made to a political committee is considered to be a contri-

bution to a candidate, and when certain expenditures shall

be considered to be contributions to a candidate, and subject

~to the limitations of the Act." Joint Explanatory Statement

oof the Committee of Conference, H.R. No. 944I057, at 54

~("Conference Report"). None of these rules relate in any

way to contributions to or expenditures by an independent

expenditures committee.

SS44la (a) (7) (A) and 441a(a) (8) establish the only

instances in which contributions to a political committee

may be recharacterized as contributions to a candidate.

These are when contributions are made to a political coin-

mittee authorized by a candidate to accept contributions

on his behalf, and when contributions are earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to



None of the +contributions made by+ the +i:ii4 t=I respot'b4*nts

toteComite satsf thes codi4"n

Similarly, S44la ar) (7) 5 ezp*~esi3y p vi4s tt..

only non-independent expenditures shall be treated as

contributions to the supported candidate, when it says

that:

" (r) (i) expenditures made by any peron i£n
~cooperation, consultation, or concert, with,

or at the request or suggestion of, a o5Rfd-
date, his authorized political cosmtteel, 'OW

~their agents, shall be considered + to be a
contribution to such candidate. W

r The Act and the regulations, including S110.l(h), contain

o no other provision by which contributions to or expenditures

~by any person or entity other than the candidate or his

Oauthorized committee are deemed to be contributions to

• the candidate. Indeed, the very grounds on which contribu-

tions to "other" political committees would be treated as

contributions to the candidate were considered by Congress

and, in addition to the adoption of the foregoing provisions,

the result was the $5,000 limitation on contributions to

"other political committees." This $5,000 limitation was

intended to



but iato 4a to aeat

entities pDuruA1: teir own efl&5 .but
are atualy mans for advancing a

candidate' caagn." Conference Report,
at 57-58. ..

Moreover, a Policy Statement issued by the Commission

o at the time SllO.l (h) was proposed oonfinad the view

Othat the limitations on contributions to couuuittee* making

~independent expenitUre.s were derived solely from the $5,000

r limitation. After describing sll0.l (h), the Statement goes

on to say:

"However, it is the view of the Commuission
0that contributions made to a political committee

gnincluding those committees making independent
expenditures on behalf of a clearly identified

o candidate are limited to $5,000 per calendar
year to each political committee, (see 2 U.S.C.

~S44la(a) (1) (C) and Sl10.1(d) of the proposed
:0 regulations,) . ..

In short, although (i) the individual respondents' con-

tributions to the Committee cannot be deemed contributions

to James L. Buckley under SS441a(a) (7) (A) and 441a(a) (8);

and although (ii) the Committee's independent expenditures

are not deemed to be contributions to James L. Buckley

under S441a(a) (7) (B), it is nevertheless asserted that the

individual respondents' contributions to the Committee somehow



jT ? ut 5110.1(h)> i does n t so #ta e, r.r4*e of the..... meaning

of th. phrae on behalfI of,"i an no ot~tprovision of the

Act or regulations supports suc.h reslt eopt as to non-

independent expenditures cosuutttees.

It is important to note that no loophole in the Act's

contribution limitatiOns is created by re:jecting the General

€a Counsel' s strained reading of 5110.1 (h). If a couuittee' s

N expenditures are not independent, they c onstitute contributions

rto the candidate under S44la(a)(7) (B), and the coim~ttee's

-- contributors are deemed to have made contributions to the

candidate under S44la(a)(8). In this light, Sll0.l(h) can

be viewed as a salutary supplement to these sections to

~achieve these objectives. However, if the committee's ex-

~penditures are independent, there is no justification for

~a back-door repeal of the Act's $5,000 contribution limita-

tion to "other political committees" under S44la(a) (1) (C),

and there is no discernible "loophole" to be closed by

applying Sll0.l(h) to create any further restriction.

In light of the foregoing, the best available interpre-

tation of SllO.l(h) was and is that it does not apply to

contributions to committees making independent expenditures.

This interpretation is the most consistent with the language



the 1976 amendments, and the constitutioni~ proteciQE!

for independent expenditures which were affirsed by

the Supreme Court in BuckleY v. Valeo, sup~a, and by the

three-judge court in Coumon Cause v. schmtt, 512 F.Supp.

489 (1980), affirmed by an equally divided court, __U.S.

N (1981).

S2. SlOlh sAbgoson its Face and as ItrrtdB

itt h niiulRs~nents.

Wholly apart from the inapplicability of $1l0.1l(h)

,q, to independent expenditures committees and contributions

Othereto, we respectfully submit that it would be unfair

~and wholly unreasonable for the Commission to attempt to

C apply it in a manner which, as proposed here, is neither

clear from, nor supported by, its language.

As written, Sll0.l(h) states that " [a] person may con-

tribute to a candidate or his or her authorized committee

with respect to a particular election and also contribute

to a political committee which has supported, or anticipates

supporting, the same candidate in the same election," as long

as the three stated conditions are satisfied. The clear

implication of this language is that a person may not make



supports such candi9date. While ye naturaltly do not endre

this result or believe that it is in any vay supported by

the Act--and apparently neither does the Commission--it does

follow the literal language of the provision and leaves

p any other reading subject to great uncertainty, At the same

~time, any application of the provision, to independent ex-

~penditures committees would be constitutionally suspect under

~Buckley v. Valeo by forcing persons to choose between making

constitutionally protected contributions to candidates and

constitutionally protected contributions to committees that
0

support such candidates.

oThus, we applaud any effort on the part of the Commission

~to fairly interpret SllO.l~h) so as to render it a meaningful

0 and understandable provision. However, it is apparent from

the charges against the individual respondents that no such

laudable objective has been--or perhaps, can be--achieved.

Without any basis in the language of Sll0.l(h) itself, and

without any other statutory or regulatory support, the General

Counsel seeks to interpret and apply SllO.l{h) to the indivi-

dual respondents as follows:



:-political commttee supporting such candidate (or vice

ii versa), but rather, that contributions to the two will

! be agreg~ated to determine whether the contribution 34*ita-

- tions are exceeded;

eD ~Second, as a rule of aggregation which li,;mi-ts total.

contributions to the amount applicable to candidates themselves

::i "($l,000)., rather than to the amount applicable to :"other

! - political committees" ($5,000), notwithstanding the lack

-- "of any connection between the candidates and such comttees;

0D Third, as a rule which overrides in its entirety the

il $5,000 contribution limitation to "other political committees,"
C3
~even where no contribution has been made to the candidate or

his authorized committee;

Fourth, as a rule which overrides Sll0.1{a){(2) (i) of

~the regulations, which distinguishes between, and imposes

separate contribution: limitations with respect to, primary

elections and general elections; and

Fifth, as a rule which overrides Sl00O. 7(a) (1) (i) (B) of

the regulations, which provides that a "loan, to the extent it

is repaid, is no longer a contribution."



i : ":i s. : 2r* it. Eras th 1a ug of the ! ?: rul and is ii =ttad ied
! , !:•. : : . . : //: by.: : othe.....v ions of he Act an re ul ti ns bu - is ;

tyhe eneal Consl applihes an agg reation st in a!setn

C that SlleO.1(h) has enfm viltedGnr; Cuse' eot

2) With respect t oOaho the individual respondents, s

' rJ the General Counsel assles tat thgegacontbtin limitation,

ase that Olh h se violated 1.()b otiuig$,0

(4) With respect to each of the individual respondents,

the General Counsel aggregtst the contributions itten

Comie in the g eneral,00e election; otibtosmd

to Jame Lit Bukeypc in conetonawithn eGen er thne

thegerta eecionnote Ohsadin co110.1(h)n 's5efeenc

~to the "same e eion"an the ditctionst bteen aonprimaryo

4/4W arnth areofanytreashon toeive"u fisndnty
the GnrCosinse withrespet toeir. Manrtion Weto e
oite ever that hegeneral ounselh onreconde tat

ohe bse oundton ave vilthed dstio nsbewenhpir



$5,000 contribution, even though at h tt ho made

such contribution, his loan to James L.. luckloy' a

general election campaign had been repaid.

The General Counsel's proposed interretations of

$1Sl0.1l(h) plainly demonstrate the difficultios of attempting

C to apply that provision to any situation, much less to

constitutionally protected independent expOnditures activities.

__ The intrinsic problems with attempting to apply a vague

~and ambiguous regulation are only compounded by efforts

oD to apply it in a manner which is (1) not fairly disclosed

7by the Regulation itself; (2) flatly contradictory of other

Cprovisions of the Act and regulations; and (3) so clearly

an attempted back-door invasion of constitutionally protected

rights. We submit that the Commission has an obligation to

these respondents and to the public at large to either issue

clear and direct regulations and interpretations if it sub-

scribes to the General Counsel's analysis of SllO.l(h), or

to refrain from commencing any enforcement proceeding based

upon that provision.



toapl 510. (it tee. in vJdual respondents could not

• tion that Robert Rarston and William F. Buckley, Jr. violated

its terms. Mr. Marston never, in the first instance, made

a contribution to James L. Buckley 'in the same election,"

and William F. Buckley, Jr. 's loan to James L. Buckley was

made.-on September 20, 1980O and repaid on September 24, 1980

I (and., therefore, "no longer ra contribution"' after that date,
~11 C.F.R. 5100.7(a) (1) (i) (B)), long befOre he contributed to

-- the Comttee. Application of 5110.1(h) to these individuals,

qT and the aggregation of Kr. Buckley's contribution relating

0 to the nominating convention with his independent expenditures

in the general election, would be inappropriate under any

~~interpretation of Sll0.lI(h) 's "same election" predicate.

In sum, only by distorting the language of $110.1 (h)
beyond its ostensible, albeit inartful, purpose (to prohibit

end-runs around the $1,000 limitation on contributions to

candidates), can the General Counsel apply it to these indivi-

dual respondents. Aided by a disregard of SS431(17), 441a (a) (1) (C)

and 441a(a) (7) and (8) of the Act, as well as SSl1O.7(a) (1) (i) (B),

110.1(a) (2) and 110.1(d) of the regulations, the General Counsel



in nor fairly supportedi: bysuch laws.

of Ii ios

By its terms, 5110.1(h) applies only to contributions to

*M political comittees. It imposes no restriction on the ability

OD of individuals to contribute directly to a candidate and his

'1authorized committee (subject, of course, to a $1,000 maximum)

and to make unlimited independent expenditures in support of

the same candidate in the same election. In substance, that
q T

is what the individual respondents did here.

~The independent expenditures at issue here were the

OD brainchild of William F. Buckley. From start to finish,

the project was his own, and he took full responsibility

for arranging for and paying for the advertisements. At

the same time, he solicited his relatives and a few friends

for expressions of interest in contributing to this effort.

As he states in his affidavit, he personally borrowed money

from the National Review in order to advance the cost of the

ads, and he considered the repayment of these funds to be



Bed he. failetd to collet any funds fromether persons, he

would ;have paid, for the entire cost of these ads himself.

Under-these circumstances, Mr. Buckley would have been

well within his rights to makie these independent expenditures

and to, report them-as individual expenditures under S43 4(C)

of the" Act and 5$109.2 of the:'regulations.' "Of course, any

contributions by others to this effort would have been

reported by Mr, Buckley under these provisions as well, and

would not have been subject to any dollar limitations, including

any limitations arising out of SllO.l (h).

Out of an abundance of caution, Mr. Buckley's counsel

advised him to proceed in what seemed to be a careful,

measured way--to limit the financial participation of

other persons to $5,000 each and to report his activities

as a "political committee." Yet it is now apparent, based

upon the facts as outlined by Mr. Buckley, that there was

no formal (or even informal) organization or other group

formed by Mr. Buckley that solicited contributions from others.

Rather, Mr. Buckley initiated and pursued the project, and

sought and obtained contributions from a small number of



isIte, .and Raymond-i Lery i rotheri-la a nd i fr- '.;ieds.

as the Act's expanive definition of politicaal "oastt ee

(including, for example, any "other group of persons,'

S4.31(4),), it seeI highly inappropriate to punish Mr. Buckley

and, his supporters for his good faith efforts to, comply With

__ the election laws by, in fact, adhering to the more stringent

prules applicable to political couumjttees, and reporting as

~such. The critical essence of the instant inquiry should

" be the substance, not the form, of Mr. Buckley's activities.

~We submit that the information required by S109.2 of

the regulations was provided in the reports made by the

Committee. Nevertheless, Mr. Buckley would be pleased to

submit at this time the appropriate reports to the Comission

~under that section. We believe that the Commission should

view his activities in that light.

B. The National Review Did Not Make an Unlawful Corporate

Contribution under S441b (a).

The Commission has asserted that the National Review

violated S44lb(a) of the Act by making an illegal corporate

contribution "totalling 19,882 on October 29, 1981 to the
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a contribtion incudes "an. l ..ln... md byaypro

i•! for the purpo~s f nfl uncing supty .lcon~ for Federly

. an W rs pectfullnny' s.ubmto _ s t at the n esonsallegainsel

: repinor ore for stte es ns.r is t, ) ()o the ana teve

-did ot lon-onue to, an , thereorn..e did not ma eronrbto

0, . to, the Comitte. e Na£1 tnal Reiew'sn cheks atted

-- toae fi davitor f Willia Fesn. Buckle, were datedo ber 17ie

and 28, respectively, and were each payable to Manufacturers

: O Hanover Trust Company, which in turn provided cashier's checks

payable to Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., the agency that

arranged for the placement of the advertisements. These

checks, which were not payable to the "Committee," were

obtained at Mr. Buckley's direction from the National Review,

of which he is the sole owner, as an accommodation to him

to meet the immediate need for the funds. It is, and was,



Indeed, as noted previouslY, the use of a "commiLttee" format

in connection with this project was only later adopted, upon

i!,i the recommendation of counsel.

i. Second, while Mr. Ruckley ..may hav, borrowed the money

!" ~from the National Review to us. ", !for purposes of influencing"

a federal election, the National Review had no such intent.

.... r Its purpose was~i tO advano fuds to it~ soeile owner and edritOr,

-- without regard to purpose, in the same manner as it had pre-

~viously done in other contexts.

0 Finally, S114.lO of the regulations expressly permits a

~corporation to "extend credit to a candidate, political

~committee, or other person in connection with a Federal

~election provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary

course of the corporation's business and the terms are sub-

stantially similar to extensions of credit to nonpolitical

debtors which are of similar risk and size of obligation."

The National Review's advance to Mr. Buckley was entirely

consistent with its previous practice with respect to advances

made to him.



laced upon the forg ~ 4*aa eion., he• individual .

~respodents did 'not m~ake. un awkui oontdbuti ons under S44lafa) (1)(A)

of the Act, and the National1 *v did i ae an unlawful

corporate contribution under S44lb(a) of the Act. Accordingly,

the Coumiittee did not violate, and cannot be found to have

violated, 5$441a(f) and 441b(a) of the Act.

j IV

~~~CONCLUSI O,,N

- By reason of the foregoing--including the inapplicability

~of 5110.1I(h) to independent expenditures activities, the

C undisputed good faith of William F. Buckley, Jr. and the

other respondents in attempting to fully comply with the

election laws, the substantive nature of their activities

~(regardless of the precise form in which they were reported),

and fundamental fairness, we respectfully submit that the

Commission has no basis on which to conclude that there is

probable cause to believe that any of the respondents violated

the Act, and should take no further action against the respondents.

Very truly yours,

Robert K. Burgess
of LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS
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CIiuiOn in connection with1 MR 1,414, .in-which I i nmd

as a respondent along with Priscilla Buckley, my siter

Raysond J. Learsy, my brother-in-law; the National Review,

a magazine of which I au the sole owner and editor; and /the

Coiuittee to Aid Connecticut, of which I was the fouidr and

I driving force. It is apparent from the Couuission's allega-

~tions and the formal nature of the questions which it has

propounded to me and the other respondents, that the Cosisi-

sion is not aware of either the limited scope of our activities

~or the circumstances in which we came to make independent ex-

~penditures in support of the candidacies of James L. Buckley

Cfor the U.S. Senate and Stewart McKinney for the U.S. House

~of Representatives.

: 2. The idea of running independent advertisements in support

of my brother's campaign for the U.S. Senate was my own, arrived

at in mid-October, 1980. While I probably had conversations

during this pre-election time period with other persons who

supported Jim's election and who also desired to express their

support in some manner, the project was entirely my own creation.



++++ than $.$5-20,OO"(ialuding the hos ~tof *+id*rtilemontt in

i+ support of Stewart MoKinney for the U.S. House of Representatives),

+ or more than 5-6 people, i noluading my sister and myself. For

i that matter, I believed that, regardless of my receipt of other

!!!i + contributions, there was no limit on the amount of my own

"+ i!i+ -- personal expenditures for the ads.

P 4. Despite what seemed to me to be a rather non-controversial

ii project involving a very small group of persons, I sought and

obtained legal advice from Robert K. Burgess of Latham, Watkins &

O Hills in Washington, D.C., as to whether I could engage in

p this project and, if so, what procedures I had to follow to

C comply with the federal election laws. Mr. Burgess advised me

P as to the requirements relating to independent expenditures, as

well as the disclosure and reporting aspects of the law. Mr.

Burgess cautioned me to be certain that each participant satisfied

the standards of "independence" under the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, and the regulations thereunder. He

stated his belief, which i understood to be based on my primary

role in the project and the small number of people involved, that

there were no dollar limitations on the amount of my proposed

-2-



the batis on which I c~mnoed the proect)i. Xet t*i

that there did not appear to be a-o: mt'ifl!volV4S une

the circumstances and that, accordingly, it would be pre

for me to collect funds from supporters of my effort and

to report the expenditures on an individual basis. ifowem,

he also expressed the view that, in light of certain iguities

in the statute and regulations, as well asipending iti oin,,

a more conservative approach to the legal requirements would

be to limit each person's contribution to the effort to a

maximum of $5,000 and to file and report to the Commission as

a "committee." Mr. Burgess provided me with copies of the

required FEC forms, I named my enterprise the "Committee to

Aid Connecticut," and the relevant forms were thereafter filed

with the Conumission.

5. Among the reports which Mr. Burgess advised me would

have to be filed with the Commission was a Statement of Organi-

zation and a "24 Hour Report," which I understood had to be

filed within 24 hours after each independent expenditure was

made. It was my intention to run the advertisements a day or

two before the election. However, I was going to be (and in

fact was) out of town for several weeks beginning October 25,

1980 and would not be available to personally assure that all

-3-



i editorial, as the focal point of the advertisemnts, in suport

of Jim's campaign, and I made arrangements for space-for

. . . November 3, 1960, in several Connecticut newspapers, thtough

!:: Mesh Vieear Gumbinner, Inc., an advertising agency. In

__order to commt the space, Guabinner required payment--$!7,058

iii? I for the Buickley ads--on October 17, 1980, but I had not yet

, :. received contributions from any other persons (in fact,
i! .. I may not have solicited any money at that point, although

" I had probably spoken to Priscilla Buckley and Ray Learsy about

o it and received informal commitments to help). Accordingly,

I paid for the ads myself, with two cashier's checks purchased

~from a local bank with checks written, at my direction, on an

O account of the National Review. Copies of these checks, dated

October 17, 1980 and October 28, 1980, are attached hereto.

As far as I was concerned, the National Review (of which I

am sole owner) made a loan to me, which I, in turn, advanced

to pay for the ads. The National Review did not make a con-

tribution or loan to the "committee" (which at that point did

-4-



b a: POe!ible interpzetation of the procedure I chi~se

to pay for the ads, I vouzld have written my own personal

checks for the ads. However, as sole owner of the National

Review, It is not unuiual for me to make minor personal

expenditures "in this manner when time is of the essence.

I believed that I had a personal obligation to repay this

advance regardless of any other contributions I might

receive to help pay for the ads.

* 7. It is apparent from the allegations against me and

the other respondents that the Commission has emphasized the

"committee" aspects of my enterprise to run independent adver-

tisements for my brother and Stewart McKinney. However, the

practical fact is that I personally determined to run advertise-

ments for these two candidates, and I sought and received con-

tributions from my sister and the other participants to help

defray the necessary costs. It was because Mr. Burgess was

concerned that the Commission might assert that we were a

-5-



more stringent requirement. of the election lav relat**g

to "political ouuittees," we are now charged with viOl~ttng

such laws even though what we did was well within our rights

to do as individuals making independent expenditures.

8. Essentially, I am synonymous with the "Comuittee

~to Aid Connecticut." It was my idea to make independent

expenditures in support of James Buckley' s and Stewart
p .

£4cKinney's campaigns, and it was my idea to soek contxUu-
wF

tions from a small group of persons who might be interested

~in supporting their elections. As the person primarily

oD responsible for this enterprise, I sought legal counsel to

~assure that I--and, particularly, my friends who might parti-

o cipate--were acting in full compliance with all legal require-

ments. I, and they, had no intention of violating the election

laws, and we do not believe that we did so. If, by any

technical reading of the law, we violated it, I trust that

the Commission will recognize the good faith nature of our

activities, our reliance on the advice of counsel, and the

ambiguities in the law that created any such violation.

-6-



Subscribed aid sva to tbefore us this/ '.
of April, 1982.

0

ROSE MARIE D@ iM
~~~Notorr P .....sof New Youk

No. 3o-1v:.: o - Nsse lul Om
-- Trm Expires eh ISt, 1S

r-Notarv Publke,.State of l ?',,* vef
0 ~ No, SO,,12Uh1NI - Nassa County

1wn bumW. Mush mZ

C
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as Latham, Watkins & Bills, in 3960.

2. In October,• 1980,• I spoke by t.eophone several times

with William F. Buckley, Jr., WhQ sought my advice with respect

to his desire to make independent etpendiltur~es in connection

with the general federal elections to be held in November.

~~Mr. Buckley was especially concerned .that his actions be in

- full compliance with the federal election laws and that he not

~do anything which would violate those laws or constitute a

0 violation of law by any of the persons who might participate

in his project.

3. I counseled Mr. Buckley about the requirements of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and

the regulations thereunder, as to independent expenditures.

I told him that, based upon the Supreme Court's decisions

in Buckley v. Valeo and Republican National Committee, as well

as the three-judge court's decision in Common Cause v. Schmitt,

there was no limit on the amount of the independent expenditures

he could make. I also told him that, given his own principal

role in the effort and the small number of anticipated contri-



(S431.(4), including any "or~er group of persmons"), -and I

thought there was sufficient: uncertainty at the time

about how the enterprise would ultimately take shape or

appear in hindsight, as to militate in favor of a ~onservative

approach to hi activities. Accordingly, I advised tr. Buckley

to limit all contributions to a maximum of $5,000 per person,

F and to file and report with the Commission as a "committee."

.. Based upon my recent review of the various reports filed

~with the Commission, Mr. Buckley complied fully with my

oD advice. I also believe that no "committee" was ever created

within the meaning of S431(4) of the Act, and that Mr. Buckley

could have reported his activities as independent expenditures

~by persons other than political committees under 5434(c) of

the Act.

4. The foregoing is true and correct of my own personalkowledge.

Robert K. Burgess

f°tg;scribed and sworn to
befor 'me this day
of April, 1982.

toryu ic

-2-



behalf before the Cozuu, esion;

9..

April 15, 1982

Date...

NAME: .

ADDRESS: 1

HOME PHONE:z

BUSINESS PHONE:

Sinaur

ili1am F. acley, Jr.

50o E. 35th Street
w York, New York 10016

(212) 679-7330

0

• ,2i

/25



counasol and :1. aut~horil.ed to recoive any. notl, atio -iand.
ot+her' coimunicatitons froa+ the Coumiassioni and ito ..at @11 q

behalf beoeteCoantii.

., o n , " " *,

April 15, 1982

NAME:'

ADDRESS:z

Commtttee to Md Connecti~cut

Alexanda T. Holmyad
Head's Point, Greenwich, Con cuat 06830

HOME PHONE:z

BUSINESS PHONE:z

+0

0



counsel" and is autho£Ised to reeve any notifiattt an - "

other coun~oationu from teCoumiasiton sad.. to. Lot @n#: •

behalf before the Conuussion,.

Date'
April 15, 1982 " 2K Li'

ADDRESS:=
Rayuicru 3. Lers
665 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10022

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:



other coumudctaignS tEoa the: Cous! soa and 't* act *i: i !'

behalf befor, the: comuission. !

-

Apil1, 98 .,AQ

Date Signature . .

NAME: . Priscilla Backley

ADDRESS: 150 3. 35th Street
~New York, New York 10016

0 HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: (212) 679-7330



1eabe-ae.iivua .' i h ?* "-:gnated R

other coxaunicationa. from tlhe Ccmtsi4OR l"apd L t'Po, i ac~it ;+Ol .~ !i?:i~ -i+;'" .

behalf before t.he Couu£11s£0n .,' ...-

.-
I~ 

.

Date Signature .........

NAME: • . Na'tnl i ew Inc.
O Willian F. Buckey, Jr.ADDRESS: 150 E. 35th Street

r New York, New York 10016
00 HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: (212) 679-7330



FROM * ,3
LAW OFFICES

LATHAM. WATKINS & HILLS
SUITE 1200

1333 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE.. N.W. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20036

TO . Ms. Marybeth Tarrant
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

VIA IESSENAGER

m



C
RAY**EO 4, LEARSY 82
*# flP~ WURVE

KUW YOUR, MEW YORK 0033

5 April 1982

Your ref: MUR 1414
Dear Mr. Gross, .

.b. -,I' ,

Thank you for your letter of April1 ,,, .

I now understand that Mr. Roger Burgess, Esq.,
of Lathan, Watkln and Hills will be responding on the

refrenedmatter on behalf of Mr. Will am F. Buckley, Jr.,
Ms. Priscilla Buckley as well as the undersigned.

V tuy ous

0

Mr. Kenneth A. GrossAssociate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

By Registered Mail

APRS0 .PK:f!*
¢ cc#17 ; /

0~

:5*

(tI .°.
'.



- 7t;.-- T2-.A' P.".... ...... ,1..9., --T-

SMr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Co;,uutsston

0 Washington, D.C. Z0463

By Registered Mail
C

*1 if RED
':" i "4



i ~ ! < ! i ~iiiA '

Edwad SonepshieP ft

Lathan, Watkins &/
1333 Nev Nampshira &Vf ~
Suite 1200 • !i.
washington, D.C. 2* $t

Dear tMr. Sonnensehiens '

This is in reference to yot! 3ett• atielareb 31,1982 requesting an extnsin unt4 A$l1 26, U2 to respond
to the Commission's qu "t iOns in *@nAtion v1ltbhits notice
that it has reason to believe that your clients have
violated the Act. ....

The General Counsel has granto yout ttnseion and,
therefore, this Office viii expect your response on or
before April 16, 1962. If you have any questions, please
contact Marybeth Tarrant at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,

Charles 3. Steee

• enneth A. gd
Associate Genetal Counsel

4

C



4 .

-:, - , ... .., i: : ;:,A . .i

re n Mt.on4Et-t

ClR2 Oi.Bt 8 aR irtna:ow Lt30E Ij t

.W has reason to0!b|1iw that: you hawe violated tbe: it

The QeE~1 Cowwel has grant *our .xtenslpp z~d,
therefote, tb%~ o*tI.. vi~U s~pect your reepon~ 0**t
before ApzIl S*~ zt~ you hav# any qu.sti.ui#~. $ae.
contact I4arybet~b r~nt at (202) 523'45Z9.

Sincerely,.

Cha'les I. It11eele

renneth A,. Gros;/

Associate General Counsel

C
....... .r :," k



VIA MES ,~Z

l" 1325 K Striet,I~ *H.,i:
Washington, D .C -  20403 1

I Re: !USAL414
Dea.M. ar.u:,

-- In reference to the exten. On of time to respond
to the above-referenced I4UR giranted to us by letter of

vApril 1, 1982, this wi1l confirm my understanding based on
our telephone conversation of yesterday that the extension0 of time applies to resPonses by The National Rewe as well

l" as William F. 3uckley, ,Jr. and Priscill1a Buckley. lye are
representing all three respondents in this matter.

Please notify me as soon as possible if your
C. understanding differs from the foregoing.

of LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS

CC: Robert K. Burgess



LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS
1 , r ATTORNE'YS AT LAW
, 1333 NEW HAMPSHIREsIT 10AVENUE, N. W. K." i

WASHINGTON, D. C. 2D0036-1594

? I 2 P6: IS

-- Ms. Marybeth Tarrant
Federal Election Couunission

0D 1325 K Street N.W.
r Washington, D.C. 20463

VIA MESSENGER



'p.

of,

t er the oeLwKatietas hope that 1
osiw~ation of this

e ,. !.

Znclosureu r

CC: Mr. Robert Marston



The abv-na~se individual ±. herebT designated as
counsel" and is authorized to receive any notifications and

other coumiznioations from the Coimiss ion and to act on imy

behalf before the Commission.

P b

MaTqh. _0 1982
" Date-Sgatr

O Robert Idarston

NAME: • .Robert Marston

o ADDRESS: 10 Dber Park Court
r Greenwich. Connecticut 06830

HOME PHONE: 203-661-1353

BUSINESS PHONE: 212-371-2200



3. Whatwe yuhoury retous~ |to t obe Cci t.0

5. If not $5,000, why did you decide to .give tZhat as M?

6. If you were not solicited :for-this cotzbti , wht
prompted you to make :this particular contribtion? :i:

GO 7. When did you make this contribution? ' :

i 8. Who was the mney given to? ' : ..

P1 9. By what means .did you make this: c ton ..b.t.ta(..*4w!: :+ .

r such check. It by other Mans, please furn:ih a opy
_ receipt or other documentation.

r 10. For .what purpose vere you told your contribution would
be used? •

. 11. Dy whom were you told?

O 12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
covering the costs of an ad on behalf of James L. Buckley,

" and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee's8 use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?

15. Did you make any contributions to the Citizens for
Buckley, Inc•? If so, when? and how much?



11. Nr.L Afk L

6. -Z trn* d:ldwalpoo!o ~ on~'~u:o :gt

10. Teot)ed~ 4soR sdvst±4:£g beost o n¥ eb 1f of theplcandcie

candidat:e.

13. See anuver to 12.

14. No.

15. No.
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Ms. Marybeth a r....
Federal EetL u Co :.: issiaeon ,- "

Washington,!; i,;: ,206 : ..-. ..

f. Dear Ms. Tarrant:

-- As I indicated to you by telephone yesterday, the
above-referenced MUR pertaining to William F. Buckley, Jr.

r and Priscilla Buckley has been referred tQ our law firm.0 It is my understanding from our c€onvorsation that all
0 responses to matters raised by the documents, sent to the

Buckleys by the Federal Election coumssion +(includingspecific factua. questions cortain.d therein) are subject
o to the fifteen day tim periodpi!recribed! !by the Coumiission's

preliminary procedures enclosed with the douments. Because
~we have only recently received these matetials, we hereby
~request an extension of this time period so that responses

to the MUR may be submitted through April 16, 1982.

We would greatly appreciate a written confirmation
of this extension at your earlitast possible convenience.
Any questions regarding thi0 matter should be directed to
the undersigned or to Robert K. Burgess of our Chicago office

Very truly yours,

of LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS

CC: Robert K. Burgess



LATHAM, WATKINS & HILLS
ATTOIRNEY5 AT LAW

"r 333 NEw HAMPSHIRE AVE
r

NUE N. W.

SUITE 1200

rh.''  WASMINOTON, ). C. 2003615-I94

O IMs. Marybeth Tarrant
Federal Election Commission

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

C
VIA MESSENGER



Naz. Pank P. b~ob., L
vIbdore° 3l.oti,,.a Cs- -S.#t +

* ~ a,. ib
t

,,.ar K.. blob..,,
Sa "Preui~eat" of N ~ea bvlieJv. : *~bwse~ to

Wakin.s & Ktill, Suilte l2O 1333 Iov ehle N.V. 1a b a

this effeot, andi that a 8mt am-i:er w to mt their
seerlaowrst youor i iein S m m. rs btlo. nir.
Bureoss vill also be ropmosonting ne.

Sinoerely mous,

Villi~m A. bshr

"I

.-.

...

r,, 1+

F'w

qq.

0

YE"

0



4 ~

The abwe aS in4ivi64*1 is her:eby desited ass
oounseX and is authorised ,tQ receive any notifications# and

other coumundcations frost the Commssi on and to act on my

behalf bef ore the Coamis~ion.

U,

NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

I A)S gnature

S30 hat 37th Stret, Nev Yoak City 10016

(212) 6697321

(212) 679-7330

iiiim ,

..
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ftAYr@O ~L .3A RY
Ka YoR rKSW' MoUB

26 March 1982 *0 l:

*0 s...

Your ref: MUR 1414

Dear Mr. Rei che,
I have for acknowiledgeumnt your 1lotter of

March 17, 1982.

As I explained to your Ms. Marybeth Tarrant
today, I have been overseas returning only this week
and, therefore, would appreciate an extension of the
reply time. In addition, my attorney who normally
handles my personal affairs has been in the hospital.
If you would give me at least an additional thirty days,

it would be appreciated. V4 ytuyors

Mr. Frank P. ReicheChairman for the
Federal Election Conumission
Washington, D.C. 20463

9 C : 6v OC1 JVNi ;

A .PV ,I-:;'!!

w



Mr. Frank P. Reiche
Chairman for the
Federal d1ection Commission
Washington, D.C. 2,463 -

3,

• .s



Oni .6 , 1982, the Federal Election C€is i,
determinett thete is reason to believe that the
. O i~~I 4 * :iC. S ! 441b , a rviio ofi,!., i

a*;RtLb o totalli' g W89,2 @ 0'"
to -t., .. e cdostt to Ai Cn. tiIi.

General C *1sfactual and legal! analysis, wh ft '!aL I
basis for~*i Comisson's findig, is attached for. y ,a
informer!,~

undertIlte Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no actio should be taken against the Nationalh!w
please su ,ipit ny , factual or legal materials vhbl, YOU
believe are relevant to the Commission' s consideration of
this matter. Additionally, please submit answers to the
enclosed questions within ten days of your receipt of this
letter. Statments should be submitted under oath.

In the* absence of any additional information vhiob
demonstrates that no further action should be taken, the
Coimuission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the~
enclosed form stating~ the name, address and telephone number

qqw
a

C

0

/ /



p~lbe ivtitow of41@Jt.0X o h$1o an.
cofeaentat i clraF hYlt, 2~h US.C. *l%$lgzaI
tig uthrat:o 202-5h tbw zesi tonteb.m

S +inorely, .4i L<..

Faren * Reiche
chailrman for ,the
Feeral Election CommiLsson,

EnclosuresQuest ions
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

~qs

0

0

.+i+
+++ ++ +++



• ads? -
4.. What vas te- ol eof Mesh Vieltear GU !nler i C

i !- regarding these. as? . . - '*L"". i

luckley and/or bt ; oaptn o e ~n
. ,If so, please nate the pe~rso(s) involVed idte t**t

5' the contact (s). ..
6....th... Md./ ini ia'y pa for i~ji,

_ please answer t questions:~ i

a) Who made the delson to pay for these ads.?b) Why was such a decision rmade?
c) What was the ndertandingbewe th

O Review and the Cotttee to Aid Con cctr ta

o e) ow dd th w wpay ,for these 5 e4check, money or ery eck, please furnisl
r copy of such check. If by other means, please fri~sh

a copy of the receipt or other documentation.
0o f) Was the anakfl R v reimbursed for the cost @05

the ads? If o - when? and how much? Please
furnish a copy of any documentation of such
reimbursement.

7. If the N in Ive did not pay for these ads,
please expla n w:iyth.-iagazine's name appears in the
Committee to Aid Connecticut's reports?

8. During 1980, .did the National Review pay for the
expenses of any other federal or state candidate or
committee subject t o being reimbursed later?



'pr

'A'

0

i! i i LI

! , !! i,

Ij 

r 

I



• in violation ot 2 U.S.C. S 44Zb. :" iiii ?/

The Committee registered with the Cmmissiop otob:;0::

-- than one federal candidate, though not as a separate

S segregated fund or a party committee. on that amue day, the

0 Committee filed a Schedule S vhich itemized independent

expenditures totalling $19,882, on OctOber 29 and November

3, 1980, to Amesh Viseltear Gwnbinner, Inc. for newspaper

0 ads. One expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L.

Buckley for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of

$2,824 was in support of Stewart JMcKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1/

_1/ These were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



ttAsrno ristand rspone that rite aslt theRto

0 firA, reqused letate ay ent and the Committee.di n *

havresne the Commit Atee sfient inauamndere Scoedlet -i

o disclosed National Review as the original payee.

Pursuant to 2 U.s.C. S 431(8) (A) (i), the term
o.

contribution includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance,

or deposit of money or anything of value made by any person

for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

2/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3_/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James L. Buckley.
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is A*~.t~p#*~ ha~ ~ade a

oo~t*~ibutLon ot ~Z%,R#R U~ the f.*m of a zoen to tw

Comitte., the Off ice *f bs~r*2 Ceue~se1 reoomend# that ~

Commission fiad zeasoti to b.Uewe tbat the ation

violate4 2 U.S.C. £ 44)b.
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' ,"."- " .: . , o ,.M O:'F O:.( . s". Z' sct,; .. " i i, 7:"-v:t ; .'" ;

On .. hI ...UI.. !i

from four {

basis f~or th.gb .:-", .# *i@I; t~ *u
informatio i: . . .L*' :I.....,.... '

Under t..e Ac "you hI a n oppotunity to dmogtrate

thao acnbuld be s k-.... . '; a, ..... yo.. . - ".sbmi

In the ,abe noe of any additiOnal informnation which
demonstrates 7that, no further action shoud be. taken against
your c.-omitt.ee, the , Coision nay "fin probale cause tO
beleve that a ilolation .has courred and, proced with .
conciliation.,Of cours,. thi doe not preclude the

finding of probable caUse.:to believe if you so desire.iE
11 C.1.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Coumission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number



For your informatiu, wVe have a,.tacheda bri~E"i, iI•description of the comm~ssion's" proodures for banZlin
possible violations of the Act. Z yu have .any queeRSl#
please contact tarybetta arant, th tf ebr assndo
this matter, at 202/523 4529. f+

4, Sincerely,, ,-

, ,hFedral, Elec ton Corm.ss~on *,

o Enclosures
Questions

~General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

ODesignation of Counsel Statement



2.. In what newspapers or other media did :th# g

3. On what date (s) ?

4. Please provide a copy of each ad. I f thiS i~ i Sot ]
possible, please provide the detils of each9 I !4. ;

5. Which .COwittee officials,agents, Or lI _ itb '

*) involved in planning, prepari!ng, -ndr '1 ptachating,  ! .. ..

7. What was the role of National Review tega~ti!w t e

ads?

r 8. Who initially paid for these ads?

o 9. Who contacted the National Review concerning payment
for these ads?

0 ads? Who was contacted at National Review concernigq t hese

r 11. If your committee, the Committee to Aid Connecticut,
0O initially paid for the ads, how were they paid for ](e.g.

check, money order)? Please furnish a copy of any
documentation of this transaction.

12. If the National Review paid for the ads, how was it
reimbursed (e.g. check, money order) and by whom? Please
furnish a copy of any documentation of this transaction.

13. How did your committee raise the money to cover the
cost of the ads?

14. If this money was raised by individual contributions,
what were these contributors told the money was going for?



envoi

con t ribution V9ilE~~6
for ads on." behelSt

i"'reibu rse 1
;i.Sticklerl?

18.yoDid ,ora~rsyUr comittee or any offEicial, agent, or !!•of yorcmitehave contact vith James I.. S uekle
his canmpaign comittee regarding these aldi? If, so,
state the naa(s) of the personas) involved and thei
these' contcits.

19. Did any oS the f~l~oving individuals act as of*
agents, or volunteers for the Committee to Aid ,Connii

Robert Ntarston
Riaymo nd Learsmy
Wlliamn F, Buckley, Jr.
Pr iscila Buckley

If so, please describe their relationship with and
activities for the Committee.

" 41 ,' <> "

* ' .;. .

20. Did any of the individuals listed in question 19 ailt asofficials, agents, or volunteers of Citizens for Buckley,
Inc. ?

If so, please describe their relationship with and
activities for the Committee.

qr

0

.. < ..... , .. , .<...,, . ,. .: ,. ., r , l:' ' .. ". : ' '* -i, '- ¢' ', l ' S," " r d q . ... , d k'



+ + referred fot rece/pt 'of a* ctpt oitrbu i++ )++++

**+++++: addition, the possibilit~ wits *'hat'r fou Qontr ib '0'.*

that a substantial portion would be expended on bellbLEl

* James L. Buckley for U.S. Senate, in violation of

o 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (l)(A). The Committee's acceptance of

I" these contributions violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la.(f).
O FArCTUAL ,n LEGAL ANALSISs

r 2 U.S.c. S 441b

The Committee registered with the Commission on

October 31, 1980, as a political committee which would

support more than one federal candidate, though not as a

separate segregated fund or a party commnittee. On that same

day, the Committee filed a Schedule B which itemized



Q n bp pbaoti~s 1/vrai .io 0uY8 :8,te :.;;. ;"...

rOn eowine 3,~a il,tb, Cuitwst , £Ud te

paynt noror$1t88 cet )w~l adte$982t ~

Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., a media buying firm, becau~el the

firm requested advance payment and the Comittee did not

1/ These were the only two candidates supported by the
Committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity. "

2_/ At the time of termination, the Commi ttee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3_ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscila Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate Jaries Buckley.

4i

Phb

I~

0



, ,1 €oner sution 4fbie (a) ahi scOp ion is trh bt~ fd.....

4 -- in contribution o r 'w8 en d tfo n caonnectio th S1

Committee, the General Counsel recommends that the

iii W Commission find reason to believe that the Committee and the

National Review violated 2 U.S.C. S 44lb(a).

t 2 U.S.C. 3, 44la

o . As is indicated by the Committee' s reports, the.

HNational Review initially paid for the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received. The four following

contributions were made to the Committee subsequent to the



4 =.., w*., , ~ ,O0

paywt reebof 3h le~* ite yte.liesfr

Buokley, Ilnc. ' (Ja e B u kJey's principal capaignt oommto)"

shows the following contributions from the aforementioned

individuals:"

IMarston 0

Learsy 1/04/80 $1,000 convention

8/25/80 $1,000 general

Buckley, Wa. 7. 3/20/80 $1,000 convention

9/20/80 $2,000(loan) primary,

general

9/24/80 received loan payment $2,000

Buckley, Priscilla 12/20/79 $1,000 convention

10/03/80 $1,000 general

4_/ The only other contributions received during this period
were a $1,000 contribution from one individual and two $100
contributions from two individuals.



q prohibited Erskoir olw n ontbt~A

< violation Of i the piP~ in* sci !On 441a. uttu :

-or his or bet aUthorized comittee i
-- respect to a iparticular election and aecW to

, a political omamittee which has supported, or

" 5 On July 2t, 1980, the state GOP convention was hell at
co which time Slenator Bukley von his party's endoisemet by

receiving the majority of delegate votes. Nlowever, ai
r primary is required if there are candidates for office other

than the party-endorsed candidate and if those candidates
= received 20% or more of the votes on one or mote of. the

votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did receive 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Bad the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.

i_/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/SO -
8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.



£ndependea e qnditur~ st ii blfofBu-ly nd):ae

Inadtin h~~r$5O otributions mnentioned ... ...

felejw paid Amsh viseltear umtb ne, In.ad eo e .,b.

contributors in que~stion, William F. and Priscilla Buckley,

are connected with* the Nationual ReovieW. Thus, it 1s5

apparent that these four contributors made these

contributions, and the Committee accepted these

contributions, with the intention of paying off the debt to

National Review, a substantial portion of which ($17,058 out

of $19,882) was expended on behalf of James Buckley.

Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Robert Marston,

Raymond J. Learsy, Wliliam F. Buckley, Jr. and Priscilla

Buckley violated 2-U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) according to the

following chart::
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no5n Yk 35 t5 5 ,tt, ..

Dear Ms. Buckleyi

On i6agch 1, 1982, the 'Peuderal 33eotion con4
detrmi~dtha thteis reason to bolev tht *

2 U.s.c. S 441a(a)/(l)(A), Da Proviion ofte'ee

5'. Commission 'a find Lng, is attached for yorifrat0
i+,,q-Under the Act, you hav e an-.oppor tunity to deai+"it!i
.. that no action should be taken• against you. Please?" * "tt

any factual or legal materials which you believe are re Want
*to the Commission 's consideration of this matter. .+.

Additionally, please submit answers to the enclosed qst+ionso within ten days of your receipt of this letter. 8tat e t$s
q. should be submitted under oath. ..-+

o In the absence of any additional information whi~~i
demonstrates that no further action should be taken agint

P you, the Commission may find probable cause to believ tat a
co violation has occurred and proceed vith conciliation. +Of

course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone ni~br
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications frm the
Commission.



• - nclosuresQuestion18
General Oowise's Factual and Legal

0 Proee4li .
Desigtit~on of Counsel statement

. . .



-- 7. Bywh au did you m hak0erithiOscnrbto e

check, money ordr)?. If by oheo, !ple~se furnish a copy of
q" such check. Ifb otbe~ meauis, please furnish a copy Of the

o receipt or other documeatation.

q" 10. For what purpose were you told your contribution would
be used?

0)
11. By whom were you told?

o 12.' Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
covering the costs of an ad on behalf of your brother, James
L. Buckley, and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee' s use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?
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It appears that.,tc1.akke? *~~~

Sexcess of the li ttin

registered with the Commission on October 31, 1980, at a

*political committee vhich would support more than one : ...

federal candidate, though not as a separa t segraat tia

a Schedule E vhich itemized indepndent expenditures

totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

*Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. Oni

expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L. Buckleyl

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,824 was

in support of Stewart McKinney for U.S. Hoase of

Representatives. A_/

A/ These were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



w~oas sent by M wa ,r*eno, .2:#) ,,.thd. Ui*t# tee- .. i. i!i . :.

.?n pno writeespnse wa re 0i, in rS t i.i

treZa se'hbnd letatw se4 the Coaitbte.

(anicorpdoateons eiy)wh pa the igina0payee

Vsta Guinnae, by. atedniatteeiwi frpots te~~

faima reese advnetiay pad o the asintteston

tinalRe was reimbursed by the Committee. wvr h

erAsno wonribteronseea received n epbl te 8

R/ A shecond etter wainto the Committee.a n a o

rense tndhe ommitsteein sets an aded Scdle iowi.

discloedpbiho National Review eoi illpaee. Bcl

.Asd is indicter b thePComitt Bce'yet, br the n it

Naptilvew icntidaly paids fortheyasi.ueto n

q

8q.

0
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A !revl wofth -rep -,.e.tiled by] i "h Ciin forl ' l!i

Buckley, Z'io ( Jeme. Suc'Bikl's}; pinipal ioamagl: @l ,ve)

in iul,

As Senator Buckley was involved in three elections...4/

0 in 1.980 (nominating convention, primary and general) the'

4_/ On J;uly 34, 1980, the state GOP convention was held at -

O which time Senator BUckley vo his party's endOrsement by
receiving the majority of delegate votes. Iowqver, at

f primaryi i required if there are candidates for office other
~than the party-endorsed candidate and if those candidates

received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of, the
votes taken at the convention. As there vas another
candidate who did receive 20e of the vote, a primary was
held on Septemuber 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a

* primary.



authorized poltical co~mit~e~s. with reet -Q

tion for Federal office .which , in the aggrzegate.; *,,-..4.",4

AAtf ),-,, &a,., ail/ * ) m sL 5U&UUI W U Y..d•~ 3 4I.V ..L- • J

(h) A percn may..contribute to a c.ani4( l t his.':'!%
or heg aUzthorised, comittee with respo t**~i i,
particul election and also contribut:el t
polit~icl comite which has sopppor!e4, * '>

same e lin ias "Long ':: ;as ""J""''- '' i
(1) TLhe pl ta committee is not tbi! ! ,) ii.
principal capaign committee or otherI ahl
committee or a single candidate coxmai*k~tt < .j
(2) The contributor dOes not give ,with 1i"' : i0'..
knowledge that a substantial portion vil |*

contributed to, or expended on behalf of", t;hat
candidate for the same elections and
(3) The contributor does not retain control over
the funds.

The only activities of the Committee were the

independent expenditures on behalf of Buckley and 3Mc~inney.

Xn addition, the $5,000 contribution mentioned previously

was received by the Committee after National Review paid

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. and before the Committee

W/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -

8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.
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~4* * W WRU

to ~ t ~4*. ~ #.rti..; ~t
out of $19.O#S) Was #*9~~ *11 behalf O~ JUW~ I

*i'his suggests that the oorktrtbu~w gave with the

that the b4k of hez~ funds woul4 aid 8nator 3t~@I

campaign. Yberetore, the GeReral CouRsC)~ recO~I4

the CommiSa*A~n*ind r~sou~ to believ, that fti~*2

violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la~a) (1) (A) a~,cording t# ti

chart:

Wq'uckley,
oPriscilla

0

$5,000

A3Iflk..~
~iitiIb.

hove

-U

$2,000 $3,000

LI - / *,;: 'L.,'''

$1,318:/, $2,662

MO
9

4,,



Dar Mr.Duck.ey

determined t.aP h ereh~ is. reseo to b.*ie~ve t +ihlat + + "..:u
a u.s.c., 4l+2al(a) ... (1) (A),, a+ prOvisin of+0 .the ie + r-
3ec ton Camaip qm rn + + Aot o 11 as reflw e 'th A:q <+t1 , r+:~ +

in1980. Th Generl -usel faot+l+ a+ nd lie%1:i... : :
vbich form~ged a blli+ for +the COmmIoIs f:i nd ing,.+
attached +for you: +inf!oration. ++-+ :+ ...

Under the Act, yo have an opQ tey to dem Iets+ #te
that no action shudbe taken against you. Please +|b+it
any factual or legal materials which you believe are rlevant
to the Commission'as onsideration of this matter. .. :: ..
Additionally, p~le submit ansvers to the enclosed q*0!on
within ten days of your receipt of this letter. Stat4Int8
should be submitted Under oath. :

In the absence of, any additional- information vh !ii

demonstrates that no further action should be taken aty:!nst
you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed vith conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conclitin prior to a finding of probable ceae+ to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.I.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone numbr
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counslel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commiss ion.
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Deig9Et~o of Counsel Stateunt
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4 * Now much tousy wevre you e02li

5. If not $5,0, why 410 yv

4,. If you were not .olioite4 to
0 %rsmpt.6 you to i~ake this ptt~*W

7. When did you make this ~Ontt

.. 9. By what means81i you make thi~. onttibution (*4frl~ .F-:..
check, money order) ? If by cheek, please furisha f'

:. . such check. If by other means, pl~se furnish a copy f the
. receipt or other docenttot. " "' 

b

0
10. For vhat purpose were you to2.d your contribution vould

r be used?

0 11. By whom were you told?

~12.. Were you aware that most of your ;contribution would be
CO ,covering the costs of an ad on behalf of your brother, 7ames

L. Buckley, and his campaign for E.S. Senator?

" 13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee's use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National ,Review?



camain o Jws . iacle E~U.. Su~t~r $ .:#4ii e

" The aptyCommittee. M Onm tiae (athe Ctt)

O a Schedule N which itemized independent expenditures :

O totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 196#,- to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,058 vas in support of James L. Buck~ey

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,824 yes in

support of Stewart IMcKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1/

'.Tese were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



reAa se' ond e tter thaset tw th e Rtio:e.X

(aicoorat ed8 eie)whic hepaid thenial,8ayee.

fir reust indatd aymth Commt itteeprs 4the

tina a 4vs reimb~rsed by the Comsitt oevr.h

erasno wonriteironse w received n eplmbe t, 180,

RPM, a shecondmetterwaintato the Committee.a n ah

as isd iadicaot d y theCmmttee'sn eorolgtothe

Nationalubeiiewrinitiallynpaideforwthe adslin question and

hand and had ndiori oustningcdbtand/ory bliotiornds ser

respectively, of candidate James Buckley.



that sia"e 4a.

D luck ley, *gLr ! ::' i'i

individuals

Duckley, Wilg. i.
3/39/00

9/20/00

9/24/90 reoe$v6

in 1908 (nominatizp, vnt.. " ion, primary and ,e gneal) the

respondent could have contributed $13,000 to MZ. l'uckley's

4_/ On July 26, 1980, the staes GoP convention was held at
which time Senator Sueckley wonhis party's eaorement by
receiving the majority ofl delegate votes.. Howver, a
primary is require if there are candidates f r office other
than the party-endorsed candidate and if thoe candidates
received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of the
votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did recieve 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.

; i:!: !on ! %.i !,,: ii



oos.~itte*s
th respet

Federal office which, in the aggregate,

P~irsuant to 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h):

(h) A person may contribute to a candid * i

particular election and also contribut# :
political committee which has supportel : :
anticipates supporting, the- same candi4|0 t tb;4

same election, as long as-- • ,
(1) i h.political committee is not thei
principai campaign committee or other. hJ
commiteie or a single candidate comitt4!
(2) The contributor does not give with: tb

knolegethat a substantial portion wiil: :
contributed to, or expended on behalf *f, .  ti t
candidate for the same electioni and .. ,:
(3) The contributor does not retain control over
the funds.

The only activities of the Committee were th@
independent expenditures on behalf of Buckley and I~cinney.

In addition, the $5,000 contribution mentioned prevously

was received by the Committee after National Review paid

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. and before the Cominittee

reimbursed National Review. Further, the contributor in

/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -

8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstaning debts of $66,427.54. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckleyd
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.
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5~ack~ey. ~hLs #~99#t ~b~i

knoviedge that the b~i1k #t bi* *WSU

5uc1~1ey's campat~n. The*ebore, the 4

recommends that the ciosMesion find

William 1. R~k1.y, ~7r, ~t~1at~ed 2 1

aqoording to the ~oIXatriag chart:

$5,000 $1,000 $3,000
P.

vu2E a

~e#son t

~,5.c. I

V
0 •#3,000 Duck]
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Tork , ....102

me..

On 3W h 16 , 1982, the Federal Election Comis -S
determined tha. (t)(, is reao to bolfv that yodu .....
Election Capagn Act of 1971, as amended (°the Act')

'" contribUtAii ue: than $1,000 per election to the ..
. factual and. legal analysis, which formed a bauik tot r  

"*

I 'Comission's .finding, ii attached for your informai . I

w ~ Under th c , youhave an opportunit:y todem,~
" that no action should be taken aga,.net you. Please 8

-- any factual or legal materials which you believe ate
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.

W" Additionally, please submit answers to the enclosed.
o questions within ten days of your receipt of this lett:er.

Statements should be submitted under oath. -
In the absence of any additional information whio

O demonstrates that no further action should be taken a... inst
to you, the Commission may find probable cause to beliee that

a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
0 course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter

through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend• to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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Wha w+Yh :*1at...i d +++b t" t b ...+

* * f yu +*O #Qt Uote.f+ctb :t t ,,Pb

7. When did you mak thim..o.t.ibution

_. 9. By what Ieans did you make t:hI oontribtakon (e.g.
check, money order)? It by check, please furnish a copyI of

S such check. If by other means, pleae uisih: a, copy0of the
receipt or other dcumlentation.
10. For what purpose were you told your contribution would

r be used?

0
11. By whom were you told?

0 12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would beo0 covering the costs of an ad on behalf of James L. Buckley,
and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee's use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?



i , '16 '4
., i : -.. . .. . ...

i~i 0

.. edera andiate, th ug M not as Zat~ seiaated erg2 e PS nd

i* oS 44a paty( byttee O n tatn e da7,00t te campi t fid

i~i-  amsI Sched le foi r iteize S een e$0int exei te

iil regsteredn wit1 thComiio on OctoanNo mber 3, 1980, as o

i: fedpendral canddat,05 thaug noia s prte seggae funde

forU.a Sceuenato whic itmied iecndependt xditure 284s

i support of Stewart MoKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1_/

1/ These were the only two candidates supported by the
Comzuittee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



RiAn a seon leter was sen #toS S theCoite.n

resons thbommitte sent i as hee Schdul o wi

(anicorpoateOt t weiask the triiea payee.to "

fir reus idted btoeyad the Citteers 414e

havethiofnds Aeie intialyptidiorte ds wer quleton a

tinalRe was reiburaed by the Committee. wvr h

easno wonritutns reev received i elyt i

2_/A, ah seo leterwaintato the Committee ra shn

respone he Coomttsnine anaded Scheduleonswic

discloed publihofati Review eoi il paee. Bc~
O.Asd its indicted by thesCmi tt Bcke' et, br then itr

rastilvew icntialy pads fortheyasi.ueton



o As Sentor Buckley v invo--e in three eletions Al

o which ttme Senator R lk3*y won hls p~artys endoemet: +by
PO receiving the mla~orit1* delegat i-v~tel,. Nowverr, a

primary is8 required i+,h~r4e a.re canldidaesfo off ice other
oo than the party-endorsed candidate a.nd if those, candidates

received 20% or morel of the votes on one or more of the
votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did receive 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1900. Nad the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.



his e~tbot$%wd poUtLe4 C 1*~t*R $tb *i

election f*r Vd.rai. oftioc t~hicb, t~

$1,000. Puts~av~t to 31 C.I.a U 11.1(b)i

'. a •n, . -" ,"i

any •,-/' : i / . i

p Y• iii ! • r

I cntributor does io -g e with the ..

etd 'tO, or .ezpad# ot b! of, ,that
tor for the same eleteonp a
Scontributor does not retaia control over

. / On the 12 Day Pro Primary Report covering 7/7/80-8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley comitee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54..iOn the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the auckley
Comittee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the luckleyd
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.

0



i: ! V "ipelg .r Guiw,-, In. 4 , a

contr ibutor lmane th is contc ibutio ' w h thel int*#

paying off the debt to National 5viewu, a. substaa~ti

Srlo.:bal f off Jame:~ Buckley.15708 This .ut.o S 88ij*'05 " e thati' the: @ "."

gsve with the knowledge that the buk ;Of hisft8 dR

Seao uklyscmagn hrfr,' the Gena

recommends that the Commission find reasson to belie

Ramond J7. Learsy violated 2 U.s.c. s 441a (a) (1) (A)

according to the following chart:

Costa. _____k__e

Commi ttee

•sy $5,000 $2,000 $3,000

0
i . Name

Lear $4,000



On March l 1982,. the Federal Ilection Cos ii ...
determined tba there is reason to believe that youi v e*:t@@
2 U.S8.C. S 443a(a)r(l) (A), a" poisonoef the Federal

• Blection CamaJ* Ac&t of 197T1, as amended-("the Act:).

Cozsision' idig, is -att~ached for" your informationrt

Under the- Act,, yoU bave an. opportunity to demo f~i ? : :;-:--t...4 ::..
~that no action should be taken against you. Please i1al t

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

r ;Additionally,, please submit answers to the enclosed-
0 questions within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

Statements should be submitted under oath.

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

a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
cO course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter

through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. j 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

* If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



"- nclosures +

DesigntiOn of Counsel Statement ..

o0



4. Nov much mney were you olloite dtor?
'5. If not $5,000, why :did youdecide to give that~i L 'w~

6. If you were niot sol icittd for this contributtion, wbt ,

prompted you to make this particular eontr ibution?'iiiii ! ..ii

! 9. By what- m.ns did you m.ake thi pontri utn h a. !~~f ~i,,-.,

*" check, ney otder)? If' by cheek,plaefnihaf
such check. If by other means, please furnish a copyo the

" receipt or other documentation.

W' 10. For what purpose were you told your contribution vWld
o be used?

W" 11. Dy whom were you told?

0 12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
r covering the costs of an ad on behalf of James-L. Buckley,

and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee's use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the Rational Review?

15. Did you make anycontributions to the Citizens for
Buckley, Inc.? If so, when? and how much'?



S 441,a(a)-.(1) (A) by contributiing. *5,00 .to the-O m "'i i .m....... ot
,James L,. lBuck~ley for U.,S. Senator., $2,000 in ez*CRR @1 .i  .  :: R:.i*i:. .."

limitation ,. .....

political committee which would support more than one

federal candidate, though not as a separate segregated fund

or a party committee. On that same day, the Committee tiled

a Schedule ,E which itemized independent expenditures

totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L. Euckley

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,824 was in

support of Stewart ?4cKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1/

V_ These were the only tvo candidates supported by the
Committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Commitee' s only activity.

U,

O0



wa *tL1s 7 $a i....S : this : :/ i o iR o *

Zn a !A Io: ,t 4w~~1y 8, 1981, t.e.

tre srno b*ten rsane ye et weited atrel

0r ]L& fir s~qe#ond a4etter w ~ sentt the Coittee *1n

o response, the Commttee sent in an amended Schedule 3 which

q" disclosed Nattiovi, l revleW asl the original payee.

0 As is indicated by the Committee' s reports, the

National Reviev initially paid for: the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received. On November 13, 1980,

2_/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3/i The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James Buckley.



As Saenator Duckley was involved 3n t~hree A SA

.4 .

,4,,I On July 26, 1980, the state GO]P convention was he) ... ,~

which time Senator liuckley von his party's ondt.4i* 1
receiving the na:jor/ty of delegate votes. Iovevt.
primary is required it there are caddae for oftL gtbt
than the party-endorsed candidate and if those ose4$4is
received 20t or more of the votes on one or morei
votes taken at the convention. As there was anoth.
candidate who did receive 20% of the votle, a pritmaCr i~je
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidatoe not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a r

primary.



Ib Apesn. con .. !t t. '~dteO %

0 5_/ n thc12 aPr Primary Reot.oetd??8

8/2080,t*t, izensfo tuhke en, Bswi4, ey n te)

0 Comm~ omaittee e otaning deb~tt 0f omm3ittees0.Onit

8/20 EdRprtcvrng1/580.~3/80, the ~tsn o BuckleyIc R¥lyCmite

Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
00the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from

each election.



In ' adiin, the *sebt **bto tit iay

was aveciveh the owledg ha te bul ofhpfud oldai

Vselatr umbier, cag. anherefore, he 0enra1tn1l

" rconbuo mhade tha *Ctribion itreso to 4eivta

N p obrto Maof whiol($7e05 2a of.C $188) (1) Q) t d ng

to the following chart:

Name Amount Amount Amount of b.ontres.
• ~~Contrib. Contrilb. Contr ib. RfnsJmn

to the to Allowed
CO '. -ck 1ey

' Committee

Marston $5-,000 0 $3,000 0 $2,000.
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4>

.4

**'% ,..w

r..:...• S:. .. r.

., :,:. ! ::, i' ,:'';:::I. ::::, ::: ,.::::



Aomte no wingly to actep was receive inry otu .

s@9882ind lete 0oro a lo to the ComniteI reoner

Coinsel reitoiien tat thed ohedteon wicdso o eliv

thAa the omittee aeeN.tinlRve iltd2O8C

Une4s4tn431ba opr(ia)sp.hbtE%~

mng a cnributiozne or oter petriconneblction wt nessc
feacl etiaeon on aiont isedunawfu orian prte4

commialuittee l to accepte rorever an ctributinedne
prhiteb this sectiin on.d asl he bans eiew ios ntaa

$19,882pnthre fovof a loan tothe Commtethey Geetral

Cnsd e renymendsco that this find rea n te

hathComteanthNational Reviewvoae 2USC



• uiuredyt om:t- Rv.,, he a:t

r eoeived. The tour following contribution were ma. t t

Committee subsequent to the purchase of the ads and pr tQ !: !

payment to Nastlonal Revlew: 5_/ .. 1i: .

Cq ltRobert $arston 11/13/SO $5,000 - ; " i

Raymond .-.Learsy 11/0.3/60 $85,000 :""-!"i::

. Wliam F. Buckley, Jr. 12/01/80SLO $5,0:00 ,. ., * ,, I

.. Priscilla Buckley 12/01/80 $5,000

" The only expenditures of the Committee were a $19,682- ..

o payment on December 3, 1980 to the National.Review and $l,328

" contribution refund to Priscilla Buckley, also on that same dat:e.

0
A review of the reports filed by the Citizens for Buckley,

Tnc. (Jaries Buckley's principal campaign committee) shows the

following contributions from the aforementioned individuals:

Narston 0

Learsy 1/04/80 $1,000 convention
8/25/80 $1,000 general

Buckley, nm. F. 3/20/80 $1,000 convention
9/20/80 $2,000(loan) primary, general
9/24/80 received loan repayment $2,000

5_/ The only other contributions received during this period were
a $1,000 contribution from one individual and two $100
contributions from two individuals.



, .. .. o , o : : : .. ., , ., .
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, < . i !: ... , :, .. .. ......... : , .,

.,. . :. . . : . ..i..
.
.... • , : , • . ,... ! ,, . , -; / :, , :. : :i.• 4

rCcxwwtiwt violt ".2,.S.C, 5441b.

• "::: Il " vioate 2: :U.SC. S443a.(a) (1) (a).

.IW cmeti~at vilted U .S.C. S44la (f).

10 5 . Aprv the letter and questons attas to the
Geueral Cousel's Nardih 5, 1982 repm't: as uns

C uusious Elliott, 3I~onald,, I~a , Harris, an sd

vedafflxmatively for the d4ecision; Coaudssioner Aikans diuus.

Attest:

Date rore .
Secretary fcc the Qzuulii
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Learsy au6 b.rt Rarston

RUILEVANY TAWUT I: 2 U.S.C. 55 4.42ala)(l)(A), 441al~f), 4*Zb .

€o FEDERAL AUWIES CHECKED: None : '""; :'

" GEN3RATION OF MATTER

-- On November 25, 1981, the Reports Analysis Division (UE)

" referred the Comittee to Aid Connecticut (the Comittl to-the

0 Office of General Counsel. On December 15, 1981, the Ca. Isiou

voted to open a MUR in this matter.
0

rO SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

0 The Committee was referred for receipt of a corporation

contribution from the National Review, in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441b. In addition, the possibility exists that four

contributors contributed $5,000 each to the Committee with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be expended on behalf

of James L. Buckley for U.S. Senate, in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a.



Sfedurle oawhida temi thoghv : aseezte 4rsatd

Scedl 3wic teiedl independent expendit~ tota... $ p

$19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to Amesh Vt**ltear ' ,

Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One expenditure of 8 7*5

was in support ot aes L. Duckley for U.S. Senator andi tb !* i

e0 for U.S. House of Representatives. V_ i - :

V ~On Deceber 3, 1980, the Cmittee filed t. Only zrptt a L

- Termination Report 2_/ which disclosed a single payment of *19,882

to National Review,Y a biweekly periodical. 4_/ A Request for

0 Additional Information (RFAI) was sent by MAD on June 17, 1981

regarding this discrepancy.

0 1/ These were the only candidates supported by the Committee.
In addition, these independent expenditures appear to have been
the Committee's only activity.

2_/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on hand
and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley, Jr.
and its Editor is Priscilla' Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James Buckley.

4/ Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (B) (i) the term 'expenditure e

does not include any news story, commentary, or editorial
(cent 'd. next page)



"w clece, :gy a re ,,ienmrsed by. the., .......

As no written response was ireceived in reply to the IAl, a ...
second letter s sent tO the Commit~tee. In response, the .

Committee sent in an amended Schedule 3 which i!SClosed !a JJ

Rl~iew as the or~ginal payee.

€ undet section 441b(a), a corporation is pr:ohibited from

*e making, a contribution or expenditure in connection with any •

" election to ay political office. In addition it is unlawft~lfor

"- any political committee knowingly to accept or receive any

W contribution prohibited by this section. As the National Review

a
is incorporated and appears to have made a contribution of

$19,882 in the form of a loan to the Committee, the General

I Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

cO that the Committee and the National Review violated 2 U.S.C. S

441b(a).

4/ cont'd.
distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station,
newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such
facilities are owned or controlled by any political party,
political committee, or candidate. However, there is no evidence
that this exemption would apply here because it does not appear
the expenditure involved a news story, commentary or editorial;
nor do we have any indication that this Sad" appeared in the
National Review.



w| mbmrudd : *4. l/l/ b *$p0 .. ......

to he uoly eofdiueo the ad o out ete were a to9

pa bet Deon3 11/10/10 th#5,o000!:van 1

contribution refund: to Prisc illa Buckley, also on that same date.

A review of the reports tiled by the CitiLsens for RlucklOy,

Inc. (James Buckley's principal campaign ommittee) shors :the

following contributions from the aforementioned individuals:

Marston 0

Learsy 1/04/80 $1,000 convention
8/25/80 $1,000 general

Buckley, Win. V. 3/20/80 $1,000 convention
9/20/80 $2,000(loan) primary, general
9/24/80 received loan repayment $2,000

5/ The only other contributions received during this period were
a $1,000 contribution from one individual and two $100
contributions from two individuals.



from making contri1111i0118 :to aiy candidate and-h/ i a: i~ t....

O, office which, iln t" a'9++t,*P* $.0.u~t0t

o 441a(f), a pOlitil comm+. ittee.i prohibit +from kno+ta 17

*C accepting any contribution in violation of the provisi o:i~ i

r section 441a. ... "+ :

v 6/ On July 26, 1960, the state GOP conventon was hel a+$1*
o time Senator Buckley won his party's endorsement by recsiV iu the

major ity of delegate votes. Hlowever, a primary is re9+ Ueif++:
" there are candidat~es for office other than the pary-ed ed

candidate and if those candidates received 20% or more o?!iti b
0 votes on one or more of the votes taken at the conventioin. As
r there was another candidate who did receive 201 of the vote, a

primary was held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate
00 not received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a

primary.

7_/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -8/20,
the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee) reported
outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the October 15, 1980 Report
covering 8/21/SO - 9/30/SO, the Buckley Committee reported
outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its Year End Report covering
11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckley Committee reported outstanding
debts of $109,002.95. Thus, the Buckley Committee had
substantial outstanding debts from each election.



el, t, iont .... - . for......

funds.
':lr The only activitieS, of +the +Committee ... were the in. +epn4 ":+tt

+ -- four $5,000 contributions mentioned previously ere reciv+!d bVi+

eO the Committee after Nlt y vew paid Saesh Visel1tear +

Gumbinner, Inc. and before the + Committee reimbursed NatLimfli
m

Review. Further, two of the contributors in question, William 1.

0 and Priscilla Buckley, are connected with the National Review.

.+.. , Thus, it is apparent that these four contributors made these

O.+ contributions, and t6he Committee accepted these contributions,

J with the intention of paying off the debt to National Review,a

substantial portion of which ($17,058 out of $19,882) had already

been expended on behalf of James Buckley. This suggests that the

contributors gave with the knowledge that the bulk of their funds

would aid Senator Buckley's campaign. Therefore, the General

Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that Robert Marston, Raymond J. Learsy, William F. Buckley, Jr.

and Priscilla Buckley violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) according

to the following chart:



by eace9~U *tb#b ~

1. Find reese to b)17,

~w~U

*SA.r*#O fl4~S 662

wo~~ds tket thi O~mm~4s~.n Un

~ w.~e. S 441.(t)
t *

tbat th~ %~tioa1 Jgyj~ w~olite4

r 2 U.s.c. S 441b.
o 2. Find teason to believe that the Committee to Aid Connecticut

wr violated 2 U.SC. :S 441b,.
o 3. Find reason toblieve that Robert Narston, Raymond 3.

Learsy, William F. Buckley, Jr. and Priscilla Buckley violated

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

8_/ The referral from HAD suggests the possibility that the
expend ita~res of Committee to Aid Connecticut may have been made
in coordination with Senator Buckley's campaign and may have
therefore been excessive contributions in-kind. However, the
only apparent connection between the Committee to Aid Connecticut
and Senator Buckley's campaign is the fact that two of the
contributors to the Committee to Aid Connecticut are siblings of
Senator Buckley. Neither Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. nor
National Review appear to be a common vendor. Thus, at this time
there is not a sufficient predicate for recommending a reason to
believe finding on this issue.
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WOUGH

CHARLS N. S .... *

SB. ALLEN CLUTH& ~(
STAFF "DIREC++ + ,OZ "+ U .

:. JOHN D. GIBSOW ,++ .ik4' +++,-./+ ++ .+... + ASSISTANT ST ~i+" r:-r +

++-REFERR, ALm oF C •

standd conaneit heAoRedie ui+ 5+ +:! .. 4+++ ++

there is evidence that an expendrt b++y tb+ '
may+ not have been independent (Chr #1. Zf9 tis£
expenditure is considered to be an $ti-,k1nd" oomnributon,
then the committee has made an exoesoiV otbU aton
to ,a candidate for Federal office (Chart 13)- *in.

addition, as a result of the coirnattee's r~spoase tO.
a Request for Additional Information+ and phoe conversa-
tions, there is evidence of a possible .corporate. contri-
bution (Chart *4).

The committee also appears to have received exces-
sive contributions from individuals, who donated funds
with the knowledge that a substantial portion would be
expended on behalf of two candidates for .Federal office
(Chart * 3).

All of these matters require additional examination
by your office. If you have any questions, please
contact Mark Kleinman at 357-0026.

, /.( / , ./



ANALYSt s

I. COMIT'E: Committee to Aid Connectiout - CQ),8198
Mrs. Harold Wolmyard, Treasurer '!
tMeads Point -

1" ~Greenwich, •Connecticut 068.30 ••

I.ELEVANT STATUES 2 U.S.C. 441b(a,)g 43(b 4)RW)
cutout 11 CIR 109.l(c);2 U.S.C. 443at)| (1)(A) ,

*0 2 U.S.C. 44la(f) & 11 cP'R 110.1(h). "

" I II. BACKGROUND:....

A. Receipt of Corporate Contribution - 2 U.S.C. 441b(&)
4

The Committee to Aid Connecticut ("the Conmit eS)
O filed a 24 hour report showing payments which totalled

$19,882 in October and November of 1980 to Amsh
~Visoltear Gubinner, Inc. (Attachment *2). The 24 hour

o3 report, which was sent certified on October 31, 1981,
disclosed $17,058 in independent expenditures in support

~of James L. Buckley for U.S. Senate, and $2,824 in
independent expenditures in support of Stewart Nclinney

rU. S. House of Representatives. However, -the Committee's8
1980 Termination Report, which covered this period, dis-
closed a single payment of $19,882 on December 3, 1980
to National Review (Attachment *3). A Request for
Additional Information was sent on June 17, 1981 asking
the Committee to clarify this discrepancy (Attachment *4).

In a phone conversation on July 8, 1981, the
treasurer' s husband stated that the National Review
had paid Amesh Viseltear Gumbirnner, Inc., a meda bhuying
firm, initially since the firm expected an advanced pay-
ment. When the Committee received sufficent funds, it
reimbursed the National Review (Attachment *5).

The Committee failed to respond to the Request for

A,4//Z



.... was sent on JUly 10, 1981 iAttaotim t 6)..

In a phone conversation on July 22, 19*1, U i: ...

treasurer's husband inquired about the not*.OSrf* iii.

the Reports Analysis Division. It was exp)lained tba
the Request for Additional Information was seek1*9
determine the payee of the $19,882 expenditur* (Att@.
#7). On August 3, 1981, the Cozruittee responded by:
disclosing the National ! 9  as the payee IAttap4fnt
#8). However, the respons iled to explain th -
discrepancy between the 24 hour report and the 1*50 .
Termination Report.

~B. Independent Expenditure Reporting Problems - 2 U.S. C.
.. 434(b) (6) (B) (iii) and 11 CFR 109.1(c) "

*In response to the Request for Additional Inoa"
tion of June 17, 1981, which was sent on the Tr*±I~tI~iin.

~Report, the Committee' s amended report proviedi a •
.. independent expenditure schedule (Schedule E), which ..

disclosed that $17,058 had been paid to the Nationl
~Review in support of James L. Buckley for U.S.eaer

(Attachment #8)}.

The Committee's itemized receipt schedule
~(Schedule A) for the Termination Report disclosed

ocontributions from William F. Buckley, Jr., the
candidate's brother and Publisher of National Review,

~~and Priscilla Buckley, Editor of NatinalRevew
(Attachment * 9). The receipt of these contributions

*and the involvement of the National Review raise
questions as to independence of the expenditures made
on behalf of James Buckley.

C. Excessive Contributions to a Candidate for Federal
Office by a Non-Qualified Multi-Candidate Couuuittee
2 U.S.C.° 441a(a) (1) (A)

If the activity referred to in Part III-B does not
satisfy the definition of an independent expenditure,
then it appears that an excessive in-kind contribution
was made by the Committee in support of James Buckley
for the general election.

,4#.



! :Comattee - 2 U.lS.C. 441a (f) an4 11 C !t l|

The information presented indicates tht i
payments on behalf of James L. Buckley an4 SteS i9;
lHc~inney vets apparently made by the Nat kil
and subsequently reimbursed by the Coma
receipt of contributions. The posiblty thr***e
exists that four contributors donated a total Ot !

$20,w000 to the Committee with the knowledge that a
substantial portion would be expended on behalf of
the above-mentioned candidates for the general eet~ion

(Atahen,#)

IV. OTHER PENDING ACTIONS INITIATED BY HAD: " 
l

*O There are no outstanding Requests for Additional
• Information or matters which need to be referre atIi

~~~this time. I

Ak/,p. i'
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IP. Pull Name, Mailing Addresn ZiP Cod Purpoe of Disbumnt Dae (month. Amountl of Eecoh

day. yea) Disbrsment This Period

Disbursement for: 0 Primary 0 General

o Other (specify:___ __ ______

0. P.1t Name,. Maling Adre end ZIP Code Purpose of Disbursment Date (month. Amount of Each I

Sday, year) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for: 0 Primary 0 General

o Other (specify):_________________
H. Psull Name. Mailing Address and ZIP Coda Purpose of Disbursment Date (month. Amount of Each

dlay, yar) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for: 0 Primary OGenerl
o Other (specify): _____ _______

I. Pull Name, Maliing Address and ZIP Coda Purpose of Disbursement Data (month. Amount of Ec

day. year) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for: 0 Primary 0 Gene1ral

O Other (specify):_______

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page (optional) ............................................ 2 '/

TOTAL This Period (last page this line number only) ..........................................
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C/O Mrs. H. R. . ...t~d f P 1o

.r.enwich. CT•068)
! ~~identification No: C0013"8198 ';

+ Reference: Termination Report. (10/1/80 to 1213/10)

++ I Dear Mr. Iolmyard: I' "

i4 +" This letter i+ pronpted by the COmmts :si$pi #1 ,!+mil!yrOmi~VtV'f :

++ , your Ternination Report. The, r*ewv reaied qtit!o+++i :<tO+ pOtc
-€' contributions and/or expendit:urs. and tfit* r++f'tlnfig :of cS.'tln

i+ nforrnation required by the Feea feto C¢u gn Act. +  An
itemization of these +areas fotlow#:...+: ' ++ +

-Please provide a1 Schedule £ tO 1SUpOrt the entry on- Line 22 o+f
~the Detailed Sumary Page. (Note: This activity should not

be disclosed on Schedule S.)

+ In addition, the 24 Hour Report ftiled by your connitttee
Indicated that the independent expenditures were paid to Ansh

i " Viseltear .(unbitnner, however, this report showS that paymtnts

wieeto1at1onai Review. Please clarify this discrepancy.

. An amendment to your original report correcting tJ~e above problems
, should be filed with the Federal Election ComissiOn within fifteen (15)
a days of the date of this letter. If you need assistance, please feel

free to contact me on our toll free number, (800) 424-9530. fly local
number Is (202) 357-0026.

Sincerely,

Mark Kleinman
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

4)'?~ 4 ;~J
4-- I I I llIl II



Mr. Holnmyard called requesting clarification of the RFAI sent by Mark Kleinmn....
I explained that the first paragraph would require the reporting of the information
disclosed on Schedule B to be disclosed on Schedule E, or in other words, the
commttee had reported the information on the incorrect, schedule. The second
paragraph of the request asked the conumittee Choin they paid, since two different
vendors had been disclosed (:1 on a 24 hour independent expenditure report, and
another on the committee termination report.

Mr. Holmyard did not have a copy of his filings,Eor a Schedule E, so he requested
-" that ! send him both the filings and a Schedule E.He stated that Aaesh Viseltear

€ Guinbinner were a media buy firm, since they hadn't known how to go'about buying
space themselves, and the firm had handled the media buy. He went on to say that

eo the National Review had acted as their agent (he said 'he didn't think that agent
was the right word) and had paid Amesh et al since the firm had wanted themoe

~~ahead of time. When the contributions were received from the individuals, th°e y

.. Committee paid the National Review.

~I told him to fill out the Schedule E and provide the explanation in w riting.
I sent the forms this afternoon.

OV

q.

0



Reference: Terrination Report, 1023/80-12/3/80J /?i, )K.

lThis letter is to informR you that as of. this 4*ti. t* N0 I$$*O

Io essential to lfull public disclosure of your Federa1s *1e io 1 tja*cl 'activity and to ensure compitance witth provtss|iii! of 1*
h. Elction C,,,pr-jn Act (the Act). A copy of our bti ,fl i 4FPW

enclosed.

4 If no response is received within fifteen (15) days from the date of
~this notice, the Comission may choose to intiate audit or ,legal

10: enforcement acti on.

r If you should have any questions related to this matter, please
€= contact Mark Kleinmn on our toll-free number (800)424-953* or our local

number (202)357-0026.

o Sincerely,

Jn D. Gibson
Acting Assist. Staff Director
Reports Analysis Division

Enclosure

-



z ! , i r. Fii U ,''' ' *! .. r .. i ! ibi i~ ,!~

1 spoke with Mr. Holnmyord at (212) 750-0811., He stated that
he would check with his wife, who is the Treasurer.

He asked me what was needed. 1 informed him that while we
a Schedule B for the entry to National Review, that it was lab2 I~i
"Independent Expenditure". Therefore. we needed a Schedule E. -  !

* further informed him of the discrepancy b etw een the Z4 Uovv ' '

f Notice which showed Ameshi ¥VSetear 6umftinner as the ,.payee tiri, -

the Schedule B shoed Tev-i7Mestted that he woul~d icI~k
* wih hi wif. I dvii~dlim tiirii needed the payee --- the p s

or organization to whom the payment was made to. (Note: alt hcaller was not sure, he thought that the National Review as th i ag...t
.. may have paid for this and that the payment was to National Review as

a reimbursement.)

He will respond and his wife accordingly.

Mr. Holmyard, Treasurer's husband

A~'/ /, ~
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S. Pot Nam. Motle Aides . .. . Nm @5 Em.... Oat (month. Amun f ah

0 Other (specify). Aggre...a" e Ywt Is- ______ ________

C. Pull Name, Masleng Aidres end ZIP Csqs*
U$~l AmAW~L ~ - p~jAMj

1~O~ ?cw4'

Receipt For:
0 Other (specify):

Primary #~~Aenend

Rkceipt---For: if PIrimary0 Other (specify):

Name of Em~er

Aeereuw YwrmOss-8

Date (month.
day. year)

#SwvI,.

aIII l 
'

I II -- - iSlri' C ll IIlI

Name of bj~yer

~ L~L4

Occupation PLd4t~~LA)
aorm Year-to-se-S

SD ew (month.

day. year)

PE6Ja

Amount of Each
Receipt Thi Perio

l00, DL

Amount of ac

________"-________________ __ "___... ......... _______ rd,. Ful Nam.Maolng Aurs and ZIP Name of Em a Date (month. Amount Of Eac

Reciltm For: 0 Primary / lGensui / ___________ ____

0 Other (specify): " -... *.; ... " Aggregate Year<o-Dete-S ._ __ I_ I__ _li__ __

P. Full Name, Mailing Aclras and ZIP Cd

Receipt For:
0 Other (specify):

, *W
~GeneraI

Name of Emloyr

Occupation __

Aggregate Year~to-Date-S

Date (month.
day. year)

Amount of Ec
Rleceipt This Period

/oO. oO

. Full Name. Mailing Addres and ZIP Cede " NnefEloo!Date (month. Amount of Each, t'J . .. C LI'a cl* dy, year) Receipt This Period

0 Other (specify): \..--.."Aggregate Year-to-Ote-$ _________

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page (optional).................................................. I, ' 0

TOTAL This Period (last page this line number only) ............................................

0

b Pull Name, Mailing Aidre and ZIP Cad

Lt#L N Ft1 t4R-

Plmary

Amniim:

I
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lea NUR 1414 i
Dear Mr. Righr:

On . 1962, the ?ederal Zection C--missiR
determined that there is reason to believe that thet
meiew violat:d 2 U.s.c. s 44lbTja), a"provision of t , .. i
Federal IoonamagAcof17,aamne (t
Act'), by imkn a contlribution tOtal1ing $19,862 on " ~iii "

cr October 29, 191 to the Comittee to Aid Concticut. I
General Counsel's factual and legal-analysis, which fLtmed a

~basis for the commssion's finding, is attached for you#
. information.

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

7Please submit any factual or legal materis which yo r '
believe are relevant to the Commission's considerat ion! Of

o this matter. Additionally, please submit answers to the
WV enclosed questions within ten days of your receipt of this

letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.
0O

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

violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this mtter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number



cont idential in accorce ith : 2 U.SO.L-C'. 43 S)4H* ..
S 437g (a) (12) (A) , unles8 ym notify the Comssion ini~ii-i
vriting that you wish t he inVatigation to be made p bI,

For, your information, we havneattached a brief :,,*-,i
descrilption of the Commission's8 procedures for handli ..
possible violations of the Act. If you have any qu.5 OTe-t.,
please contact IHarybeth Ta~rant, the staff member assiiine Ld to ':

this matter, at 202-523-452.9.

sincerely,

qr

Enclosures
" Questions

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
o Procedures

r Designation of counsel Statement

dh'i,2



u.pruni mr . ee 1fK Vllea uin .:! : ,,

thpese ase .gqetos
3. Who a te wd so oa fonthese adsit

4. What was th uner shndigelter Gthe ,.
reardints 0r.eaas .-

5. Do id ayn z the payfthet ,i ({!.

It ck soorec, please naftepro~)ivle n h ur.O, a
* teoa cp thercipg)ohe.ouenain

6. If the 2f~lJN ei iitirseda for the a~se.,
pleserniswh 1op oW a qouetion sc

a) Who aeathena devlin ti ot pay for these ads
pa)e Whpan ws the uneading beteaper n the

eie xdteCommittee to Aid Connecticuts reportsg

8.) o duid thedi te Naoa vi pay for theatt

a copye of an the reet or ote dcumntat o

comte ujc obigreimbursementte.
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• The N~ational, Rlevi!w made a contributioqn tota21Sn i *ii~

$19,882 to. the Committee. to. Aid Couecticut (the Co ttti) ,"L.

in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b, . :.5: .

The Committee registered with the commission on O .I er

than one federal candidate, though not as a separate

segregated fund or a party committee. On that sae day, the

Committee filed a Schedule E which itemized independent

expenditures totalling $19,882, on October 29 and N~ov ubr

3, 1980, to Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper

ads. One expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L.

Buckley for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of

$2,824 was in support of Stewart Mcxinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1/

1/ These were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



waN*sNnk.  67' th paS~n~~I ivision On June 17,fLjU

treasurer 's husband tattilhat it was the Natotal e

-i._ Viseltear. Gambinner, ., med .i.a -buying ..firm, because be

eo have the funds8. Attr *Ut£!io/ent .funds were collected .-, ; '

National Review .was reimbur sed by the Committee.

. As no written response was received in reply to the

o RFAI, a second letter vas sent to the Committee. In

w. response, the Committee sent in an amended Schedule B which
o disclosed National Review as the original payee.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i), the term

contribution includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance,

or deposit of money or anything of value made by any person

for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

_2 At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

.a/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James L. Buckley.



Committee, vthe Office of General Counsel recommends .that the~i:::'

Commission find reason .to believe that the Maioa ... .r

..i...ted 3" U.S.C. S ...lb:

4vd,.

N

'a

0

'a
0



Mea -

Greenvfor : :#3

information. tQ.ME.C"n...... t

tanoaon Z a*, h 1aZ :oionC~idetrmied hould~i 1 aen Last .vOe 4beae your

rovsin to th ~ia in's. MaL-|rti"fti na
Amddteall, pIs 8 cnitt 9e a €ro bwt!
wiehna Coensel's OctwaZ andI.p lega enSis whitter.e :tan
bsisorl th CImiLpue gidnW .oe ~

r inmationf.y ditoalifontinwhc

thosre at no urr action should be taken a ainst yu laesbi
ayu factaleo ea otuialonas Whi proble aue t
belevnet the aCviaion hs onsidratian oo ithmatr
Addcition. Callyrse bi tisdes to th peclode qhesin
vithinetend of you itr ectohi cleteSatiomenorts

o hol beoubited ndber oareth. b ouslint

your comiteeav the Comission y dpobale caus to

fndinge ofobsaleg caue to elievesif you solesirne. nue

11 C.F.. S 11.18(d)



receive any .notif ls
COllision,

confidential in acodneith 2 U+.SC. S 437g(a) (4+:+)+) atd -+ .+
S 437g(a) (12) (A), unle!! you notify the Commission in .+
writing that you wish the . investigation to be made public.+++ +i

For your information, we have attached a brief ..
description of the Commission's procedures for handlin .. g
possible violations of the Act. If you have any queston,.
please contact Marybeth Tarrant, the staff member assi'g e" to
this matter, at 202/523-4529.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Questions
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

~q.

0

C

4,W. z,/.



1.1Hw mn "d .hre?

4. P ease provide a €opy of eacb ad. I~f-bisiR Aot-i ,.::-
possible, please provide :the details of ,each :ad : ,,.

: i 6. what was the role of Ameh: Vis~eltea Gu:b i 1I#;? ::....
r: regarding these ads? ,: , ...:
~7. What was the role of National Review regal ia:g th ee : '

r 8. Who initially paid for these ads?

O 9. Who contacted the National Review concerning Payent
for these ads?

10. Who was contacted at N~ational Review concerning these
C ads?

rW
11. If your committee, the Committee to Aid Connecticut,

00 initially paid for the ads, how were they paid for (e.g.
check, money order)? Please furnish a copy of any
documentation of this transaction.

12. If the National Review paid for the ads, how was it
reimbursed (e.g. check, money order) and by whom? Please
furnish a copy of any documentation of this transaction.

13. How did your committee raise the money to cover the
cost of the ads?

14. If this money was raised by individual contributions,
what were these contributors told the money was going for?



for ads on ibhiel of Ja+mes, . *tsk y+ + n++p +-. + +++*n++... +r++

18. Did your +oumttee or any off ol,. gen it, or voluntee r'+ '1+1+++

Of YOUr coinitt+ie haVe contc v~~tiith Jame I. Buckley++ an /O1
his campaign oo+ ttee reogardng these ad!? If sor, pWi I  "

state the name(s) of the pers(s) involved and the nwatl*of
these contacts.

19. Did any of the folloinge individuals act as off 10±4!++++l ..
.o agents, or volunteers for++ the Committee to }Aid conneotiO ?i ,++

I Robert Karston
Io. Playmod Learsy .

Willam 1. Buckley, Jr+.
" Prisitlla Buokley

"- If so, please describe their relationship with and
. activities for the Committee.

o 20. Did any of the individuals listed in question 19 act as
officials, agents, or volunteers of Citizens for Buckley,

" Inc. ?

0 If so, please describe their relationship with and
~activities for the Committee.



ifa .. .% ' : . " :. :: ' :.'' ::.. :- " : * , - ' - .. ., :;t ... '1...{i, 
- r '

- : I : ;] ':.<.. :: ." : . .; :'..:::. : .- , .. . " : . .. .'::'i : ... . . . . , ¢ *" ,

,;:- r Tere Commiteeitp i netct of(thpoa e C€ontrqtbWS

9%!i : Rational Reviev, in violation of 2 lU.S. "C." ISI 441b... Zv .. ,,- :[" ... ::] ,

P" addition, the possibility exists that four con~itt*i i;i

x GO contributed $5,000 each to the Com mittee with .th~e ~ku :ZeE

that a substantial portion would be expended o eafo

James L. Buckley for U.S. Senate, in violation of

O 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (l)(A). The Committee's acceptance of

these contributions violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la~f).

O FACTUAL, AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

0 2 U.S.C. S 441b

The Committee registered with the Commission on

October 31, 1980, as a political committee which would

support more than one federal candidate, though not as a

separate segregated fund or a party committee. On that same

day, the Committee filed a Schedule E which itemized

i#~~



on Dmber 3, 1980), the cinttee tll.E its only
report, a ~emination Rep.._ 3/, which d~iscloed a s.ingp ,

S paeiof $19,882 . it o ionSea bin weekly ( Z)
S pe iodical 1/ A Reue fo ti onal nfQ 1atio ( l 1

l was sent by .MD on June .11 , 19*2. rega.rding this disca n=y,,
lC . In a phone conversat.ion on J uly 8, 1981, thJe

treasurer's .hUsband state4 that it was the R ational ReView

(an incorporated entity) which paid the $19,882 to AMesh

o Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., a media buying firm, because the

" firm requested advance payment and the Committee did not

0 _____

1ol/ These were the only two candidates supported by the
a. Committee.- In addition, these independent expenditures

appear to have been the Committee's only activity.

2_/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

V3 The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,

respectively, of candidate James Buckley.

4ft'.2,/. /3



ii~i:: election to an'y politial off i *. In" addition, it: i~s ~ ii

'! i receive any contribution prohibited, by this sction. A:/ the

contribution of $19,882 in the form of a loan to the

, Committee, the General Counsel recommends that the

o Comnission find reason to believe that the Committee and the

q" National .RevieW violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

02 U.S.C. S 441a '

As is indicated by the Comittee's reports, the

National Review initially paid for the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National.Review until

certain contributions were received. The four following

contributions were made subsequent to the purchase of the



The only ozpenditu:r +ofe+, +ttee wr,,

payment on, Decemer 3, zSo+ t o the+ + ..+++• +++
*1,318 contribution refund to+ Priscilla 5uckll~y+?i *Z ot i +

that same date. +
A review of the--r port.i~ide by .... C hi is ?i;+++,+-:tR + ,+++ +'

Buckley, Inc. (James Buckley'sl princil campagn+ ir

shows the following cantributi0ns from the afotu + .

14arston 0

Lear sy 1/04/80 $1,000 convention r

8/25/80 $1,000 general+

Buckle r, lim. F. 3/20/80 $1,000 convention

9/20/80 $2,000 (loan) primary,

genera1

9/24/80 received loan payment. *2.000

Buckley, Priscilla 12/20/79 $1,000 convention

10/03/80 $1,000 general

4_/ The only other contributions received duritng this period
were a $1,000 contribution from one individual and two $100
contributions fr:om two individuals.



~1*im4.4~ *~m WaAm~u'mh~ u ~4jmn ~4as.h. 4t, *ha ae~V
qKd[ m v | V& 41WUl

$1,000. under.

prohibited from

violation of th

C.F.R. S 110.314
(b ptonmyoonrb t t uf a .~t~

or his or her authorized comit with ,
respect to a particular election and also to
a political committee which has supporte, or

5_ On July 26, 1980, the state GOP convention was hbld at
which time Senator Buckley won his party's endorsenltby
receiving the majority of delegate votes. However, a
primary is required if hr are cniae o f c te

thanthepary-edor eradie and ifathes candofidate

received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of the
votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did receive 20t of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.

6/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -

8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.

0r

• . -



- . U..* q.tht S~ I3R* ortel n •S W1 ., .. lu~r ..

, .oNQ , t be. funds.

• The only act1viti*8 of the Committee were the

independent expenditures on behalf of Buckley and M@. irnoy.

: I~n additiorn, the four $5,000 contritbutions menetioned iii

r previously were received by the C~mmittee after S tiii!'ii "

; R leview paid Atssh Viseltear Gwmbinner, Inc. and before sthe

q. Committee reimbursed National Review. Further, two of th '

-- contributors in question, William F.o and Priscilla Buckley,

are connected with the National Review. Thus, it is
0*

apparent that these four contributors made these

contributions, and the Committee accepted these

. contributions, with the intention of paying off the debt to

National Review, a substantial portion of which ($17,058 out

of $19,882) was expended on behalf of James Buckley.

Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Robert Marston,

Raymond J. Learsy, William F. Buckley, Jr. and Priscilla

Buckley violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) according to the

following chart:



U I

0

*1U~9 0

w~. 1.
I flS1@ '*Z~Q2

teason to b~1L*v tMt~b. CoL~t~ volst.E 2 U.S~C. S 441e(f)
0 by acceptinq t~bqs* #os.iv. oaftt~Mit~t1on..

AV4. z,#. ; '



Grek lioh Connecticut 06630 ?ii

Dear Kr. Kars ton: .

on , 1982, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violatre
2 u.S.C. s 441a) (1) (A), a provision of the Federal i:
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as mended ('the Act ), b1

. contributing more than $1,000 per election to the cmplg ip.
of JamesaL. Duckley for U.S. Senator. The General Conql's

r factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the -: .
eO Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrat * II

r that no action should be taken against you. Please submit
-- any factual or legal materials which you believe are

relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
~Additionally, please submit answers to the enclosed

o questions within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
Statements should be submitted under oath.

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

you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
~a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of

course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you. so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commi sion.
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3. Whtwajw telr sou8bt tQt esiit

4.•wmu~oe wt* ous)4it r

5S. If not $5,000,whby did you decide to give that ..

prompted you ! o sake this pa ricul contkribution? ::  :

r 8. Who was the money given to? "

tO . 9 By what msns did you sake: this oontzibution (e g.,.:
q" check, money order)? 1£b hck lae .n a g

such check. If by Other means, please furnish a copy!6f the
=" receipt or other documentation."

r 10. For what purpose were you told your contribution would

o be used?

qr 11. By whom were you told?

0 12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
PO covering the costs of an ad on behalf of James L. Buckley,

and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee' s use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?

15. Did you make any contributions to the Citizens for
Buckley, Inc.? If so, when? and how much?



S 441a,(a) (1 () by cntrbtng ,000 t Q. the''  Q ,:t , **

JamsL. Ruokle for uB.Sntr $200 in eam

Ybe Committee to Aid Connecticut :(the Cosmt : *.) ' "" ..

registered with the Commission on October 31, 19*0, as a ;*

political committee which would support more than onem L m : 5

federal candidate, though not as a separate segregat:ed fund

or a party committee. On that same day, the Committee tiled'

a Schedule S which itemized independent expenditures

totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L. Buckley

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,824 was in

support of Stewart McKinney for U.S. Houseof

Representatives. l_/

_1/ These were the only two candidates supported by the
Committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have'been the Committee's only activity.

, . Z~,:



(an incorporated entity) which paid the $19,862 to A m e . .. h

Viseltear Ouminner, Inc., L ar edia buying firm, be~au* t.he,

*) firm reque advance pay nt and the Comittee d6±4 nOti . - <

have the funds. After suftici~nt funds tere collected , -

As no written response was received in reply to the

*. RFAIt, a second letter Was sent to the Committee. In

o response, the Committee sent in an amended Schedule N which

W" disclosed National Revitew as the original payee.

o As is indicated by the Committee's reports, the

National Review initially paid for the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received. On November 13, 1980,

2_/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3_/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James Buckley.

A4~ ~2/f.23



$1,316 contribution refnd to trs¢ina+! Ru!kZir *3*@ o

that sme date. m

A reviewvofe eo rts filed by the Citisens f "

S- 4 On July 26, 1980, the state GOP convention was held at
vhich time Senator Buckley von his party's endorsement by

C receiving the majority of delegate votes. Hlowever, a
r primary is required if there are candidates for Off io. other

than the party-endorsed candidate and if those candidtes
o received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of the

votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate vho did receive 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not

o received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
pr imary.

2$,



his autbozlptc3,QUt

election for Weeral off/ i*vhlhiwb, i

$1,000.

0

rn
Piasua t 11 CJR.* 10()

_5/ On the 12 Da Ire Primary Report covering 7/7/00 -8/20/80, the Cit:izens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Coittee)
reported' outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the Qtober
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/SO- -9/30/8O, .the Puckloy.
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 12/31/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.

0

C
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Viseltear. Gumbinner, Inc::. .and before the) . , i , .,.,,

reimbursed !!ejLnal je~t. ThUs, it a ~ea rs ,:

c" ontributor--made thli c0.tribution vith:h !b* iA4ipitt*A ** :

t paying off the debt tQ "Reatna Review, a substiita

.. behalf of James Buckley. This suggests that th cib

~. gavewith the knowledge that the bulk of his funds would aid

o Senator Buckley's campaign. Therefore, the General Counsel

" recommends that the Comission find reason to believel tat
C Robert Marston violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a) (1)(A) according "'""

to the following chart:
NameAmount Amount: Amount of
'Contrib. ,Contrib. Contritb. l____n__

0th to Al,!owed
Comm. Ei ,ck le

Comttee

Mar ston $5,000 .0 $3,000 0 $2,000



Rev tork, NJ. 10022

Res MUIR 1414

Dear Mtr. Learsy:

On , 1982, the Federal Election Commis~in
determined that there is reason to believe that you vilated
2 U.S.C. .441a"(a) (1) (A), a provision of the Federal "
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (teAt,
c1 ontributing more-than $1,000 per election to the cp n
of James I.. Duckley for U.S. Senator. The General Cou 4'e

r factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for t .. '.
Comission's finding, is attached fot your information.:

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to deos trte
r that no action should be taken against you. Please subt

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

r Additionally, please submit answers to the enclosed
questions within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

0 Statements should be submitted under oath.

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

you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that
r. a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of

course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.

A 2'.,! 27
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3. Wat was your tJ~Utionbtp tpl+h 0 t~? ...

4. How much money were you sioito~e * *r+?++:/ :
5. Ifnot $~~OOwhy id yo decie toe•vejst ao ..*

6. f yu vre otso+_tdfo hi .... • :.t • , wh ,
prmtdyut ak hspr4ua p + .... ....h+ att + I++++9+ ++m? 1

7.Wen d..o m k thi "o...ont"ribatf0 .... +. ..+"" + ..... , + i? ...I

9 . Bywh t miey ans d hid yo aetontbution?: (e+;iig.u

check, money order)? It by check, please furnish a+ C;yQ
q" such check. If .by other means, please f urn/ih ia copyof the

1,0. For .what purpose were you told yFour contribution would
I" be used ?

11. By whom were you told?

12. Were you aware that most of yFour contribution would be
ao covering the costs of an ad on behalf of Jamies L.+ Buckley,

and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee's use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?



James L. Duckley for U.S. Senate, $4,000 in *ees oftb :, ;'

" registered with the Commission on October 31, 1980, as a

r political committee which would support more than on~e
'0

federal candidate, though not as a separate segregated fund
qr

or a party committee. On that same day, the Committee. filed

a Schedule E which itemized independent expenditures

0O totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,05.8 was in support of James L. Buckleyr

for U.S. Senator. and the second expenditure of $2,824 was in

support of Stewart tMcKinney for U.S. House. of

Representatives. 1_/

1_ These were the only two candidates supported by the
Committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.



;,L viseltear .Gsirnr, rI.: li, .a: aedia:buying fir:m, be* ii~ th

RFAI, a second letter was sent to the Committee. In

o response, the Committee sent in an amended Schedule S whi~ch

Wr disclosed National Review as the original payee.

Co As is indicated by the Committee's reports, the

" National Review initially paid for the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received.

2/ At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

1/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James Buckley.

A9t 3'/



S shows the ftv*b t$tt l ,*w o4 *: .:

'S 8/25/80 $1,000 general
o As SenataO ?ckley was invoWve in three eliections 4l

owhich time 5ehiator Buckley von his: party's endo~sent by
receiving the majority QE delegate votes. However., ar primary is required if there are candidates for office other
than the party-endorsed candidate and it those candidates
received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of= the
votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did receive 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.

A.9 ?,p3 Z



eletio fo Fe ra " °"Uci!I  whiobJ " nI i :" ' '"'h!~i.!

"(2) Ahe aynt cbutoriboes no pte Is

0 ornide for the san*eOO:)ptI shed .

(3) he cntrluto toeo tai €otol1 oe
Nr(1) he undt

(. n h 2) The rontribtr Resort veith the80
reportkdowldett ustantial opot42;5. n will Ober
15,!98 Rcorit toin o/2/8 e-pe30/80, bhef Bufcktey
Cot (3) reoted contutorndn debs no eti control0..0 ove

.ear Onth2Da ePray Report covering 7/7/80 123/0-h uy
outereported outstanding debts o 660427.54. O th Octoe

the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts hrn
each election.

3)



coar{!ibut: ad this ontributioa vih " the tatW

Raymond 7. Learsy violat ed 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (I) (A,)

acoording to the following chart:

Emo mun
Co . 'o e " -

Committee

Learay $5,000 $2,000 $3,0000

K ' i:' .; ', r

I

$4,000

10

O3r



Re: NUR 1414
near lit. 5ukleyt :

on , 1982, the Federal Election coinisat on :

determi e that there is reason to believe that :you violited
2 U.SC. * 41a(a) (1) (a), a provision of the FedetalZ-

'O Elecin Om ,ign Ac Of 1971, as ameended ('the At')., .
co~itit iore than $1,000 an election to Jams . i.1 e

eneral Counsel' s factual an ea "nlss
which fomd a basis for the Commission's fidn, is

w attache fx yosr information. :

q" ~under the Act, you have an opportunity to demohtkrat* 1

_ that no aotion should be taken against you. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the commission's consideration of this matter.
Additionally, please submit answers to the enclosed qluestions

o within ten days of your receipt of this letter. Statements
Wr should be submitted under oath.

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

r9 you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
: violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of

course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commi ss ion.
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2 * tR it;. t?* son'. . .*1at/: .t ;

6 l. ZFou wt notposliwetedyou td yorcnrbto ~d

8 1. whom wee mygve tol? ... •

9,2 Beyo atas thid yost mak your lontibution-(e.wo b
D chekinte osts)~ of by a chck behafyurnh abrotherot

muhcc. I t bya waothr mensesed in h arcopyng the

10Comtppose weeoftl your contributionwul

12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be

used to repay the National Review?

,*. 2,fo. 37



Itapec tha Wi:u . ,ukeJw .t

! ' registered with the Commission on October 31, 19,0, 55 aJi

tr political committee vhich would support more than one

o federal candidate, though not as a separate segregat:ed fund

" or a party committee. On that same day, the Couuite filed

O a Schedule N which itemized independent expenditures

totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,058 was in support of James L. Buckley

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,824 was in

support of Stewart McKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1/

A/ These were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee's only activity.

A"1 2, .



: ii!:.. Viseltear .Gumbinner;, X,., a medi bu i rn r :e0 ,R tI*:

!!ii:"0 have the fi.a- A fter s' Ufficint funqds vere €o~leoted,-

, : !:: : N: ational Rev: ::~ va re id *by the Coamittee. - "

,:: ~s no writ:ten response vat received in reply to the.,,

RFAI, a second .lttter was sent to the Committee. In

o response, the Committee .sent in an amended Schedule B which
q" disclosed Rlational Review as the or iginial payee.
O As is indicated by the Committee's reports, the
' I National Review initially paid for the ads in question and

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received; On December 1, 1980,

_/At the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hand and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectively, of candidate James Buckley.



- rep/20/80l av onrbue $,000(lt Ft. ~ at yr

Y/ On July 26, 1980, the state GOP cneto a eda
which time Benator BUckley von bis party's ndor** ett by
receiving the majorit Qt delegate votes. HeVer, a
primary is. required if there are candidates fot office other
than the party-endorsed candidate and if those candidates
received 201 or more of the votes on one or more of the
votes taken at the convention. As there was anot~her
candidate who did recieve 20% of the vote, a primary was
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other candidate not
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
pr imary.

,H. 2,.VD



bortied. pa£tioal cmmittees vith respct t

tDz Federal office which, in the agrgt, exc* 4" i

(h) A person may contribute to a candtR * hs
• or her authorized commit tee with rep@

!i " particular election and also contribute i "
• ~polit ica l committee which has supporti, . Qt~

. -anticipates supporting, the same tan4dem L it-h
. i~~i, same election, as long as--.. ..

.... (1) The political comittee is not th ~! P1* 'S

"! ..."-i. .- committee or a single candidate csmi te. #
,4D ...... (2) The contributor does not give with i tJ .. i!.i

'i;i/ :'.! .;knowledge that a subsltantial porti[on:i;l ""'L >';':'

candidate for the same elections and
-- (3) The contributor does not retain control over
- r the funds.

o The only activities of the Committee were the

'r independent expenditures on behalf of Buckley and NcKiney.

!ii-! In addition, the $5,000 contribution mentioned previoutly

P was received by the Committee after National Review paid

- Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. and before the Committee

~reimbursed National Review. Further, the contributor in

5_/ On the 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -
8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckleyd
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.

14 g.



E-t to.:

($17,05 , t i$ , 1R,, w#$ed*wi~4.o, I

oBuckley,Wan. F.

0

$5,000 $1,000OqO $3,000

I

Nm

$.3,000
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le: )WI 1414
Dear Ms. Euckley:

On .. , 1982, the Federal alection Coinisoqn
determined that there is reason to believe that you violted2 .SC * 441aa (1 Aaprovision of the Federal
Erlectip Cmpagn Act of 1971, as amended ("the .Alt"), i .,mcontributingmt than $1,000 pr election to the oaiig of

,o Jtefacmes L. lkley, for US. Senator. The General Counse r "

facualand legal analysis, which formed a basis 'for the'eo Commissio's find lu, is attached for your Information.:

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

any factual or: legal materials which you believe are relevant
to the conmission's consideration of this matter.
Additional), please submit answers to the enclosed questionso within ten days of your receipt of this letter. Statements

r should be submitted under oath.

o In the absence of any additional information whichdemonstrates that no further action should be taken against
I you, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that: a

violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Ofcourse, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause tobelieve if you so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel, in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing theenclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.

Al74. 2,4w. 4')
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S3. What was Your- leainhip to te i ttle?

4. Bow; much moneyi vere you soicited for?,'+' ,

!' prpIt : !you to: mae -thi part 1oular oo*rbuon?- ' i .;!, ..

7.. Whnddyou make thi. contibuion

• 8 . W h o , Ia s t h e m o e y g i v e n t o ? " +- ' " " "- 1 L I( '"L + 1 "" I'I

-- 9. By what mean! did you make this contribution (0.!.
check, money order)I? If by check, please furnish a copy o

q" such chec:k. If by other means, please furnih a cop *,t,
o receipt or other documentati-on.

. 10. For what purpose were you told your contribution would
be used?

0:
11. By whom were you told?

~12. Were you aware that most of your contribution would, be
cover ing the costS of an ad on behalf of your brother, James
L. Buckley, and his campaign for U.S. Senator?

13. If not, what was your understanding regarding the
Committee'.s use of your contribution?

14. Were you aware that most of your contribution would be
used to repay the National Review?



i,. I ' I!  it"~ ....
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* It appears that Prisci. ia Bucley vi 1#td ': '

i:: 2 U.s.C. S 443a8a (al.(A&) by- con-tributing, $Ra4.,, tO ::! .t ,.:: ..b.,e !. ,

capagnofJ.e L. ,,kly o U. .. .t ,* * ...... .

:' ''' r The Committee to Aid COnnectiout (the : 'tte) ":...:'

" registered with the Commission on October 31, 1960, as a

political committee which would support more than .one
0

federal candidate, though not as a separate segregated fun"

, 0 or a party committee. On that same day, the Comittee filed

• a Schedule E which, itemized independent expenditures

0 totalling $19,882, on October 29 and November 3, 1980, to

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. for newspaper ads. One

expenditure of $17,058 was in support of games L. :Buckley

for U.S. Senator and the second expenditure of $2,624 was

in support of Stewart McKinney for U.S. House of

Representatives. 1_,

1_l These were the only two candidates supported by this
committee. In addition, these independent expenditures
appear to have been the Committee' s only activity.

z,/.



yes e t by D1|  on"It*, ;i zaii  s •  this 4

(an inoorporated ntity) .... ai the $1986 ;2 to; A~

I have the funds.: A:fter sufficient f£ndsrwere ol *otW, ::: :t

0 National Re~ie:I ywI reimbursed ;by the Comit~tee. :

As no written response was received in reply to:.~i th

. RFAI, a second letter was sent tO the Committee. Zn

o response, the Omittee sent in an amended Schedule U1 vl oh

w disclosed National Review as the original payee.

CAs is indicated by the Commnittee's reports, the

National Review initially paid for the ads in question and
0

then was reimbursed by the Committee. However, the

Committee had no funds to reimburse National Review until

certain contributions were received. On December 1, 1900,

&/t the time of termination, the Committee had no cash on
hnd and had no outstanding debts and/or obligations.

3/ The publisher of National Review is William F. Buckley,
Jr. and its Editor is Priscilla Buckley, brother and sister,
respectivel of candidate James Buckley.

Ai%4.?, V~



A revlew of the reports filed bY the Citise,~~

i ! Buckley, Znc. (Jamese Buckley's principal c mpiqt !

.0.., ,shows the-eOlloeirgicontribtions, from. the atorsq* i"q

B" uckley, Priscilla • 12/20/79 $l,0 t'R

10/03/SO $1,000 genl

I As Senator Buckley was involved in three elections /

O in 1980 (nominating convention, primary and general) the

4/ On July 26, 1,980, the state GOP convention was held a
O which time Senator Buckley won his party's endrsset by

receiving the majority of delegate votes. However, are) primary is required if there are candidates for Oftioe other
~than the party-endorsed candidate and if those candidbtes

received 20% or more of the votes on one or more of the ..
votes taken at the convention. As there was another
candidate who did receive 20% of the vote, a primary s
held on September 9, 1980. Had the other canddate t
received 20% of the vote, there would not have been a
primary.



t orised political committees with respect.t#-at-
]t0f .fortehderal off ie which, in the aggregate, *: ?4W i. !il

(b) A person may contribute to a. candidatei ot M ,_

particular election an4 also con tributei! to *, ,
political committee which has supported,!~z Or ...
anticipates supoting, : the same candidate ] $ i: ,

(ame electiaslon a ' s no-h-a i  i!
(1)iThepolicalig comitee is nothe anE '*: r

committee or a single candidate oosmitteej~ i
(2) The contributor does not give with the :' i:!
knowledge that a substantial portion will:! he
contributed to, or expended on behalf of, tht S
candidate for the same election; and
(3) The contributor does not retain control over
the funds.

T he only activities of the Committee were the
independent expenditures on behalf of Buckley and tMCKinney.

In addition, the $5,000 contribution mentioned previously

was received by the Committee after National Review paid

Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc. and before the Committee

V/ On the. 12 Day Pre Primary Report covering 7/7/80 -
8/20/80, the Citizens for Buckley, Inc. (Buckley Committee)
reported outstanding debts of $66,427.54.. On the October
15, 1980 Report covering 8/21/80 - 9/30/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $73,794.60. On its
Year End Report covering 11/25/80 - 12/31/80, the Buckley
Committee reported outstanding debts of $109,002.95. Thus,
the Buckley Committee had substantial outstanding debts from
each election.

r:: : .. w

w i. ::

'a,



I VtI ,i 0.I€.+a 441ap i l acc~odng o kh ~Z& $

camrign _ .tre .... Geea Cusl eo 4t

0
Wlkley, $5,000

tee

$2,000 $3,000 $1 ,318 $2,682
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•* s+idence that: an expet4 !sl

tO Ar :, i + |date for Federal officei (++ .....~
.444 n, a a resul.t of the co +p0t

bUti+ on +(Chart #4). ++ + :++

... he+fl committee also appears ,to . E++e:+ tved i eS-

with+ the knowledge that a subsatk4*1p44 viald be
expnded on behalf off two candildat~es f£br ladwal of+te
( Chalrt #3 )."r+ +" ....

5, " r++*

by wr office. If you have any quetlQns, p103
contact Mark Kleinman at 357-0026. -

€0

+ •
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A. Receipt of Corporate ContribUtion -2 u.S.C. 441b(*)
Shc Comiittee to AdConnectic ut ('the Cia e'

o filMa 24 hour report shoving paymnts which t ed
$39,6882 in October and November of 3960 to A ,b

SViSeltear Gumbinnor, Inc. (Attaobet #2) The hobur
o report, which was sent certified on October 3li i

disclosed $17, 058 in independent expenditUreS in ~prt
~of James L. Buckley for U.S. Senate, and $2,t824

independent expenditures in support of StewarS!i bey
0 .foru.S. House of Representatives..Howver, the i-  ttee's

1980 T1ermination Report, which covered this perio, die-
closed a single payment of $19,882 on December 3,d ,80
to National Re e (Attachment #3). A Request for ?~ii
Addtional-In! tion was sent on June 17, 1983 .askng-
the Committee to clarify this discrepancy (Attachmnt #4).

In a phone conversation on July 8, 1981, the
treasurer's husband stated that the National Review
had paid Amesh Viseltear Gumbinner, Inc., a mediauying
firm, initially since the firm expected an advanced jay-
ment. When the Committee received sufficent funds, it
reimbursed the National Review (Attachment #5).

The Committee failed to respond to the Request for



the Reirts anlysis Division.: I:>t was e p
:' . .the Reqest for Additional IZnfor son vi ,

determine the payee of the $19,882 expenit'!
#7). On August 3, 1981, the Comittee r'es
disclosing the National as tepye!
#8). HOWever, th responseiie t xpaN

", discrepacy between the 24 hour report and tb.: "
Termination Report.

0 B. Independent Bxpenditule :Reporting Problems?:

* 3(b,6)() ii)ad 1CF-091c

0:: In response to the Request for Additional(
tion of June 17, 1981, which was sent on the

.- Report, the Committee' s. amended report prov£i. ...
independent expenditure schedule (Schedule I), ,140
disclosed that $17,058 had been paid to the N i.,i':

r Reviewv in support of James L. Buckley for U.8,. ?, *""

(Attachent #8)
0A t c m n 8 .i :"i:.:

The Committee' s itemized receipt schedule ,:.-.:

ocontributions from William F. Buckey, Jr0 , t. '" i: :.
candidate's brother and Publisher of National Re!iw,

~and Priscilla Buckley, Editor of Natioa Re i...
(Attachment #9). The receipt of these cntrib4 n

0and the involvement of the National Reie ral:i:!:,: .
questions as to independence of the expeniditures mde
on behalf of James Buckley.

C. Excessive Contributions to a Candidate for F edr
Office by a Non-Qualified Multi-Candidate cottee
2 U.S.C. 441a(a) (1) (A)

If the activity referred to in Part III-B does not
satisfy the definition of an independent expenditure,
then it appears that an excessive in-kind contribution
was made by the Committee in support of James Buckley
for the general election.



- Ooasitt +ee - 2 uB+c. 441a (

t nformation presented indtca~e i +

paytt! on behlh4tf Qf +James L. Duckley aai I++L
M iney were apparently made by th#+!+
and subsequently reimbursed by the O
receipt of contributions. The possib Lt
exists that four contributors donated a tt
$20,000 to the Coumittee with the knowl.ed g* !
substantial portion would be expended .on"+
the above-mentioned candidates for the gene)
(Attachment *9).

IV. OTHER PENDING ACTIONS INITIATED BY BAD:

There are no outstanding Requests for I0.
Information or matters which need to be ret./
this time.

?..++ + +?++ +;++/++ + .+;++ + +++ + !+;, + , *

+ + • + + . , + +

+ ...... ° .+ ,,, ?+, .+++ ++ ++., +

+ + /.



830404

NON-PARTY+ RELAITERY +  .. +++ ++ + ++i+

TT E DOCUMENT RE• ICEIPTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ _ ,

CONITTEE TO AID CONNECTICUT
CONNECTED OROANIZATIONS NONE

1980 STATEMENT OF OROANIZATION
24 HOUR CONTRIDUTION NOTICE
TERMINATION REPORT
TERMINATION REPORT - AMENlDlENT
REWJEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFOWttMTION
REOUEST FORl ADDITIONAkL INFrORMATIONI 2ND

TOTAL
TERMINATED

21 w2441

ALL REPORTS HAVE RECEIVED .BASIC REIEW.
ENDING CASH-ON-HAND (12-34,0)" =,. $0 +

DEBTS 0 i
0



711 3rd Ave. i. . i': . * /,New York, N.Y. 10017 New.....r 10/29/30, 3$ 2,824 Stewart ,r

._____0 Supor 0 Opose

__ _j ___ _____ _ 0 Sport _os
6l SUSTT'AL.9 oI lemaaeg IndC~nen Eulpgeiluws................................_____-__

IblIuarrOTAL of Un~tem~aed IuncJepent Sspebtpje•.........................~ S93 i

.................................................................. " 19,8S2
Unida. ~ai quA ... ... a .... I_._ L .

Ihereon we~ret maI enl~ Ci OoperaliOn. e'OnsltllteoOn. conct wiwh. e' as th
Iel est r5I~tlon 09 a1ny cendedeeor~ll antiy IuthOrle€d commal~ltc Or wtl
Of suc~h candlidte or laulhOrPIITd g ornmelt. IiFwtenrmc~t. ghsg eapenturosl
did€ nOt anvOiW thnt finann o f dissemintliOn.o distributio n. OrP reltileml
dn w# OIi. or inq at f SnI, coni.js metetriahs pI~rspved by the c mnidinow.l is

3ubuo~ad sln to irfo, . me uhs. 3  . . ,av o4

SLATE OF COt'NECT|ZUT NOTARY PUBLIC
No. 35476

COMM. EXP RLS RiL 1,1984



. .€ uUl Name, Mailing Midres Im v P 'Pqae fDlu.wm P1 IDdIW S~oth. Aimounmt Tfi

day. yer)Dlis. ment T ,,Pero

D-rsemen fo: Oprimary 0o,,,e,,
o Othe (speIfy): ______

P. Pot N. Mailing Mires end ZIP Cede Purpose of DOsursment Dew (month. Amount of leaf

day. year) Disbrsmnt ThN, Peridd

tDisbursementf1w: OPrimary OGenarad

o Other hspecify): ____________

0. Pull Name. MailingAMires ad zIP Oi Purpo, of DIsbursment Dew (moth. Amn of Each

Disbursement for: Ohrimry OGeneral cwye) ns,,,. l

__________________ o Other, (speify): ________

P. PFuN Name, Mailing Midres ani ZIP Cede Purpose of Dlsbursamtent De (month. Amount of Ea~ch I

day.vear) Disbursement ThisPeriodI

Disb~ursement for: O Primary 0OGneral

o Other (specify): I______ _________

0. Pdl Name. Mailing Mires and ZIP Cede Purpose @f Disburseent Date (month. Amount of Each [
-day. year) Disbursement This Perod i

Disbursment for: 0 Primary 0 General
0 Other (specify):__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I;UTOAL f isurten Ths ag (otina) ........................ d...y .yer Dibrsmn Thisk Pei

TOTAL Tis Perod (I~ Pa~e his lie numDisbnursement.. f... :.0..Prim ..ry ..0.Ge..eral

0

~qrn

C



Harold Holusyard, Te'qsuretr -..
Comuittee to A idnn tPov
dio Ms. H. R!. (4~e', N85,on
Greenwichl CT 068)0 .

Identification No: C00138198'"
Reference: Termtion Report (10/23/SO to 1Z[/@) :!':

your Terrunation Repr. The review r~ise4 qu 4$oV 4$i;iiiii~~ t* ;';

contributionsl and/or expenditures, and ....he : t 91g #h era
infornation required by. the Federal Elect~n cr~paf p Ac. A
itemization of these areas *follows: 1 " r % i

-Please provide a Schedule E to support the eitry oaLine22o
the Detailed Sunmary Page. (Note: This activitty ShOuld not
be disclosed on Schedule B.)

In addition, the 24 Hour Report filed by your conwittee
indicated that the independent expenditures were pid to Anesh
Viseltear Gu,binner, however, this report shows that pati

iier'e .o an4 Revietw. Please clariff thifsdiscrepac.

An amendment to your original report correcting the above problems
should be filed with the Federal Election Couumission within fifteen (15)
days of the date of this letter. If you need *ssistance, please feel
free to contact me on our toll free number, (800) 424.9530. My local
number Is (202) 357-0026.

Sincerely,

Mark Kleinman
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

do

.... • -- -- __ ..o II II I II



*t .

Mr. Holmyard called requesting clarification of the RFAI sent by Mark KI pi.:
I explained that the first paragraph would require the reporting of the'Inimr1
disclosed on Schedule B to be disclosed on Schedule E, or in other word$s , r' .
committee had reported the tnformation on the incorrect schedule. The $0 04
paragraph of the request asked the committee Oharn they paid, since two dflfiett
vendors had been disclosed (1 on a 24 hour independent expenditure report. V.4i
another on the committee termination report. ." q ' .

lore

Mr. Holmyard did not have a copy of his filings, or a Schedule E, so he: w ese
that I send him both the filings and a Schedule E. He stated that hnhsWVI$$~e
Gumbinner were a media buy firm, since they hadn't known how to go about bw *1
space themselves, and the flint had handled the media buy. He went on to Sa at
the National Review had acted as their agent'(he said he didn't think that : gwt
was the right word) and had paid Msh et al since the finn had wate the ii~
ahead of time. When the contributions were received from the individuals, th
Committee paid the National Review.

I told him to fill out the Schedule E and provide the explanation in writing.
I sent the forms this afternoon.

0

0

il;!!I
.i!

ii



Identlfication No: C00i38198 ,"

Dear Mr. Ho!riyard: ,, .

This letter is ,%p{o inform yOU t;hat .sfisA IT'
has not received your response to our 0 1iona1|
information, datded )wne 17, 1q81. That ntt e, Ietrwfon
essential to full pubic di~sclosre ,of your Pder *l 4 t h1u ,itt.
activty and to ensure co.'ptance tt prot t pa i, FoderilElection Campaign Act I: (the Act). A copy ;!of ou it* ,ust 1iS,
enclosed. r

If no response is received within fifteen (15) days :fu'o. the date of
this notice, the Commnission my choose to tntat*ii-,.dt or legal
enforcement action.

If you should have anty questions related to tIhs, getter, please
contact Mark Kleinman on our toll-free number (800)4t4-#S30- rour local
number (202)357-0026.

Sincerely,

Jn D. Gibson
Acting Assist. Staff irector
Reports Analysis Division

End osure

I Ij /

k •9



,®spke with Kr. Holuyar at (212) 750481. Hestatd ha
. he would check with his wife,, who s the Tresurer.

He asked me whet was needed. I informed Mm that while~i w. had
a Schedule B for the entry to National Review;,that it was] lS 'fl4
"Independent Expenditure". Therefore, we ned a Schedule [,, E

Ifurther infonmedim Qf the diceacybtete 24 t"L ',.' i

0Notice which showed Amesh e ea umbinne as the payee iW i,
the Schedule B showe a __ -i.,Ffe stated that he wou ilK

,q.or organilzation. to whom th ayet was mae to. Nfote: a~;Ucaller was not ,-sure , he toght that the National Revielw &S pf i
-- may have paid for this and that the payment was to National Riew as

a reimbursement.)

He will respond and his wife accordingly.

Mr. Holniyard, Treasurer's husband...
o (212) 750-0811
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a)ht4t

nm shrmmtP: o uI ,wv ,
Arnamase Yamaa.~m.S

S. Pll! NaeWllm,ingI~q d..I um 1WP C e Nameof'Smpls * ee(onh'mun fNR& t *M 1' Olt LWUAV la y. yer) Rocossis 1Pgjklb - --. - -____

ileeitt For,: o PeraL*#44r' _ __

0 Oter hspeify: Aggra, te, ____ ____ _......__

C. vUN Name. Mailng Addrnm -l ZiCd Name of Emplye Det (mnth. Amount of 5tlo

MailingU ,,,.mk, enkk md 2OP Cede .Name of Emlye Dew m ,onth. Amou,,t of Each,

RcptFor: oPhw .,,,, /.,.* ./"
o other..(spe, fy: " , ,,; .. e....ate,,. Yeo,,. e.,,4 4

F, Hu Name.*Mallkng Mdin and ZIPW Name of Employer Dme (month. Amount of Each

S OOther: (specify) Aggregate Yer.tot4* -- ...._ _ _ __ _ __

F.Full Name, Mailingl Addrs an 2WZ Cede Naime of Employelr Dewt (month. Amount of Each

Receipt For: 1Primary Keea

oOther (specify): ___.___'_ _____ ____o______ro_ ______--_

SUiBTOTAL, of Receipts This Pagel (optIonal) ................................................. 1* I 'd 0

TOTAL This Period (lItpego thislinonumber only) ...........................................

........ IIoo,,o,.0+. .p,,,,;,+++.+. : , ,, .. +-

m
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IW-smo ~Ubhiet, Nqw T N T~ek o1001
TL M-880

W 5AL

August 4,1983

CA
QA

Dear Mr. Gross:

re: NUR 1414
Committee to Aid Connecticut, et al.

In connection with the aboveftentioned matter,

I enclose Mr. Buckley's check for $2,500.00.

Yours faithfully,

F| antes Bronson
Secretary

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

c.c. Messrs. Robert K. Burgess add
Steven M. Umin

'rO



WM. F. BUCKLEY 4
WALLACKS POINT

STAMFORD. CT 0002

August 4 83

united StategTreasurer __$ 2 _ _02,50.00

Two Thousand- and fIV& hnndrdrand no/10-O - DOLLARS

r )T THE CONNECTICUT SANK
OL U AND TRUST COMPANY

HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT I

FoR_______
r.Lk" (ro A

Atty.

* ~ ~ ~ ~ L In*. . 2
~~ .

* .4
Mai"&

',~., I.j

K.g&r ~'.4
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95-35-0001
Pay to the order of any Federal Reserve Bank or
Branch or General Depositary for credit to noe
United Stat:s Treasury. This cha-k is in payment
of an e,.A-,', ion to the United Stabs and must be
p:t t ptr. N.P. Do fotYe non-pam nt,.;D.!- at; en-vrsement I

tt .o.ker, Asst. Staff Directofor Administratii
Feurd. E action CcimNssion'
1325 K Street, N.I.
Washington. D.C. 20463

... 1

Negotiation of this check does not con-

stitute acceptance by the Fcdera, -lec-
tVon Commission of the proc :-

alty. The proceeds of this che:,: 1,,,a
been placed in a suspense 3ccclunt ;*rnd-
ing Commission consideraLion of tl3
penalty.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1125 K SIRELT N.W
WASHINGION.D.C. 2046

*1..
THIIS IS THE BEGINNlIING OF MUR #
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