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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 12, 1985

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coie, Stone, Olsen

and Williams
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Bauer:

LI') This is in reference to the complaint you filed with
the Commission on October 14, 1982, on behalf of the Wilson
for Utah Committee concerning the Ruff Political Action
Committee, the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of
Orrin Hatch.

After conducting an investigation in this matter, the
0 Commission determined there was probable cause to believe

that the Ruff Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On
June 5 , 1985, a conciliation agreement signed by the
Ruff Political Action Committee was accepted by the
Commission, thereby concluding the matter. A copy of this
agreement is enclosed for your information.

In addition, the Commission determined there was
probable cause to believe the hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and
434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A). The Commission voted, on

, 1985, to close the file without reaching a
conciliation agreement with these committees.



Robezt F. Bauer, Esquire
Page 2

The file number in this matter is MUR 1484. Zf you
have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mims, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: erineth A. Gross
Associate Gener 1 ounsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

'0

LI)

If)

if)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 12, 1985

Jan W. saran, 3squire
Ba1~er and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: IbIUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On June 5 , 1985, the Commission accepted the

conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff
Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a
violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and 441d, provisions of

If? the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

o record, please advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final

o conciliation agreement for your files.

Lfl Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

G5 ~~ ~CQ~I>nsel

BY: S

Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Ruff Political Action )
Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by the Wilson for Utah Committee. An investigation has

been conducted, and the Commission found probable cause to

believe that the Ruff Political Action Committee ("Respondent)

violated:

1) 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind

N contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to the 1982
campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;

2) 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing to report the

making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign committees of
L~7

Senator Orrin Hatch; and
0

3) 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

notice on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly

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

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent,

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.
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IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Ruff PAC is a political committee registered with

the Federal Election Commission.

2. The Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrira
Hatch are authorized political committees of Senator Orrin

Hatch and are registered with the Federal Election

Commission.

3. During the 1981-82 election cycle, Ruff PAC

distributed two mailings through direct mail which had, as a

purpose, the influencing of Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign. Approximately 2.5% of the names in each mailing

had Utah addresses. A biography of Senator Hatch was offered
Li)

as a premium to contributors.

4. From November 1981 to June 1982, Respondent shared

office space with the Hatch Election Committee.

o Conversations between representatives of the two

~S. organizations occurred during that time. During that time,

C Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee exchanged mailing
Li)

lists.
0,

5. Respondent's contacts with the Hatch reelection

campaign led Ruff PAC to decide that it would be precluded

from making independent expenditures on behalf of Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts. In addition, Ruff PAC did not

transfer any funds to the Hatch reelection campaign.

6. The total costs of the two mailings was

$40,999.83. All costs were paid by Ruff PAC.
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7. ; ~ U.EC. S 441a(a) (7) (5) (U) states that

mM. ~ any person in cooperation, or

wi'th~,, ox at th~'~ request or suggestion of, a cand i~~e ~

t~*iori~d political committee ~r their agents, sbi~44

considered to be contrib~~tia1h5 made to such candidat.$~

8. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) states that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contrib~%*#&

to any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceeds $5,000.

9. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) requires that a

political committee report contributions which it makes 1~o

other political committees.

10. By failing to report any in-kind contributions to

Senator Hatch, Ruff PAC also failed to satisfy the

requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i).

V. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

VI. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer notice on a solicitation made by Ruff PAC.

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

the United States in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars ($500),

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

Iv)

U)

0

If)

4,
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VIII. Respondent agrees to file an amendment to its reports

to identify the pro rated value of the two mailings as inmlcind

contributions on behalf of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection

campaign.

IX. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

X. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

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

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

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil
U') action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

XI. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

all parties hereto have executed the same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

C XII. Respondent shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

XIII. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and
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no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or

oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that is

not contained in this written agreement shall be valid.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Associate General cfou~
FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

Counsel

Date

Date

Lfl

f-fl

VT

C

if)

Co
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Ch~ee N Steele, £sq~ire
Feda~al Election C0mi~sion'
~3g51 ( Street, N.W.
W&$hingtoti, D.C. 30463

Lfl
Dear Mr. S

Re: JIUR 1484 (Ruff Political ~tion Coumuittee)

teele:

I am in receipt of your letter of M~y 3, 1985
regarding the above-captioned matter. My cli~it~, Ruff Political
Action Cocimittee, has reviewed the proposed couiciliation Rgree-
ment attached to your letter and has authorized me to sign i~t on
its behalf.

Enc~losed please find the coaeIl±atLon agreement which
I have executed on behalf of my client. Also encloaed is a
check to the United States Treasuret in the su~ of five hundred
dollars ($500.00) which constitutes payment of the civil penalty
contained in the agreement.

Sincerely',

Jan )f. Baran

JWB:df
Enclosures

cc: Neal B. Blair

S~:6v iIAVH~
~* *. *~t

'i ,
~ I

~-'8~* ~

~Lfl*



TO: CHERYL T

FROM: JOAN HA1~

CHECK NC

TO MUR

WAS RECEIVED ON

WHICH IT SHOULD BE

yr

TO: JOAN HAI~RIS

FROM: CHERYL THOMAS

(a copy of which is attached) RELATING

AND NAME

~211c~
'V/7, /~'

DEPOSITED:

/ BUDGET CLEAR

* PLEASE INDICATE THE ACCOUNT INTO

ING ACCOUNT (*95F3875.16)

/ CIVIL PENALTIES ACCOUNT (#95-1099.160)

(/~ / / OTHER

S IGNATURE DATE

Lfl -.

* ~

~~1~N:

H. J. RUFF- PAC
13924 BRADDOCK ROAD

P.O. BOX 881

CENTREVILLE, VA 22020

i862

___ 'IMay 10 i~L

PAYTOThE u S TREASURER tSj~~o
ORDER OF rutt3AR~ I

Five hundred and no/100- ---- ---- ---- ----- ---- ---- -
--- ---- ---- ----- ---- --- -

FOR FEC settlement

NULJ *U~ --

~78U~YUU" /' -

/

C



-' -
-

-
A WW

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSZOII

)
In the Matter of

Ruff Political Action Committee 
) BlUR 1484

Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

CERTIF ICATION

i, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording 
secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive 
session of April 2,

Li) 1985, do hereby certify that the 
Commission took the

following actions in BlUR 1484:

1. Failed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to -

a) Reject the counterproposals submitted

O by Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of Orrin 

Hatch.

b) Authorize the Office of General 
Counsel

to file a civil suit pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C.

S 437g(a) (6) (A) against Ruff PAC, 
the

Hatch Election Committee and the 
Friends

or Orrin Hatch, but eliminate 
from the

suit any reference to Mailing 
*3.

c) Send appropriate letters pursuant 
to

the above actions.

Commissioners Harris, McDonald, 
and Reiche

voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioners Elliott and McGarry 
dissented.

Commissioner Aikens was not present 
at the

time of the vote.

(continued)
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Cerfification for MUR 1484 Page 2
April 2, 1985

2. Decided by a vote of 4~-O to direct the Office
of General Counsel to continue conciliation
with counsel for Ruff PAC.

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioner Reiche abstained; Commissioner
Aikens was not present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Lfl

Date
Secretary of the Commission

1*')

0

C
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BEFOJ~E THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

)
In the Hatter of

Ruff Political Action Committee ) HUR 1484

Batch Election Committee )
rr±ends of Orrin Hatch

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. ~nons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of April 2,

0

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission 
took the

following actions in MUR 1484:

1. Failed Ofl a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to

a) Reject the counterproposals submitted

a by Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch.

b) Authorize the Office of General Counsel

to file a civil suit pursuant to 
2 U.S.C.

C

If) S 437g(a) (6) (A) against Ruff PAC, 
the

Hatch Election Committee and the 
Friends

.0 or Orrin Hatch, but eliminate from 
the

suit any reference to Mailing #3.

c) Send appropriate letters pursuant 
to

the above actions.

Commissioners Harris, McDonald, and Reiche

voted affirmatiVely for the decision;

Commissioners Elliott and McGarry 
dissented.

Commissioner Aikens was not present 
at the

time of the vote.

(continued)

* - ~ -. ..-- ,- -



Cerfification for MUR 1484 Page 2
April 2, 1985

9.

2. Decided by a vote of 4-0 to direct the Office
of General Counsel to continue conciliation
with counsel for Ruff PAC.

Coimnissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioner Reiche abstained; Commissioner
Ailcens was not present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Lfl

Date
Secretary of the Cou.aission

Lf)

0



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNINCTON. D.C. 20463

June 12, 1985

Jan W. Saran, Esquire
Baker and Bostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, LW.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: I4UR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Hr. Saran:

On June 5 , 1985, the Commission accepted the
conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff
Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a
violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (E) Ci) and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

0 record, please advise us in writing.

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Kennet * r
Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action )

Committ@e
CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

9.

complaint by the Wilson for Utah Committee. An investigation has

been conducted, and the Commission found probable cause to

believe that the Ruff Political Action Committee (Respondent)

violated:

1) 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind
V)

contributions that exceeded ~5,OOO per election to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;

2) 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing to report the

making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign committees of

Senator Orrin Hatch; and

3) 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

notice on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly

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

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent,

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.
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IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Ruff PAC is a political committee registered with

the Federal Election Commission.

2. The Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

Hatch are authorized political committees of Senator Orrin

Hatch and are registered with the Federal Election

Commission.

3. During the 1981-82 election cycle, Ruff PAC

distributed two mailings through direct mail which had, as a

purpose, the influencing of Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign. Approximately 2.5% of the names in each mailing

had Utah addresses. A biography of Senator Hatch was offered

as a premium to contributors.

4. From November 1981 to June 1982, Respondent shared

office space with the Hatch Election Committee.

Conversations between representatives of the two

organizations occurred during that time. During that time,

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee exchanged mailing

lists.

5. Respondent's contacts with the Hatch reelection

campaign led Ruff PAC to decide that it would be precluded

from making independent expenditures on behalf of Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts. In addition, Ruff PAC did not

transfer any funds to the Hatch reelection campaign.

6. The total costs of the two mailings was

$40,999.83. All costs were paid by Ruff PAC.

Co

In

if)

C

~Js

0

It)

Co
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7. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that

"expenditures made by any person ira cooperation, or concert

with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his

authorized political committee or their agents, shall be

considered to be contributions made to such candidates."
C

8. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2).(A) states that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions

to any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceeds $5,000.

9. 2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) requires that a

political committee report contributions which it makes to

other political committees.

10. By failing to report any in-kind contributions to

Senator Hatch, Ruff PAC also failed to satisfy the

0 requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i).

V. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing

C

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

VI. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer notice on a solicitation made by Ruff PAC.

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

the United States in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars ($500),

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).
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VZZI. Respondent agrees to file an amendment to its reports
to identify the pro rated value of the two mailings as in-kind

contributions on behalf of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection

campaign.

IX. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. 5 431, et seq.

X. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

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

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

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

a, requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

I~fl action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

XI. This agreement shall become effective as of the date
LI,

all parties hereto have executed the same and the Commission has
approved the entire agreement.

o XII. Respondent shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

XIII. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and
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no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or

oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that is

not contained in this written agreement shall be valid.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Associate General 05ou2
FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

N
an W. Baran

Counsel

Lf)

0
s~j.

0

Date / /



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*3

June 12, 1985

Rob*rt F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coic, Stone, Olsen

a~d Williams
1410 Vermont Avenue, LW.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

cr~
Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with
the Commission on October 14, 1982, on behalf of the Wilson
for Utah Committee concerning the Ruff Political Action
Committee, the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of
Orrin Hatch.

~j)
After conducting an investigation in this matter, the

Commission determined.there was probable cause to believe
that the Ruff Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 441d, provisions of

0 the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On
June 5 , 1985, a conciliation agreement signed by the

if) Ruff Political Action Committee was accepted by the

Commission, thereby concluding the matter. A copy of this

agreement is enclosed for your information.

In addition, the Commission determined there was
probable cause to believe the Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and
434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A). The Commission voted, on

, 1985, tQ close the file without reaching a
conciliation agreement with these committees.



A Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Page 2

The tile number in this matter is MUR 1484. It you
have any questions, please contact Ste p hen H. t4iius, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
S

BY: enneth A. Gross
Associate Gener 1 ounsel

Enclosure

Conciliation Agreement

0

U)

J

f1~

0

C
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMI~ION

In the Matter of

Ruff Political Action
committee

Hatch Election Committee
Friepds of Orrin Hatch

MUR 1484

CERTIFICATION

i, Marjorie W. Elumons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on June 
5,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-1 to take

the following actions in MUR 1484:

1. Approve and sign the conciliation
agreement submitted by Ruff PAC on.
May 15, 1985.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve and send the letters attached
to the General Counsel's Report signed
May 31, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald and

McGarry voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Reiche dissented.

Attest:

~/e~ /~?S'
Date Marjorie W. Eliunons

Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

5-31-85, 12:14
6- 3-85, 11:00

In

In

C
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS~ION

In the Matter of )
) iY3I ~I2: u

Ruff Political Action ) MUR 1484
Committee )

Hatch Election Committee ) ENSITIVE
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

GENERAL COUNSEL 'S REPORT

On April 2, 1985, the Commission voted not to authorize a

civil suit against the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff

PAC), the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin

Hatch. A counterproposed conciliation agreement submitted by Ruff

PAC was considered by the Commission and was rejected!! with
Q~b

instructions to the Office of General Counsel to continue
Lfl

conciliation efforts with Ruff PAC.

On May 3, 1985, the Office of General Counsel drafted a new

In counterproposal adopting the views expressed by the Commission at

O the meetings of March 26 and April 2, 1985, and forwarded it to

counsel for Ruff PAC. On May 15, 1985, this Office received the
C

signed agreement, without modification, together with a check for
In

the civil penalty.
CO

The General Counsel's Office recommends, therefore, that the

Commission accept the signed conciliation agreement and close the

file in this matter.

*1 The General Counsel's Office does not view the response
submitted by the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin
Hatch on January 16, 1985, as a counterproposal. The letter, in
our view, constituted a rejection of the Commission's proposed
agreement.
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RBCONk4ENDATIONS

1. Approve and sign the conciliation agreement submitted by
Ruff PAC on May 15, 1985.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve and send the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele

General Co nse

BY:_
Date Kenneth A. Gross /

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
Conciliation Agreement
Letters (3)

C

C

in

Co
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BAKER & HOSTETLER
ATT@2~UTS AT LAW

WASUIXO?02q SQUARS. SUITI 110*

1050 CO2OIZCTICUT AVU.,N.W.

WASHfl~0T0W, D. C. 80006

(so.) ea-asoo
TZLZCOflZR (so.) 40-3W

TILES o.@-3O *~?*

*0

85NAYI~ P1:21
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D:wvgu,~1~o 00803

1w Ornj~w.~wsoA
IS'" Pwem SARNYT PLAZA
ORLAwSO,7W1.wA 33601

(sos) e..-aeea

May 15, 1985

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484 (Ruff P3litical Action Committee)

Dear Mr. Steele:

I am in receipt of your letter of May 3, 1985
regarding the above-captioned matter. My client, Ruff Political
Action Committee, has reviewed the proposed conciliation agree-
ment attached to your letter and has authorized me to sign it on
its behalf.

Enclosed please find the conciliation agreement which
I have executed on behalf of my client. Also enclosed is a
check to the United States Treasurer in the sum of five hundred
dollars ($500.00) which constitutes payment of the civil penalty
contained in the agreement.

Sincerely,

Jan W. Baran

JWB:df
Enclosures

cc: Neal B. Blair
4J*

-. .,..' (hr\NW~/~"~4- 14



CHERYL '1(AS

JOAN HARRIS

TO:~

FROM:

CHECK NO. (a copy of which

JOAN HARRIS

CHERYL THOMAS

is attached) RELATING

AND NAME

WAS RECEIVED ON PLEASE INDICATE THE ACCOUNT INTO

~VHICH IT SHOULD BE DEPOSITED:

/ BUDGET CLEARING ACCOUNT
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V
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 3.484

Rut t Political Action )
Committee )

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by the Wilson for Utah Committee. An investigation has

been conducted, and the Commission found probable cause to

believe that the Ruff Political Action Committee ("Respondent")

violated:

1) 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind

1* contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;
10

2) 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing to report the

making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign committees of

~fl Senator Orrin Hatch; and

o 3) 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

notice on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.
C

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly

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

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent,

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should b~ taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.
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IV The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Ruff PAC is a political committee registered with

the Federal Election Commission.

2. The Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

Hatch are authorized political committees of Senator Orrin

Hatch and are registered with the Federal Election

Commission.

3. During the 1981-82 election cycle, Ruff PAC

distributed two mailings through direct mail which had, as a

purpose, the influencing of Senator Hatch's reelection

'0 campaign. Approximately 2.5% of the names in each mailing

had Utah addresses. A biography of Senator Hatch was offered

If) as a premium to contributors.

I~)
4. From November 1981 to June 1982, Respondent shared

office space with the Hatch Election Committee.

o Conversations between representatives of the two

organizations occurred during that time. During that time,

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee exchanged mailing
Li)

lists.

5. Respondent's contacts with the Hatch reelection

campaign led Ruff PAC to decide that it would be precluded

from making independent expenditures on behalf of Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts. In addition, Ruff PAC did not

transfer any funds to the Hatch reelection campaign.

6. The total costs of the two mailings was

$40,999.83. All costs were paid by Ruff PAC.
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7. 2 U.s.c. S 44la(a) (7) (0) (ii) states that

"expenditures made by any person in cooperation, or concert

with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his

authorized political committee or their agents, shall be

considered to be contributions made to such candidates."

8. 2 U.s.c. S 441a(a) (2) (A) states that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions

to any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceeds $5,000.

N 9. 2 U.s.c. s 434(b) (4) (H) (i) requires that a

political committee report contributions which it makes to
LI)

other political committees.

10. By failing to report any in-kind contributions to

~fl Senator Hatch, Ruff PAC also failed to satisfy the

0 requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i).

V. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing
C

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

VI. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer notice on a solicitation made by Ruff PAC.

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

the United States in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars ($500),

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

~
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VIII. Respondent agrees to file an amendment to its reports

to identify the pro rated value of the two mailings as in-kind

contributions on behalf of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection

campaign.

IX. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

X. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

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

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

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

U) action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

* XI. This agreement shall become effective as of the date
If)

all parties hereto have executed the same and the Commission has
0

approved the entire agreement.

c XII. Respondent shall have no more than thirty (30) days
LI) from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

XIII. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and



0
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no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or

oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that Lu

not contained in this written agreement shall be valid.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

Date

"Jan W. Baran
'-~ Counsel

Date / /
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On , 1985, the Commission accepted the
conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff
Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a

0 violation of 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

o record, please advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final

conciliation agreement for your files.
Sincerely,

00 Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

3. Curtis Herge, Esquire
Sedani and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

This is to advise you that on , 1985, the entire
file in this matter was closed and will become part of the public
record within thirty days.

Should you have any questions, contact Stephen H. Mims, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



7~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Cole, Stone, Olsen

and Williams
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Bauer:
This is in reference to the complaint you filed with

the Commission on October 14, 1982, on behalf of the Wilson
for Utah Committee concerning the Ruff Political Action
Committee, the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of
Orrin Hatch.

rn After conducting an investigation in this matter, the

o Commission determined there was probable cause to believe
that the Ruff Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 441d, provisions of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On
1985, a conciliation agreement signed by the

Ruff Political Action Committee was accepted by the
Commission, thereby concluding the matter. A copy of this
agreement is enclosed for your information.

In addition, the Commission determined there was
probable cause to believe the Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and
434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A). The Commission voted, on

, 1985, to close the file without reaching a
conciliation agreement with these committees.

A



1. Stuer, Esquire

Th. file number in this matter is MUR 1484. If you
have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mime, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

0

0

If)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* .~ . WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 12, 1985

J. Curtis Serge, Esquire
Sedam and Serge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Serge:

This is to advise you that on June 5 , 1985, the entire
file in this matter was closed and will become part of the public
record within thirty days.

Should you have any questions, contact Stephen H. Mime, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,
0

Charles N. Stee
Gene aJ.,~oi' ns

C (~i2
' ooIJ f



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

J. Curtis Herge, Esquire
Sedam and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
~1cLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

This is to advise you that on , 1985, the entire
file in this matter was closed and will become part of the public
record within thirty days.

Should you have any questions, contact Stephen H. Mims, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,
C

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

C

In BY: Kenneth A. Gross
CO Associate General Counsel
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* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

June 12, 1985

Jan We Saran, Esquire
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, 14.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On June 5 , 1985, the Commission accepted the
conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff
Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a

0 violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

o record, please advise us in writing.

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

LV~ Sincerely,

00 Charles N. Steele

BY: Rennet . r s
Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Rut t Political Action
Committee

MUR 1484

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by the Wilson for Utah Committee. An investigation has

been conducted, and the Commission found probable cause to

believe that the Ruff Political Action Committee ("Respondent)

violated:

1) 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind

contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;

2) 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing to report the

making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign committees of

Senator Orrin Hatch; and

3) 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

notice on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly

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

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent,

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.

C

'0

C

0

Ii)

CO
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IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Ruff PAC is a political committee registered with

the Federal Election Commission.

2. The Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

Hatch are authorized political committees of Senator Orrin

Hatch and are registered with the Federal Election

Commission.

3. During the 1981-82 election cycle, Ruff PAC

distributed two mailings through direct mail which had, as a

purpose, the influencing of Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign. Approximately 2.5% of the names in each mailing
o had Utah addresses. A biography of Senator Hatch was offered
'0 as a premium to contributors.

4. From November 1981 to June 1982, Respondent shared

office space with the Hatch Election Committee.

o Conversations between representatives of the two
organizations occurred during that time. During that time,

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee exchanged mailing
LI) lists.

0,

5. Respondent's contacts with the Hatch reelection
campaign led Ruff PAC to decide that it would be precluded

from making independent expenditures on behalf of Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts. In addition, Ruff PAC did not

transfer any funds to the Hatch reelection campaign.

6. The total costs of the two mailings was

$40,999.83. All costs were paid by Ruff PAC.
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7. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that

"expenditures made by any person in cooperation, or concert

with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his

authorized political committee or their agents, shall be

considered to be contributions made to such candidates."

8. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) states that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions

to any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceeds $5,000.

9. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) requires that a
0

political committee report contributions which it makes to

other political committees.

10. By failing to report any in-kind contributions to

Senator Hatch, Ruff PAC also failed to satisfy the
0

requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci).

V. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

CO campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

VI. Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer notice on a solicitation made by Ruff PAC.

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

the United States in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars ($500),

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).
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VIII. Respondent agrees to file an amendment to its reports

to identify the pro rated value of the two mailings as in-kind

contributions on behalf of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection

campaign.

IX. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

X. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint*

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

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

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

XI. This agreement shall become effective as of the date
V)

all parties hereto have executed the same and the Commission has
0

approved the entire agreement.

XII. Respondent shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

XIII. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and
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no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or

oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that is

not contained in this written agreement shall be valid.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Associate General G'ou]
FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

an W. Ba
- "' Counsel
'hO

J -

!f)

C,

C

In

0,

Date

Date



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

I4~IUYLYJJ WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

J. Curtis Herge, Esquire
Sedaiu and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

This is to advise you that on , 1985, the entire
file in this matter was closed and will become part of the public
record within thirty days.

Should you have any questions, contact Stephen H. Mims, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Lfl Sincerely,
0

Char les N. Steele
General Counsel

C

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coie, Stone, Olsen

and Williams
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with
the Commission on October 14, 1982, on behalf of the Wilson
for Utah Committee concerning the Ruff Political Action
Committee, the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of
Orrin Hatch.

LO
After conducting an investigation in this matter, the

C) Commission determined there was probable cause to believe
that the Ruff Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On

, 1985, a conciliation agreement signed by the
!f) Ruff Political Action Committee was accepted by the

Commission, thereby concluding the matter. A copy of this
agreement is enclosed for your information.

In addition, the Commission determined there was
probable cause to believe the Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and
434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A). The Commission voted, on

, 1985, to close the file without reaching a
conciliation agreement with these committees.

#4



Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
?age 2

The file number in this matter is MUR 1484. It you
have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mime, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

Conciliation Agreement

~0

fin
0

C

f-n



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463U.

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coje, Stone, Olsen

and Williams
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with
the Commission on October 14, 1982, on behalf of the Wilson
for Utah Committee concerning the Ruff Political Action
Committee, the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of
Orrin Hatch.

I!) After conducting an investigation in this matter, the

o Commission determined there was probable cause to believe
that the Ruff Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On

, 1985, a conciliation agreement signed by the
In Ruff Political Action Committee was accepted by the

Commission, thereby concluding the matter. A copy of this
agreement is enclosed for your information.

In addition, the Commission determined there was
probable cause to believe the Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and
434(b) (2) CD) and (3)(A). The Commission voted, on

, 1985, to close the file without reaching a
conciliation agreement with these committees.



~be~t F. Bauer, Esquire
?~ge 2

The file number in this matter is MUR 1484. If you
have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mims, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

Conciliation Agreement

I,,

£ ~

0

C



'~FEDERALELECTIONCOMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

Jan W. Saran, Esquire
Raker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Saran:

On , 1985, the Commission accepted the
N conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff

Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a
violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public
record, please advise us in writing.

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On , 1985, the Commission accepted the
conciliation agreement signed by you on behalf of the Ruff
Political Action Committee and a civil penalty in settlement of a

- violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and 441d, provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter and it will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

o record, please advise us in writing.

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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SE~&i & U~3toE 8~4tfl
A PROPESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE IIQO

GLENN 4. SEDAM, ~IR. 6300 GREENSBORO DRIVE TELEX: 710.*31'OS*6

.~. CURTIS MERGE McLEAN, VIRGINIA 98109

ROBERT ft. SPARKS. iR. CASLE: SEDAMHERG

A. MARK CHRISTOPHER (703) 631-1000 530AM, I4ERGE& REED

CHRISTOPHER S. MO77ITT

PHILIP H. BANE SUITE 1000

DONNA LYNN MILLER ,,~ ~ iE'~OA 1850 LYE STREET. N.W.

____ L~ov~LLuJer ~' ~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 30006

O~COUNSEL (torn) 555-0500

THOMAS 4. rADOUL. .JR. CHARLES 0. REED. RESIDENT PARTNER

JOHN D. HEP7NER

Charles N. Steele, Esq.
General Counsel ,~

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

Attention: Gary Johansen, Esq.

RE: MUR 1484
I.

Dear Mr. Steele:

On behalf of our clients, Hatch Election Committee

I~) and Friends of Orrin Hatch, I am writing to acknowledge the
receipt of your letter of November 13, 1984, in which you re-

ported that the Federal Election Commission determined there
is probable cause to believe our clients violated the provi-
sions of 2 U.S.C. 434(b) (2) (D), 434(b) (3) (A) and 441a(f) in

o connection with MUR 1484. Enclosed with your letter was a
proposed conciliation agreement in suggested settlement of
this matter.

o I have forwarded a copy of your letter and of the

proposed conciliation agreement to our clients for considera-
tion and comment. I am scheduled, however, to be out of the

a~ country from Wednesday, November 21, 1984, until Monday,
December 10, 1984. As a consequence, I shall not be able to
consult with my client about this matter until after I return.
It is my expectation that I will be in a position to give
you a substantive reply on or before December 14, 1984.

Since yyour~

c~7
J. Curtis Herg~
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Charles N. Steele, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463



FEDERAL ELECTtON COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

November 13, 1984

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker and Host
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On November 6 , 1984, the Commission determined that
tbere is probable cause to believe your client committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A), 2 U.S.C.

tO S 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 2 U.S.C. S 441d, provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, in connection with HUE
1484.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
!fl violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal

methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by
o entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable to

reach an agreement during that period; the Commission may
institute civil suit in United States District Court and seek

C payment of a civil penalty.

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it along with the civil penalty
to the Commission within ten days. I will then recommend that

* the Commission approve the agreement. Please make your check for
the civil penalty payable to the U.S. Treasurer.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact ary Johansen,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at ( 3-4143.

Sin re

Ch les N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON, DC 20463

November 13, 1984

J. Curtis Herge, Esquire
Sedam and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 6 , 1984, the Commission determined that
there is probable cause to believe your clients committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (b) and
(3) (A) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended, in connection with MUR 1484.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal
methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by
entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable to

O reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may
institute civil suit in United States District Court and seek

* payment of a civil penalty.
C We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
rn prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this

matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it along with the civil penalty
to the Commission within ten days. I will then recommend that
the Commission approve the agreement. Please make your check for
the civil penalty payable to the U.S. Treasurer.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact Gary Johansen,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 23-4143.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

Ruff Political Action Committee ) MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee )
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

CERTIF ICATION

i, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of November 6,

1984, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

following actions in MUR 1484:

1. Decided by a vote of vote of 4-2 to find
probable cause to believe that Ruff
political Action Committee violated'2 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making
in-kind contributions that exceeded
$5,000 per election to the 1982 campaign

committeeS of Senator Orrin Hatch.
0

2. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find probable

cause to believe that Ruff political

c Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
5 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing to report
the making of in-kind contributions to

the 1982 campaign committees of Senator
Orrin Hatch.

3. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find probable
cause to believe that Ruff Political
Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d

by failing to affix a proper disclaimer
on a solicitation paid for by Ruff Political
Action Committee.

(continued)
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W~vember 6, 1984 

2

4. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find probable cause
to believe that the Hatch Blectiofl

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) ~y accepting
contributions from Ruff Political Action
Committee in excess of the limitations
set forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A).

5. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find probable
cause to beliate that the Hatch Election
Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A)

by failing to report the receipt of
in-kind contributions from Ruff political
Action Committee.

6. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to approve and
authorize the sending of the letters and

conciliation agreements attached to the
FEC General Counsel's report dated

October 30, 1984.

0 Commissioners Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and Reiche

voted affirmatively for each of the decisions; 
CommsisiOners

Aikens and Elliott dissented.
Lfl Attest:
0

o 7 /9&6~'

Lf) Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Commit~e* ~~Ltt*d

a complaint to the Commission which alleged that certain

expenditures made by the Ruff Political Action Coinitt~ee (uluff

PAC) on behalf of the Hatch Blection Committee and the *rl0Ms

of Orrin Hatch Committee, vere coordinated expenditures. Ab

such, the complainant asserted they exceeded the liaitat1~6M *f 2
'0

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complainant further alleged tb~ttbe

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report

in the expenditures as contributions on behalf of the Hatch

0 campaign.

The Commission, on January 5, 1983, found there was reason

to believe that: (1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A)
I-fl

by making in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election

to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; (2) Ruff

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing to report the

making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign committees

of Senator Orrin Hatch; (3) the Hatch Election Committee and the

Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by

accepting contributions from Ruff PAC in excess of the



-2-

at 2 U.S.C. s 44L~(R)(2)(A)i 
*ti4, (~

~i~II~*tibnS set ~4~b and the of

I~Moh ~lectiop ~IAttee Friends Ow*Lr~ 5at~h

(2) (D) and (3) (A) by fafli~g t~ z.po~
4-(~) I

t~oeipt of~nm~4n~4 contr~butions f worn Xuff ?AC.V
During t~e'couk~se of the Commission's mv.. ga~,~*fr

lAO submitted tio the Commission a copy of an addLti*Ml

solicitation not previously available to the Commission. %s*e~*.

the solicitation failed to provide the proper discl~imer~ t~

Commission, on February 14, 1984, found reason to believe ~AZff

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

Ruff PAC, the Hatch Election Committee and Friends ot Ori~in

Hatch submitted vritten responses to the complaint and submitted

written answers to interrogatories. In addition, depositiofls

were taken of Hr. Neal Blair, consultant to Ruff PAC and Nw.

Stanley Parrish, finance chairman of Senator Hatch's reelection
0

campaign.

On August 20, 1984, briefs stating the position of the

In General Counsel were mailed to Ruff Political Action Committee

and the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch.

Respondents requested extensions of time to submit reply briefs.

The extensions of time to respond were granted. Reply briefs

have now been submitted by the respondents.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

There are two issues in this case. The first concerns

whether Ruff PAC made in-kind contributions to the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch. The second concerns
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vh@tber Ruff PAC affizd a pr*per 2 u~5.0. ~ 4$ *~*. ~
~f itS ~aLl1ng5. p1

For * 0o*~1ete discu#sion of the ~ 4~ t

4~.i Cow~s*l ~E& tbe ~~er~1 CounseI'~

~±#R4. For a complete discussion of resp0EM~

*ase see the reply brief submitted on 8ept~~ ~ ~
htch Committee and the Friends of Orrin

brief submitted on October 2, 1984, by auff ~ I
A. In-Kind Contributions

This issue centers around three mailings Md. ~*

4~ring the 1982 campaign. All three mailings ~

~ 0 Ruff PAC and all were made during the l983~-S2

cycle. The language of the mailings raise the ques~L~ ~
/ fwhether the mailings are expenditures by Ruff PAC ma4 for~hq

purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection caMpaign. 2

U.S.C. S 431(9) (A). If the mailings are expendit4r~s, then the

second question raised is whether the relationship between Ruff

ffl PAC and the Hatch campaign is sufficient to meet the tests of

0 coordination under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (i) and 11 C.F.R.

S 109.1. If coordinated, then the mailings are in-kind

contributions to the Hatch Campaign.

Ruff PAC, the Hatch Election Committee, and Friends of Orrin

Hatch respond in their briefs that the mailings were not made in

cooperation, consultation or concert with each other.

The Office of General Counsel recommends to the Commission

that pursuant to 2 U.s.c. S 431(9) (A) mailings #2 and #3 are

~'

V
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ma4e for the purpose of 1iflueticing Senator E~ ;'U4~{ :;~~
~*?*J~itUrO5
r*@I.otion campaign. The Of f ice of G*aeral CounssJ. also

~~ommends to the Commiaston that the cCts ~* *ailings #2 ~

~te in-k~nd contributiou~~ to the Batch committees. Si~o t~

total of these in-kind contributions exceed the $5,000

o~ntribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A), the Off t~

of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find proba~4,

cause to believe that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(2)~)

and that the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of OrEfr

0 Watch violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f). Further, sin*e the in-kind

contributions were not reported, the Office of Gner&l counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and that the

Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin Watch violated
Lfl

2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A).

B. Failure to provide the notice required by 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

C The only notice that appears on mailing #3, says [pJrinted

and mailed by Ruff PAC. No mention is made regarding whether

candidate Hatch authorized the mailing or who paid for the

iwiailing. There is the possibility that the reader could have

been misled as to who was ultimately responsible for the

communication since it appears to be an official letter from

Senator Hatch.

Ruff PAC responds that there was sufficient notice on the

letter to inform the reader that the letter was paid for by Ruff

PAC and not authorized by any candidate.
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The General Counsel recommends that the Commission find
probable cause to believe Ruff MC violated 2 U.S.C. S 44ld.
III. DZ5~U88ION OV COUCILZATZO MD CIVIL PENALly

C

C
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The OtSice of General Counsel r*cowmends that the

~ A 
IA~

~ I) ~in4 probable cause to believe that luff Po34d4~ ~ Ai~

Action Committee violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by ~ak~ui ~
r

in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to
~

of Senator Orrin HatCh;
the ~.wo' campa.agn commL~.eeS
2) find probable cause to believe that luff Political

~'A;~ ~,A Action Committee violated 2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by A

failing to report the making of in-kind contributions to the

P, ~ 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;

PA 3) find probable cause to believe that luff PolittOal

Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to
P,

affix a proper disclaimer on a solicitation paid for by luff
Ln

Political Action Committee;

4) find probable cause to believe that the Hatch Election

0 Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by accepting contributions from luff Political

Action Committee in excess of the limitations set forth at 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A);

5) find probable cause to believe that the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C.

55 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A) by failing to report the receipt

of in-kind contributions from Ruff Political Action

Committee; and
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Letter and Con~iUation Agreement to RU~ ?A4~
zj Letter and ConoiU~tion Agreement to Hateti 21Q~t~ ,

4 CommIttee and Friethds of Orrin Batch .
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Lfl
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* ATTACIIM*Mr ~

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 0
WASHNCTON DC 20463

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker and Host
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On , 1984, the Commission determined that
there is probable cause .to believe your client committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A), 2 U.S.C.
s 434(b) (4) (H) (i), and 2 U.S.C. S 441d, provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, in connection with MUR
1484.

The Commission has a duty t6 attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal

methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by
entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable to
reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may
institute civil suit in United States District Court and seek

O payment of a civil penalty.

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it along with the civil penalty
to the Commission within ten days. I will then recommend that
the Commission approve the agreement. Please make your check for
the civil penalty payable to the U.S. Treasurer.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact Gary Johansen,
t::~ attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH INC.TON, D C 20463

3. Curtis Herge, Esquire
Sedam and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

On , 1984, the Commission determined that
there is probable cause to believe your clients committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (2) (A)
and (3) (A) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, in connection with MUR 1484.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal
methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by
entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable to

0 reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may
institute civil suit in United States District Court and seek
payment of a civil penalty.

a
We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is

prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it along with the civil penalty
to the Commission within ten days. I will then recommend that
the Commission approve the agreement. Please make your check for
the civil penalty payable to the U.S. Treasurer.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact Gary Johansen,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE TUE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the ?4atter of ) ____

Rut f Political Action Committee ) MUR 1484

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

Lfl
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I * Statement of tbe Case

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee submitted

a complaint to the Commission which alleged that certain

expenditures made by the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff

PAC") on behalf of the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee, were coordinated expenditures. As

such, the complaiiiant asserted they exceeded the limitations of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complainant further alleged that.the

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report

the expenditures as contributions on behalf of the Hatch

campaign.

The Commission, on January 5, 1983, found there was reason

to believe that: (1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A)

by making in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election

to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and, (2)

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing to report

the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

During the course of the Commission's investigation, Ruff

PAC submitted to the Commission a copy of an additional

Solicitation not previously available to the Commission. Because

the solicitation failed to provide the proper disclaimer, the
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Commission, on February 14, 1984, found reason to believe Ruff

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

Ruff PAC, the Batch Election Committee and Friends of Orrinb

Hatch have submitted written responses to the complaint and have

submitted written answers to interrogatories. In addition,

depositions were taken of Mr. Neal Blair, consultant to Ruff PAC

and Mr. Stanley Parrish, finance chairman of Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign. After a review of the evidence the Office

of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that: (1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind contributions that exceeded

$5,000 per election to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator

Orrin Hatch; (2) Ruft PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by

failing to report the making of' in-kind contributions to the1982
If)

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and, (3) Ruff PAC
0

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

o on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

Li) II. Factual and Legal Analysis

There are two issues in this case. The first concerns

whether Ruff PAC made in-kind contributions to the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch. The second concerns

whether Ruff PAC affixed a proper 2 U.S.C. S 441d notice to one

of its mailings.

A. In-Kind Contrib~tions

This issue centers around three mailings made by Ruff PAC

during the 1982 campaign. All three mailings solicit funds to
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luff PAC. In addition, the language of the mailings raise the

question as to whither the mailings are expenditures by luff ~AC

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Natch'5 reelection

campaign. 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(A). If the mailings are

expenditures, then the second question raised is whether the

relationship between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign is

sufficient to meet the tests of "coordination" under 2 U.s.c.

5 44la(a)(7)(B)(i) and 11 C.F.R. S 109.1. If coordinated, then

the mailings are "in-kind contributions" to the Hatch

Campaign..~/
~0

1. Review of Maiflngs

In its investigation the Office of General Counsel has

reviewed three mailings made by Ruff PAC. All three of the

mailings were made during the 19.81-82 election campaign cycle.

The Office of General recommends to the Commission that pursuant
0

to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) two of the three mailings are

expenditures made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's

in reelection campaign. An analysis of each of the mailings

follows.

.~/ In one of the Ruff PAC mailings, referred to as mailing #2
infra, Ruff PAC indicated that it was going to make 'independent
expenditures" on behalf of Senator Orrin Hatch. Complainant
alleges that because of the. closeness of the relationship between
puff PAC and the 1982 Hatch reelection efforts, such expenditures
could not be "independent", but would be "in-kind contributions."

n tact, Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified that such
"independent expenditures" referred to in mailing #2 were never
made by Ruff PAC.
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a. Mailing $1: "With A View Towards 1982"

Mailing $1 (Attachment A) consists of two pages. Zt appars

to be intended solely to solicit contributions to Ruff MC. Rut f~

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $10,138.74. The total

amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing was

$15,881. The mailing provides a statistical summary of Ruff

PAC's success rate for the 1980 election. The mailing also notes

those states that will be "targeted" by Ruff PAC in 1982.

Senator Hatch's state, Utah, is mentioned only in the context of

N Ruff-PAC's general interest in Congressional activities in that

State. The mailing does not contain the name of Senator Hatch.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel does not believe that

this mailing should be viewed as an expenditure made by Ruff PAC
i -~

to influence Senator Hatch's reelection campaign.

b. Mailing $2: Letter Offering Biography as a Premium
0

Mailing $2 (Attachment B) consists of four pages. It

C) consists of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

If) flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. Ruff PAC

estimates the cost of the mailing was $34,777.62. The-total

amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing was

$43,119.60. The mailing requests its readers to contribute funds

to Ruff PAC in order that contributions may be made to the Hatch

campaign. The letter states: "With the money we raise, we will

Durchase radio and TV time and newspaper space, and detail the

Senator's (Hatch] record. We will write press releases, make
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phone calls, and stump the streets to let voters know the fact.."

The mailing has as its focal point Utah voters: "We want t~ ~,et

at least one million voters in Utah know the facts about Senatori

Orrin Hatch." The letter finally advises the reader that Ruff

PAC will be able to "donate $10,000 directly to the Hatch

campaign, and spend whatever we deem necessary in an independent

endeavor to elaborate the truth."

In order to induce contributors to support Ruff PAC's

efforts to support Senator Hatch, a premium is offered to the

contributors. Persons who contributed more than $25 were to

receive a free copy of a biography of Senator Hatch entitled

Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. The book

is described as relating "the highlights of Senator Hatch's

outstanding rise to national leadership and service to Utah."

The letter also advises the reader to (g]ive copies [of the

book] to your friends -- it could make the difference in this

election."

Finally, the return coupon portion of the letter states: "I

believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in the

Orrin Hatch Campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates

who will represent our views. Please accept my donation in the

amount I've listed below."

Hatch campaign personnel knew that the biography was to be

offered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC.

Further, the mailing and book offer occurred during Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts.
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There is no question that mailing #2 had as it purpose ~o

influence the election of Senator Hatch.a/ It talks of the need

to make a significant difference in the Hatch campaign for

election in 1982. In Advisory Opinion 1980-106 the Commission

pointed out that the test of whether a mailing is an expenditure

includes an examination of the mailing to determine whether the

information actually presented and the manner in which it is

presented are designed to influence the reader's choice in the

election, rather than simply to promote a discussion of the

issues." The Advisory Opinion notes a distinction between a

committee publishing a summary of a candidate's voting record and

making its own assessment of the candidate's position on the

issues considered important by the organization.

Unlike the first mailing, tbis effort was by its own woras
in

directed to the voters in Utah, espoused the virtues of Senator

V Hatch, spoke of the need to make a difference in the 1982 Hatch

C election, and promised that the funds raised would go towards

ti) affecting the outcome of Senator Hatch's reelection efforts. The

U,

mailing was subjective and applied its own assessment of Senator

Batch's record in endorsing his efforts. Thus, it is the Office

of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an expenditure

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign.

2/ The Office of the General Counsel notes that it is possible
that an expenditure may have more than one purpose. Whether the
particular expenditure had a dual purpose depends upon the facts.
The fact that a committee may legitimately claim that the purpose
of a particular expenditure was to raise money for that committee
does not preclude a finding that the same expenditure was also

made to influence a particular candidate's election.
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c. Mailing 0 3: A letter from Senator Hatch

Mailing 03 (Attachment C) is a two page letter signed by

Senator Hatch. The mailing is on letterhead similar to the

official United States stationery used by Senator Hatch. Ruff

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $6,222.21. It is

estimated that the mailing was sent to roughly 15,750 persons.

The total amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing

was $20,628.34. The mailing informs the reader of Ruff PAC's

goals for the 1982 elections and clearly implies that these goals

are shared by Senator Hatch. The mailing states "Enjow let me
0

tell you a little bit about our need for the 1982 election in

0 order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the

tax cut possible." (emphasis added] The letter continues, urging

the reader to contribute to Ruff PAC in order to assist it in
LI)

directly affecting the election efforts of federal candidates.
0

"Massive, yes massive funds are needed to elect free enterprise

o candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in

.Lfl 1982. Ruff PAC needs you now to fund these efforts."

Senator Hatch's references to Howard Ruff, Ruff PAC's

Chairman as a friend and a "public-spirited American" lead the

reader to the conclusion that Senator Hatch endorses the views of

Howard Ruff and, as a candidate for reelection in 1982, Senator

Hatch would benefit by Ruff PAC's efforts in affecting the

outcome of the 1982 elections. Certainly a significant factor in

Ruff PAC's choice of Senator Hatch as a spokesman for Howard Ruff

must have been the fact that because Howard Ruff and Senator
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Hatch share similar views it would follow that those who would

support Howard Ruff and Ruff PAC would also support Senator

Hatch's campaign. This notion is illustrated by the fact that

the sailing was made to subscribers of Howard Ruff's financial

newsletter the Ruff Times.

Here again, the information presented in the mailing and the

manner in which it is presented influences the reader's choice 
to

support Senator Hatch in the upcoming election. Therefore, it is

the Office of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an

- expenditure made for the purpose of infuencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign.

2. The Relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign

An examination of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the

o Hatch reelection campaign reveals that the two organizations 
were

closely related. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

o concludes that mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted coordinated

I-n
expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (i) and 11

Co
C.F.R. S 109.1 by Ruff PAC on behalf of the Hatch campaign. An

analysis of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign follows.

a. Shared office

From November 1981 through June 1982, Ruff PAC rented office

space from the Hatch Election Committee. During this time, both

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee occupied the 
office.

The office was located in Washington, D.C. By the rental
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agreement, Ruff PAC paid the Hatch Election Committee $150 rent
per month and its share of the overhead costs.2/ The lease

agreement was open-ended in that, according to Mr. Blair, it

would continue [ujntil my needs expanded for personnel and more

space." Ruff PAC did not have its own secretary at the office.

Instead the secretary employed by the Hatch campaign answered

calls and provided incidental services for Ruff PAC. In

addition, Ruff PAC had a sign installed outside the building

which had the names of the Hatch Election Committee and Ruff PAC

on the same board. The sign was paid for by Ruff PAC.

b. Conversations

During the 1982 election period, conversations took place

between personnel of Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign. One of the

conversations included a suggestion by Mr. Blair of Ruff PAC that

the Hatch campaign offer as a premium to contributors a biography
0

of Senator Hatch. The Hatch campaign decided not to offer the

o biography to its contributors because of its cost effectiveness.

However, Ruff PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then

offered the Hatch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC

contributors. The biography was offered in RuE f PACs mailing

$2 discussed previously. This mailing was distributed during the

period of time Senator Hatch was running for reelection.

3/ Respondents have estimated that the total cost to Ruff PAC
which included rent, overhead, and use of a copy machine was
$802.40.
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C. Mailing list exchange

During the time period in question, the two organi~a~i~g

also made a one-time exchange of mailing lists. The list

provided by Ruff PAC contained the names of subscribers to the

Ruff Times, a publication prepared by Howard Rut f. Rut f PAC, in

turn, received a list of contributors to the Hatch campaign.±/

The exchange of the mailing list is another indicia of the

cooperation and coordination of activities which took place

between Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign.

d. Hatch letter

In September 1981, Senator Hatch wrote a two page letter on

behalf of Rut f PAC. The letter, referred to as mailing *2, was

discussed previously. The mailing was paid for by Ruff PAC. The

mailing solicited funds for RuffPAC in order to assist in
Lfl

electing individuals in 1982 (like Senator Hatch) who supported

the tax cut and who were in favor of the free enterprise system.

O The letter is a clear example of the extent to which Ruff PAC and

the Hatch campaign worked together to promote their common goals.

±1 There is no evidence that one list had a commercially greater
value than the other. Due to the fact that both lists were
privately owned, there appears to be no independent basis upon
which they may be valued aside from the subjective valuation made

* by the parties to the exchange. The Office of General Counsel,
therefore, recommends not pursuing the issue of whether this
exchange should be vfewed as a contribution or expenditure (See
A'5visory Opinions 1982-41 and 1981-46).
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e. Testimony

perhaps the most compelling evidence of the coordin~~iQz1

which existed between Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign 
was how

Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign committees viewed 
their

relationship. As Mr. Blair, a Rut f PAC consultant, testified in

his desposition, "[b]ecause of the close relationship of Mr.

Rut f [Chairman of Rut f PAC] with Mr. Hatch and my relationship

with Mr. Hatch we knew an independent expenditure would be

totally out of the question so it was never contemplated.

3. Conclusion

In summary, mailing $2 and mailing $3 constituted

'0 expenditures made by Rut f PAC for the purpose of influencing.

Senator Hatch's reelection campaign. A close relationship

existed between Rut f PAC, the Hatch campaign and Senator Hatch.
In

Rut f PAC shared an office space with the Hatch Election

Cowmnmittee, conversations took place between personnel 
of Rut f

C PAC and the Hatch Committee, Rut f PAC distributed copies of

L~)

Senator Hatch's biography, Rut f PAC and the Hatch 
Committee

exchanged mailing lists, Senator Hatch signed a 
campaign letter

on behalf of Rut f PAC, and Rut f PAC and the Hatch committees

viewed their relationship as preventing independent 
expenditures.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that expenditures made

by any person in cooperation, or concert, with, or at the request

or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political

committeeS/Or their agents, shall be considered to be
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contributions made to such candidates." Therefore, the costS o~

mailing #2 ($34,777.62) and of mailing #3 ($6,222.21) are

considered in-kind contributions from Ruff PAC to the Hatch

campaign committees. Since the total of these in-kind

contributions exceed the $5,000 contribution limitation of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (a), there is probable cause to believe that

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(a). Further, since the

in-kind contributions were not reported, there is probable cause

to believe that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i).

B. Failure to provide the notice required by 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

Mailing #3 (Attachment C) is a letter signed by

Senator Hatch. and is on letter head similar to the official

United States stationary used by Senator Batch. The letter

f-fl solicits contributions to Ruff PAC. The only notice that appears

o on the mailing, however, says "(pirinted and mailed by Ruff PAC.

No mention is made regarding whether candidate Hatch authorized

the mailing or who paid for the mailing.
f-fl

2 U.S.C. S 441d and 11 C.F.R. S 110.11 requires that

"whenever any person makes an expenditure for the purpose of

financing communications expressly advocating the election or

defeat of a clearly identified candidate, or solicit any

contribution through any direct mailing such communication" shall

* clearly state who paid for the mailing and whether it was

authorized by a candidate. Mailing #2 does not comply with this

provision. Further, there is the possibility that the reader
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could have been misled as to who was ultimately responsible ~or

the communication since it appears to be an official letter from

Senator Hatch. Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends tbat

the Commission determine there is probable cause to believe Rut f

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 44ld.

III. Recoimmeridation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that:

1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making

in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to

the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;

2) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and

3) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

Date Char s N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachments
1) Mailing #1
2) Mailing #2
3) Mailing *3

'0
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C
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Because you personally are a generous supporter of political efforts
endorsed by Howard J. Ruff, he has commissior.ed the famed tax expert, B.
Ray Ander.son to prepare a timely report on President Reagan's new tax bill.
No more comprehensive analysis and interpretation exists)

Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for a
minimum S2.000 tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Progra..5s
starting in 19S2? It is well worth a small 1~ortune; in the opportunities it
reveals and the pitfalls it exposes.

Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff~PAC will send it
to you ~is a "thark you0 with absolutely no strinas attachedl

Now, let me tell you a little bit about our needs for the '1982 electipn iri
order to keep electing the kind of men and wcmen that made the tax cut
possible.

Massive, yes massive, funds are needed to elect free enterprise.
candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Rep nt~iiV~s ii~ 1962. R~iff&~

*PAC needs you now to fund these efforts. ~ ~ ,;.C.. .- ..

I ,. .a -Please allow me to tell you a little bit about H6~rii-d Ruff,: Ri~ff-PAc*'~'~
chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous rand ~hd i~ fast be~6ming one~.
of America's most influential opinion-makers. Hi~ b66k7. How:i~ Prosper~' ..i'- u-

in the Corning Bad Years, is now the biggest seIliii~ financial book in''T
history, and many millions of. people have been iih~eri~ely h~lp~d by his~
newsletter and his TV and radio shows. .~::..

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, at
J.1.. Aconsiderable finan:~aI and personal risk. got irvclved in ~ ~rnerican political

p~o:ess in 1951, and as much as any individual; helped to cive the U.S.
S~nz~e and House cf Repres~ntatives a free-market majority.

1-loward stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in Mirch, 1980 to
risk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to lelp
ste~i the tide of inflation and the growth of government power. He knew that

~

rfl'i'f.d ~ rmullr~ by P~.~tAC. *~th lnEi~ uY~fl~ Pc~.?I~I A~~Cl:zc~ ~-- - ....-

A t~ir,~y Of ~.J? ,C~YC)! IS Ofl l~.k ~ -

t~w ~ r~ ~1.Oe~ CO~~ IIl~~. ~ ~ICd~. ~ -

£1).

.-

September 22. '1~B'1 *jj 4'...

.4.

1 .±i.
...................................Mr. ..J. R. Wiltberger.. .. -*

1B~11 Hedgecroft ~228
Houston, Texas 77080

Dear Mr. Wiltberger:
I .

If thousands of. dollars of iii~mediate tax benefits is worth one minute of '

your time, consider yourself engaged.



r~ny subscriber~to his financial new.sletter,~he P.uff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities and refuse to renew their
subscriptions, ~nd he was right. He lost about $1 million in revenues.

When he accepted the. call to become National Finance Co-Chairman of.
another independe~t Political Action Committee that raised and spent sl.5

* ... million on behalf of Ronald Reagan, it was at great personal risk. His..
publishing business is vulnerable to *harassmnent by over-regulation by tl~e

* ~. SEC. the FTC. the IRS, ~nd the postal authorities, and if President Reagan~*. .:

had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carter White House
*would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter-Mondale
~ommitte, twenty radio stations dropped his show alter a broadcast criticizing
'he administrations unsuccessful Iranian hostage rescue mission. ..

* ~uU 7 .?AU.~~:rot~To .liowards news ietf~riTibscrzbers ~
* ~rais~tbousan@2oCdol la~s?~. to~ Wrovide~vhzt may 'have beeW~th~ici~i

~~inancialand ad ~ti~i?~~t. for aT!iist~two S~iteindf~r6.~6use. racesj~
besides financial support in 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American, along with generous support, if
they have the courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and
the letter of our Constitutiona[ Democratic Republic when concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

In
T~e next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of

* the Republic. Eithcr we revcrze the direction of the Jast thirty years of
political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards
inflationary ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

ii, 1 urge you to continue your generoUs support now. Please give

generously but only give what you can afford and what feels right.
God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

C Very truly yours,

Lfl

0

7...-.
Orrin Match

P.S. Remember that the first s100 c~ntrib~t~d ~ ~ calend~r~earjo a'..;~:
candidate or to a PAC wiII.entitle yoLi to a S50 diie.~t tai~cr~dit on your ~

federal income tax return. A s200 contNbution~ entitles a couple:filVng t joint.- ~
rctu~n to a S~OQ direct tax c~e~it. Thank you i £ii&i f~F~u~elI.

-- 't .. ::: .. ~fTL~ThL~-h'~ ~ .- *~-- -':~.S.S. L)C~ :c~et -. t~ you c2n not ~ ~:~:e ~ ~

your copy of B. Ray; An~e5~'s ~ensive.T~i~~k ~ ~

for your wonderful - ?~*

*I~d * r
,....*. .. ~

.........................~
-S



FEDERAL EL~ECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2O4~3

August 20, 1984

Jan W. Baron, Esquire
Baker and Nostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee

Dear Mr. Baron:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
October 14, 1982, and information supplied by your client, Ruff
Political Action Committee, the Commission determined on

January 5, 1983, that there was reason to believe that your
client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (a) and 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b) (4) (H) (i), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") and instituted an
investigation of this matter.

Further, based on information ascertained in the course of
o the investigation, the Federal Election Commission, on

February 15, 1983, found reason to believe that your client had
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d a provision of the Act, and instituted

o an investigation in this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to b9lieve that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should

* also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
~rhe General Counsel'~s brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by t~e Conmission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.



Reran, Zequire

If you are ~iriable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
y~u may submit a written request to the Commission for an
**terision of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will ~,

not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

~ finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
O~ioe oi General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
thr0ugh a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Gary Johansen,
the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at_ (202) 523-4143.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

Lfl
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Hatch Election Committee ) MUR 1484
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

I. Statement of tbe Case

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee submitted

a complaint to the Commission which alleged that certain

expenditures made by the Ruff Political Action Committee ("Ruff

PAC") on behalf of the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee, were coordinated expenditures. As

such, the complainant asserted they exceeded the limitations of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complainant further alleged that the

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report
J.

the expenditures as contributions on behalf of the Hatch
Lfl

campaign.
The Commission, on January 5, 1983, found there was reason

o to believe that: (1) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting

contributions from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set

forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A); and, (2) the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A) by failing to report the receipt of

in-kind contributions from Ruff PAC.

Ruff PAC, the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

I~iatch have submitted written responses to the complaint and have
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submitted written answers to interrogatories. In addition,

depositions were taken of Mr. Neal Blair, 
consultant to Ruff PAC

and Mr. Stanley Parrish, finance chairman of Senator Batch's

reelection campaign. After a review of the evidence the Office

of General Counsel recommends that the 
Commission find probable

cause to believe that: (1) the Batch Election Committee and the

Friends of Orriri Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. 
S 441a(f) by accepting

contributions from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set

forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A); and, (2) the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS

434(b) (2) CD) and (3)(A) by failing to report the receipt of in-

kind contributions from Ruff PAC.

ii. Factual and Legal Analysis
to

The issue in this case concerns whether 
Ruff PAC made

a in-kind contributions tO the Hatch Election Committee and the

Friends of Orrin Hatch.

C This issue centers around three mailings made by Ruff PAC

to

during the 1982 campaign. All three mailings solicit funds to

Ruff PAC. In addition, the language of the mailings raise the

question as to whether the mailings are expenditures by Ruff PAC

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's 
reelection

campaign. 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(A). If the mailings are

expendituresi then the se~ond question raised is whether the

relationship between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign is

sufficient to meet the tests of "coordination" under 2 U.S.C.
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S 441a(a) (7) (B) Ci) and 11 C.F.R. S 109.1. If coordinated, then

the mailings are in-kind contributions' to the Hatch Campaign.~/

A. Review of Mailings

In its investigation the Office of General Counsel has

reviewed three mailings made by Ruff PAC. All three of the

mailings were made during the 1981-82 election campaign cycle.

The Office of General recommends to the Commission that pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) two of the three mailings are

expenditures made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign. An analysis of each of the mailings

follows.

1. Mailing *1: 'With A View Towards 1982'

Mailing #1 (Attachment A) consists of two pages. It appears

to be intended solely to solicit contributions to Ruff PAC. Ruff

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $10,138.74. The total

amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing was

$15,881. The mailing provides a statistical summary of Ruff

PAC's success rate for the 1980 election. The mailing also notes

those states that will be 'targeted' by Ruff PAC in 1982.

Senator Hatch's state, Utah, is mentioned only in the context of

2/ In one of the Ruff PAC mailings, referred to as mailing #2
infra, Ruff PAC indicated that it was going to make 'independent
expenditures' on behalf of Senator Orrin Hatch. Complainant
alleges that because of the closeness of the relationship between
Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch reelection efforts, such expenditures
could not be 'independent', but would be "in-kind contributions."
In fact, Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified that such
independent expenditures" referred to in mailing $2 were never

made by Ruff PAZ.
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Ruff-PAC'S general interest in Congressional activities in that

State. The mailing does not contain the name of Senator Hatch.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel does not believe that

this mailing should be viewed as an expenditure made by Huff PAC

to influence Senator Hatch's reelection campaign.

2. Mailing *2: Letter Offering Biogra~hv as a Premium

Hailing #2 (Attachment B) consists of four pages. It

consists of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. Ruff PAC

estimates the cost of the mailing was $34,777.62. The total

"0 amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing was

'0 $43,119.60. The mailing requests its readers to contribute funds

to Huff PAC in order that contributions may be made to the Hatch

campaign. The letter states: "W~ith the money we raise, we will

purchase radio and TV time and newspaper space, and detail the

Senator's [Hatch] record. We will write press releases, make

C phone calls, and stump the streets to let voters know the facts."

The mailing has as its focal point Utah voters: "We want to let

at least one million voters in Utah know the facts about Senator

Orrin Hatch." The letter finally advises the reader that Huff

PAC will be able to "donate $10,000 directly to the Hatch

campaign, and spend whatever we deem necessary in an independent

endeavor to elaborate the truth."

In order to induce contributors to support Ruff PAC's

efforts to support Senator Hatch, a premium is offered to the
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contributors. Persons who contributed more than $25 were to

receive a tree copy of a biography of Senator Hatch entitled

Orrin Latch. Challen~in~ the Washington Establishment. The b6ok

is described as relating the highlights of Senator Batch's

outstanding rise to national leadership and service to utah.

The letter also advises the reader to [gjive copies [of the

booki to your friends -- it could make the difference in this

election."

Finally, the return coupon portion of the letter states: 1

- believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in the

Orrin Hatch Campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates

who will represent our views. Please accept my donation in the

amount I've listed below."

Hatch campaign personnel knew that the biography was to be

o offered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC.

Further, the mailing and book offer occurred during Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts.
14)

There is no question that mailing $2 had as it purpose to

influence the election of Senator Eatch.1/ It talks of the need

to make a significant difference in the Hatch campaign for

election in 1982. In Advisory Opinion 1980-106 the Commission

2/ The Office of the General Counsel notes that it is possible

that an expenditure may have more than one purpose. Whether the
particular expenditure had a dual purpose depends upon the facts.
The fact that a committee may legitimately claim that the purpose
of a particular expenditure was to raise money for that committee
does not preclude a finding that the same expenditure was also
made to influence a particular candidate's election.
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pointed out that the test of whether a mailing is an expenditure

includes an examination of the mailing to determine whether 'tho

information actually presented and the manner in which it is
presented are designed to influence the reader's choice in the

election, rather than simply to promote a discussion of the

issues." The Advisory Opinion notes a distinction between a

committee publishing a summary of a Candidate's voting record and

making its own assessment of the candidate's position on the

issues considered important by the organization.

Unlike the first mailing, this effort was by its own words

directed to the voters in Utah, espoused the virtues of Senator

Batch, spoke of the need to make a difference in the 1982 Hatch

election, and promised that the funds raised would go towards

affecting the outcome of Senator Hatch's reelection efforts. The

o mailing was subjective and applied its own assessment of Senator

Hatch's record in endorsing his efforts. Thus, it is the Office

C of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an expenditure

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection
Co

campaign.

3. Mailing 4 3: A letter from Senator Hatch

Mailing #3 (Attachment C) is a two page letter signed by

Senator Hatch. The mailing is on letterhead similar to the

official United States stationery used by Senator Hatch. Ruff

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $6,222.21. It is

estimated that the mailing was sent to roughly 15,750 persons.

The total amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing
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was $20,628.34. The mailing informs the reader of Ruff PAC's

goals for the 1982 elections and clearly implies that these goals

are shared by Senator Hatch. The mailing states "[n]ow, let me

tell you a little bit about our need for the 1982 election in

order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the

tax cut possible." [emphasis added] The letter continues, urging

the reader to contribute to Ruff PAC in order to assist it in

directly affecting the election efforts of federal candidates.

"Massive, yes massive funds are needed to elect free enterprise

candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in

1982. Ruff PAC needs you now to fund these efforts."

Senator Hatch's references to Howard Ruff, Ruff PAC's

Chairman as a friend and a "public-spirited American" lead the

reader to the conclusion that Senator Hatch endorses the views of
In

Howard Ruff and, as a candidate for reelection in 1982, Senator

Hatch would benefit by Ruff PAC's efforts in affecting the

outcome of the 1982 elections. Certainly a significant factor in

Ruff PAC's choice of Senator Hatch as a spokesman for Howard Ruff

must have been the fact that because Howard Ruff and Senator

Hatch share similar views it would follow that those who would

support Howard Ruff and Ruff PAC would also support Senator

Hatch's campaign. This notion is illustrated by the fact that

* the mailing was made to subscribers of Howard Ruff's financial

newsletter the Ruff times.

Here again, the information presented in the mailing and the

manner in which it is presented influences the reader's choice to



support Senator Hatch in the upcoming election. Therefore, it is

the Office of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an

expenditure made for the purpose of infuencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign.

B. The Relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Cam~a i~n

An examination of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the

Hatch reelection campaign reveals that the two organizations were

closely related. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

concludes that mailing 12 and mailing 13 constituted coordinated

expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) Ci) and 11

C.F.R. S 109.1 by Ruff PAC on behalf of the Hatch campaign. An

analysis of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign follows.

1. Shared office

From November 1981 through June 1982, Ruff PAC rented office

space from the Hatch Election Committee. During this time, both

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee occupied the office.

The office was located in Washington, D.C. By the rental

agreement, Ruff PAC paid the Hatch Election Committee $150 rent

per month and its share of the overhead costs.Y The lease

agreement was open-ended in that, according to Mr. Blair, it

3/ Respondents have estimated that the total cost to Ruff PAC
which included rent, overhead, and use of a copy machine was
$802.40.
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would continue "(u]ntil my needs expanded for personnel and mere

space." Ruff PAC did not have its own secretary at the office.
b

Instead the secretary employed by the Hatch campaign answered

calls and provided incidental services for Ruff PAC. In

addition, Ruff PAC had a sign installed outside the building

which had the names of the Hatch Election Committee and Ruff PAC

on the same board. The sign was paid for by Ruff PAC.

2. Conversations

During the 1982 election period, conversations took place

between personnel of Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign. One of the

'10 conversations included a suggestion by Mr. Blair of Ruff PAC that

the Hatch campaign offer as a premium to contributors a biography

of Senator Hatch. The Hatch campaign decided not to offer the

biography to its contributors because of its cost effectiveness.

o However, Ruff PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then

offered the Hatch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC

C contributors. The biography was offered in Ruff PAC's mailing

U)

$2 discussed previously. This mailing was distributed during the

period of time Senator Hatch was running for reelection.

3. Mailing list exchange

During the time period in question, the two organizations

also made a one-time exchange of mailing lists. The list

provided by Ruff PAC contained the names of subscribers to the

Ruff Times, a publication prepared by Howard Ruff. Ruff PAC, in



turn, received a list of contributors to the Hatch campaign.
1!

The exchange of the mailing list is another indicia of the

cooperation and coordination of activities which took place

between Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign.

4. Hatch letter

In September 1981, Senator Hatch wrote a two page letter on

behalf of Rut f PAC. The letter, referred to as mailing *2, was

discussed previously. The mailing was paid for by Rut f PAC. The

mailing solicited funds for Ruff PAC in order to assist in

electing individuals in 1982 (like Senator Hatch) who supported

the tax cut and who were in favor of the free enterprise system.

The letter is a clear example of the extent to which Ruff PAC and

the Hatch campaign worked together to promote their common goals.

5. Testimony

o Perhaps the most compelling evidence of the coordination

which existed between Rut t PAC and the Hatch campaign was how

0 Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign committees viewed their

LI)
relationship. As Mr. Blair, a Rut f PAC consultant, testified in

Co
his desposition, "[blecause of the close relationship of Mr.

Rut f (Chairman of Rut f PAC) with Mr. Hatch and my relationship

with Mr. Hatch we knew an independent expenditure would be

totally out of the question so it was never contemplated."

4/ There is no evidence that one list had a commercially greater

value than the other. Due to the fact that both lists were
privately owned, there appears to be no independent basis upon
which they may be valued aside from the subjective valuation made
by the parties to the exchange. The Office of General Counsel,
therefore, recommends not pursuing the issue of whether this
exchange should be viewed as a contribution or expenditure (See

Advisory Opinions 1982-41 and 1981-46).
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j~j2, Conclusion

In summary, mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted

expenditures made by Ruff PAC for the purpose of influencing

Senator Hatch's reelection campaign. A close relatioftship

existed between Ruff PAC, the Hatch campaign and Senator Hatch.

Ruff PAC shared an office space with the Hatch Election

Comnmmittee, conversations took place between personnel of Ruff

PAC and the Hatch Committee, Ruff PAC distributed copies of

Senator Hatch's biography, Ruff PAC and the Hatch Committee

exchanged mailing lists, Senator Hatch signed a campaign letter

'0 on behalf of Ruff PAC, and Ruff PAC and the Hatch committees
'0 viewed their relationship as preventing independent expenditures.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that expenditures made

by any person in cooperation, or concert, with, or at the request
a or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political

committees/or their agents, shall be considered to be
C contributions made to such candidates.' Therefore, the costs of

U)
mailing #2 ($34,777.62) and of mailing #3 ($6,222.21) are

Co
considered in-kind contributions from Ruff PAC to the Hatch

campaign committees. Since the total of these in-kind

contributions exceed ~he $5,000 contribution limitation of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (a), there is probable cause to believe that

* the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Purther, since the in-kind contributions

were not reported, there is probable cause to believe that the

Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2

U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (D) and (3) (A).
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IV. ltcomndat ion

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that:

1) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin

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

from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set forth at 2

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

2) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin

Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A) by

failing to report the receipt of in-kind contributions from

Ruff PAC.

~J)

Date

General Counsel

C

Attachments
1) Mailing #1

00 2) Mailing #2
3) Mailing #3
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C-,

Ms. Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary
Federal i~1ectiofl Commission
1325 L Street, N.W.

C) Washington, D.C. 20463 I,.,

3%.

~ 0 Re: MUR 1484, Brief of RespondentRuff Political Action Committee

Dear Madam Secretary:

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.16(c) please find

o enclosed an original and ten copies of the Brief of

Respondent Ruff Political Action Committee and attachments

thereto for filing with your office with respect to the above-
captioned matter.

By copy of this letter I am transmitting three addi-

tional copies to the Office of General Counsel to the attention
CO of Gary L. Johansen, Esquire.

Sincerely,

Jan W. Baran

JWE:df
z~cIost~r es

cc: Gary L. Johanseri, Esquire.
Neal B. Blair



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Ruff Political Action Committee )

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT RUFF
POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE

Respondent Ruff Political Action Committee

('RUFFPAC") files this brief pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g

(1)(3) and 1.1 C.F.R. S 111.16(c), and in response to the
N

General CounseVs Brief ("G.C. Brief") of August 17, 1984.

For the reasons stated below, the Federal Election Coitunis-

sion ("FEC" or "Commission") should reject the recomm~nda-

tions of the General Counsel and in lieu thereof find no
0 probable cause to believe RUFFPAC violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 434(b) (4) (H) Ci), 441a(a) (2) (A), or 441d.

C

ff~

FACTS

RUFFPAC is a qualified multi-candidate committee

registered with the FEC. On October 14, 1982 the Wilson for

Utah Committee filed a complaint alleging that RUFFPAC had

made and planned to make expenditures on behalf of Senator

Orrin Hatch which expenditures constituted contributions in

excess of statutory limits. Appended to the complaint were

two mailings which are Attachments A and B to the General

Counsel's Brief and which have been denominated Mailing #1
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("With a View Towards 1982") and Mailing #2 (Hatch Biography

as Premium), respectively. Mailing #1 is a solicitation for2,

~UFFPAC signed by Howard J. Ruff. The mailing requests

contributions to RUFFPAC, and lists "target" states in which

RUFFPAC planned to make contributions in support of Senate

candidates. The State of Utah is not listed. Mailing #1

was sent in the Spring of 1982. See RUFFPAC Responses of

June 16, 1983, Response *9; RUFFPAC Responses of March 2,

1983, Response *2a.
cM

Mailing *2 is a solicitation for RUFFPAC. It

offers contributors of over $25 a copy of a biography of

Senator Hatch. The letter suggests that RUFFPAC will make

independent expenditures with the proceeds of such contribu-

tions in order to "detail the Senator's record." These, and
a

other representations of RUFFPAC's plans were erroneous and
V

had been made without review by and the approval of Neal B.

Blair on whose behalf the letter was signed by a RUFFPAC

employee. Deposition of Neal B. Blair at 93-95 & 97-100

(July 28, 1984), attached hereto (hereinafter "Blair Dep."].

RUFFPAC had no plans to make independent expenditures, did

not make such expenditures nor make any contribution to the

Hatch campaign. Id.; Affidavit of Neal B. Blair 9

attached hereto and hereinafter "Blair Aff."3. The mailing

was pla~.r~ed, produced arid mailed without the cooperation,

prior consent of, consultation with, request or suggestion
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of Senator Hatch or any agent or authorized committee of

Senator Hatch. Blair Aff. 10. Approximately 2.5% of~

those persons who received this mailing (or 327 persons)

were Utah addressees. Id. 7. All contributions were

payable to and addressed to RUFFPAC. Blair Dep. 95.

A third mailing on behalf of RUFFPAC was sent in

September 1981 and signed by Senator Hatch. This mailing is

Attachment C of the General Counsel's 3rief and is referred

to as Mailing #3. This mailing expressly requested contri-
N)

butions to RUFFPAC, did not refer to Senator Hatch as a
N

candidate, did not advocate his election nor solicit contri-

butions on his behalf. This mailing was also mailed to

RUFFPAC contributors approximately 400 of whom at that time

were Utah addressees. Id. 5.

The sole purpose of all three mailings was to

raise contributions for RUFFPAC. Id. B.

Lf)

cc ARGUMENT

I. Mailing *1 Is Not a Contribution

The spending of money is not a contribution to a

candidate unless the disbursement is for the purpose of

influencing the candidate's election, 2 U.S.C. § 431

(8) (A) (i) and is coordinated with the candidate or his

aaer~ts, id. § 441a (a) (F) (B) (i) Only then would the

disbursement be subject to a contribution limit. See

Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, n. 24 & 25 (1976).
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Respondent agrees with the General Counsel's Brief

that Mailing *1 (Attachment A) is not a contribution in-kind)

to Senator Hatch or any other candidate, G.C. Brief 4, but

disagrees with the reasoning. The General Counsel's Brief

suggests that no contribution is made because the "mailing

does not contain the name of Senator Hatch." Id. As set

forth in greater detail below in regards to Mailing *3, the

appearance or use of a candidate's name does not result in a

contribution under a variety of circumstances.

Mailing #1 is not a contribution to Senator Hatch

for other compelling reasons. First it solicits

contributions to RUFFPAC, not for a candidate. Second, like

the other mailings, it was sent to all RUFFPAC contributors,

~ only 2.5% of whom are Utah residents. Blair Aff. 4. It

0 also does not advocate the election of any candidate..

Furthermore, RUFFPAC had no intention of making contribu-
C

tions or expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch, id.; Blair
Lfl

Dep. 93-95, and in fact never made such contributions or

expenditures, Blair Aff. 9. There was no purpose to

influence Senator Hatch's election.
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II. Mailing #2 Is Not a Contribution

A. The Purpose of Mailing 42 Was Not to;
Influence the Election of Senator Match

It is undisputed that RUFFPAC never had plans to

contribute to Senator Hatch or to make independent expendi-

tures on his behalf. Id. 4; Blair Dep. 93-95. Mr. Blair

has stated under oath that no contributions were planned or

made because Senator Hatch "was an incumbent Senator that

[sic] was running a very expensive media campaign success-

fully, was w.ay ahead of his opposition and there did not

seem to be any need." Blair Dep. 93-94. For this reason1

RUFFPAC never sent a contribution to the Hatch campaign, in

spite of several requests. Id.

!1) RUFFPAC had no intentions of making an independent

expenditure because RUFFPAC believed that the relationships

among Howard Ruff, Neal Blair and Senator Hatch would make
0

expenditures vulnerable to accusations, including unfounded

accusations, of coordination. Id. 94. Representations of

RUFFPAC's contrary intentions were contained in Mailing #2.

Mr. Blair did not review and correct the letter copy. Id.

94-95.

The General Counsel's Brief states that Mailing *2

was "directed to the voters in Utah." G.C. Brief 6. This

is not true. This mailing was sent to an estimated 13,100

persons, only 2.5% of whom (327) had Utah addresses. Blair
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Aff. 7. Furthermore, it is undisputed that all contribua.

tions in response to this mailing went only to RUFFPAC.~

Blair Dep. 95-96.

It is a common industry prictice to offer premiums

(see, AO 1979-35), including books by politicians, in return

for voluntary contributions. Id. 96-97. As a specific

example of another committee's use of a book premium,

attached hereto is a mailing by W. Averell Harriman on

behalf of Democrats for the 80's. Contributors of over $35

N receive a book authored by Senators Kennedy and Hatfield.
The letter was sent in 1982 prior to the election and warned

that candidates "like Edward Kennedy, Don Riegle, Paul

Sarbanes, and Howard Metzenbaum . . . must not go down to

defeat this November" (emphasis added). The letter also

urges the election of a Democratic majority in the Senate in*

order to take that body from "the grip of New Right

to Republican leaders like Jesse Helms, Strom Thurmond, and

Orrin Hatch" (emphasis added). Mr. Harriman boasts of

having written the forward to candidate Kennedy's book.

This suggests what is a matter of common knowledge, i.e.,

that Mr. Harriman has a long standing political and personal

relationship with Senator Kennedy and his family.

The Harriman mailing is strikingly similar to

RUFEPAC Mai2.ir.a #2. Unlike RUFFPAC, ~emocrats for the 80's

made contributions to candidate-author Kennedy, the *other
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mentioned Democratic Senators and to opponents of certain

incun~bent Republicans, including complainant Wilson who~

opposed Senator Hatch.

The Harriman mailing and RUFFPAC Mailing *2, while

referring to candidates, each seeks to raise contributions

for its respective political corrimittee. The reference to

candidates and the use of books about or by politicians is a

widely used fundraising technique which furthers the sole

purpose of such an appeal, i.e., raising PAC money. See
N

Blair Dep. 95& 97; Blair Aff. 8. Presumably Mr. Harriman
N

.0 is prepared to swear under oath that the purpose of his

letter and offer of a book premium was not for the purpose

of influencing Senator Kennedy's reelection, but rather to

raise money for Democrats for the 80's. This is what
0

Mr. Blair has done with respect to RUFFPAC's lack of intent

to further the Hatch campaign. Blair Dep. 95; Blair Aff.
ff) 8. Under these similar circumstances, both gentlemen

1/
CO deserve to be believed by the Commission.-

The purpose of Mailing *2 was not to influence

Senator Hatch's election, and therefore did not constitute a

contribution to his campaign.

1/ Of course, if the FEC concludes that RtJFFPAC made a
contribution to Senator Hatch, it should promptly start
an nnvestigaticn of Derr~ocrats for the 80's under the
same theory.
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B. Mailing *2 Was Not Coordinated
With Senator Hatch or An Agent or
Authorized Committee of Senator Hatch b

In addition to not being sent for the purpose of

influencing the election of SenatorHatch, Mailing *2 "was

planned, produced and mailed without the cooperation, prior

consent of, consultation with, request or suggestion of

Senator Hatch or any agent or authorized committee of

Senator Hatch." Blair Aff. 10.

The General Counsel's Brief states that "RUFFPAC,

with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then offered the

Hatch biography as a premium to RUFFPAC contributors." G.C.
'0

Brief 9. This statement is made without citation to any

evidence. It is utterly false. Mr. Blair has stated under

oath that he did not confer with the Hatch campaign on this

mailing. Blair Aff. 1 10. Blair never discussed any of the

mailings with Senator Hatch. Blair Dep. 16. He never
C

discussed mailings that RUFFPAC was planning with Stanley

a, Parrish of the Hatch Committee. Id. 50. All that Parrish

heard from Blair were "corney jokes." Id. 51-52. Parrish

has testified under oath that he never "talked to Neal Blair

or anybody associated with RUFFPAC about the production" of

Mailing *2 and did not know of its existence or the offer of

the Hatch biography as a premium until after the filing of

the complaint. Deposition of Stanley B. Parrish at 86

(July 27, 1984) [hereinafter "Parrish Dep."].
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Thus there is no evidence that Mailing *2 was

coordinated with the Hatch campaign.

III. Mailing *3 Is Not a Contribution

Mailing #3 is a mailing on behalf of RUFFPAC

signed by Senator Hatch. It was mailed in September 1981 to

RUFFPAC contributors, 2.5% (400) of whom were Utah

residents. Blair Aff. 5. The letter does not solicit any

contributions to Senator Hatch nor does it advocate his

election. It was mailed over a year prior to the 1982

general election. RUFFPAC received $20,628.34 in contribu-
tions from this mailing. RUFFPAC Responses of March 2,

1983, Response *1c. None of the proceeds were contributed

to Senator Hatch. Blair Aff. 9.
C

The FEC has permitted candidates to participate in

o fundraising and other activity without incurring a contribu-

Lfl tion from the sponsoring entity even though the "media or

other public appearances by candidates may benefit their

election campaigns", provided that there' is no solicitation

on behalf of the candidate nor advocacy of the candidate's

election. AO 1982-56. Under these conditions the FEC has

allowed candidates to raise funds for charity, AO 1978-15,

and against ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty, AO

197'-54, during an election period and even though the

audience consisted entirely of the candidates' electorate.
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In this case, only a fraction of the addressees were Utah

residents and therefore were even eligible to vote for1

Senator Hatch.

The FEC has noted that a PAC may pay for a picture

advertisement of a candidate, in a state party convention

publication without such expense counting as a contribution

to the candidate. AO 1983-40. The FEC also has permitted a

political party to pay for ads advocating the election of a

candidate for convention delegate which ads featured a

person who was a candidate for Congress. AO 1980-28.

Finally, the FEC permitted a congressional candi-

date to appear in pre-election television ads advocating the

election of a candidate for local office. AO 1982-56.

These ads were broadcast in a geographical area which was

entirely within the endorsing candidate's congressional

district. Thus, every viewer was a potential voter for that

candidate.

In light of these numerous advisory opinions which

clearly establish that a candidate may participate in,

endorse and raise funds for a variety of causes so long as

his election is not advocated nor funds solicited for him,

it is patently inconsistent to hold that Senator Hatch, by

signing a fundraisThg letter on behalf of RUFFPAC, incurred

a contribution :n-k~nd. All the opinions cited above,

particularly AQ 1982-56, dictate that Senator Hatch could

sign a RtJFFPAC letter such as Mailing #3 and RUFFPAC could
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send it only to Utah residents provided the letter d$.d not

advocate Hatch's election or solicit contributions for h4m.

The fact of the matter is that only 2.5% of RUFFPAC con-

tributors were Utah residents. Blair Aff. 5.

Accordingly, RUFFPAC did not make a contribution

to Senator Hatch by paying for Mailing *3.

IV. RUFFPAC Provided Adequate Notice Pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 441d arid Regulations Thereunder

Section 441d of 2 U.S.C. requires in solicitations

a notice as to who paid for the solicitation and whether it

was authorized by a candidate. No specific language for the

notice is set out in the statute.

In Mailing $3 onthe bottom of the letterhead is

printed the following:
0

Printed and mailed by Ruff-Pac, an
independent Political Action Committee.

o A copy of our report is on file with the
Federal Election Commission, Washington,

If? D.C.

This notice was on a letter sent to RUFFPAC

contributors. Blair Aff. 4. The letter solicited contri-

butions to RUFFPAC. These RUFFPAC contributors received a

letter requesting additional contributions to RUFFPAC, were

informed that the letter was printed by ~UFFPAC, mailed by

PUFFPAC, and that RUFFPAC is "independent." Those who re-

sponded wrote out a check made payable to P.UFFPAC and sent
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jt to RUFFPAC (see Blair Dep. 95). Under these cirqwu-

stances there was sufficient notice that the letter was paid

for by RUFFPAC and not authorized by any candidate. The

General Counsel's recommendation to .the contrary should be

rejected by the Commission.

CONCLUS ION

For the reasons set forth above, the FEC should

find no probable cause to believe that PUFFPAC violated

2 U.S.C. ss 434(b) (4) (H) (i), 441a(a) (2) (A) or 441d.

0

'~r. ________________________________________________

~~an W. Baran
Baker & Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue

0 Washington, D.C. 20006

c Attorneys for Respondent

Ruff Political Action Committee

October 1, 1984

6JWB(D)9(3)
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Dear Friend,

Nuclear Freeze *..

Those two simple words are capturing the hearts and minds ofour people.

For citizens frustrated and angry over their powerlessness tobring about nuclear weapons reduction, nuclear freeze has createda rallying point -- an understandable and sensible idea for them
to unite around.

But for right-wing Republican politicians eager to pursue anarms race and the myth of nuclear superiority in an age of 50,000nuclear weapons, the nuclear freeze has become a whipping boy.
And for those Politicians who have missed the massive grass-roots movement of citizens working on nuclear weapons reductionfor the last 18 months, the nuclear freeze movement has joltedthem with the power of Citizen activism.

The nuclear freeze movement has jolted the country with thepower of citizen activism. it has shown politicians and policy-N) makers that there is massive grassroots concern about nuclearweapons, a popular revolt against building more and more missilesand bombs while doing less and less to insure that those arms areLf) never used.

One thing is crystal clear: the American people, conserv-ative and liberal alike, are mobilizing to fight fear. Theyhave decided that the nightmare of nuclear war is something theyC can and must wipe out of their lives and their children * s.
£.fl Insensitive political leaders and war-game strategists areprolonging the nuclear nightmare by their talk of "winning" anuclear war, of fighting a 'protracted" nuclear war, of firing"demonstration strikes,' of "horizontal escalation" and"hard-target kill capability." President Reagan's civil defenseplans -- based on the questionable idea that our society (or theplanet) can survive nuclear devastation -- have alarmedAmericans, not reassured them.

Recently, Democrats for the 80's took a stand on the nuclearweap~ris issue. We went on record as supporting the reasoned bi-Partisan proposal put forth on March 10th by Senator EdwardIKermedy, D-Massachusetts and Senator Mark Hatfield, R-Oregon.

(over, please)



The ~(ennedy-Hatfield Senate Resolution is supported by 26
5er~ate signers and 169 U.S. Representatives.

I am proud to be behind this important resolution. I havq
been engaged in public affairs for more than 60 years. Most of
my efforts have been de.oted to the search for peace.

'4

~s Ambassador to the Soviet Union and Great Britain, as advi-
sor to five American Presidents, and even as Governor of New
York, I participated in the major debates over the course of
American foreign policy.

I have devoted my life to the preservation of peace and
American national security. I had to deal with Stalin more times
than 1 care to remember and was one of the earliest to warn that
the Soviets would not remain allies once World War II was over.

Often I have disagreed with our Presidents, both Democratic
and ~epub1ican.

Yet never have I been more concerned about the direction of
American foreign policy than I am today -- especially our nuclear
arms policies.

A few years ago. I did not expect I would have to be involved
again in political fundraising.

But I cannot in conscience permit the advocates of reactionary
and simplistic solutions to be unopposed as they undermine peace
and America's position in the world. Bipartisanship in foreign
policy has been, and continues to be. important to our national
security.

To help make the voices of logic and reason heard on the
floor of the Senate and the House and inside their committees.
I am inviting you to join with me and other concerned citizens
in Democrats for the 80's.

ln December 1980. my wife Pamela and 1 organized Democrats
for the 80's. along with such outstanding public servants as
Senators Byrd, Cranston, and Inouye. and former Senators Muskie
and Church.

Democrats for the 80's is a political group. It is our goal
to elect Democrats~ that they can shape domestic ?olicies which
do justice to our country's needs and foreign policies which pre-
serve both our strength and our commitment to peace.

r;ernocrats for the SO's has also made it a priority to support
a sane and responsible nuclear weapons policy. We have added our
weight to that of the physicians, scientists, relicious leaders,
and others who have endorsed the Nuclear Freeze resolutioh. We
have taken our stand because the issue is one of life or death.

(next page, please)



What will become of the Kennedy-Hatfield Nuclear Arms Fte~.
Resolution? For one'thing, itwill be hotly debated. Alsothe.
newspapers and magazines and taTh shows will pi~ it up and ana-
lyze it in great detail.

But mainly the Resolution stands as a symbolic reminder t~
New Right Republicans that the people and moderate leaders of
both political parties want an end to the saber-rattling language
ST~resident Reagan and his cabinet members.

More than any other branch of government, the U.S. Senate is
the one place where presidential decisions about nuclear weapons
can be effectively challenged. And it is the one place where an
arms limitation treaty can be ratified.

But currently our U.S. Senate is in the grip of New Right
Republican leaders like Jesse Helms, Strom Thurmond, and Orrin
Hatch. These men are all opposed to the SALT Treaty and exert
enormous influence over our nuclear policy.

You and I must. make sure that the five seats needed for a
Democratic majority in the U.S. Senate this year are won
Democrats who seek a reasoned and responsible position on nuclear

0 weapons reduction.

Hen like Edward Kennedy. Don Riegle. Paul Sarbanes, and
Howard Metzenbaum. These incumbent Senators, targets of £~CPAC
and other right-wing groups, must not go down to defeat this
November. For if they do, my hopes and your hopes for a reversal
of the frightening nuclear weapons policies of our government
will be destroyed.

The stakes in the U.S. Senate election are as high as they
could possibly be -- the future of life on this planeti

Of course the complexities of the nuclear arms issue are
nearly overwhelming. But ~ and I must remember that the one
place we can get leverage on the reduction is the U.S. Senate.

I urge you to help me restore the Senate to a Democratic
majority. I could name countless good reasons why Democrats Deed
to control the U.S. Senate. My reasons would run from economic
policy to protection of our elderly. But all these reasons pale
alongside this one -- a sane and reasoned military~efense and
nuclear weapons policy can come about only through a Democratic
Party majority leading the U.S. Senate.

I urce you to help Democrats for the 8O~s do everything in
our power to restore the Senate to a Democratic majority. Please
understand that unless you and I act now, the threat of nuclear
catastrophe will grow. Democratic victory depends on your strong
financial co~nrnitrnent now.

(over, please)
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Therefore ~1 ask you to join in. in r'emnocrats Lt~. ~

t~ay. And 1 '11 make sure that your gift is ~sse~T thidlreet
Support of the U.S. Senate candidate; who will represent the con-
corns and longings of our people for peace and negotiated teduc
tior~s of nuclear weapons.

You and 1 must decide with our most personal commitment ;ha~
the *.calation of nuclear arms will be halted mm quickly.

In 1991. the Republican committees raised over $70 million.
Democrats raised less than $10 million. 1f we are to win back
the U.S. Senate. we need you to become a' Charter Member of
Democrats for the 80s today. As a member, you 11 receive our
informative quarterly newsletter.

Please take a moment now to write your check and send it back
to me riaht a'ay.

Sincerely,

/ 64-~.A.-~f C?'~~P/d~m~gIm

W. Averell Harriman

0 P.S. I ye enclosed for yoi~ a copy of a Washington Post
article I wrote several months ago on the nuclear arns
issue.

P.P.S. In addition. I have just completed the foreword for a new
book entitled Freeze: How You Can Help Prevent k~uc1ear

o War. I have asked our staff to send a complimentary
~ of the book to all contributors of $35 or more.
Please join with us in this crucial campaign I

C

13)
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The Window of Opportunity

blm

S

We an in danger of ceding our
destjny to the whims 'of nuclear
weapons. trusting to good fortune to
cee us through the nuclear arms race
when we should be tusting to our-
selves, a

The strategic forces of the United
&ates end the Soviet tinion carry
explosive power more than 100,000
times greater than the Hiroshima

* bomb. Far from saying 'enough,"
both nations are increasing these
forces

* We are moving to deploy thou-
sands of nuclear-armed cruise mis-

* SaleS, bi their Nature diffi~lt to
count h~ecause of their small size.
These missiles-unveriraable-will
.rraake existing agreeinent% to reduce
.the numbers of nuclear arms obsolete
and future agreements impo~rJble.

We are allowing the seduction of amomentary technological advantage
.to foreclose future limits on Soviet
forcer'

Today there are five nationr' that
* have tested nuclear weapons in 10

ears there could be 10 more; as well
ws terrorists adding nuclear explo.
sives to their menace. Yet our policy
to prevent the spread of these weap-
ons now reatures pminotiowol the

'exports and technologies that could
be fashioned todestroyu~

* 'The SALT Ii treaty, ~iid~ put a
cap on the strategic arms race and
pkc*~ v~irniri~nt limits on Soviet miii-

* t& power, ha~ been abandoned in
place of the re42~ arms wntroV we
were promised a ~'ea.~ ago, we have

-. or-dy the promise o~ endw~s LaJk.~ on
.nuclear arms in Europe and no talks at
eli on r'trategic arms until next year.

The re~aalts a restive, divided
NATO alliance that questions our
competence to lead in a nuclear
world, a prugre'~sive weakening of the

negotiated restraints that can bound
soviet nuclear power and an empha-
s'~ on nuclear forces that are unuso-
ble in counterinF the Soviet challenge
*round the globe.

As we become more remote from
the ho;rora of Hiroshima, there are
doctrines of war fighting b~as~d on
the fantasy of using nuclear de~trui-
tion for some "rational" end. Thee
doctrines blur the vital ditinctim
between nuclear antI non.hilcle.ar
wkapons. And they encourage the
nuclear choice by .talling ~ll nation's

'that nuclear weapon's are Jamit an-
other instrument of nilitny power.

The truth is that nuclear weapon'
- exist for one purpose only-to ulet,'r

nuclear war. Goce used, they will he
intrumenta of main . desiniction,
consuming the destroyer as well a~

* the4estroyed.
If ,sll Americam~ ~)nul~l j~

cerned about these deveIopmeutis~ so
* .houldwebeangeredbythasewho

weave a myth of Ameram as a eec-
ond.rat. nuclear piwer, inferior to
the Soviet Union. This myth de-

* moralizes our friends, and it could
,~ tempt the Soviet Union to teat our

power when testing thai power could
have catastrophic conaequences.
* The eararmssrscehasasim-
pie, unchanging rule: without lirnitus,

- without. verifiable negotinted restric-
* tions. the United St~ites can add to

its nuclear forces, but so can the
* Soviet Union. For tiui'~ relsoVT: the

MX rnk~i1e and the 131 bomber are
inadequate measures for American
security. They merely attempt to
match the Soviet militazy threat;
they cannot reduce it. And they do
nothing to reduce therlsk of nuclear
war.

Rather than seeking to close a

false Imwindow' of vulnerability,"
America must take advantage of the
window of opportunity it now has to
limit nuclear armnsiWithout decisive
leadership, su~picidn arid the weap.
on~ both nations are developing will
see that this opportunity recedes per.
haps forever beyond the reach of ilu.
inanity. This means serious negotia-
Lions with the Soviet Union and
mutual restraint *hile 'we negotiate.
The objective should be major, was:
able and verifiable reductions of am-
*3ear arms, coupled with limits on the
mtroductiom of new weapom mys.

- -.

I emphasize the word 'aeraow~"
for many in both natiora~ sill counsel
proposals designed to berejected by
the other side but useful Si an exam
fordoingnothizag. ... '.;..

*I~egotitiona to limit maclw
arid reduce the risk of war are hIM.
beaded ezermam to improve eaar ma-
tional security. Thy signal no ap-
prowl of othe~ Sciet actiom., mach
as Afghanistan-no~f1DO~e than do
sales of Amoericen grain to the Soviet
Union. They aeel~. despite the imc.
oncilable ideologies of our two ma.

- tiara, the common goal that nuclear
weapons have made a necessity-the
prevention of nuclear war.-

kpur short time cc Earth, we
have a chokt about the kind of world
weleave behind. With riu~Iear weep-
uns in our custody, our generation
ca.rr.e~ a heavy ob~i~ation There sill
be no historian to record one day
that we failed on our wat&

' Got'. Hommon was formerly
ombo.~sador to Moscow and asia.
leTsecTetarV of state.
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lie United States Semite l~ the only Ince wher~
residential decisions about nuclear ~epS~Is~
e effectively challenged.
I strongly endorse Oemocrat~ 4'r tPin 8O.g support for the Kennedy4latfieid Nuclear
m~ Freeze Resolution. I want to m~he sure our U.S. Senate is restored to Democratic
nirol this November so that n snne, and responsible arms control policy can be
tabtished.
mars why I'm Joining Democrnts for the 00s and enclosing my contribution for:
$25 [1 $35 I] $50 LI $75 0 $100 0 OtherS

Free
fora
Gift
of

$35
or

More
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
O~' THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

In the Matter of )
* ) I4UR 1484

* Ruff Political Action Committee )

AFFIDAVIT OF NEAL B. BLAIR

Neal B. Blair for his affidavit deposes and says:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts con-

tamed herein and am competent to testify thereto.

2. I am a consultant to and President of Ruff
4S

Political Action Committee ("RUFFPAC").

o 3. I have read the General Counsel's Brief in this

matter and am personally familiar with the RUFFPAC mailings

o attached thereto and designated Attachments A, B and C.

11) 4. All three mailings referred to in paragraph 3

00

above were mailed to persons who were RUFFPAC contributors
at that time.

5. In September 1981 RUFFPAC's list of contributors

contained approximately 15,750 names and addresses. Approxi-

mately 400 of those addresses or 2.5% were in the state of

Utah.

6. In the Spring of 1982 RUFFPAC started a review

of its contributor list in order to delete duplicate names.



2.

The list contained duplicate addresses in all states

including Utah.

7. The letter referred to in the General Counsel's

Brief as Attachment B (offering a biography of Senator Hatch

as a premium) was mailed in 1982 to an estimated 13,100

names and addresses. Because of the deletion process referred

to in the preceding paragraph the estimated percentage of

addressees within the state of Utah could not have been any

more than 2.5%, or 327 addressees.

8. The sole purpose of all three mailings referred

'0 to as Attachments A, B and C in the General Counsel's Brief

was to raise funds for RUFFPAC.

9. RUFFPAC did not make a contribution on behalf
It)

of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection campaign.
0

10. The mailing referred to as Attachment C (of fer-

c ing a biography of Senator Hatch as a premium) was planned,

It) produced and mailed without the cooperation, prior consent

of, consultation with, request or suggestion of Senator Hatch

or any agent or authorized committee of Senator Hatch.

Neal B. Blair

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of
Qctober, 1984

~ 7~4~
Notary blic

My commission expires ______________________________________
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CU CD'.' ISIL
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SEDATI & HERGE
A PPOVESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SuITE giQO

6300 GREENSSORO DRIVE

Mct.i~AN. VIROt~lA 2210'J

(703) 5111000

September 7, 3.984

Ms. -MarjOrie En~mOnS
ComIT~i5Sion Secretary

Federal Election CommisSion
1325 K Street, 14.W.

~~shiflgtofl, D. C. 
20463

T~LE~N: 7IQ5$F0SS~
CAS~.E SEDAMMERO

*S~AM. MERGE & REED

SUITE 1000

ISO EYE STREET. td.W.

WASMINOTO". D.c. 80005

(303) 5550200

CMARLES D. REED. RESIDENT PARTNER

JOHN 0. MEVVNER

~ *~ T-- I
-a - -~ -

~ ~

.D0.

RE: ~tj~l484
a.

Dear Ms. EmmOfl5

pursuant to 11 CFR 
111.16(c), we are filing 

with you

the brief of the Hatch 
Election Committee 

and FriendS of Orrin

Hatch in connection 
with the aboVecaptioned 

matter. Ten (10)

copies of the brief, 
jncluding the signed 

original, are enclosed.

By copy of this letter, 
I am filing three 

(3) copies

of the brief under 
separate cover with 

the General Counsel.

5incerely yours,

(Sad) 3. Cwtla Nsr*ge

J. Curtis Herge
Counsel to Hatch Election

Committee and yriends 
of

Orrin Hatch

cc: /'General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

washington, D. C. 20463

Attention: Gary Johansen
(with enclosures)

I',,

f~.fl



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
In the Matter of ))

HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE )
FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH ))

MUR 1484

BRIEF FOR RESPONDENTS HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE
AND FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. The Complaint

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee

submitted a complaint to the Federal Election Commission which

alleged that certain expenditures made by the Ruff 
Political

Action Committee ("Ruff PAC") were coordinated expenditures made

In
on behalf of respondents, Hatch Election Committee and Friends of

0
Orrin Hatch, the authorized campaign committees of Senator Orrin

G. Hatch. Attached to that complaint were copies of two letters

LI) produced and mailed by Ruff PAC. Copies of those two letters are

attached to the General Counsel's Brief in this matter as

Attachment A and Attachment B, and are referted 
to in the General

Counsel's Brief as tdailing *i and "Mailing *2, respectivelY.

(The letter attached to the General Counsel's Brief as Attachment

C and which is referred to in the General Counsel's Brief as

"Mailing $3" was not part of the original complaint. This is the

-1-



first opportunity respondents h8ve had to address the issues

raised by the Office of General Counsel as to the so-called

Mailing *3.)

B. Proceedings to DAte

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to

believe that respondents violated 2 U.S.C. SS434(b) (2) CD) and

(3)(A) and 441a(f). Specifically, it was reported to respondents

that it appears that respondents may have accepted contributions

in-kind from Ruff PAC that exceeded $5,000, in the form of

coordinated expenditures, and failed to report the receipt of

such contributions to the Commission. As a consequence, counsel

to respondents requested by letter dated January 11, 1983 to know

...specifically of the actions or expenditures by Ruff Political

Action Committee which gave rise to the Commission's findings.

0 By letter dated January 26, 1983, the General Counsel replied

(t)he evidence relied upon is set forth in the complaint which

you have been given." Notwithstanding this lack of clarity or

direction, it will also be noted that Mailing *3 was not refer-

enced in the complaint.

Subsequent to the preliminary finding by the

Commission, Ruff PAC and respondents submitted written answers to

interrogatories. In addition, depositions were taken of Mr.

-2-



Stanley B. Parrish,* ~Finance Chiirman of the Hatch committees,

and of Mr. Neal B. Blair, President of Ruff PAC. That consti-

tutes the entire evidentiary record before the Commission.

C. Recommendations of the Office of General Counsel
.4--In its brief the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission take no further action with respect to

Mailing 11. On the other hand, the Office of General Counsel

does recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that respondents violated 2 U.S.C. SS434(b) (2) (D) and (3) (A) and

441a(f) by reason of the expenditures made by Ruff PAC in

producing and mailing Mailing $2 and Mailing $3.

With respect to Mailing $2, a Ruff PAC fund-raising

letter which offered an unauthorized biography of Senator Hatch

as a premiwn to contributors, the probable cause recommendation

is predicated upon the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S44la(a)(7) (B) Ci),

to wit; expenditures made by any person in cooperation, consul-

tation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a

candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents,

shall be considered to be a contribution made to such candi-

date." In support thereof, the General Counsel's Brief asserts

to the Commission that "Hatch campaign personnel knew the

*Mr. Parrish's deposition is reported in the deposition itself as
having been taken on July 28, 1983. In fact, it was taken on
July 27, 1983.

-3-
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biography was to be offered as a. premium for contributions

received by Ruff PAC' (General Counsel's Brief at 5)~ and, th~~

fluff PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then offered

the Batch biography as a premium to fluff PAC contributors"

(General Counsel's Brief at 9).

With respect to Mailing *3, a fluff PAC fund-raising

letter signed by Senator Hatch, the probable cause recommendation

is predicated upon a suggestion by the Office of General Counsel

that the letter contained buzz-words and innuendos that would

lead any average citizen to conclude that the letter was not a

request for contributions to fluff PAC, but really a direct appeal

to voters to elect Senator Hatch. Such a suggestion is

ludicrous.

It shall be demonstrated that both recommendations are

based upon inaccurate analyses of the evidence and the law and

C that they should be rejected forthwith.

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

In
There is nothing in the evidentiary record before the

00
Commission which suggests that the expenditures made by Ruff PAC

in producing and mailing Mailing *2 were made in cooperation,

consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion

of, Senator Hatch, his authorized political committees, or their

* agents. In fact, the evidence is clear, unambiguous and uncon-

tradicted that Senator Hatch, his authorized political committees

-4-



and their agents, had no advance- knowledge whatsoever about the

plans of Ruff PAC. to produce Mailing $2. A reading of the

record, particularly of the depositions taken in this case,

confirms that conclusion beyond any reasonable doubt. Further-

more, with respect to Mailing 13, a typical run-of-the-mill fund-

raising letter signed by an individual of note, it will be

observed (1) that Senator Hatch was not identified as a candi-

date; (2) that no solicitation was made for contributions to the

Senator's authorized committees; and, (3) that the letter did not

advocate the election or defeat of any clearly identified

candidate. The Commission long ago established the principle

that, in the absence of the foregoing characteristics, no

contribution results in cases such as this.

MAILING $2

The Office of General Counsel describes Mailing 12 as

consisting of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. The book

in question, which was offered as a premium to persons who

contributed a minimum amount, was a biography of Senator Hatch

written by Dr. Richard Vetterli - an independent work not

authorized by Senator Hatch. The Office of General Counsel

asserts, without supporting citation or authority, that the

'Hatch campaign personnel J~new that the biography was to be

offered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC" and

-5-
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that "Ruff PAC, with the knowledge of the Batch campaign, then

offered the Batch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC contribu.'

tc~rs. General Counsel's Brief at 5 and 9. These Statements are

made in an effort to induce the Commission to conclude that RuU

PAC and respondents coordinated their respective activities, thus

triggering the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S441a(a) (7) (B) Ci). Let us

examine the record.

At page 74 of Mr. Parrish's deposition, Mr. Parrish

testified that Mr. Blair approached him and asked if he (Mr.

Parrish) would be interested in using the biography as part of a

direct-mail solicitation for the Hatch campaign.* Mr. Parrish

responded to Mr. Blair with a definitive "no," saying it was not

a cost-effective technique. Mr. Parrish testified further that
Iv,

Mr. Blair made no mention or suggestion of the fact that Ruff PAC

was then going to offer the book as a premium in connection with

O its own fund-raising program. Id. In fact, Mr. Parrish

testified that, not only did he have no knowledge that Ruff PAC

C planned to use the book as a premium, the first time he ever

Lf)
heard of Mailing 12 was after it had been mailed. See pages 76

03
and 86 of Mr. Parrish's deposition.

In his deposition, Mr. Blair testified that he offered

Mr. Parrish the suggestion of using the Vetterli book as a

*~4r. Parrish testified that, as Finance Chairman, he was
responsible for all the direct mail of the Hatch campaign. See
pages 37 and 61 of Mr. Parrish's deposition.

-6-



* *The attached affidavit was prepared for submission in response
to the allegations concerning Mailing 13. However, paragraph 5
of that affidavit relates to Mailing 12.

-7-
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premium and that Mr. Parrish re3ected the idea, See page 26 o*

rir. Slair's deposition. He also testified, at pages 16, 40, 43.

and 50 of his deposition, that he did not discuss proposed luff

PAC mailings, specifically Mailing *2, with Senator Hatch, Mr.

Parrish or with any other individual associated with the Hatch

campaign. Furthermore, Mr. Blair stated, at page 29 of his

deposition, that he did not discuss the results of Mailing *2

with Senator Hatch or Mr. Parrish. Mr. Blair testified, at pages

93-96 of his deposition, that the purpose of Mailing *2 was

solely to generate funds for Ruff PAC; that Ruff PAC did not

intend to make a *contribution to, or independent expenditures in

support of, Senator Hatch; and, that the book was offered solely

to increase the results of the mailing.

While there is no contradiction or doubt in the record,

there is attached to this brief an affidavit* of Mr. Parrish in

which he states that (1) neither he nor, to the best of his

knowledge, anyone associated with Senator Hatch's campaign,

including Senator Hatch, had any knowledge that Ruff PAC planned

to offer the book as a premium, or that Ruff PAC planned to

produce Mailing $2; and, (2) Mailing *2 was NOT produced by Ruff

PAC in cooperation with, in concert with, or at the request or
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suggestion of Mr. Parrish, Senator Hatch or anyone associated

with the Senator's campaign.

How do these sworn statements, the depositions and the ~

affidavit, as augmented by the answers to the interrogatories,

translate into the Hatch campaign personnel knew" the biography

was to be offered as a premium, or that Ruff PAC acted 'with the

knowledge of the Hatch campaign in producing Mailing *2'? How

can respondents be found in violation of 2 U.S.C. S44la(f), which

requires a "knowing' acceptance of an excessive contribution,

when respondents had no knowledge, no idea, no suggestion, no

inkling of the fact that Ruff PAC was to produce Mailing 12

and/or offer the book as a premium? Is it because Hatch campaign

and Ruff PAC personnel shared an office, or had conversations

with each other, or exchanged mailing lists? The record does

reveal that they shared an office, that they talked to each other

and that they exchanged mailing lists, but it categorically

belies any suggestion that their respective activities were

coordinated.

The depositions of Messrs. Parrish and Blair are

replete with statements that each minded his own and his

principal's business and neither concerned himself with the

other's activities. With reference to Mr. Parrish's deposition,

Mr. Parrish had no idea of Mr. Blair~ s comings and goings, p.22;

Mr. Parrish paid no attention to Mr. Blair's business, p.24; Mr.

?arrish had no recollection of seeing any Ruff PAC mail, p.27, or

0

rv,

0

C-,

LI)
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of discussing Ruff PAC activities with Mr. Blair, pp.28-29; Ml.

Parrish did not discuss Hatch campaign activities with Mr. Blair,

p31 and p.66, or with any other person associated with fluff PAC,'

p.72. Mr. Parrish stated that the sole reason for the office
N

sharing arrangement was to "help defray expenses and that he

"didn't care about [Mr. Blair's] business." Parrish deposition

at page 30.

Mr. Blair, who represented numerous clients in addition

to fluff PAC,* testified that he never discussed fluff PAC mailings

with Senator Hatch, p.16; that he never discussed the Hatch

campaign with Mr.* Parrish, p.73; that he never discussed Hatch

0 campaign mailings with agents of the Hatch campaign, p.59; and,

that the only conversations he had with Senator Hatch and/or Mr.

Parrish about fluff PAC related to inquiries by Messrs. Hatch and

Parrish about the possiblity of Ruff PAC making a direct contri-

O bution to the Hatch campaign, pp.BS and 93. As Mr. Blair

testified, fluff PAC had no intention of contributing to Senator

Hatch, a candidate who, they believed, did not need their
in

support. See, for example, pages 93-95 of the Blair deposi-

tion. In fact, Ruff PAC made no contribution to the Hatch

campaign.

~ will be noted, with reference to Mr. Blair's deposition, that

Mr. Blair served as a consultant to numerous clients. The reason
he personally entered into the office sharing arrangement, as
Neal Blair Consultants, was to be near the Capitol, where he
undertook lobbying activities on behalf of his clients.

-9-



It is evident that th~ record is clear: respondents

416 not even discuss Hailing $2, much less coordinate with luff

PAC in the production of that mailing. For those reasons, the b

ceobmmendation of the General Counsel that probable cause be

found that respondents violated the Act with respect to Hailing

$2 mupt be rejected.

HAILING $3

While respondents have had no previous opportunity to

address the allegations concerning Mailing $3, they are confident

that the Commission will find it constitutes no violation of the
'0

Act. As noted, Hailing $3 is a run-of-the-mill fund-raising

letter, the type found used by virtually every candidate and

political committee on a daily basis.* The purpose of the letter

was to raise funds for the general purposes of Ruff PAC by

o utilizing the endorsement of Senator Hatch. The Senator was not.

identified as a candidate; there was no solicitation of funds to
C

his campaign; and, it did not advocate that Senator Hatch be
Lfl
oc~ elected or that his opponent be defeated.

It is established that an appearance by one candidate

in a second candidate's commercial does not result in the second

*It will be observed that, like Mailing 12, Mailing 13 also
offered a premium to contributors. As Mr. Blair testified in his
deposition, the use of premiums by Ruff PAC was a common
technique.

-10-
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candidate making a contribution-to the first candidate if the

commercial: (1) contains no mention of the first candidate's

candidacy, (2) does not advocate the election of the first

candidate or the defeat of his opponent and (3) contains no

solicitation of funds to the first candidate's campaign. For

example, in Advisory Opinion 1982-56, the Commission reviewed a

television commercial produced by the Ann Delaney for Prosecutor

Committee, which featured an endorsement of Ann Delaney by then-

candidate Congressman Andy Jacobs. The advertisement included a

visual depiction of Congressman Jacobs and his verbal endorsement

of Ann Delaney. .It also identified the Congressman as

0 "Congressman Andy Jacobs." The Commission concluded - notwith-

N
standing the fact that the advertisement was to be broadcast

exclusively within candidate Jacobs' congressional district -

that the costs of the advertisement would not constitute an in-

o kind contribution to the Congressman and would not be reportable

by his campaign committee. The Commission made that determina-

C tion upon finding that the advertisement "contains no mention of

Lfl

[Congressman Jacobs'] own candidacy, does not advocate his

election or the defeat of his opponent, and contains no solicita-

tion of funds to his campaign."

In Advisory Opinion 1983-40, the Commission reviewed an

advertisement in a directory to be published by the Kansas

Republican Party, depicting then-candidate Senator Dole. In view

of the fact that the advertisement identified Senator Dole as an

-11-
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incgmbent United States Senator* and not as a candidate, the

Commission concluded that the cost of the advertisement, paid for

by a ,uulticandidate political committee, did not constitute a

contribution to Senator Dole's campaign.

Both AO 1982-56 and AO 1983-40 dealt with communica-

tions which depicted a candidate before his own voting constit-

uency, e.g., Rep. Jacobs in commercials broadcast in his

congressional district and Sen. Dole in his State's party

journal. Mailing 13 should not have even gone that far. In the

attached affidavit, Mr. Parrish states that it was the estab-

lished policy of Senator Hatch and of his campaign that letters,

o such as Mailing 13, not be mailed into the State of Utah~ and,

N that when authority was given to have Mailing 13 bear Senator

Batch's signature, it was done so on the express understanding

that those letters NOT be mailed into Utah. That policy was

o adopted and followed - not because Federal Election Commission

regulations and advisory opinions suggest it - but to avoid even

the allegation of impropriety made here by the Office of General

Counsel.*

*The Office of General Counsel also makes much of what is no more

than a casual remark in Mailing $3, to wit: "...let me tell you
a little bit about our needs for the 1982 "

(Emphasis added.) The Office of General Counsel seems to suggest
that the word, "our," is a code for: "I am a candidate, vote for
me, send me your contributions." In fact, the word, "our,"
simply referred to the generic population which shared common
beliefs.

-12-
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CONCLUSION

The recommendations by the Office of General Counsel,

that probable cause be found that the Hatch Election Committee

and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS434(b) (2) (D)

and (3) (A) and 441a(f), must be rejected. There is no support in

the record whatsoever that Ruff PAC produced Mailing 12 in

coordination with respondents. Indeed, respondents knew nothing

about Mailing 12 until after it was mailed. A finding to the

contrary would simply not be sustainable. Furthermore, with

respect to Mailing 13, Commission precedent is clear that expen-

'0 ditures for such communications do not constitute contributions

o in-kind to someone who endorses another. The added factor in

this case is that Ruff PAC was told not to mail Mailing 13 into

Senator Hatch's State. The Commission should reject the recoin-

mendations on the grounds that they are not supportable in fact

o or in law.

September 7, 1984 Respectf lly submi ted,

Lfl

Co
J. CU TIS HERGE
Sedam & Herge, P.C..
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Counsel for Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
In the Matter of )) MUR 1484

HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE )
FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH )

________________________________________________________________________________________________)

AFFIDAVIT OF STANLEY B. PARRISH

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: ss:

STANLEY B. PARRISH, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. That he served as the Finance Chairman of the

N
Hatch Election Committee, the duly authorized principal campaign

0
committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, who was a candidate for

N
election in 1982 to the United States Senate from the State of

Utah; and, that he has personal, knowledge of the facts relevant

to the matter pending before the Federal Election Commission

0 known as MUR 1484.

2. That, with respect to fund-raising solicitation

C

letters signed by Senator Orrin G. Hatch on behalf of other

cg~ candidates and political committees other than his own authorized

committees during the 1981-1982 election cycle, it was the policy

of Senator Orrin G. Hatch and of the Hatch Election Committee

that the authority to use the Senators s signature was subject to

the proscription that such solicitation letters NOT be mailed

into the State of Utah. That policy was adopted to avoid any

suggestion, such as that proffered by the Office of General

-1-



Counsel in this matter, that the letters were intended to

influence the voters of the State of Utah.

3. That, with reference to the letter signed by

Senator Hatch on behalf of Ruff PAC, a COpY of which is attached

to the General Counsel's Brief as Attachment C and which is

referred to in the General Counsel's Brief as "Mailing $3," your
deponent instructed representatives of Ruff PAC at the time the

letter was approved by Senator Hatch that copies of those letters

were NOT to be mailed into the State of Utah.

4. That the sole reason approval was given to fluff

PAC to produce the so-called Mailing $3 over the signature of

Senator Hatch was to assist Ruff PAC in raising funds for its

general purposes. It was not intended that that letter serve to

advance the Senator's election; no promise or suggestion was.

requested or made that fluff PAC would make a contribution to the
0

Senator's authorized campaign committees in consideration of his
signing that letter; and, Ruff PAC in fact made no contribution

C
U.) to the Senator's authorized campaign committees during the 1981-

1982 election cycle.

5. That, with reference to the letter attached to the

General Counsel's Brief as Attachment B and which is referred to

in the General Counsel's Brief as "Mailing $2," neither your

deponent nor, to the best of his knowledge, anyone associated

with Senator Hatch's campaign, inclu.ding Senator Hatch, had any

knowledge that Ruff PAC planned to produce and distribute Mailing

-2-
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*2 or that Ruff PAC planned to offer copies of the biography of

Senator Hatch as premiums for contributions received by R~ff

PAC. Mailing *2 was not produced by Ruff PAC in cooperation

with, in concert with, or at the request or suggestion of yOur

deponent, Senator Hatch or anyone associated with the Senator's

authorized campaign committees.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, your deponent has executed this

affidavit this "~' day of September, 1984.

Ley

o
Sworn to before me this day of September, 1984.

Notary Public

o MY commi es:

cc
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I4s. Marjorie W. Enmons, Secretary
Federal ilection Comimission

1325 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 &

Re: MUR 1484, Brief of Respondent
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Madam Secretary:
If)

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.16(c) please find

o enclosed an original and ten copies of the Brief of

Respondent Ruff political Action Committee and attachments

thereto for filing with your office with respect to the above-

c captioned matter.

Lfl By copy of this letter I am transmitting three addi-

tional copies to the Office of General Counsel to the attention
of Gary L. Johansen, Esquire.

Sincerely,

/ Jan W. Baran

JWB:df
Enclosures

cc: Gary L. Johansen, Esquire.~~
Neal B. Blair
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COM3~I8SZON
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1484

Ruff Political Action Committee )

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT RUFF
POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE

Respondent Ruff Political Action Committee

("RUFFPAC") files this brief pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g

(1)(3) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.16(c), and in response to the

General Counsel's Brief ("G.C. Brief") of August 17, 1984.

For the reasons stated below, the Federal Election Coimais'-

sion ("FEC" or "Commission") should reject the recommenda-

LI) tions of the General Counsel and in lieu thereof find no

0

probable cause to believe RUFFPAC violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 434(b) (4) (H) Ci), 441a(a) (2) (A), or 441d.

U)

CO FACTS

RUFFPAC is a qualified multi-candidate committee

registered with the FEC. On October 14, 1982 the Wilson for

Utah Committee filed a complaint alleging that RUFFPAC had

made and planned to make expenditures on behalf of Senator

Orrin Hatch which expenditures constituted contributions in

excess of statutory limits. Appended to the complaint were

two mailings which are Attachments A and B to the General

Counsel's Brief and which have been denominated Mailing *1
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(With a View Towards 1982") and Mailing *2 (Hatch Biography

as Premium), respectively. Mailing #1 is a solicitation for

RUFFPAC signed by Howard J. Ruff. The mailing requests

contributions to RUFFPAC, and lists "target" states in which

RUFYPAC planned to make contributions in support of Senate

candidates. The State of Utah is not listed. Mailing #1

was sent in the Spring of 1982. See RUFFPAC Responses of

June 16, 1983, Response *9; RUFFPAC Responses of March 2,

1983, Response #2a.

Mailing #2 is a solicitation for RUFFPAC. It

K N. offers contributors of over $25 a copy of a biography of

Senator Hatch. The letter suggests that RUFFPAC will make

independent expenditures with the proceeds of such contribu-
In

tions in order to "detail the Senator's record." These, and
C

other representations of RUFFPAC's plans were erroneous and

had been made without review by and the approval of Neal B.

Lfl Blair on whose behalf the letter was signed by a RUFFPAC

0 employee. Deposition of Neal B. Blair at 93-95 & 97-100

(July 28, 1984), attached hereto [hereinafter "Blair Dep."].

RUFFPAC had no plans to make independent expenditures, did

not make such expenditures nor make any contribution to the

Hatch campaign. Id.; Affidavit of Neal B. Blair 9

(attached hereto and hereinafter "Blair Aff."]. The mailing

was planned, produced and mailed without the cooperation,

prior consent of, consultation with, request or suggestion
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of Senator Hatch or any agent or authorized committee of

Senator Hatch. Blair Aff. 1 10. Approximately 2.5% q~

those persons who received this mailing (or 327 persons)

were Utah addressees. Id. 7. All contributions were

payable to and addressed to RUFFPAC. Blair Dep. 95.

A third mailing on behalf of RUFFPAC was sent in

September 1981 and signed by Senator Hatch. This mailing is

Attachment C of the General Counsel's Brief and is referred

to as Mailing $3. This mailing expressly requested contri-

butions to RUFFPAC, did not refer to Senator Hatch as a

candidate, did not advocate his election nor solicit contri-.

butions on his behalf. This mailing was also mailed to

RUFFPAC contributors approximately 400 of whom at that time
Lfl

were Utah addressees. Id. 5.
C

The sole purpose of all three mailings was to

raise contributions for RUFFPAC. Id. 8.

Lfl

0 ARGUMENT

I. Hailing *1 Is Not a Contribution

The spending of money is not a contribution to a

candidate unless the disbursement is for the purpose of

influencing the candidate's election, 2 U.S.C. S 431

(8) (A) (i) and is coordinated with the candidate or his

agents, id. S 441a (a) (F) (B) (i). Only then would the

disbursement be subject to a contribution limit. See

Buckley v. Valec, 424 U.S. 1, n. 24 & 25 (1976).
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Respondent agrees with the General Counsel's Brief

that Mailing #1 (Attachment A) is not a contribution in-kind

to Senator Hatch or any other candidate, G.C. Brief 4, but

disagrees with the reasoning. The General Counsel's Brief

* suggests that no contribution is made because the "mailing

does not contain the name of Senator Hatch." Id. As set

forth in greater detail below in regards to Mailing *3, the

appearance or use of a candidate's name does not result in a

contribution under a variety of circumstances.

Mailing #1 is not a contribution to Senator Hatch

N for other compelling reasons. First it solicits

ti, contributions to RUFFPAC, not for a candidate. Second, like

the other mailings, it was sent to all RUFFPAC contributors,
Li)

only 2.5% of whom are Utah residents. Blair Aff. 4. It
C,

also does not advocate the election of any candidate.
Y~.

Furthermore, RUFFPAC had no intention of making contribu-

tions or expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch, id.; Blair

Dep. 93-95, and in fact never made such contributions or

expenditures, Blair Aff. 9. There was no purpose to

influence Senator Hatch's election.
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II. Mailing $2 18 Not a Contribution

A. The Purpose of Mailing $2 Was Not to
Influence the Election of Senator Hatc~

It is undisputed that RUFFPAC never had plans to

contribute to Senator Hatch or to make independent expendi-

tures on his behalf. Id. 1 4; Blair Dep. 93-95. Mr. Blair

has stated under oath that no contributions were planned or

made because Senator Hatch "was an incumbent Senator that

[sici was running a very expensive media campaign success-

fully, was way ahead of his opposition and there did not

seem to be any need." Blair Dep. 93-94. For this reason,

RUFFPAC never sent a contribution to the Hatch campaign, in

spite of several requests. Id.

RUFFPAC had no intentions of making an independent

0 expenditure because RUFFPAC believed that the relationships

among Howard Ruff, Neal Blair and Senator Hatch would make

0

expenditures vulnerable to accusations, including unfounded

00 accusations, of coordination. Id. 94. Representations of

RUFFPAC's contrary intentions were contained in Mailing #2.

Mr. Blair did not review and correct the letter copy. Id.

94-95.

The General Counsel's Brief states that Mailing *2

was "directed to the voters in Utah." G.C. Brief 6. This

is not true. This mailing was sent to an estimated 13,100

persons, only 2.5% of whom (327) had Utah addresses. Blair
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Aff. 7. Furthermore, it is undisputed that all contribu-

tions in response to this mailing went only to RUF7PAC.

Blair Dep. 95-96.

It is a conunon industry practice to offer premiums

(see, AO 1979-35), including books by politicians, in reti.~rn

for voluntary contributions. Id. 96-97. As a specific

example of another committee's use of a book premium,

attached hereto is a mailing by W. Averell Harriman on

behalf of Democrats for the 80's. Contributors of over $35

- receive a book authored by Senators Kennedy and Hatfield.

The letter was sent in 1982 prior to the election and warned

that candidates "like Edward Kennedy, Don Riegle, Paul

Sarbanes, and Howard Metzenbaum . . . must not go down to
~f)

defeat this November" (emphasis added). The letter also
0

urges the election of a Democratic majority in the Senate in

order to take that body from "the grip of New Right

in Republican leaders like Jesse Helms, Strom Thurmond, and

Orrin Hatch" (emphasis added). Mr. Harriman boasts of

having written the forward to candidate Kennedy's book.

This suggests what is a matter of common knowledge, i.e.,

that Mr. Harriman has a long standing political and personal

relationship with Senator Kennedy and his family.

The Harriman mailing is strikingly similar to

RUFFPAC Mailing #2. Unlike RUFFPAC, Democrats for the 80's

made contributions to candidate-author Kennedy, the other
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1/ Of course, if the FEC concludes that RUFFPAC made a
contribution to Senator Hatch, it should promptly start
an investigation of Democrats for the 80's under the
same theory.

-7-

mentioned Democratic Senators and to opponents of cer~a±z~

incumbent Republicans, including complainant Wilson Vho

opposed Senator Hatch.

The Harriman mailing and RUFFPAC Mailing $2, while

referring to candidates, each seeks to raise contributions

for its respective political committee. The reference to

candidates and the use of books about or by politicians is a

widely used fundraising technique which furthers the sole

purpose of such an appeal, i.e., raising PAC money. See

Blair Dep. 95 & 97; Blair Aff. 1 8. Presumably Mr. Harriman

is prepared to swear under oath that the purpose of his

letter and offer of a book premium was not for the purpose

of influencing Senator Kennedy's reelection, but rather to

raise money for Democrats for the 80's. This is what

Mr. Blair has done with respect to RUFFPAC's lack of intent

to further the Hatch campaign. Blair Dep. 95; Blair Aff.

8. Under these similar circumstances, both gentlemen

1/deserve to be believed by the Commission.-

The purpose of Mailing #2 was not to influence

Senator Hatch's election, and therefore did not constitute a

contribution to his campaign.
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B. Mailing #2 Was Not Coordinated
With Senator Hatch or An Agent or
Authorized Cozumittee of $enator Hatch

In addition to not being Bent for the purpose of

influencing the election of Senator Hatch, Mailing $2 "was

planned, produced and mailed without the cooperation, prior

consent of, consultation with, request or suggestion of

Senator Hatch or any agent or authorized committee of

Senator Hatch." Blair Aff. 10.

The General Counsel's Brief states that RUFFPAC,
a,

with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then offered the

Hatch biography as a premium to RUFFPAC contributors." G.C.

Brief 9. This statement is made without citation to any

evidence. It is utterly false. Mr. Blair has stated under

oath that he did not confer with the Hatch campaign on this
C

mailing. Blair Aff. 10. Blair never discussed any of the

mailings with Senator Hatch. Blair Dep. 16. He never
discussed mailings that RUFFPAC was planning with Stanley

a, Parrish of the Hatch Committee. Id. 50. All that Parrish

heard from Blair were "corney jokes." Id. 51-52. Parrish

has testified under oath that he never "talked to Neal Blair

or anybody associated with RUFFPAC about the production" of

Mailing $2 and did not know of its existence or the offer of

the Hatch biography as a premium until after the filing of

the complaint. Deposition of Stanley B. Parrish at 86

(July 27, 1984) [hereinafter "Parrish Dep."].
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Thus there is no evidenc, that Mailing #2 was

coordinated with the Hatch campaign.

III. Mailing #3 Is Not a Contribution

Mailing #3 is a mailing on behalf of RUFFPAC

signed by Senator Hatch. It was mailed in September 1981 to

RUFFPAC contributors, 2.5% (400) of whom were Utah

residents. Blair Aff. 1 5. The letter does not solicit any

contributions to Senator Hatch nor does it advocate his

election. It was mailed over a year prior to the 1982

general election. RUFFPAC received $20,628.34 in contribu-

tions from this mailing. RUFFPAC Responses of March 2,

1983, Response #lc. None of the proceeds were contributed

to Senator Hatch. Blair Aff. 9.
0

The FEC has permitted candidates to participate in

fundraising and other activity without incurring a contribu-

LI) tion from the sponsoring entity even though the "media or

other public appearances by candidates may benefit their

election campaigns", provided that there is no solicitation

on behalf of the candidate nor advocacy of the candidate's

election. AO 1982-56. Under these conditions the FEC has

allowed candidates to raise funds for charity, AO 1978-15,

and against ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty, AO

1977-54, during an election period and even though the

audience consisted entirely of the candidates' electorate.
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In this case, only a fraction of the addressees were tltxh

residents and therefore were even eligible to vote for

Senator Hatch.

The FEC has noted that a PAC may pay for a picture

advertisement of a candidate, in a state party convention

publication without such expense counting as a contribution

to the candidate. AO 1983-40. The FEC also has permitted a

political party to pay for ads advocating the election of a

candidate for convention delegate which ads featured a
C

person who was a candidate for Congress. AO 1980-28.

Finally, the FEC permitted a congressional candi-

date to appear in pre-election television ads advocating the

election of a candidate for local office. AO 1982-56.

These ads were broadcast in a geographical area which was
C

entirely within the endorsing candidate's congressional

district. Thus, every viewer was a potential voter for that
C

candidate.

In light of these numerous advisory opinions which

clearly establish that a candidate may participate in,

endorse and raise funds for a variety of causes so long as

his election is not advocated nor funds solicited for him,

it is patently inconsistent to hold that Senator Hatch, by

signing a fundraising letter on behalf of RUFFPAC, incurred

a contribution in-kind. All the opinions cited above,

particularly AO 1982-56, dictate that Senator Hatch could

sign a RUFFPAC letter such as Mailing #3 and RUFFPAC could
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send it ~ to Utah residents provided the letter did not

advocate Hatch's election or solicit contributions for him.

~he fact of the matter is that only 2.5% of RUFFPAC con'

tributors were Utah residents. Blair Aff. 1 5.

Accordingly, RUFFPAC did not make a contribution

to Senator Hatch by paying for Mailing #3.

IV. RUFFPAC Provided Adequate Notice Pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 441d and Requlations Thereunder

Section 441d of 2 U.S.C. requires in solicitations

a notice as to who paid for the solicitation and whether it

was authorized by a candidate. No specific language for the

notice is set out in the statute.
TV)

LI) In Mailing #3 on the bottom of the letterhead is

o printed the following:

Printed and mailed by Ruff-Pac, an
independent Political Action Committee.

C A copy of our report is on file with the
Federal Election Commission, Washington,
D.C.

This notice was on a letter sent to RUFFPAC

contributors. Blair Aff. 4. The letter solicited contri-

butions to RUFFPAC. These RUFFPAC contributors received a

letter requesting additional contributions to RUFFPAC, were

informed that the letter was printed by RUFFPAC, mailed by

PUFFPAC, and that RUFFPAC is "independent." Those who re-

sponded wrote out a check made payable to RUFFPAC and sent
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October 1, 1984

6JWB(D)9(3)

C

Li,

00

it to RUFFPAC (see Blair Dep. 95). Under these circum~-

stances there was sufficient notice that the letter was paid

for by RUFYPAC and not authorized by any candidate. The

General Counsel's recommendation to the contrary should be

rejected by the Commission.

CONCLUS ION

For the reasons set forth above, the FEC should

find no probable cause to believe that RUFFPAC violated

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) 441a (a) (2) (A) or 441d.

dan W. Baran
Baker & Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20006

Attorneys for Respondent
Ruff Political Action Committee



Kr 0 W. A~'ERLI.L HAJIRI?.* 1r

Dear Friend.

t~uclear Freeze

Those two simple words are capturing the hearts and minds of
our people.

For citizens frustrated and angry over their powerlessness tobring about nuclear weapons reduction, nuclear freeze has createda rallying point -- an understandable and sensible idea for them
to unite around.

But for right-wing Republican politicians eager to pursue anarms race and the myth of nuclear superiority in an age of 50.000nuclear weapons, the nuclear freeze has become a whipping boy.

And for those politicians who have missed the massive grass-roots movement of citizens working on nuclear weapons reductionfor the last 18 months, the nuclear freeze movement has olted
them with the power of citizen activism.

The nuclear freeze movement has jolted the country with thepower of citizen activism. it has shown politicians and policy-makers that there is massive grassroots concern about nuclearweapons, a popular revolt against building more and more missiles
and bombs while doing less and less to insure that those arms are
never used.

0
One thing is crystal clear: the American people, conserv-ative and liberal alike, are mobilizing to fight fear. Theyo have decided that the nightmare of nuclear war is something theycan and must wipe out of their lives and their children's.

I-fl
Insensitive political leaders and war-game strategists areprolonging the nuclear nightmare by their talk of "winning" anuclear war, of fighting a 'protracted" nuclear war, of firing'demonstration strikes,' of "horizontal escalation' and"hard-target kill capability." President Reagan's civil defenseplans -- based on the questionable idea that our society (or theplanet) can survive nuclear devastation -- have alarmed

Americans, not reassured them.

Recently, Democrats for the 80's took a stand on the nuclearweapons issue. We went on record as supporting the reasoned bi-partisan proposal put forth on March 10th by Senator EdwardKennedy, D-Massachusetts, and Senator Mark Hatfield, R-Oregon.

(over, please)

'.ilijiu 1/* p~ti j N a: I'~ -

p.
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* The IennedyHatfield Senate Reso3ution is supported by 21
Senate signers and 169 U.S. Representatives.

i am proud to be behind this important resolution. ~ have
been engaged in public affairs for more than 60 years. Most of
my efforts have been devoted to the search for peace..

As Ambassador to the Soviet Union and Great Britain. as advi-
*or to five American Presidents, and even as Governor of New
York. X participated in the major debates over the course of
American foreign policy.

I have devoted my life to the preservation of peace and
American national security. I had to deal with Stalin more times
than I care to remember and was one of the earliest to warn that
the Soviets would not remain allies once World War II was over.

Often I have disagreed with our Presidents, both Democratic
and Republican.

Yet never have I been more concerned about the direction of
American foreign policy than I am today -- especially our nuclear
arms policies.

A few years ago, I did not expect 1 would have to be involved
again in political fundraising.

But I cannot in conscience permit the advocates of reactionary
and simplistic solutions to be unopposed as they undermine peace
and America's position in the world. Bipartisanship in foreign

0 policy has been, and continues to be, important to our national
security.

To help make the voices of logic and reason heard on the
floor of the Senate and the House and inside their committees.

ff~ I am inviting you to join with me and other concerned citizens
in Democrats for the 80's.

ln December 1980, my wife Pamela and I organized Democrats
for the 80's, along with such outstanding public servants as
Senators Byrd, Cranston, and Inouye, and former Senators Muside
and Church.

Democrats for the 80's is a political group. It is our goal
to elect Democrats~ that they can shape domestic ?olicies which
do justice to our country's needs and foreign policies which pre-
serve both our strength and our commitment to peace.

Democrats for the 80's has also made it a priority to support
a sane and response nuclear weapons policy. We have added our
weight to that of the physicians, scientists, religious leaders,
and others who have endorsed the Nuclear Freeze resolution. We
have taken our stand because the issue is one of life or death.

(next page, please)
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What will become of the Kennedy-Hatfield Nuclear Arms ~e~e
Resolution? For one thing, it will be hotly debated. Als~ the
newspapers and magazines and talk shows will pick it up am~ av~a-
lyze it in great detail.

But mainly the Resolution stands as a symbolic remin~e* ~o
New Right Republicans that the people and moderate leaders of
both p~4~4cal parties want an end to the saber-rattling language
~ Reagan and his cabinet members.

More than any other branch of government, the U.S. Senate is
the one place where presidential decisions about nuclear weapons
can be effectively challenged. And it is the one place ~ahere an
arms limitation treaty can be ratified.

But currently our U.S. Senate is in the grip of New Right
Republican leaders like Jesse Helms. Strom Thurmond, and Orrin
Hatch. These men are all opposed to the SALT Treaty and exert
enormous influence over our nuclear policy.

If,
You and I must make sure that the five seats needed for a

Democratic majority in the U.S. Senate this year are won
Democrats who seek a reasoned and responsible position on nuclear
weapons reduction.

Men like Edward Kennedy. Don Riegle. Paul Sarbanes, and
Howard Metzenbaum. These incumbent Senators, targets of NCPAC

in and other right-wing groups, must not go down to defeat this
November. For if they do. any hopes and your hopes for a reversal

0 of the frightening nuclear weapons policies of our government
will be destroyed.

The stakes in the U.S. Senate election are as high as they
could possibly be -- the future of life on this planeti *0

(4~
Of course the complexities of the nuclear arms issue are

nearly overwhelming. But you and I must remember that the one
place we can get leverage on the redi2E~Ton is the U.S. Senate.

I urge you to help me restore the Senate to a Democratic
majority. I could name countless good reasons why Democrats need
to control the U.S. Senate. My reasons would run from economic
policy to protection of our elderly. But all these reasons pale
alongside this one -- a sane and reasoned military~5efense and
nuclear weapons policy can come about only through a Democratic
Party majority leading the U.S. Senate.

I urge you to help Democrats for the 80's do everything in
our power to restore the Senate to a Democratic majority. Please
understand that unless you and I act now, the threat of nuclear
catastrophe will grow. Democratic victory depends on your strong
financial commitment now.

(over, please)
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Therefore 2 ask you to join me in Democrats for ~j
today. And 2 l1 make sure that your gift is use~Taw
support of the U.S. Senate candidates who will represent. th* c~n~'
cerns and longings of our people for peace and negotiated r.du*-
tions of nuclear weapons.

You and I must decide with ou~ most personal convuitment :hbt
the escalation of nuclear arms w~l1 be halted -~ qui~1c1y.

In 1981. the Republican cozruidttees raised over $70 million.
Democrats raised less than $10 million. If we are to win back
the U.S. Senate. we need you to become a' Charter Member of
Democrats for the .80. today. As a member, you '11 receive our
informative quarterly nevsletter.

Please take a moment n~i to write your check and send it back
to me right away.

Sincerely./ ,!~4~1~e1 C CS'.~~U.

W. Averell Harriman
N

P.S. 1 ve enclosed for you a copy of a Washington Post
article I wrote several months ago on the nuclear arms
issue.

Ef) P.P.S. In addition. I have just completed the foreword for a new
book entitled Freeze: Haiti You Can Help Prevent Nuclear

0 War. I have asked our staff to send a complimentary
copy of the book to all contributors of $35 or more.
Please join with us in this crucial can~paignI
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We are in danger of ceding our
deqtpny to the whims of nuclear
weapons, trusting to good fortune to
see us through the nuclear arms lace
when we should be trusting to our-
selves -

The strategic iones of theUnited
States end the Soviet Union carry
explosive power more than 100,000
times greater than the Hiroshima

* bomb. Far from sa~ing "enough,"
both nations are increasing these
forces.

* We are moving to deploy thou.
ands of nuclear-armed cruise inn-
wigs,' by their nature difficult to
count because of their small wze.
'These aniuiles-unveriraable--will
.inake existing agreements to reduce
.the numbers of nuclear arms obsolete
and future agreements impossible.
We are allowing the seduction of a
momentary technological advantage

.to foreclose fature limits on Soviet
forces

Today there are live nations that
* have tested nuclear weapms in 10

years there could be 10 more; as well
es terrorists adding nuclw exple-
tives to their menace.. Vet our policy
to prevent the spread of these wasp.
ens now features pmmotiopd the
exports and technologies that 'could
be fashioned so destroy us.

*..Th5fsLTIltlsjd~uAa
cap on the strategic anns race and
jA~sce~I sipir.cant limits on Sovie~mnili.
sasy power, has been abandoned. 'In
place of the reaml arms control" we
were promised a year ago, we have

-. only the promise of endless talks on
.nuclear arms in Europe and no talks at
allonatrategiearmsuntilnextyear.

The re~mKs: a restive, divided
NATO alliAnce that questions OUT
competence to lead in a nuclear
world, a prugre'~sive weakening of the

negotiated restraints that can bounc'
- &wiet nuclear power and an empha-

ass on nuclear forces that areunusa-
ble in countering the Soviet challenge
around the globe. -.

As we become more remote Irons
the horrors of Hirosshima~ there ar~
doctrines of war fighting based on
the fantasy of swing nuclear destruc-
tion for some "rational" cmxl. Thee
doctrines blur the vital distinction
between nuclear and npn-haclenr-
.w~apons. And they encourage the
nuclear choke by telling .11 nations

* that nuclear weapons ar~ just an-
other instrument of military jiower.

The truth is that nuclear weapons
- exist for one purpose only-us deter

nuclear war. Ooce used, they will he
intrumenta of ma. - deatniction,
consuming the destroyer as well as

* thezlestroyed-
if all Americans should 1~con.

cerned about these developmentas, so
should we he angered by those who
weave a myth of America as a sec-
cod-rate nuclear power, inferior to
the Soviet Union. This myth de-

* moralizes eur friends, and it could
*~ tempt the Soviet Union to test our

power when testing thai power could
have catas4ophiccons.equencse.

The 'nuclear arms race has a sim-
pIe, pnchanging rule: without limits
without verifiable negotiated restric-
tions. the United States can add to
its nuclear forces, but so can the

* Soviet Uns4m. For this insofl the
MX missile and the 81 bomber are
inadequate measures for American
security. They merely attempt to
match the Soviet military threat;
they cannot reduce it. -And they do
nothing to reduce the'risk of nuclear
war.

Rather than seeking to close a

false 'window of vulnerability."
America must false advantage of the
window of opportamityit mow ha to
limit nuclear armu~Without derisive
leadership,, suspicion and the weap-
ens both nations are developing will
a. that this opportunity rewdes per.

* hapiforever beyond the leach div.
inanity. This means serious megotia.
tions with the Soviet Union and
mutual restraint while 'we negotiate.
The objective should 4ie major, 9pi.
able and verifiable ~eductions of mu-

*~lear arms coupled with limits on the
introduction of mew weapons q-
U -

I emphasize the ward "serious,"
for many in both mation~ will mel
proposals designed to be sejectad by
the other sidebutweful ~s an exams
tordoingno)hiug. *~-.-*..

Negot~itisha to limit uuclear
and reduce the risk of war are held-
headed aermses to improve our ma-
&mai security. They signal ma ap-
proval of oIlier Soviet actions, such
a Afghanistara-rio 1no!e than do
sal. of American gram to the Soviet
Union. They seek, despite the line-

- oncilable' ideolcies of our two ma-
tiouts, the wnmon goal that nuclear
weapons have made a nsossuity-ths
prevention of nuclear war.-

'iu.1pur abort time ~in Eazth, we
have a choice about the kind @1 world
we leave behind~ With nuclear weep-
ens in our custody, our generation
carries a heavy obhgation. There wili
be no historian to record one day
that we failed on our watch.
I

Gov. Harriman was formerly
ambo.~sador to Moscow and ins-

- deraecretarl, of state.

*, :~ .

The Window of Opportunity
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rhe United States Senate Is the only p lace ~ph~u~
'residential decisions about nuclear ~e
e effectively challenged.
I strongly endorse Democrats for the SO's support for the kennedy.Natfleld Nuclear

~rms Freeze Resolution. I want to make sure our U.S. Senate Is restored to Democratic
ontrol this November so that a sane and responsible arms control policy can be
stablished.
That's why I'm joining Democrats for lAo 808 and enclosIng my cotitributlon for:

J525 0S35 0550 0575 05100 QOtherS______

-Wa,

Tours

Gift

$35

Foreword by
W Averell
Harriman.!.II!P!.
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BEFORE TII~ FEDERAL ElECTION CO)~IX8$ZON
OF ThE U~IITED STATES OF AMERICA

In the Matter of )
!4UR 1484

Rut f Political Action Committee )

AFFIDAVIT OF NEAL B. BLAIR

Neal B. Blair for his affidavit deposes and Bays:

rv, 1. I have personal knowledge of the facts con-
1%

tamed herein and am competent to testify thereto.

2. I am a consultant to and President of Ruff

Political Action Committee ("RUFFPAC").

o ~. I have read the General Counsel's Brief in this

matter and am personally familiar with the RUFFPAC mailings
C attached thereto and designated Attachments A, B and C.

11)
4. All three mailings referred to in paragraph 3Co

above were mailed to persons who were RUFFPAC contributors

at that time.

5. In September 1981 RUFFPAC's list of contributors

contained approximately 15,750 names and addresses. Approxi-

mately 400 of those addresses or 2.5% were in the state of

Utah.

6. In the Spring of 1982 RUFFPAC started a review

of its contributor list in order to delete duplicate names.



w w

2.

~* List contained duplicate addresses in all states

inolia4ing Utah.

My commission expires /41

<(V

(%J

N

p.,

Efl

0

V

C

7. The letter referred to in the General Coi~nsel's

Brief as Attachment B (offering a biography of Senator Hatch

as a premium) was mailed in 1982 to an estimated 13,100

names and addresses. Because of the deletion process referred

to in the preceding paragraph the estimated percentage of

addressees within the state of Utah could not have been any

more than 2.5%, or 327 addressees.

8. The sole purpose of all three mailings referred

to as Attachments A, B and C in the General Counsel's Brief

was to raise funds for RUFFPAC.

9. RUFFPAC did not make a contribution on behalf

of Senator Hatch's 1982 reelection campaign.

10. The mailing referred to as Attachment C (offer-

ing a biography of Senator Hatch as a premium) was planned,

produced and mailed without the cooperation, prior consent

of, consultation with, request or suggestion of Senator Hatch

or any agent or authorized committee of Senator Hatch.

Neal B. Blair

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of
October, 1984

Notary blic
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BAKER & KO8TKTLW~R
818 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 50008

N

Gary L. Johansen, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

(7th Floor)



* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASNINCTON. D.C 20463

September 19, 1984

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker & Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

This is in reference to your letter dated September 7, 1984,
requesting an extension of 20 days until October 1, 1984, to
respond to the General Counsel's Brief. After considering the
circumstances presented in your letter, the Commission has
determined to grant you your requested extension. Accordingly,
your response will be due on October 1, 1984.

If you have any questions, please contact Gary L. Johansen,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4143.

Lfl
Sincerely,

0
Charke& N. Steele
Gen~i~>Coiansel 7 /

By :
Associate
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September 7, 1984

- CS .4.1

* .'

Charles N. Steele, Esq. ~ ~

*1.
General Counsel .0
Federal election Commission *~

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

(D
Attention: Gary Johansen, Esq.

Re: MUR 1484 (Ruff Political

Action Committee)

Dear Mr. Steele:

This office represents the Ruff Political Action Com-
mittee ("RuffPAC") in the above-referenced matter. On
August 27, 1984 my office received your letter of August 20,
1984 and an enclosed General Counsel's Brief. Pursuant to
11 C.F.R. § 111.16(c) RuffPAC is permitted to file a re-
sponsive brief within 15 days of receipt, or September 11,
1984. RuffPAC wishes to file such a brief. However, the
15-day deadline cannot be met because an illness in my
immediate family has kept me from my office during most
of the time since your brief was received.

Accordingly, I respectfully request an extension of
20 days, up to and including October 1, 1984 within which
to file respondent's brief in this matter. Your favorable
consideration of this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

>~/Jan W. Baran

3WB: ca
cc: Neal B. Blair

I,
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S~A~i & I~ERGE
A PROPESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNtYS AT LAW

SUITE IIOQ

6300 GREENSBORO ORIVE

MCLEAN, VIRGINIA miog

(703) 821.1000

September 7, 1984
07 COUNSEL

THOMAS ..I. rADOUL. JR.

Ms. Marjorie Emmons
Commission Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: MUR 1484

Dear Ms. Emmons:

TELEX: 710-631-06.6

CABLE: SEDAMNERO

SEDAM. MERGE S REED
SUITE 1000

6350 EYE STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005

(aoa) 606-0200

CHARLES 0. REED. RESIDENT PARTNER

.JOHN 0. HE7UNER

cv) ~
gqj ~

~

~ ~)
~
t -In

Pursuant to 11 CFR 111.16(c), we are filing with you
the brief of the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin
Hatch in connection with the above-captioned matter. Ten (10)
copies of the brief, including the signed original, are enclosed.

By copy of this letter, I am filing three (3) copies
of the brief under separate cover with the General Counsel.

Sincerely yours,

(Ud) 3. Cw'tlu ~~g*

J. Curtis Herge
Counsel to Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch

cc: V~enerai Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
Attention: Gary Johansen
(with enclosures)

GLENNJ BEDAM.JR.

..i. CURTIB MERGE
ROBERT R. SPARKS. .JR.

A. MARK CHRISTOPHER

CHRISTOPHER S. M0~FITT

PHILIP H. BANE

GONNA LYNN MILLER
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COI~3IISS ION

)
In the Matter of ))

HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE )
FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH ))

MUR 1484

BRIEF FOR RESPONDENTS HATCH ELECTION CWSIITTEE
AND FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

N A. The Complaint

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee

N submitted a complaint to the Federal Election Commission which

alleged that certain expenditures made by the Ruff Political

Action Committee (wRuff PAC") were coordinated expenditures made
rn

on behalf of respondentS, Hatch Election Committee and Friends of
0

Orrin Hatch, the authorized campaign committees of Senator Orrin

0 G. Hatch. Attached to that complaint were copies of two letters

Lfl produced and mailed by Ruff PAC. Copies of those two letters are

attached to the General Counsel's Brief in this matter as

Attachment A and Attachment B, and are referred to in the General

Counsel's Brief as Mailing *V and wailing *2, respectively.

(The letter attached to the General Counsel's Brief as Attachment

C and which is referred to in the General Counsel's Brief as

l4ailing *3 was not part of the original complaint. This is the

-1-
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first opportunity respondents have had to address the issues

raised by the Office of General Counsel as to the so-called

Mailing *3.)

B. Proceedings to Date

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to

believe that respondents violated 2 u.S.c. SS434(b) (2) (D) and

(3)(A) and 441aCf). Specifically, it was reported to respondents

that it appears that respondents may have accepted contributions

in-kind from Ruff PAC that exceeded $5,000, in the form of
0,

coordinated expenditures, and failed to report the receipt of

such contributions to the Commission. As a consequence, counsel

to respondents requested by letter dated January 11, 1983 to know

* ...specifically of the actions or expenditures by Ruff Political

Action Committee which gave rise to the Commission's findings."
0

By letter dated January 26, 1983, the General Counsel replied

(t)he evidence relied upon is set forth in the complaint which

you have been given." Notwithstanding this lack of clarity or

direction, it will also be noted that Mailing *3 was not ref er-

enced in the complaint.

Subsequent to the preliminary finding by the

Commission, Ruff PAC and respondents submitted written answers to

interrogatories. In addition, depositions were taken of Mr.

-2-
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Stanley B. Parrish,* Finance Chairman of the Hatch committees,

and of Mr. Neal B. Blair, President of Ruff PAC. That consti-

tutes the entire evidentiary record before the Commission.

C. Recommendations of the Office of General Counsel

In its brief the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission take no further action with respect to

Mailing $1. On the other hand, the Office of General Counsel

does recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that respondents violated 2 U.S.C. SS434Cb) (2) CD) and (3) (A) and

441a(f) by reason of the expenditures made by Ruff PAC in

producing and mailing Mailing 12 and Mailing 13.

With respect to Mailing 12, a Ruff PAC fund-raising

letter which offered an unauthorized biography of Senator Hatch

as a premium to contributors, the probable cause recommendation

is predicated upon the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S44la(a)(7) (B) Ci),

to wit: "expenditures made by any person in cooperation, consul-
C

it, tation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a

a, candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents,

shall be considered to be a contribution made to such candi-

date." In support thereof, the General Counsel's Brief asserts

to the Commission that 'Hatch campaign personnel knew the

*Mr. Parrish's deposition is reported in the deposition itself as
having been taken on July 28, 1983. In fact, it was taken on
July 27, 1983.

-3-
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biography was to be offered as a premium for contributions

received by Ruff PAC" (General Counsel's Brief at 5)i and, tbet

"Rut f PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then of fered

the Hatch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC contributors'

(General Counsel's Brief at 9).

With respect to Mailing *3, a Ruff PAC fund-raising

letter signed by Senator Hatch, the probable cause recommendation

is predicated upon a suggestion by the Office of General Counsel

that the letter contained buzz-words and innuendos that would

lead any average citizen to conclude that the letter was not a

0
request for contributions to Ruff PAC, but really a direct appeal

to voters to elect Senator Hatch. Such a suggestion is

ludicrous.

It shall be demonstrated that both recommendations are

based upon inaccurate analyses of the evidence and the law and

o that they should be rejected forthwith.

C,
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

if,
There is nothing in the evidentiary record before the

cc
Commission which suggests that the expenditures made by Ruff PAC

in producing and mailing Mailing *2 were made in cooperation,

consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion

of, Senator Hatch, his authorized political committees, or their

agents. In fact, the evidence is clear, unambiguous and uncon-

tradicted that Senator Hatch, his authorized political committees

-4-
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and their agents, had no advance knowledge whatsoever about t~

plans of Ruff PAC to produce Nailing *2. A reading of the

record, particularly of the depositions taken in this case,

confirms that conclusion beyond any reasonable doubt. Further-

more, with respect to Mailing *3, a typical run-of-the-mill fund'-

raising letter signed by an individual of note, it will be

observed Cl) that Senator Hatch was not identified as a candi-

date; (2) that no solicitation was made for contributions to the

Senator's authorized committees; and, (3) that the letter did not

advocate the election or defeat of any clearly identified

candidate. The Commission long ago established the principle

that, in the absence of the foregoing characteristics, no

contribution results in cases such as this.

MAILING *2

The Office of General Counsel describes Nailing *2 as

consisting of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. The book

in question, which was offered as a premium to persons vho

contributed a minimum amount, was a biography of Senator Hatch

written by Dr. Richard Vetterli - an independent work not

authorized by Senator Hatch. The Office of General Counsel

asserts, without supporting citation or authority, that the

"Batch campaign personnel knew that the biography was to be

off ered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC and

-5-



t)~at 'Rut f PlC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then

offered the Hatch biography as a premiwu to Rut f PlC contrib~

tars.' General Counsel's Brief at 5 and 9. These statements are

made in an effort to induce the Commission to conclude that ~Ufg

PlC and respondents coordinated their respective activities, thus

triggering the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5441aCa)C7)CB)(i). Let us

examine the record.

At page 74 of Mr. Parrish's deposition, Mr. Parrish

testified that Mr. Blair approached him and asked if he (Mr.

Parrish) would be interested in using the biography as part of a

direct-mail solicitation for the Hatch campaign.* Mr. Parrish

responded to Mr. Blair with a definitive 'no,' saying it was not

a cost-effective technique. Mr. Parrish testified further that

Mr. Blair made no mention or suggestion of the fact that Rut f PlC

LI) was then going to offer the book as a premium in connection with

o its own fund-raising program. Id. In fact, Mr. Parrish

testified that, not only did he have no knowledge that Ruff PlC
C,

planned to use the book as a premium, the first time he ever
Lfl

heard of Mailing 12 was after it had been mailed. See pages 76

and 86 of Mr. Parrish's deposition.

In his deposition, Mr. Blair testified that he offered

Mr. Parrish the suggestion of using the Vetterli book as a

*Mr. Parrish testified that, as Finance Chairman, he was

responsible for all the direct mail of the Hatch campaign. See
pages 37 and 61 of Mr. Parrish's deposition.

-6-



premium and that Mr. Parrish rejected the idea. See page 26 of

4r. Blair's deposition. He also testified, at pages 16, 40, 41

and 50 of his deposition, that he did not discuss proposed Ruff

PAC mailings, specifically Mailing *2, with Senator Hatch, Mt.

Parrish or with any other individual associated with the Hatch

campaign. Furthermore, Mr. Blair stated, at page 29 of his

deposition, that he did not discuss the results of Mailing *2

with Senator Hatch or Mr. Parrish. Mr. Blair testified, at pages

93-96 of his deposition, that the purpose of Mailing *2 was

solely to generate funds for Ruff PAC; that Ruff PAC did not

intend to make a contribution to, or independent expenditures in
"rn

support of, Senator Hatch; and, that the book was offered solely

to increase the results of the mailing.

While there is no contradiction or doubt in the record,

Lfl there is attached to this brief an affidavit* of Mr. Parrish in

which he states that Cl) neither he nor, to the best of his

knowledge, anyone associated with Senator Hatch's campaign,
0

including Senator Hatch, had any knowledge that Ruff PAC planned
In

to offer the book as a premium, or that Ruff PAC planned to

produce Mailing *2; and, (2) Mailing 12 was tiOT produced by Ruff

PAC in cooperation with, in concert with, or at the request or

*The attached affidavit was prepared for submission in response

to the allegations concerning Mailing *3. However, paragraph 5
of that affidavit relates to Mailing 12.

-7-
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suggestion of Mr. Parrish, Senator Hatch or anyone associ4ted

with the Senator's campaign.

How do these sworn statements1 the depositions and the

affidavit, as augmented by the answers to the interrogatories,

translate into the 'Hatch campaign personnel knew' the biography

was to be offered as a premium, or that Ruff PAC acted 'with the

knowledge of the Hatch campaign in producing Mailing *2'? How

can respondents be found in violation of 2 U.S.C. S44la(f), which

requires a 'knowing' acceptance of an excessive contribution,

when respondents had no knowledge, no idea, no suggestion, no

inkling of the fact that Ruff PAC was to produce Mailing *2

and/or offer the book as a premium? Is it because Hatch campaign

and Ruff PAC personnel shared an office, or had conversations

with each other, or exchanged mailing lists? The record does

reveal that they shared an office, that they talked to each other

0
and that they exchanged mailing lists, but it categorically

belies any suggestion that their respective activities were

coordinated.

The depositions of Messrs. Parrish and Blair are

replete with statements that each minded his own and his

principal's business and neither concerned himself with the

other's activities. with reference to Mr. Parrish's deposition,

Mr. Parrish had no idea of Mr. Blair's comings and goings, p.22;

Mr. Parrish paid no attention to Mr. Blair's business, p.24; Mr.

Parrish had no recollection of seeing any Ruff PAC mail, p.27, or

-8-



~, a~scussing Ruft PAC activities with Mr. Blair, pp.28-291 M*.

V.~ui0h did not discuss Hatch campaign activities with Mr. RI.ir,'

p.32, and p.66, or with any other person associated with Rut f PA4~,

p.72. Mr. Parrish stated that the sole reason for the oi~f ice

sharing arrangement was to help defray expenses and that he

didn't care about [Mr. Blair'sJ business." Parrish deposition

at page 30.

Mr. Blair, who represented numerous clients in addition

to Rut f PAC,* testified that he never discussed Ruff PAC mailings

with Senator Hatch, p.16; that he never discussed the Hatch

campaign with Mr. Parrish, p.73; that he never discussed Hatch

campaign mailings with agents of the Hatch campaign, p.59; and,

that the only conversations he had with Senator Hatch and/or Mr.

Parrish about Ruff PAC related to inquiries by Messrs. Hatch and

Parrish about the possiblity of fluff PAC making a direct contri-

0

bution to the Hatch campaign, pp.85 and 93. As Mr. Blair

C testified, Ruff PAC had no intention of contributing 
to Senator

Batch, a candidate who, they believed, did not need their

support. See, for example, pages 93-95 of the Blair deposi-

tion. In fact, Ruff PAC made no contribution to the Hatch

campaign.

*[t will be noted, with reference to Mr. Blair's deposition, that

Mr. Blair served as a consultant to numerous clients. The reason
he personally entered into the office sharing arrangement, as

Neal Blair Consultants, was to be near the Capitol, where he
undertook lobbying activities on behalf of his clients.

-9-
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it is evident that the record is clear: respon~n~.

*id not even discuss Mailing $2, much less coordinate vi~b flt~ff

PIC in th production of that mailing. For those reasons, tbe

~.~caimendation of the General Counsel that probable cause be

found that respondents violated the Act with respect to Mailing

*1 must be rejected.

MAILING $3

While respondents have had no previous opportunity to

address the allegations concerning Mailing $3, they are confident
~0

that the Commission will find it constitutes no violation of the
'~Im

Act. AS noted, Mailing $3 is a run-of-the-mill fund-raising

letter, the type found used by virtually every candidate and

political committee on a daily basis.* The purpose of the letter

was to raise funds for the general purposes of Ruff PAC by

utilizing the endorsement of Senator Hatch. The Senator was not

identified as a candidate; there was no solicitation of funds to
C

his campaign; and, it did not advocate that Senator Hatch be

elected or that his opponent be defeated.

It is established that an appearance by one candidate

in a second candidate's commercial does not result in the second

*It will be observed that, like Mailing $2, Mailing $3 also

offered a premium to contributors. As Mr. Blair testified in his
deposition, the use of premiums by Ruff PAC was a common
technique.



candidate making a contribution to the first candidate if the

commercial: (1) contains no mention of the first candidate's

candidacy, (2) does not advocate the election of the first

candidate or the defeat of his opponent and (3) contains no

solicitation of funds to the first candidate's campaign. For

example, in Advisory Opinion 1982-56, the Commission reviewed a

television commercial produced by the Ann Delaney for Prosecutor

Committee, which featured an endorsement of Ann Delaney by then-

candidate Congressman Andy Jacobs. The advertisement included a

visual depiction of Congressman Jacobs and his verbal endorsement
N

of Ann Delaney. It also identified the Congressman as

'Congressman Andy Jacobs.' The Commission concluded - notwith-

standing the fact that the advertisement was to be broadcast

exclusively within candidate Jacobs' congressional district -

10 that the costs of the advertisement would not constitute an in-

0 kind contribution to the Congressman and would not be reportable

by his campaign committee. The Commission made that determina-
C

tion upon finding that the advertisement 'contains no mention of
IA

[Congressman Jacobs'1 own candidacy, does not advocate his

election or the defeat of his opponent, and contains no solicita-

tion of funds to his campaign.'

In Advisory Opinion 1983-40, the Commission reviewed an

advertisement in a directory to be published by the Kansas

Republican Party, depicting then-candidate Senator Dole. In view

of the fact that the advertisement identified Senator Dole as an

-11-
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incumbent United States Senator and not as a candi4at@, the

Cogmission concluded that the cost of the advertisement, paid 
£o~

by a multicandidate political committee, did not constitute a

contribution to Senator Dole's campaign.

Both hO 1982-56 and hO 1983-40 dealt vith communica-

tions which depicted a candidate before his own voting constit-

uency, e.g., Rep. Jacobs in commercials broadcast in his

congressional district and Sen. Dole in his State's party

journal. Hailing *3 should not have even gone that far. In the

attached affidaVit, Hr. Parrish states that it was the estab-

lished policy of Senator Hatch and of his campaign that letters,

such as Hailing *3, not be mailed into the State of Utah~ and,

that when authority was given to have Hailing *3 bear Senat~or

Hatch's signature, it was done so on the express understanding

tfl that those letters NOT be mailed into Utah. That policy was

C adopted and followed -, not because Federal Election Commission

regulations and advisory opinions suggest it - but to avoid even
C

the allegation of impropriety made here by the Office of General
in

Counsel.*

*The Office of General Counsel also makes much of what is no 
more

than a casual remark in Hailing *3, to wit: "...let me tell you
a little bit about our needs for the 1982

(Emphasis added.) The Office of General Counsel seems to suggest

that the word, our, is a code for: "I am a candidate, vote for

me, send me your contributions." In fact, the word, our,

simply referred tO the generic population which shared common
beliefs.

-12-
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cOkcLUS [ON

The recommendations by the Office of General Counsel,

that probable cause be found that the Hatch Election Committee

and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. 55434(b) (2) (D)

and (3)(A) and 441a(f), must be rejected. There is no support ~n

the record whatsoever that Ruff ~&c produced Mailing $2 in

coordination with respondents. Indeed, respondents knew nothing

about Mailing $2 until after it was mailed. A finding to the

contrary would simply not be sustainable. Furthermore, with

respect to Mailing $3, Commission precedent is clear that expen-

ditures for such communications do not constitute contributions

in-kind to someone who endorses another. The added factor in
1%

this case is that Ruff PAC was told not to mail Mailing $3 into

Senator Hatch's State. The Commission should reject the recoin-

inendations on the grounds that they are not supportable in fact

0
or in law.

September 7, 1984 Respectf lly submi ted,

3. CU TIS HERGE
Sedam & Herge, P.C.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Counsel for Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

)
In the Matter of )

)
HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE )
FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH )

)

MtJR 1484

AFFIDAVIT OF STANLEY B. PARRISH

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: ss:

STANLEY B. PARRISH, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. That he served as the Finance Chairman of the
C,

Hatch Election Committee, the duly authorized principal campaign

committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, who was a candidate for

election in 1982 to the United States Senate from the State of

Utah; and, that he has personal knowledge of the facts relevant

If)
to the matter pending before the Federal Election Commission

C)
known as MUR 1484.

2. That, with respect to fund-raising solicitation

m letters signed by Senator Orrin G. Hatch on behalf of other

0) candidates and political committees other than his own authorized

committees during the 1981-1982 election cycle, it was the policy

of Senator Orrin G. Hatch and of the Hatch Election Committee

that the authority to use the Senator's signature was subject to

the proscription that such solicitation letters NOT be mailed

into the State of Utah. That policy was adopted to avoid any

suggestion, such as that proffered by the Office of General

-1-
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If)

N

L')

C

C

q '. ~ ;

Counsel in this matter, that the letters were intended to

influence the voters of the State of Utah.

3. That, with reference to the letter signed b?

Senator Hatch on behalf of Ruff PAC, a copy of which is attached

to the General Counsel' s Brief as Attachment C arid which is

ref erred to in the General Counsel's Brief as l4ailing *3," your

deponent instructed representatives of Ruff PAC at the time the

letter was approved by Senator Hatch that copies of those letters

were NOT to be mailed into the State of Utah.

4. That the sole reason approval was given to fluff

PAC to produce the so-called Hailing *3 over the signature of

Senator Hatch was to assist fluff PAC in raising funds for its

general purposes. It was not intended that that letter serve to

advance the Senator's election; no promise or suggestion was

requested or made that Ruff PAC would make a contribution to the

Senator's authorized campaign committees in consideration of his

signing that letter; and, fluff PAC in fact made no contribution

to the Senator's authorized campaign committees during the 1981-

1982 election cycle.

5. That, with reference to the letter attached to the

General Counsel's Brief as Attachment B and which is referred to

in the General Counsel's Brief as "Hailing *2," neither your

deponent nor, to the best of his knowledge, anyone associated

with Senator Hatch's campaign, including Senator Hatch, had any

knowledge that Ruff PAC planned to produce and distribute Hailing
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*2 or that Rut f PlC planned to offer copies of the biography of

Senator Hatch as premiums for contributions received by R~aff

PlC. Mailing *2 was not produced b~ Rut t PlC in cooperation

with, in concert with, or at the request or suggestioft of your

deponent, Senator Hatch or anyone associated with the Senator's

authorized campaign committees.

IN WITNESS ~EEREOP, your deponent has executed this

affidavit this day of September, 1984.

ey

LA') /
Sworn to before me this ..4 ........... day of September, 1984.

nv)

Notary Public

o My couuuis~ign ~ es:

C

In
Co
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DIRECT DIAL NO.:
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Se~eftmbet ?~

Charles N. Steele, Esq.
General C9un5el
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Gary Johansen, Esq.

Re: MUR 1484 (Rf~~litica1
Action Committ~e~

Dear Mr. Steele:

This office represents ~he Ruff Political Action Com-
mittee ("RuffPAC") in the above-referenced 'aatte~. On
August 27, 1984 my office received your letter of August 20,
1984 and an enclosed General Coim~els Brief. Pursuant to
11 C.F.R. S 111.16(c) RuffPAC is permitted to file a re-
sponsive brief within 15 days of receipt, or September 11,
1984. RuffPAC wishes to file such a brief. However, the
15-day deadline cannot be met because an illz~ess in my
immediate family has kept me from my off ice during most
of the time since your brief was received.

Accordingly, I respectfully request an extension of
20 days, up to and including October 1, 1984 within which
to file respondent's brief in this matter. Your favorable
consideralion of this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Jan W. Baran

JWB ca
cc: Neal B. Blair

N



W. Baran, Esq.
~ER & HOSTETLER
DN1 1 ~ CTICUT AVE.,?. W.

SHDIcIToN, D. C. 90006

84SEP19 AS: jt

Charles N. Steele, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Gary Johansen, Esq.
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ROREUT 3. PARKU JR.
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PEU~IP H. DANE
DONNA Ii MULES

Op COIMSEL
THOMAS I. PADOUI 4 JR.

SEDAM & RERGE
A PROVSIONAL OO3PORATIot4

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 1100

3300 ORRENSEORO DRIVE

McLEAN, VIRGINIA 33103

(7031 631.1000

August 28, 1984
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mu 64360

RSPIT PARThS O4ARLE3 D. NEKO

Charles N. Steele, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Attention: Gary Johansen
Office of General Counsel

RE: MUR 1484

I

~
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Dear Mr. Steele:

As counsel to the Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch, we are writing to acknowledge the re-
ceipt of your letter of August 20, 1984, with which vas~n-
closed a copy of the General Counsel's Brief in connection
with MUR 1484.

By reason of pre-existing commitments in my schedule,
I request an extension until September 10, 1984 for the sub-
mission of a reply on behalf of our cl5~ents.

Sincere ~ yours, /



SEDAM & HERGE

OPESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITS 1100

~00 OLil.kNSBORO DRIVE

IcLE4~L, VIRGINIA SIlOS

/4-'

Charles N. Steele, Esa.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Attention: Gary Johansen
Office of General Counsel

~4k1 41'~ FEeL:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

S4AUt~2O AIO:48

August 20, 1984

~EinIEflfl3h1TSTIM 'PA * IPh~ E",~m 4 a - 4 ~na aa~ ~ & -- a ~aa

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Charles N. Stee
General Counsel

I4UR 1484

Attached for the Commission's review are briefs statitzg the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter. A copy of the briefs and a letter

tt) notifying each respondent of the General Counsel's intent to
recommend to the Commission a finding of probable cause to
believe was mailed August 20, 1984. Following receipt of the
each respondent's reply to this notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

If,

Attachments
1. Briefs
2. Letters to Respondents
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BEFORE TUE FEDERAL ELECTION COhlUSSIOE

In the Matter of )
) Urns

Rut f Political Action Committee ) MUR 1484

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee submitted

a complaint to the Commission which alleged that certain

expenditures made by the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff

PAC') on behalf of the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee, were coordinated expenditures. As

such, the complainant asserted they exceeded the limitations of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complainant further alleged that the

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report

the expenditures as contributions on behalf of the Hatch
campaign.

0

The Commission, on January 5, 1983, found there was reason

to believe that: (1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A)

by making in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election

00 to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and, (2)

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) by failing to report

the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982 campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch.

During the course of the Commission's investigation, Ruff

PAC submitted to the Commission a copy of an additional

solicitation not previously available to the Commission. Because

the solicitation failed to provide the proper disclaimer, the
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Commission, on February 14, 1984, found reason to believe Ruff

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

Ruff PAC, the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

Hatch have submitted written responses to the complaint and have

submitted written answers to interrogatories. In addition,

depositions were taken of Mr. Neal Blair, consultant to Ruff PAC

and Mr. Stanley Parrish, finance chairman of Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign. After a review of the evidence the Office

of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that: (1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making in-kind contributions that exceeded

$5,000 per election to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator

Orrin Hatch; (2) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by

failing to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and, (3) Ruff PAC
a

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a proper disclaimer

c on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

LI) II. Factual and Legal Analysis

There are two issues in this case. The first concerns

whether Ruff PAC made in-kind contributions to the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch. The second concerns

whether Ruff PAC affixed a proper 2 U.S.C. S 441d notice to one

of its mailings.

A. In-Kind Contributions

This issue centers around three mailings made by Ruff PAC

during the 1982 campaign. All three mailings solicit funds to
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Ruff PLC. In addition, the language of the mailings raise the

question as to whether the mailings are expenditures by Rut f PLC

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign. 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(A). If the mailings are

expenditures, then the second question raised is whether the

relationship between Ruff PLC and the Hatch campaign is

sufficient to meet the tests of coordination under 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (7) (B) (i) and 11 C.F.R. S 109.1. If coordinated, then

the mailings are in-kind contributions to the Hatch

Campaign. 1/

1. Review of Mailings

In its investigation the Office of General Counsel has

reviewed three mailings made by Ruff PLC. All three of the

mailings were made during the 1981-82 election campaign cycle.

The Office of General recommends to the Commission that pursuant
C

to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) two of the three mailings are

expenditures made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's

IA) reelection campaign. An analysis of each of the mailings

follows.

1/ In one of the Ruff PLC mailings, referred to as mailing #2
infra, Ruff PAC indicated that it was going to make independent
expenditures" on behalf of Senator Orrin Hatch. Complainant
alleges that because of the closeness of the relationship between
Ruff PLC and the 1982 Hatch reelection efforts, such expenditures
could not be "independent", but would be in-kind contributions."
In fact, Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified that such
independent expenditures" referred to in mailing #2 were never

made by Ruff PAC.
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a. Mailing 11: "With A View Towards 1982"

Mailing #1 (Attachment A) consists of two pages. It appears

to be intended solely to solicit contributions to Rut £ PAC. Rut f

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $10,138.74. The total

amount received by Rut f PAC in response to the mailing was

$15,881. The mailing provides a statistical summary of Rut f

PAC's success rate for the 1980 election. The mailing also notes

those states that will be "targeted" by Rut f PAC in 1982.

Senator Hatch's state, Utah, is mentioned only in the context of

~.ff-PAC's general interest in Congressional activities in that

State. The mailing does not contain the name of Senator Hatch.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel does not believe that

this mailing should be viewed as an expenditure made by Rut f PAC

to influence Senator Hatch's reelection campaign.

b. Mailing #2: Letter Offering Biography as a Premium
0

Mailing #2 (Attachment B) consists of four pages. It

c consists of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. Rut f PAC

estimates the cost of the mailing was $34,777.62. The total

amount received by Rut f PAC in response to the mailing was

$43,119.60. The mailing requests its readers to contribute funds

to Rut f PAC in order that contributions may be made to the Hatch

campaign. The letter states: "With the money we raise, we will

purchase radio and ~ time and newspaper space, and detail the

Senator's [Hatchi record. We will write press releases, make
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phone calls, and stump the streets to let voters know the facts.'

The mailing has as its focal point Utah voters: 'We want to let

at least one million voters in Utah know the factu about Senator

Orrin Hatch.' The letter finally advises the reader that luff

PAC will be able to 'donate $10,000 directly to the Hatch

campaign, and spend whatever we deem necessary in an independent

endeavor to elaborate the truth.

In order to induce contributors to support Ruff PAC's

efforts to support Senator Hatch, a premium is offered to the

contributors. Persons who contributed more than $25 were to

receive a free copy of a biography of Senator Hatch entitled

Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. The book

is described as relating 'the highlights of Senator Hatch's

outstanding rise to national leadership and service to Utah.'

The letter also advises the reader to [g]ive copies [of the
0

book] to your friends -- it could make the difference in this

election.'

Finally, the return coupon portion of the letter states: .1

believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in the

Orrin Hatch Campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates

who will represent our views. Please accept my donation in the

amount I've listed below.'

Hatch campaign personnel knew that the biography was to be

offered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC.

Further, the mailing and book offer occurred during Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts.
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There is no question that mailing #2 had as it purpose to

influence the election of Senator Hatch.a/ It talks of tbe need

to make a significant difference in the Hatch campaign for

election in 1982. In Advisory Opinion 1980-106 the Commission

pointed out that the test of whether a mailing is an expenditure

includes an examination of the mailing to determine whether the

information actually presented and the manner in which it is

presented are designed to influence the reader's choice in the

election, rather than simply to promote a discussion of the

issues. The Advisory Opinion notes a distinction between a

committee publishing a summary of a candidate's voting record and

1% making its own assessment of the candidate's position on the'

issues considered important by the organization.

Unlike the first mailing, this effort was by its own woras
if)

directed to the voters in Utah, espoused the virtues of Senator
0

Hatch, spoke of the need to make a difference in the 1982 Hatch

o election, and promised that the funds raised would go towards

If) affecting the outcome of Senator Hatch's reelection efforts. The

mailing was subjective and applied its own assessment of Senator

Hatch's record in endorsing his efforts. Thus, it is the Office

of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an expenditure

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign.

2/ The Office of the General Counsel notes that it is possible
that an expenditure may have more than one purpose. Whether the
particular expenditure had a dual purpose depends upon the facts.
The fact that a committee may legitimately claim that the purpose
of a particular expenditure was to raise money for that committee
does not preclude a finding that the same expenditure was also

made to influence a particular candidate's election.
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c. Mailing * 3: A letter from Senator Hatch

Mailing @3 (Attachment C) is a two page letter signed by

Senator Hatch. The mailing is on letterhead similar to the

official United States stationery used by Senator Hatch. Ruff

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $6,222.21. It is

estimated that the mailing was sent to roughly 15,750 persons.

The total amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing

was $20,628.34. The mailing informs the reader of Ruff PAC's

goals for the 1982 elections and clearly implies that these goals

are shared by Senator Hatch. The mailing states [njow, let me
Li,

tell you a little bit about our need for the 1982 election in

N order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the

tax cut possible. [emphasis addedJ The letter continues, urging

the reader to contribute to Ruff PAC in order to assist it in
U,

directly affecting the election efforts of federal candidates.
C

"Massive, yes massive funds are needed to elect free enterprise

candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in

1982. Ruff PAC needs you now to fund these efforts."

Senator Hatch's references to Howard Ruff, Ruff PAC's

Chairman as a friend and a "public-spirited American" lead the

reader to the conclusion that Senator Hatch endorses the views of

Howard Ruff and, as a candidate for reelection in 1982, Senator

Hatch would benefit by Ruff PAC's efforts in affecting the

outcome of the 1982 elections. Certainly a significant factor in

Ruff PAC's choice of Senator Hatch as a spokesman for Howard Ruff

must have been the fact that because Howard Ruff and Senator
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Hatch share similar views it would follow that those who would

support Howard Ruff and Ruff PAC would also support Senator

Hatch's campaign. This notion is illustrated by the fact that

the mailing was made to subscribers of Howard Ruff's financial

newsletter the Ruff Times.

Here again, the information presented in the mailing and the

manner in which it is presented influences the reader's choice to

support Senator Hatch in the upcoming election. Therefore, it is

the Office of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an

expenditure made for the purpose of infuencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign.

2. The Relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign
T~* ~

An examination of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the
In

Hatch reelection campaign reveals that the two organizations wereC

closely related. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

concludes that mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted coordinated

expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) Ci) and 11

C.F.R. S 109.1 by Ruff PAC on behalf of the Hatch campaign. An

analysis of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign follows.

a. Shared office

From November 1981 through June 1982, Ruff PAC rented office

space from the Hatch Election Committee. During this time, both

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee occupied the office.

The office was located in Washington, D.C. By the rental
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agreement, Ruff PAC paid the Hatch Election Committee $150 rent

per month and its share of the overhead costs.I/ The lease

agreement was open-ended in that, according to Mr. Blair, it

would continue [ujntil my needs expanded for personnel and more

space. Ruff PAC did not have its own secretary at the office.

Instead the secretary employed by the Hatch campaign answered

calls and provided incidental services for Ruff PAC. In

addition, Ruff PAC had a sign installed outside the building

which had the names of the Hatch Election Committee and Ruff PAC

on the same board. The sign was paid for by Ruff PAC.

b. Conversations

During the 1982 election period, conversations took place

between personnel of Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign. One of the

conversations included a suggestion by Mr. Blair of Ruff PAC that
It)

the Hatch campaign offer as a premium to contributors a biography

of Senator Hatch. The Hatch campaign decided not to offer the

C biography to its contributors because of its cost effectiveness.

However, Ruff PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then

offered the Hatch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC

contributors. The biography was offered in Ruff PAC's mailing

#2 discussed previousJ~.y. This mailing was distributed during the

period of time Senator Hatch was running for reelection.

~/ Respondents have estimated that the total cost to Ruff PAC
which included rent, overhead, and use of a copy machine was
$802.40.
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c. Mailing list exchange

During the time period in question, the two organisations

also made a one-time exchange of mailing lists. The list

provided by Ruff PAC contained the names of subscribers to the

Rut f Times, a publication prepared by Howard Ruff. Rut f PAC, in

turn, received a list of contributors to the Hatch campaignj/

The exchange of the mailing list is another indicia of the

cooperation and coordination of activities which took place

between Rut f PAC and the Hatch campaign.

d. Hatch letter

In September 1981, Senator Hatch wrote a two page letter on

N behalf of Rut f PAC. The letter, referred to as mailing #2, was

discussed previously. The mailing was paid for by Rut f PAC. The

mailing solicited funds for Ruff PAC in order to assist in

electing individuals in 1982 (like Senator Hatch) who supported

the tax cut and who were in favor of the free enterprise system.

The letter is a clear example of the extent to which Ruff PAC and

the Hatch campaign worked together to promote their coumon goals.

Al There is no evidence that one list had a commercially greater
value than the other. Due to the fact that both lists were
privately owned, there appears to be no independent basis upon
which they may be valued aside from the subjective valuation made
by the parties to the exchange. The Office of General Counsel,
therefore, recommends not pursuing the issue of whether this
exchange should be vfewed as a contribution or expenditure (See
Advisory Opinions 1982-41 and 1981-46).
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e* Testimony

perhaps the most compelling evidence of the coordination

which existed between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign was bow

Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign committees viewed their

relationship. As Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified in

his desposition, [bJecause of the close relationship of Mr.

Ruff [Chairman of Ruff PACI with Mr. Hatch and my relationship

with Mr. Hatch we knew an independent expenditure would be

totally out of the question so it was never contemplated.

3. Conclusion

In summary, mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted

N expenditures made by Ruff PAC for the purpose of influencing

Senator Hatch's reelection campaign. A close relationship

existed between Ruff PAC, the Hatch campaign and Senator Hatch.
If)

Ruff PAC shared an office space with the Hatch Election
0

Commmittee, conversations took place between personnel of Ruff

PAC and the Hatch Committee, Ruff PAC distributed copies of

If) Senator Hatch's biography, Ruff PAC and the Hatch Committee

exchanged mailing lists, Senator Hatch signed a campaign letter

on behalf of Ruff PAC, and Ruff PAC and the Hatch committees

viewed their relationship as preventing independent expenditures.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that expenditures made

by any person in cooperation, or concert, with, or at the request

or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political

committees/or their agents, shall be considered to be
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contributions made to such candidates. Therefore, the costs of

mailing #2 ($34,777.62) and of mailing #3 ($6,222.21) are

considered in-kind contributions from Ruff PAC to the Hatch

campaign committees. Since the total of these in-kind

contributions exceed the $5,000 contribution limitation of 2

U.S.C. S 44la(a) (2) (a), there is probable cause to believe that

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(a) (2) (a). Further, since the

in-kind contributions were not reported, there is probable cause

to believe that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i).

0 3. Failure to provide the notice required by 2 U.S.C. £ 441d.

N Mailing #3 (Attachment C) is a letter signed by

N Senator Hatch and is on letter head similar to the official

United States stationary used by Senator Hatch. The letter

solicits contributions to Ruff PAC. The only notice that appearsU)
on the mailing, however, says [pjrinted and mailed by Ruff PAC.

No mention is made regarding whether candidate Hatch authorized

the mailing or who paid for the mailing.

2 U.S.C. S 441d and 11 C.F.R. S 110.11 requires that
00

whenever any person makes an expenditure for the purpose of

financing communications expressly advocating the election or

defeat of a clearly identified candidate, or solicit any

contribution through any direct mailing such communication shall

clearly state who paid for the mailing and whether it was

authorized by a candidate. Mailing #2 does not comply with this

provision. Further, there is the possibility that the reader
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could have been misled as to who was ultimately responsible for

the communication since it appears to be an official letter from

Senator Hatch. Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends that

the Commission determine there is probable cause to believe Ruff

PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

III * Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that:

1) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making

in-kind contributions that exceeded $5,000 per election to

N the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch;
N 2) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (H)(i) by failing

to report the making of in-kind contributions to the 1982

campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch; and
Lfl

3) Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d by failing to affix a

proper disclaimer on a solicitation paid for by Ruff PAC.

C

ci,

~ ____________________________

Date Char s N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachments
1) Mailing El
2) Mailing #2
3) Mailing $3
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I ur~: you to continue yc~r generouS 5u~pCt now. Please ;Eve ;nerousiy.

. GOZ oless you fOr you: wonderful patriotism and past s~??~.

Very truly yours.

Xowardj.Ruff*
r~ :..-.~-

* RE. ~.e~bcr that fl is nearing the end of the .calcnda r year. The flrst S2O~ contributed in a calendar ~ to a

* candidate or zo.a PAC will ml lilt you to a SSO direct lax credit on your federal income lax return. A S200 contri-

butionvn:itksacopple filin;a joInt rc~urn to S~OdrccI1axCTCdit.Thanl~yOU inad~ance foryour help!

------------------------------------------------

rAJ'.PJUJ* I b.cIsr~c 17J1 ~.ufI rA'. cii' cuic a $II'uIiChVtI ~Jkrri'Ce )4* dorj I~o~ ~ &i I@fl~e.rnii: 6

*.vn ~:2. Ii it-~i2*I i1~at b'c41.7p@YI cai'~aeiwi that WIIJrpVCICM ChtiA - Ci~ae;tcard

~sr vc~~ m..hk ~iai~ng zarw rr~.adr~n 2953. Pkasr accrpt

~iy dc~aLIc~ ~ :br.amcti 1~e V,,sid ~'do-. My chirci or chase Ha~e of Card ___________________________________

-care ;rJ~.,,..i~i'rr.c1oS~. a ~rass.r~ Daig ____________________________________

Ad di ~j~: -

........ j "-oa.ld alto lair so d:-.ase w~ytIwot.r ,.crv.cn.

~ufIlACZ.p~

"-.4
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* THE 19S0 ELECTIQ.NS. ..THE RECORD SPEAK~ FOR ITSEIPPP

~dr.?AC exerlerlced great si~ccess in 29W. Tal~e a close look at fl.?A~s reCOrd.. .wIwMi27 *f 35 ntw.
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* Alt1835 State St., Suite 150, Orem, tka.h 84
1-801-225-0522

p

Dear Triemd: C.. 0 
0

* SWill you help ~e get the facts ou: cm Ori~ latch? ~eva~ to let at least ome. lii:~ people ±z~ .Dra~ )cnov the facts
abo~: Senator .Or:±~m latch.

~il1 you, after read~g ih±s let:er, fill @ut the coupo~
* and return it to us vlth yeur COflt~~:ionf

.J~S ci.: gift to yOU, o~r vzy of saying tha'k you,. ye v~uldlike to send you a i:ee C pl~e~:a:y firs: .ed~tion of the
~ £~e:, e~ci:irg, and hi~iy -n..cnz....ve ~a:c.~ac~ e::~r2ed O:~nr.;.:th. C~in~ t:~.t ~zS ~e:tn ES:a~1 nra,:. This ~sTfasina:ing behind- rhe.-s cenes accolr:.

Vr~y are .'e doing all ef :~is? ~e are nc. ne~ers of-~. SqI 
S.a..cn S ca.pe:gn s.a::. "'17C not even 5CV~.SO:S.

~e are z~ j ependen: po2I:~ca.l ac:icn CO~i:rsz:ernined to let U:a~ ~no~ :~e facts about Orr~ ~a:~h~to
let then evaluate hin. ~c: on cheap ~do~ or

~u: evaluate hi ~i:h h~s :ecor~. ~osz ~:gns~il2 a;:ee-Sena:cr O::i., ~atc~ has dent an o~:~
~c: Utah and the Un±:ed States. 3

W~:h the n~~ey ye raise, ~e ~i1l p~:chase radio and 71'tine and ~evspaper space, and detail the Sena:o:'s record. ~eI-fl viii v:i:e press releases, rake phone.cal~.s, and s:urp the
streets to .lct voters ~ov zhe fac:s~:

p~..*.. ~. .... :; -As par: of th~s..endeav~,. u~ :..are ~of eri~ig * ~.icha'dVa::t:li's Igh:fui and carefully prepared biography ~nSenator ~atch. Orrin vas a bit r~luc:znt to have abiography-he f~lt ~.t vas a bit uch. Jhf:erall, vho is he~

* I~ell, vho is he? Just '.'hat Jias he done?

0~ 0Orr±n ~a:ch. Chai2enr~nt the w~s~:~
chroniclci .his aaz±ng chal1en~e Z~d ~ over established* Senator Trank2~oss. The first fe~.' chapters tell.±~ a fresh,cr~sp style one a: the osr ii~re:cTsr±ng success stories in~
United Stares Senate-race history.

~ dropping the p~ct* the author rhe.~re~a~e 5 thehi~hli;h:s of Senator V.atch's outsrandi~ rsc to natfonal

p. 

-.

S

N

N

B



'*~~ ~uff-?AC ~oer~or~ cUtc~a1 se~icet
~ ~

As an independent po1iti~al ac:ion cc=~:tee. ~e can dona:#

* $10,000 directly to ~tha hrch OZ~?&ign, L~d S?~d vhRtever V~

deem necessary ~n an independent endezvo: to elaborate the

* This ue '.1.11 do '.~ith your help. 3ut tine is ?W~?dng out

on us. The tine to cc; is nov.*~J.

So if you'll ou1ci~ly send yc~r 'donation either by
0 0

* or with your VlSA/~!zstac&Td info~a:~en *(as provided for 
ca .

* the coupon) in tne Tke~t fiv a dajs, ve'1l quickly seni you a
f;et sift of thi ?.a:dbac~ first edit~cn, ~ea:ly 200-page

biography of Senator 0r:~n Ratch. Give capita to yOur
-. '-

friends-it cou~o ~.zKe tnt ~~Ctt~CC

09 0 

S

Think yqu s~ce:ely for ~'Our SUflOr.

0 
Vey trul~' yours, -

1A~ * 
(I.-&..w.

1K. ];eaL ,. 3lai:

P:es iden:

P.S. ?5e~en~e the .rst $100 cc~.tr~ ~ ~ a ci' erda:-year tO £

ca~.~id:2 or rc a ?AC v~ill en:i:2.e ycu to a S5fl ~i:ec: :a~ creel: on

you: fede:a2. incc~e :a~. :e:~:n. A $2C~ co::ri~u:icn entitles a co~:le

fil~:-g a join: :e:~~ to a $100 ~i:ect ta~ credit. Thank you in advance
a.
~o your help.

7.?.S. Co~ri~uOS 4~o send ~te than $2L 4.11 receive the Orrin Pa;ch

book a~solvtely free. Send us $~00 Ltd ~e'll give you five books. Send

$250 ai~d ve'11 give you 15 ~oo~s. Send SSOO and you can give 35 friends

a copy. Could you also include $1 La: postage and handling? Our thanks

br you~ once~ and gene.rosity.

~L~.1.-I believe that ?~uff ?AC can ~aI~e a sign~fic;nt difference ±n the orrinEatch

in 1932. It is vital ye. support candidates 'rho ~ill represent nur vit~s;

Please accept ~y donation in the z~ount I've listed below. 
Please sind na ccvi

- S S S S S

S - -. '~'- 
a.

Oi. tZ~C 0rr~.n iiatch biogrzphy. ~y CneCJ~.. or cflzrge ciro in.. ornation is enclos'~7O.
a-.

Address___________________________________________

Cit IS:zteIll? 
a

~1y '~orz:ion is as follovs: theck C1.£LC ard*
VIS~~/~asterc~Zrd ~o.

L,~±:ac.ion Date___________________

51000 S50 ___$500 ___$250 ___SIOD ___$50 ___$25 ___Other

~ check p~.yable to: P.ufi PAC 1835 South State Street. Suite 350, Oren, Utah 8L057

* *. * * 
leal 3. 3~. ?:esident
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1875 South State Street, Suite 14OO~ OrernUta1~.84O57

pig'

Cha!rmazt

.G-3.

* AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMBNTARY COPY
OF THE COMMEMORATWB .FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOO)

"ORIUN HATCH1 ' ___________
.. *~. 

* 

***. 

.5 
~55 

~- 
-

..-

-~ *....*- &.w1
- ~ eta?

*w:~ ~
~-

.:- *~h~

For one month only, ?~uff-?AC, a national citizen's poUtkal action corn- .. ~ ~
Dear Thend of 01n ~aich.
~4ttee dedicated to suppo7~ing free ente.'p;ise candidates, will give a copy ei .. ~

i ~e book to any hatch suppo~e: who donates S25 or more to ~ufi-?AC. Our
way of saying t nkyou for yc~: je.nerous contribution. This is a n~im~um * i~ ~E~' ~~AL

c~bution. If you can :ive m ore, please do. Ter ?.uWAC is one oi :~atc~'s - F~-~r * -

st s~-~o--s. Ye deral lai~' allows us to contribute ~ oooo to ~ *:. ~~ -~

~atC~'5 e~ect5o.~ ca pzign. We plan to do just that with the cc utions we \ '~.\:~:.,at~~'
* .5 5 1 .~-. a,..

~ OFT!{~ I~Nr~ WO R~{INGS O~ WAShINGTON. ~NL~ .~'

1 ~ gs:ove; in! 1LJ~J~~ ~ Lsaa~ sur7o~no:ng action ~Z] ~0~*

~c' also the never befo:e told stories of the creation a~d ipe:us behind .*.

-I

-~6'~D OUT W~iATT~{E IRON TRIANGLEIS AND IiOWIT i .5-sea

~~CTS LEGISLATIVE DECiSIONS. .

a:eiv has a 'oook been able to caniu:e the :nagi~ati:~ ~ being a phenominal e cat~nal tool. .~

~ "O::i~ :-:atch ~o, .~ne:ica ns will ~e:eive a c]ea~3y o~2i~ei vision of a ca:~fu.l course cut of the zi:e.
~if*~'AC is ove~whekned with the op :~unity of giving you :h~s profound, factual hardbackbook ~ufi.?,

~ :a:e~ to e!e:~ng Strong i:ee-en:erp:ise :an didates who will fight to strengtS en o'~: econc~y 2. our ~
~al 6e~ense.

r eel tree to use the enclosed postage paid ~:n envelope to mail your con~ibution to Ruff.?A~. To ibi
S .5 * 5

~.o senc us ~nmnediately a co nouI2cn of S25 or ~o:e, We Wit! :us~ to you a copy of 'Orrin l~atch' the rnOmi

o~i the press. ?lease 2Cd SI fo: each book orde:ed fo:~os:age and hand1 ~ '
?o: those who would like to send this insightful an~ beautifully bound ~ar~ac~k book to friends a

~a~ives, we will send you tow books with a. contribution of SSD or more and three books when you 'c~nuib
£~OD.ormore. .*~. 6

Th~yousornuch foryour support and we hope you i~aoroughly enjoj'OinHatch" *

r#%1VT- . *

-. -. - ~ of Ruff-PAC. *,..,.. - * - -: .*

* With warm rega~rds,

- ~ ~5 t..fP..

* - - - - L"~J

* ?~esident
* - - - .-

- ~ ~CIrYe P.~'~PAC ~an a aIfi~t ~iffrr~r&rt Li ~ 952. PleaSe )4 dou:iot~js ~s folcw~
s.c~d ~e vc~y (rcics) cf ~ Xa:cS. Picas: acrept :1)' ~ 0~ S,50..ZSOO ~
~ L, i~ie a~aun: rye listed,

$a 5 .~ e

Addess

S

.- - -

U O~.S5O~~O~et

Th~'~4as1c~r.ard )~~bcg OO~J~J1~OEJDODOC
LpLsa:kn Date

Si~a1ve

i,~a1~e check tayable to: ?.u~~?AC.Th25 Sout.h Stale S~eet, Suite 1~(OOOre~.Viab ~4057 (Wt)22S06
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September 22, 1981

Mr. J. R. Wiltberger
16~11 Hedgecroft ~228
Houston, Texas 77060

- Dear Mr. Wiltberger:

* . I.. -

* .

If thousands of. dollars of iri~mediate tax worth one minuteofbenqfits Is
your time, consider yourself engaged. 

* -

Because 'YOU Personally are a generous supporter of political effortsendorsed by Howard .3. Ruff, he has commissioned the famed tax expert, B.Ray Ander.son to prepare a timely report on President Reagan's new tax bill.No more comprehensive analysis and interpretation exists!
Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for aminimum 52.000 tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Programsstarting in 19S2? It is well worth a small fortune; in the opportunities itreveals and the pitfalls it exposes.
Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff-PAC will send itto you ~s a "thank you" with absolutely no strinos attached! 

-.

Now, let me tell you a little bit about our needs for the 1982 election iriorder to keep electing the kind of men and ~vcmen that made the tax cutpossible. :.
Massive, yes massive, funds are needed to ele~t free e~iterprzsecandidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Repies&ntMi~s in 1982. RI~ff~~L..*PAC needs you how to fund these efforts. ~'* - ***-* ~ ,

~Please allow me to tell you a little bit abouj H6~,j 
-chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous man1 and ii fast be~6ming oneof America's most influential opinion-makers. His book;. HOW.f6 Prosperin the Coming Bad Years, is now the biggest selling financial book inhistory, and many millions of. people have been i~ieri~ely helped by hisnewsletter and his TV and radio shows. 

..

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, atconsiderable financijl and personal risk, got involved in the American politicalprocess in 1981, and as much as any individual; helped to give the U.S.Senate and House of Repres~ntatives a free-market majority.

Howard stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in March, 1980 torisk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to helpstem the tide of inflation and the growth of government power. He knew that

f~nn~ an~ mafled ~. aufg.rAc ,~n InicpnGi-nt PoIhlcal Aal@n COIYVVIIII.S
AflPpyOrouf#epoflhsonWeq. ,htt,~ F~5cr~ rkcilon .ornrn.s~n. %~ LbtUflIOfl. e*c.* %~:~j~ -'i

. '.~

.4.-

SI All

~IIfl WI V ~

* %b

*0

'In



fl13fl~ subscribers to his financial newsletter, The Ruff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities and refuse to renevi their
subscriptions. ~nd he was right. He lost about Si million in revenues.

When he acc~pted the' call to become National Finance Co-Chairman of.

* another lndependeit Political Action Committee that raised and spent S1.5*
publishing business is vulnerable to *harassrnent by over-regulation by the::
million on behalf of Ronald Reagan~ i*t was at great personal risk. His.
SEC. the FTC. the IRS, ~nd the postal authorities, and if President Reagan
had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carter White House
would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter-Mondale~.
~ommitte, twenty radio stations dropped his show after a broadcast criticizing
the administratiOn's unsuccessful Iranian. hostage rescue mission.

* ~Ru.fI9AC~wZc)trTo .1iowir~sThews letter . s ubscrzoers. an8~aIUE5~Itii6M~
~rais~z~~usan@toCdol li~iCto~ ~ovide~~what rnay 'have ~
~~inancial~nd for atleasttwo S&~iteind'1f~,6.)i6use. ra~~
besides financial support in. 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American, along with generous support, if
they have the courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and

* the letter of our Constitutional Democratic Republic when concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

N

N * T~e next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of
* the Republic. Either we revor:e the direction.. of the last thirty years of

political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue sown the road towards
inflationary ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

LI) I urge you to continue your generoUs support now. Please give

generously but only ~ve what you can afford and what feels right.

God blcss you for your wonderful patriotisr~a and past support.

o Very truly yours,
I.I)

0

Orrinn Hatch
P.S. Remember that the first slOO c~ntrib~t~d i~ ~ calendar year to a'..;~

___________________ couple:fiflng~joiii~:;~
candidate or to a PAC will . entitle you to a s50 diie~t tai'cr~dit on your
federal income tax return. A S200 cont~1butior~ entitlesa
return to a SiDO direct tax credit. Thank you in>~ f6f u'rhelpl.: ~

-*

P.S. S. Don't forget if you can hot ~i th;.t~r,~i~ ~
your copy of B. Ray: Anderson's: ~~~Iiii '~

for your wonderful past ~ w.~~~e 1 i

~. *U:2~~*
~

I 44% hi ej~ei.a4~j.V.~

.. ;; __

* . *.£.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

August 20, 1984

Jan W. Baron, Esquire
Baker and Hostetler
81, Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action
Committee

Dear Mr. Baron:

0 Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on

October 14, 1982, and information supplied by your client, Ruff
Political Action Committee, the Commission determined on

N January 5, 1983, that there was reason to believe that your
client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (a) and 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b) (4) (H) (i), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the Act) and instituted an
investigation of this matter.

Further, based on information ascertained in the course of
o the investigation, the Federal Election Commission, on

February 15, 1983, found reason to believe that your client had
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d a provision of the Act, and instituted

an investigation in this matter.

If) After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.
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If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
.ztension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Gary Johansen,
the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

General Counsel
a,

Enclosure
Brief

I~)

Lfl

0

q~j.
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BEFORE TUE FEDERAL ELECTION CGQIISSIOU

In the Matter of )
)Hatch Election Committee ) MKJR 1484

rriends of Orrin Hatch )

GENERAL CCXINSEL '8 BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On October 14, 1982, the Wilson for Utah Committee submitted

a complaint to the Commission which alleged that certain

expenditures made by the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff

PAC) on behalf of the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee, were coordinated expenditures. As
CM

such, the complainant asserted they exceeded the limitations of 2

N U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complainant further alleged that the

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report

the expenditures as contributions on behalf of the Hatch
If)

campaign.
C)

The Commission, on January 5, 1983, found there was reason

to believe that: (1) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends

of Orrin Hatch Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting

contributions from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set

forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A); and, (2) the Hatch Election

Committee arid the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C.

55 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A) by failing to report the receipt of

in-kind contributions from Ruff PAC.

Ruff PAC, the H&tch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin

Hatch have submitted written responses to the complaint and have
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submitted written answers to interrogatories. In addition,

depositions were taken of Mr. Neal Blair, consultant to Rut f MC
and Mr. Stanley Parrish, finance chairman of Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign. After a review of the evidence the Office

of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that: (1) the Hatch Election Committee and the

Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting

contributions from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set

forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A); and, (2) the Hatch Election

Committee and the Friends of Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS

cr~ 434(b) (2) CD) and (3)(A) by failing to report the receipt of in-

N kind contributions from Ruff PAC.

II. Factual and Legal Analysis

The issue in this case concerns whether Rut f PAC made
A-n

in-kind contributions to the Hatch Election Committee and the

Friends of Orrin Hatch.

This issue centers around three mailings made by Rut f PAC

during the 1982 campaign. All three mailings solicit funds to

Ruff PAC. In addition, the language of the mailings raise the

question as to whether the mailings are expenditures by Rut f PAC

made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign. 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(A). If the mailings are

expenditures, then the second question raised is whether the

relationship between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign is

sufficient to meet the tests of coordination under 2 U.S.C.
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S 441a(a) (7) (B) (1) and 11 C.P'.R. S 109.1. If coordinated, then

the mailings are in-kind contributions to the Hatch Caapaignj:/

A. Review of Mailings

In its investigation the Office of General Counsel has

reviewed three mailings made by Ruff PAC. All three of the

mailings were made during the 1981-82 election campaign cycle.

The Office of General recommends to the Commission that pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) two of the three mailings are

expenditures made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign. An analysis of each of the mailings

CO follows.

1. Mailing $1: With A View Towards 1982

Mailing #1 (Attachment A) consists of two pages. It appears

to be intended solely to solicit contributions to Ruff PAC. kuff
if)

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $10,138.74. The total

amount received by fluff PAC in response to the mailing was

C $15,881. The mailing provides a statistical summary of Ruff

PAC's success rate for the 1980 election. The mailing also notes

those states that will be targeted by Ruff PAC in 1982.

Senator Hatch's state, Utah, is mentioned only in the context of

1/ In one of the fluff PAC mailings, referred to as mailing #2
inf ra, Ruff PAC indicated that it was going to make independent
expenditures on behalf of Senator Orrin Hatch. Complainant
alleges that because of the closeness of the relationship between
Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch reelection efforts, such expenditures
could not be independent, but would be in-kind contributions.
In fact, Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified that such
independent expenditures referred to in mailing #2 were never

made by Ruff PAC.
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Ruff-PAC'S general interest in Congressional activities in that

State. The mailing does not contain the name of Senator Hatch.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel does not believe that

this mailing should be viewed as an expenditure made by Ruff PAC

to influence Senator Hatch's reelection campaign.

2. Mailing #2: Letter Offering Biography as a Premium

Mailing #2 (Attachment B) consists of four pages. It

consists of two communications signed by Mr. Neal Blair and a

flyer offering a copy of a book on Senator Orrin Hatch. Ruff PAC

estimates the cost of the mailing was $34,777.62. The total

amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing was

$43,119.60. The mailing requests its readers to contribute funds

to Ruff PAC in order that contributions may be made to the Hatch

campaign. The letter states: With the money we raise, we will
if)

purchase radio and TV time and newspaper space, and detail the

Senator's [Hatchi record. We will write press releases, make

O phone calls, and stump the streets to let voters know the facts.

The mailing has as its focal point Utah voters: We want to let

at least one million voters in Utah know the facts about Senator

Orrin Hatch. The letter finally advises the reader that Ruff

PAC will be able to "donate $10,000 directly to the Hatch

campaign, and spend whatever we deem necessary in an independent

endeavor to elaborate the truth."

In order to induce contributors to support Ruff PAC's

efforts to support Senator Hatch, a premium is offered to the
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contributors. Persons who contributed more than $25 were to

receive a free copy of a biography of Senator Hatch entitled

Orrin Hatch. Challen~in~ the Washington Establishment. The book

is described as relating 'the highlights of Senator Hatch's

outstanding rise to national leadership and service to Utah.'

The letter also advises the reader to '[glive copies [of the

booki to your friends -. it could make the difference in this

election.'

Finally, the return coupon portion of the letter states: 'I

believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in the

Orrin Hatch Campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates

who will represent our views. Please accept my donation in the

amount I've listed below.'

Hatch campaign personnel knew that the biography was tobe

offered as a premium for contributions received by Ruff PAC.

Further, the mailing and book offer occurred during Senator

Hatch's reelection efforts.

There is no question that mailing $2 had as it purpose to

influedce the election of Senator Hatch.Z/ It talks of the need

to make a significant difference in the Hatch campaign for

election in 1982. In Advisory Opinion 1980-106 the Commission

2/ The Office of the General Counsel notes that it is possible

that an expenditure may have more than one purpose. Whether the

particular expenditure had a dual purpose depends upon the facts.
The fact that a committee may legitimately claim that the purpose
of a particular expenditure was to raise money for that committee
does not preclude a finding that the same expenditure was also

made to influence a particular candidate's election.
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pointed out that the test of whether a mailing is an expenditure

includes an examination of the mailing to determine whether the

information actually presented and the manner ira which it is

presented are designed to influence the reader's choice in the

election, rather than simply to promote a discussion of the

issues." The Advisory Opinion notes a distinction between a

committee publishing a summary of a candidate's voting record and

making its own assessment of the candidate's position on the

issues considered important by the organization.

N. Unlike the first mailing, this effort was by its own words
directed to the voters in Utah, espoused the virtues of Senator

N. Batch, spoke of the need to make a difference in the 1982 Hatch

election, and promised that the funds raised would go towards

affecting the outcome of Senator Hatch's reelection efforts. The

mailing was subjective and applied its own assessment of Senator

Hatch's record in endorsing his efforts. Thus, it is the Office

of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an expenditure

If) made for the purpose of influencing Senator Hatch's reelection

campaign.

3. Mailing 1 3: A letter from Senator Hatch

Mailing #3 (Attachment C) is a two page letter signed by

Senator Hatch. The mailing is on letterhead similar to the

official United States stationery used by Senator Hatch. Ruff

PAC estimates the cost of the mailing was $6,222.21. It is

estimated that the mailing was sent to roughly 15,750 persons.

The total amount received by Ruff PAC in response to the mailing
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was $20,628.34. The mailing informs the reader of Ruff PAC's

goals for the 1982 elections and clearly implies that these goals

are shared by Senator Hatch. The mailing states [njow, let me

tell you a little bit about our need for the 1982 election in

order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the

tax cut possible. [emphasis addedj The letter continues, urging

the reader to contribute to Ruff PAC in order to assist it in

directly affecting the election efforts of federal candidates.

"Massive, yes massive funds are needed to elect free enterprise

candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in

1982. Ruff PAC needs you now to fund these efforts.

N Senator Hatch's references to Howard Ruff, Ruff PAC's

Chairman as a friend and a "public-spirited American" lead the

reader to the conclusion that Senator Hatch endorses the views of
~f)

Howard Ruff and, as a candidate for reelection in 1982, Senator

Hatch would benefit by Ruff PAC's efforts in affecting the

C outcome of the 1982 elections. Certainly a significant factor in

Ruff PAC's choice of Senator Hatch as a spokesman for Howard Ruff
cc,

must have been the fact that because Howard Ruff and Senator

Hatch share similar views it would follow that those who would

support Howard Ruff and Ruff PAC would also support Senator

Hatch's campaign. This notion is illustrated by the fact that

the mailing was made to subscribers of Howard Ruff's financial

newsletter the Ruff times.

Here again, the information presented in the mailing and the

manner in which it is presented influences the reader's choice to
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support Senator Hatch in the upcoming election. Therefore, it is

the Office of General Counsel's belief that the mailing is an
expenditure made for the purpose of infuencing Senator Hatch's

reelection campaign.

B. The Relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Caa~ai~n

An examination of the relationship between fluff PAC and the

Hatch reelection campaign reveals that the two organizations were

closely related. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

concludes that mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted coordinated

expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) Ci) and 11

N C.F.R. S 109.1 by Ruff PAC on behalf of the Hatch campaign. An

analysis of the relationship between Ruff PAC and the 1982 Hatch

Campaign follows.
'9,

1. Shared office
C)

From November 1981 through June 1982, Ruff PAC rented office

space from the Hatch Election Committee. During this time, both

Ruff PAC and the Hatch Election Committee occupied the office.

The office was located in Washington, D.C. By the rental

agreement, Ruff PAC paid the Hatch Election Committee $150 rent

per month and its share of the overhead costs.1/ The lease

agreement was open-ended in that, according to Mr. Blair, it

V Respondents have estimated that the total cost to Ruff PAC
which included rent, overhead, and use of a copy machine was
$802.40.
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would continue (uJntil my needs expanded for personnel and more

space. fluff PAC did not have its own secretary at the office.

Instead the secretary employed by the Hatch campaign answered

calls and provided incidental services for Ruft PAC. In

addition, Ruff PAC had a sign installed outside the building

which had the names of the Hatch Election Committee and Ruff MC

on the same board. The sign was paid for by Ruff PAC.

2. Conversations

During the 1982 election period, conversations took place

o between personnel of Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign. One of the

conversations included a suggestion by Mr. Blair of fluff PAC that

the Hatch campaign offer as a premium to contributors a biography

of Senator Hatch. The Hatch campaign decided not to offer the

biography to its contributors because of its cost effectiveness.

o However, Ruff PAC, with the knowledge of the Hatch campaign, then
offered the Hatch biography as a premium to Ruff PAC

contributors, The biography was offered in fluff PAC's mailing

#2 discussed previously. This mailing was distributed during the
0

period of time Senator Hatch was running for reelection.

3. Mailing list exchange

During the time period in question, the two organizations

also made a one-time exchange of mailing lists. The list

provided by Ruff PAC contained the names of subscribers to the

Ruff Times, a publicition prepared by Howard fluff. Ruff PAC, in
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turn, received a list of contributors to the Hatch campaign4/

The exchange of the mailing list is another indicia of the

cooperation and coordination of activities which took place

between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign.

4. Hatch letter

In September 1981, Senator Hatch wrote a two page letter on

behalf of Ruff PAC. The letter, referred to as mailing $2 was

discussed previously. The mailing was paid for by Ruff PAC. The

mailing solicited funds for Ruff MC in order to assist in

electing individuals in 1982 (like Senator Hatch) who supported

the tax cut and who were in favor of the free enterprise system.

The letter is a clear example of the extent to which Ruff PAC and

the Hatch campaign worked together to promote their common goals.

5. Testimony
Ln

o Perhaps the most compelling evidence of the coordination
which existed between Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign was how

C Ruff PAC and the Hatch campaign committees viewed their

relationship. As Mr. Blair, a Ruff PAC consultant, testified in

his desposition, [bJecause of the close relationship of Mr.

Ruff [Chairman of Ruff PAC] with Mr. Hatch and my relationship

with Mr. Hatch we knew an independent expenditure would be

totally out of the question so it was never contemplated."

41 There is no evidence that one list had a commercially greater
value than the other. Due to the fact that both lists were
privately owned, there appears to be no independent basis upon
which they may be valued aside from the subjective valuation made
by the parties to the exchange. The Office of General Counsel,
therefore, recommends not pursuing the issue of whether this
exchange should be viewed as a contribution or expenditure (See

Advisory Opinions 1982-41 and 1981-46).
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Zil. Conclusion

In summary, mailing #2 and mailing #3 constituted

expenditures made by Ruff PAC for the purpose of influencing

Senator Hatch's reelection campaign. A close relationship

existed between fluff PAC, the Hatch campaign and Senator Hatch.

fluff PAC shared an office space with the Hatch Election

Coummittee, conversations took place between personnel of fluff

PAC and the Hatch Committee, Ruff PAC distributed copies of

Senator Hatch's biography, fluff PAC and the Hatch Committee

exchanged mailing lists, Senator Hatch signed a campaign letter

on behalf of fluff PAC, and fluff PAC and the Hatch committees

viewed their relationship as preventing independent expenditures.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (ii) states that expenditures made
S. ~

by any person in cooperation, or concert, with, or at the reqtest

or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political

committees/or their agents, shall be considered to be

C contributions made to such candidates. Therefore, the costs of

mailing #2 ($34,777.62) and of mailing #3 ($6,222.21) are

considered in-kind contributions from fluff PAC to the Hatch

campaign committees. Since the total of these in-kind

contributions exceed the $5,000 contribution limitation of 2

U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (a), there is probable cause to believe that

the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). ~Further, since the in-kind contributions

were not reported, there is probable cause to believe that the

Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch vkolated 2

U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A).
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IV. Recomndation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commi*gion

find probable cause to believe that:

1) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin

Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f) by accepting contributions

from Ruff PAC in excess of the limitations set forth at 2

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

2) the Hatch Election Committee and the Friends of Orrin

Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) CD) and (3)(A) by

failing to report the receipt of in-kind contributions from

Ruff PAC.

Lfl

Date
General Counsel

Attachments
1) Mailing #1
2) Mailing #2
3) Mailing #3



In 1~. RuffePAC supported K #Sresslonhal candidates with d!reo~ fin(~ ,~~rrntinw!
strategy, arid i~dependCflt expeli ~TC5. Of theic candidates. 2~7 were V rI.us.a1Idihattkt~~~R~1f.

PAC'S ~Iforts into a 77'. success rate. More titan drarnabe results ~o3flideth't& that RufI'?AC supported o-t1~

,dstde;s and cioseq c~ritesed racesi . .
..

But 2'52 represents ~?t CYCZt greater challenge. That. being an off year election, we can expect the tradItIonal

resurSenbee of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the cog ~y where

g~flM candidates meet oppqrier&Ls bic.hed by liberal speoiai IntereStS. But more' importantly. the Ion

.ha: learned muCh from the ~9S0 electIons. Wetan ~xpect their strategY to incorporate some of the ha~:~ons

learned 29S0. In short. withoUt your help now. It will iricreZSirtgiy difficult to maintain the tend only

begun In the last election. .

* As no worthy effort goes unfunded. no woithy candidate cart be elected without donatIons from those ~~io

offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources

needed for 1~S2. The~e is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put Amerie~

* backonthe4l~ttfl&m 0

Listed below are ~f!.PA~s inEtial target slates for 19E2. La these states. RufF.?AC will work hou~h d!~ect

contributions. direct canpai;n straiey asststance. or independent expe~dLt'~i~5 to. elect strong free eate*ise

* C7UIOidZtCS who Wm support iiscally sound ~nd morally p:'udent l:~isiation.
XOU5i OF rt~.~.i' £ ~ £1 ~

~ C A ~

U.S. SL~~~AT~ACES

* Cati!cr~a

* Majfte
Mkh;5811
~rva da

1%gIMb* )gflt?
~rwYov~

os;.
7e&as

Vg~o~t

AnZcr.aCaIi!sr~a
Cclc:ado

Oe;sft
7~p.u~n~et

next four yeZS could be as crucial as any period ~n :~e 5C?)* of :he i~tpu ic.. ~21neT we rev:?SC the d~:.

~. tion a! the lzsI th~r:y years of political and hscal philosophy. C? w~ co?.tinue down the road towaC5

~,~in* whh a h~h risk of losng our system of Lover ~irnt.

I ur~: you to conti~u~ your generouS support now. ?~ease ~ve ;en:rously.

Co~ DhSS yOU tOT yO~ WOnOftl pa~rio±aSm and past su~pcz~:.

Very truly yourS.

Xowardl.Uuff

I'S. R:mneribcr that it is nearing the ~nd ci the.calcndar year. The first .S~QD contributed in a calendar )~T IQ a*

or toaPAC wUI entitle you to a 550 direct tax credit on your hde:al ir.rone tax retu~i. A 5203 contui-

* bution entitles acopple film; a jord return to aS)CO direct tax ZTCd~t. Thari1~ you in adi~ance for your help!

-
- - - - - - - - - - -

tr.aI rA' Cih a ?wtiCaftt 
Cm

I bd.rv~ ~.uIf ~ )4* d.r-iiori s as Ieflo..~i:

* .'~ ~Q:2. 2a is .~IIbl 1~ut - 4i~~@Tt C~,~jd8F~ iliat b.'flI .rrptcsM ~ ~.Ck. ~tard
ui~adr-in ~t5~ ?kaw htCIpI

~'y dv aIo~ ~ ib afliCVhI lvt iuied ~'cIe-'. My chi1' or c~.a~se Haw't .1 Card. __________________________________

* cae ;rJ~',,~.trn~rr.c2wL . EA
4

?atoV~ Date -

e:..~

C.iy'Siate:
Zap:

in..J a.-ouId ah.oUe to d:~.t'E n~ytIwat@ti~rvaCfl...
I

~A4( VAC



9I~.irrrian's ~Iteport qri,
Ruff-PAC ;A Natioiial

0Independent Political Action Corrimittt~ ~ * * * * ** ~

* ThE 19S0 ELE~TIO.NS. ..THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR 1TSEL~

R~df.PAC p~?lU~CSd great SUCCeSS in 1950. Take a close look at R~fI.?ACs recbzd. .wWM~s 27 .f)5 raca.

MI of IEIIPAC$ candldaes we:e eitl~er decide8 a.tnderdogs or h& close!y coniested ncesl S
* 0*

U.S. SENA7~
:RUYPAC )~u

-Won,1~it Ca
WON
WON. 7~

*0.1

WON PA
WON ST
Luis

4.-i

WON C

Loss
WON
wcs IC
WON
WON P

S
* WON

WON S

If-PACs
rididate

RufI.PAcS
Opposition

*EM1AH DKN7ON
K3R~OWSWi

uchaari
btYLP A~%%1NS
tVtN SY~MS
~.:4 C'Nut

~.N QJAVLE
~ C~ASS2~Y
irn

L3ONS~ ~. DA~ATO
~ iAST
~NALD X~C~t5
L~M~.S AINOR

~ew3Te Ldb~:,tr
C*~7 ~:. gASTL'~
t.AD~ c~;7CN

rum Ps)s.m. )i.Oa,7~ Cibs
Cafy).t87'

~rar.1~Ch~vA
Mar. D;ici
3irch Sayh

Th.mas ta;s(c'

* ~ Mcr~z~

A-4,CGa:S
Cto.8 t McC~trr~
~ic~

C.ylord ~cs:~

Warrtr 5~.j3?

Stat:
A4SA.VJ
A~SKA
C.lrnad.

IDAHO
1flIz~ai
JN~1ANA
IOWA

~WYO~K
N. CARCUNA

WAs~i:~~7ON

HOt)S~ O~ ~E?!~E5tN7ATJ\'ES (Ccr';rcSSk'?~Zi ~iS:~5CI Noted by S~a it)
Lfl5t.

WON
WON

* WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
tm1

* WON
WON
Lint

a WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
wON
WON

~;~1ard H. Huff
fl)CEN~ CHAPP!E~
30331 T1IDLIII
~O5E~7L DOR~AN
DAV1DD~E3E~
JOHN J'ATRJC)~ KnIR.

JI~JEF7WS
EILI. LMESON

303 MctV.EN
DL\'NIS SxiTJi

Daw4d C. D;Ca ris

CLAUDNi sC~'S~T.R

ThO~#.AS R. HA~ri1
JACK M. naps
Jim Sradshan~
~ON PAtTL

V.
VLA.NKLW0~J

Havold )ohMoft
3ava.~n Covmai
Car~rNck
James Ud
Jo)~ 3ra6t~as

Sam Kry~
3~

SicphrsNrel
T~4Strc13nd
Al Ulimafi
)'-Aavc ~5f1LS~

~jwad3gard
Mrr~dc1 D.4s

Jaflfb lraz)'t

Cunv MCKay

CAUPO1~NIA
CAUFO~1A
.C.Aa.1FO2~~A
*~JPOR~t1A
'~DIANA

)~1SSOURi
&Car.1Ia

'JO
O~!CON
?cnftsy)vauha
?~ISLAXD
S.CA1~OUNA
T~S
Tsas
7L~A~S
VT/Ji
vi~C:NIA

I

3.
2
20
S

I
1

b
12
'2-

.1
4,4* * 20
I.

0

[f~

N

45

I!)

co

.4.



* . ATIVlhlEwr j~i.
1635 S~'~b State S:., Si~ite 150,.

1-401-225-0522

* p 
*

near Trie~d: C.. 0 0 
00* .. 

*... *0

W±ll you help ~a get the facts ou: o~ Orr$.~ Zatch? We~ait to let at least one. ~±ll.i:: people ±~ .Dtzh )c~ov the facts
* a,~o~: Se~a:or .Or~ia 2lztch.

Will you, after readi~; £hs.le::e, fill out the coupo~aad rerur~ it to us i.i:h your co~atr itio~f

* ).s our gift to you, o~i V~y of Saying thet~ you,. ~e vouldlilce :o send you a free cc l~e~:ary firs: .e~tio~ of the -

* ~ C lIe ini :?e ~ ~s:a~1~she~:. Th~.s is a
fasc~±~a :i~g ~ehi~e- the-s ce~esacco~:.

IThy are i.'e doi~ all cf :~is7 ~e are i~c.: ~e~be:s of
~abc~ S ~ .~&.6..L. P'C ..e .~.

1e are az i ee~ide.~: ~cl~:~caI ac:~cn ec,~f:tge
:o let U:ah ~nc~ the iac:s a~c~t Orr~t ?a:ch-to

Ic: :he~ eval~a:e h~. ~c: c~ chap ~en~oes orce:ago~ery. 3u evaluate ~i ~ his record. Host ~:a~-~s* ~illag:ee.-Se~-:cr Or:i~ Eatch has dc:e an ou sta ei~ jo~
~c: Utah and the Uni:e~ S:z:es.

C W~:h the ~c~ey ye raise, ye ~ ~r~e a~ nevspaper space, and de:ail the Sena:o:'s record. WeIf) gill i':i:e press releases, make p~ione.calls, a~d sturp the -

* streets to let VOte:s k~ov zhe facts..

I *0
* *~.* .4s par: oft Ls.endaavcr,. UC :-~TC off o~4 ,.w ~ .~.ichard *~..- .. ~*..*. -~0

-. * *. Vatte --. 4 PrearedSez~a:or iarch. Orrin vas a bit r~iuc:z~t to have a* * b~o~:aphy-he f~It ± '.as a hit uch. J~fterall, ~ho is he~

Well, vho is he? Just ~ has he done? .~. * *

7Orr±n ~.arch. Chal2en:f~ the ~ashi~~azon Zsta±~
c~ronicles his a~az±ng challen;e and ~:cry over esrablished.Se.?.a:or Trank2~oss. .The firs: fc~ci&zp:ers tellj~ a .fresb,cr~sp style one oi the ost te:~sr±ng success ~~es inUnited States Scnat~-r~ce history. . 5

Llthou: d~opp~n~ the pace, the au:hor then'rela~es thehhi;h:s of Senator V.atch's oU:s;and~nZ rise to national

'S -.

I

e

*0

N

* 0

a



I * -~'O%~ tIp M~ff'?AC pC7fO~ thiS c~tiC&1 SS~?±Cs2

As an inependa7) political ac:io~ CC~...,tet. vs ca~ hna~e

$10,000 di:eet2y to 3he Eatch cz~paign, and spend 'rhattva we

deem i~ecessay ~n an i~dependenr endeavo: to elaborate :~hs S

tru t~.

* This we ui.ll do vith you: help. 3u: rime ~s :u~im~ oi~

on is. The time to ac~ is nov.
0

you: VZS~Th!aStirtUd infonz:~cn (as provided. for on .

* ~ So if you'l*l quickly sen~ you dc~.adon either by check
the coupon) in the next f*ive days, we'll q~kly se~d~ you a

f;ee sLft of the7 h :~back first ed4t~.cn, nea:ly 200~pa~e

biography of Se~.aror 0~±n Ratch. Give copies to your.

* frier~ds-it could make the d±ffersnce Em this election.

Think y~y s~cc:ely for your suppor:. -

* Vey truly yours. -

S. 
A. 

0

N . 11~"~

)ezl 3. 31a'

P:esident

P. S. ?e~e~e: the firs: $100 cc~.:b~:e~ :n a c er~a:-yea: to a

or z ?AC ~iIl e~:~:le y~u tO a S~ ~i:ec: tax c:ee~: on

you: federal incce tax :e:u:n. A $2C0 cc~::~u:ion entitles a ce'~ple

filirg a job: : i~ to a S)00 di~ec; ra~ crec::. ~h~nk you in aevance
o - S~o: your help.

9.

?.?S. Co~:rihuoS ~bo send ~o:e than $2~ ~rill :eceive the Orrin ?.a:ch
bcok ahsolutely free. Send us $100 and ve'll sive you five books. Send

$250 a~d we'll live you 15 books. Send 5500 and you czn give 35 friends

__ a copy. Could you a2.so include $1 for postage and handling~ Our thanks

br your oonce~ and geneyosity.

~L~L-I believe that ~uf 5 PAC can ~ake a significant difference ~.n~he O:inEatch

c~?a5sn in l~32. It is vital ye. su~po:t candidates who will repres~n: nur vit's;

Please accept ~y donar~on in the £~ount I've listed belo:. Please sb~d ~e .. ccp~

of the Orrin i~atch biogrzphy. ~y check or charge card inforr~ation is enclos~d.
a -

Address 0 - 0

ry/Szr.re/Zl?

~iy '~onz:ion is as fo~lovs: Check Charge card

~xp~:ar~on Dare_____________________
51-zture___________________________________

~S1000 S750 ___$500 5250 ___SIOD ___$50 ___$25 ___0:her

~ke check ?~*Y~4~~ to: ?.uii ?AC 1335 South State Street. suite. 150, ~ Ur~ah S~O57
Eo~are a. ~uf!, *Ch~irnan
2ea1 3. 3. ?:eslden:
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*1 . 8\ A z,. 18m South Stale Street, Suite 1400~ Orem, Utah 8405?

* I

9 S 0

* AN QEFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY.
0? THE COMMEMORAT~YE .FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOO)

"ORRIN PATCH"
* .~L$ ~ '~

r)e~.r Fiend of OInHatch. .***~,**

~or one ~ont1~ only, ?uff-?AC, a tz.tional citizen's political action corn. :*.u
4ttee dedicated to supporting hee enterprise candidates, will give a copy of . ~

bOok 10 a7)y liZtc'b suppone: who donates S~5 or more to ~ui!*?AC. Ouz '~ Z1 ~ .. ~{ ~

* way ')f saying th~.ra~.you f07 yc~: rerouscontribution. T~s is a ~ F ~ ~' ~
yOU Th.tWPAC is one o! :*tc~s

b~gges; supporters. rede~al la~~~ alf~ws us to * contribute up to S~ to ~ I A
:.~a;ch's election canpai~. We plan to do just I~at with inc cc u~ons we ~
re ~eive. _

FiAD OF T~E INNER V.'O R!{ING S OF WAS l-iINGTON. .. ~

S 5.9~ S*~~ ~5. S.su;:ounc:~: acio-i~is:ove7 Inc inCrecn~e ac.~ooz~. cea:~.gs .. ~ on abor.
~cn, also the never befc:e told stories of the creation ano ipe:us ~beh~nd ~

:.ai~o.., a~. £ - de CZ)
~

AFFECTS LEGISLATIVE DECiSIONS. = ~
~ !iOVIT I

~a:ei~' has a book been a'b~e to cvo;ure the i~a~inat5:n whie being a pht.~on!~2J educatS~nal tool. A.f~
* :~d~ng ~Or:in i~atch", A=e:icans will re:eive a clearly ouli~ei vision o~a ca:~ful course cut ohe~i:e.

~ ~ ~ w'~ ~ -~- ~- o *? v~'* '~e ... :~' factual ha bac~&oo\. ~
to s.~g f:e&enterp:ise :an ~:oates who will ii~ht to strengt~ien o':reconcy and ou:~

zq~al deie~se. ~ ~;1 co~ibution ~'~*'~ To ~'

reel free to use ~ JLJL~I~ posage ~ return ~ to ~. **~*****

~ send ~s i~~ediaicly a contribution of 525 or ~o:e, wc W~i~ rush to you a copy oi"0~in Hatch~ the momi
i~e:s off the press. Please 2Cd SI for each book ordered fo:nos:age and hanA1~u

:0: those who would like tosend this insightiul an~ beautifully bcu~d ~ardbeck book to friends a
~jaives, we will send you tow books with a contribunon of S5D or more and th~ee books when you c~nuibi
£lODz:more. . -. . . . .

~an'kyou so ~nuch for your suppon and we hope you thoToighly enjoy 'OnnXatdi" *

-. . .i.omnilments --. - ,-* . . * * - .* **

f .5-

'ith warmregirds,

. 55 k !*qil ~
* - - . - * . * . dV.~.J .. S

president: * *

* . -. _____. - - -. - - *- . - - - - -

* .~ ~ P*"!PAC can naI'~.t a sirnIfi~n: ~Mf~rcnrc Li ~ 9L~. ?Icase My dor.a:~rJs ~.s fallowz
vc~y (rc~ics) cf ~ Xa:c~i. ?2casc accept T~y S

d.~.zde?~ Ln the znoun: Ivc Iisied~

Xa~~ C ______________________________________ ThaJMzstcTrird Xi.rnbcr OOO5IDODOOOOE
Aee.g:s LpLrak.~ Daic ________________________ d ____________

~ c.~Lp __________________________________________ 79

?.~ake check ~aya'bh to: ?.u~~?AC. Th25 South State S.re ci, Suite 14OD.O~e~,Viz.h ~O57 (~QI)22SO&
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September 22, 1*981

Mr. .1. R. Wiltberger
16~11 Hedgecroft #228
Houston, Texas 77060

- bear Mr. Wiltberger:

If thousands of. dollars
your time, consider yourself

* 
I

of jijimediate tax benefits is ~~orth one minute of
engaged.

Because you personally are a generous supporter of political effortsendorsed by Howard J. Ruff, he has com..dssioned the famed tax expert, B.Ray Ander.son to prepare a timely report on President Reagan's new tax bill.No more comprehensive analysis and interpretation exists!

Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for aminimum S2,000 tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Progra1~sstarting in 1982? It is well worth a small fortune; in the opportunities it
reveals and the pitfalls it exposes.

Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff-PAC will send itto you ~is a "thank you" with absolutely no strinos attachedl . -.

Now, let me tell you a little bit about our needs for the 1982 election inorder to keep electing the kind of men and wcmen that made the tax cutpossible. 
.

Massive, yes massive, funds are needed to elect free ei~terprisecandidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Repre nt~ti~s i~ 1982; Rtff~*..PAC needs you now to fund these efforts. ;'. ~-~~c/: - .... * A ~

* - :~~Z:§Please allow me to tell you a little bit about H6(iiH Ruff; Ruff~P:''~""ACs..,
chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous rnan~ ~d i~ fast be~6ming One;.:
of America's most influential opinion-makers. Hii~ b~ok;.How.f6 Prosper :~in the Cominq Bad Years, is now the biggest selling financial book in'~>history, and many millions of. people have been i i~en~ely helped by hisnewsletter and his TV and radio shows. ..:2 ' .

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, atconsiderable financial and personal risk, got involved in the American politicalprocess in 1981, and as much as any individual; h~lped to give the U.S.Senate and House of Repres~ntatives a free-market majority.

Howard stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in March, 1980 torisk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to helpstern the tide of infI~tion and the growth of government power. He knew that

rn~~e~'d and maflr~ by ~ufJPAc. An 1n41c vn84n? PcIhIc~t Aa)an CommInc.
ACyOfcuf.r~flhsonIIieq.1lh

it~ F~Jcr~i Ekrflon Ccr~rri.cs~n. WAa.iUn;I~bn D.C.
*~~~4m ~-. rc
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many subscribers to his financial newsletter, The Ruff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities and refuse to renew their
subscriptions, ~nd he was right. He lost about Si million in revenues.

When he accepted the"calI to beccme National Finance Co-Chairman of.
another independent Political Action Committee that raised and spent si .5.
million on behalf of Ronald Reagan, i*t was at great personal risk. His.
publishing business is vulnerable to harassment by over-regulation by the9

* SEC, the FTC, the IRS, ~nd the postal authorities, and if President Reagan.
had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carter White Hous.
would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter-Mondal&...~j
Committe, twenty radio stations dropped his show after a broadcast criticizin~
~.he administration's unsuccessful lranian hostage rescue mission;

t~9Ac~.'~'rctITo Howirds news letter subscribers a~na1It~5 1i~efn~
~rais~~bousan@oCdol l~s-to~ ~rovidekhat mar 'have been -thi~ici~i~i
~~inanciaI'and ~ad~rti~i~ ~ for - atZl.ist.two S&~itein~ ,djj6use. races~

besides financial support in 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American, along with generous support, if
they have 'the courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and
the letter of our Constitutiona[Demo:ratic Republic i'ihen concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

the Tf~e next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of
Republic. Either we rever:e the direction oi the last thirty years of

political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue sown the rcad towards
inflationary ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

I urge you to continue your generoUs support now. Please give
Senerously but only give what you can afford and what feels right.

God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,

~tz
~. I III I IUh~II

.1.*P.S. Remember that the first $100 c~ntrib~t~d in ~ calendar year to a'..;Th...
candidate or to a PAC will.entitle you to a S50 diie~t ta*~cr~dit on your .:~~-'

federal income tax return. A S200 cont~ibution entitles a~ couple:filing a JO1:~-.~
return to a SiQO direct tax credit. Thank you in:~d~6ef6F~uhelpI.Y..2;,~

-. . * . -* , t-~-Pj..7. ~ .~ a. .b

* -. *-(*~...P.5.5. Dcn't forget -If you can iiot ~i~is~Tth:s'tzrn" ~Te~a ~fd~
your copy of B. Ray; Anderson's '~'ri
for your wonderful past support r*t% :... ~ ~

~ ~ -

* * w'~ri~.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 20, 1984

3. Ctirtii Berg., Esquire
Sedam and Berg.
Suite 13.00
8$OO Greensboro Drive
KcLan, Virginia 22102

RE: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
October 14, 1982, and information supplied by your clients, the

0 Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch, the
Commission determined on January 5, 1983, that there was reason
to believe that your clients had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4)(2) (A) and(3) (A), provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act') and

Lfl instituted an investigation of this matter.

o After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

o aviolation has occurred.

!fl Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of

the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.



4. Curtis Merge, Esquire
W~e 2

it you are unable to tile a responsive brief within 15 nays,you may submit a vritten 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.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Gary Johansen,the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 523-4143.

General Counsel
0

Enclosure
CO Brief
TV)

L()

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 23, 1984

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker £ Nostetler
618 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
fluff Political Action
Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

As per your request, please find enclosed a copy of
Attachment T t6 the General Counsel's Factual and Legal
Analysis in the above-captioned matter.

If you heed any further assistance please contact Stephen
0 Mims, the staff member handling this matter, at 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

C

~T~A.Gr
By:

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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Mr. .J. R. Wiltberger
WIll Hedgecroft ~228
Houston, Texas 77060

Dear Mr. Wiltberger:

If thousands of. dollars of immediate tax benefits is worth one minute of

your time, consider yourself engaged.

Because you personally are a generous supporter of political efforts
endorsed by Howard J. Ruff, he has commissioned the famed tax expert. B.
Ray A~der.son to prepare a timely report on President Reagan's new tax bill.
No more comprehensive analysis and interpretation exists!

Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for a
minimum s2,OOO tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Programs
starting in ~i9E2? It is well w~rtli a small fortune, in the opportunities it

reveals and the pitfafls it exposes.

Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff-PAC will send it

to you as a 33thank you" with absolutely no strings attachedl

Now, let me tell you a little bit about our needs for the 1982 election in
order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the tax cut
possible.

C

Massive, yes massive, funds, are needed to elect free enterprise
candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in 1982. Ruff
.PAC needs you now to fund these efforts. * - ,..

Please allow me to tell you a little bit about H~i~rd Ruff, R~~ff-P~C ~
chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous mans and i~ fast be~6ming one
of America's most influential opinion-makers. His b6ok';. H6wSj~ Prosper V.

in the CominQ Bad Years, is now the biggest selling financial book in-
history, and many millions of people have been iriuiiensely helped by his
newsletter ~nd his TV and radio shows.

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, at
considerable financial and personal risk, got involved in the American political
process in 1981, and as much as any individual; helped to give the U.S.
Senate and House of Repres~ntatives a free-market majority.

Howard stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in March, 1980 to
risk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to help
stern the tide of inflation and the growth of government power. He knew that

Pfli.'~-d and rmeIird by Ttuff*PAC. sIn in4ep~nO~nt Politic-ni Action Conwnilce
A flJ9)y 01 Our ee~x)n Is on i:ic ~1lh

trw F~icr~' rirrtionComrfl'St.JOfl. Ws~hin;icwI. D.C. -



many subscribers to his financial newslet:er, The Ruff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities ~nd refuse to renew their
subscriptions, and he was right. He lost about Si million in revenues.

When he accepted the' call to beccme National Finance Co-Chairman of
another independent Political Action Committee that raised and spent $1.5
million on behalf of Ronald Reagan, it was at great personal risk. His
publishing business is vulnerable toharassinent by over~regulation by the
SEC. the FTC, the IRS, and the postal authorities, and if President Reagan
had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carfer White House
would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter4iondale
tomrnitte, twenty radio stations dropped his show after a broadcast criticizing
the administrations unsuccessful Iranian hostage rescue mission.

,~Ruff-PACwrote to HoW~ids newilitter subscribers and rallied them to
raise thousands of dollars to-provide --what may have been the decisi~,e~
financial and advertising support for at least two Senate and two Mouse races4
besides financial support in 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American. along with generous support, if
they haze Ihe courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and
the letter of our Constitutional Democratic Republic when concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

tt~e The nex: four years could be as cruci~! as any period in the history of
reverre the dire i~n of the last thirty years of

political and fsc~ philosophy, or we contir~ue down the road towards
inflationary rein, with a high risk of Ios~ng cur system of government.

I urge you to continue your generous support now. Please give

generously but only give what you can afford and what feels right.

God bIes~. you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,
In

00*

Orrin Match

P.S. Remember that the first $100 contribijt~d in a caIend~r year ~o a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a 550 dil-ect tax credit on youF
federal income t~x return, A $200 cont~ibution entitles a coupleiil~ng a joiri~:3 ~ -.

return to a SlOG direct tax credit. Thank you inadvanc.e f6~ '6u'rhelp I.'. '~:~,<-~

P.S.S. ~~rj'~ forget -. if ~ot

your copy of B. Ray Anderi~n's Co ~

for your wonderful past support. ;.7C';Tti.?. ~ 4

* ~- v -,

* . ~' r' ~ '.. 1~*
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSiON
WASHINGTON. D C. 20463

February 15, 1984

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker & Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Hr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe
that your client, the Ruff Political Action Committee (Rut f PAC),

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a) (2) (A) and 434(b) (4) (H) Ci) and openedan investigation into the matter. On February 14r 1984, *based on
information obtained during that investigation, the Federal
Election Commission determined that there is reason to believe
that Rut f PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by failing
to provide the proper disclaimer notice on a mailing soliciting
contributions to Rut f PAC. The General Counsel's factual and
legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's

o finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
o no action should be taken against you. Please submit any factualor legal materials which you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
client, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4) (B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Mims, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

0
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V
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FEDERAL ELECTION CONKISSION

GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR No. 1484
STAFF MEMBER(S) & TEL. NO.
~jnMims
(202)523-4039

RESPONDENT Ruff Political Action Committee

SOURCEOFMUR: INTERNALLY GENERATED

SU~iIARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Based upon allegations contained within a complaint filed on

October 14, 1982, the General Counsel recommend and the

Commission determined there was reason to believe that: (1) Ruff

Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC) violated 2 U.S.C.
0

SS 441a(a)(2) (A) and 434(b) (4) (A) (H) Ci) and (2) the 1982 campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch violated -2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f)

and 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A).

If) An investigation has been conducted by the Office of the

General Counsel that included the depositions of Mr. Neal Blair

of Ruff PAC and Mr. Stanley Parrish of the Hatch campaign.
c

During the course of Mr. Blair's deposition, this Office

0 discovered the existence of a mailing that had not been provided

by the complainant but was thought to be relevant to the

Commission's investigation. Accordingly, Mr. Blair was asked to

produce a copy of the mailing piece and to provide specific

information regarding the preparation and cost of the mailing.

Pursuant to our request, a sample of this mailing

(Attachment 1) was produced by Mr. Blair. As anticipated, it is

relevant to the issues previously considered by the Commission



and will be an important element in the brief to be prepared by

this Office. Examination of the letter produced, however,

revealed that it does not meet the requirements of 2 U.s.c.

S 441d.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Title 2 U.S.C. S 44ld requires that [wJhenever any person

makes an expenditure for the purpose of financing communications

expressly advocating the election or defeat of a clearly

identified candidate, or solicits any contribution through any

direct mailing ... such communication" shall clearly state
who paid for the mailing and whether it was authorized by a

candidate. The notice at the bottom of the first page merely

states that it was "iIp]rinted and mailed" by Ruff PAC, an

independent Political Action Committee. A copy of our report is

on file with the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C."

Mr. Blair has confirmed that the mailing was paid for by Ruff

C' PAC.

In view of the foregoing, the General Counsel recommends

that the Commission determine that there is reason to believe

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d due to the defective notice

contained within this mailing.

RRCOHNEND&TION

Find reason to believe that the Ruff Political Action

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH~NCT0N. D.C. 20463

Jan W. Daran, Esquire
Baker a Bostetler
818 connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: !4UR 1484
Ruff Political Action Comm;~ttee

Dear Hr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe
that your client, the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC),
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a) (2) (A) and 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and opened

0 an investigation into the matter. On 1984, based on
information obtained during that investigation, the Federal
Election Commission determined that there is reason to believe
that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by failing
to provide the proper disclaimer notice on a mailing soliciting
contributions to Ruff PAC. The General Counsel's factual and

o legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. Please submit any factual
or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
client, the Commission may rind 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
so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Rims, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
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BEFORE ~ FEIZML ~E2CTICN CC)KrSSICI~1

In the Matter of )
)

&~iff Political Action Ccmunittee ) I4JR 1484
Hatch Election Ociunittee )
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

I, Marjorie W. !krnons, I~carding Secretary for the Federal Election

Caunission Executive Session on February 14, 1984, do hereby certify

that the C~mrtission decided by a vote of 4-2 to take the follc~ving actions

in PUR 1484:
0

1. Find reason to believe that the Th2ff Political
Action Camiittee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

2. A~,rove and send the letter and General Ootmsel' s
Factual and Legal Analysis attached to the
General Counsel' s rep~rt dated February 2, 1984.

C,
Ccxiiuissioners Harris, McL~nald, ?tGarry, and 1~iche voted affirmatively

for the staff rexirnezx]ation; Qminissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented.

Attest:

0,

rate
Secretary of the Cannission



* SENSITIVE cqv~
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOM CONNIP~~~ )i;~TT

In the Hatter of ) 84F~BZ P2: 01
)

Ruff Political Action Committee ) ?4UR 1484
Hatch Election Committee )
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

B&CKG~UND

Based upon allegations contained within a complaint filed on

October 14, 1982, the General Counsel recommended and the

Commission determined there was reason to believe that: (1) Ruff

Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC) violated 2 U.S.C.

- sS 441a(a)(2) (A) and 434(b) (4)(A) (H) (i) and (2) the 1982 campaign

CO committees of Senator Orrin Hatch violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f)

and 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A).

An investigation has been conducted by the Office of the
!1)

General Counsel that included the depositions of Mr. Neal Blair

of Ruff PAC and Mr. Stanley Parrish of the Hatch campaign.

During the course of Mr. Blair's deposition, this Office

?.fl discovered the existence of a mailing that had not been provided

by the complainant but was thought to be relevant to the

Commission's investigation. Accordingly, Mr. Blair was asked to

produce a copy of the mailing piece and to provide specific

information regarding the preparation and cost of the mailing.

Pursuant to our request, a sample of this mailing

(Attachment 1) was produced by Mr. Blair. As anticipated, it is

relevant to the issues previously considered by the Commission
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and will be an important element in the brief to be prepared by

this Office. Examination of the letter produced, however,

revealed that it does not meet the requirements of 2 U.s.c.

S 441d.

DISCUSSIOU

Title 2 U.S.C. S 44ld requires that "[wJhenever any person

makes an expenditure for the purpose of financing communications

expressly advocating the election or defeat of a clearly

identified candidate, or solicits any contribution through any

direct mailing ... such communication" shall clearly state who

paid for the mailing and whether it was authorized by a

0 candidate. The notice at the bottom of the first page merely

states that it was "[pirinted and mailed" by Ruff PAC, an

independent Political Action Committee. A copy of our report is

on file with the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C."

Mr. Blair has confirmed that the mailing was paid for by Ruff

PAC.

In accordance with the Commission's policy of making

independent determination of reason to believe that a violation

of the Act may have occurred based upon new evidence discovered

during the course of an investigation, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission determine that there is reason to

believe Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d due to the defective
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notice contained within this mailing. The General Counsel is

prepared to discuss other issues raised by the substance of the

mailing in its brief which will be circulated after the respondent

has had an opportunity to present any factual and legal materials

relevant to this issue presently before the Commission.

RECOUEND&TIOUS

1. Find reason to believe that the Ruff Political Action

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

2. Approve and send the attached letter and the General

Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

LI) By: ___________________________

%~i~hZ,6JL 4 ~, /5EV _________________

Date Kenneth A. Gross (
Associate General Counsel

LI,)
Attachments

1. Direct mail piece submitted by Ruff PAC.
2. Proposed letter to Ruff PAC including the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis.
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September 22, 1981

Mr. .1. R. Wiltberger
16511 Hedgecroft ~228
Houston, Texas 77060

Dear Mr. Wiltberger:

If thousands of. dollars of immediate tax benefits is worth one minute of

your time, consider yourself engaged.

Because you personally are a generous supporter of political efforts
endorsed by Howard J. Ruff, he has commissioned the famed tax expert, B.
Ray Ander.son to prepare a timely report on President Reagans new tax bill.
No more comprehensi ~lsisandinL~etatione~ists!

Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for a
minimum $2,000 tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Programs
starting in 1982? It is well worth a small fortune, in the opportunities it
reveals and the pitfalls it exposes.

Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff-PAC will send it
to you as a thank you" with absolutely no strin~~jhedl

Now, let mc tell you a little bit about our needs for the 1982 election in
order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the tax cut
possible.

Massive, yes massive, funds are needed to elect free enterprise
candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Repr~sentatives in 1982. Ruff->

.PAC needs you now to fund these efforts. *#~,. ~
~

Ruff, R~ff- PAC'~K~.K~ ~

Please allow me to tell you a little bit about Howiid
chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous man, and is fast becoming one
of America's most influential opinion-makers. His book; How to Prosper~
in the Coming Bad Years, is now the biggest selling financial book in
history, and many millions of people have been immensely helped by his~
newsletter and his TV and radio shows.

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, at
considerable financial and personal risk, got involved in the American political
process in 1981, and as much as any individual, helped to give the U.S.
Senate and House of Repres~ntatives a free-market majority.

Howard stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in March, 1980 to
risk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to help
stem the tide of inflation and the growth of government power. He knew that(c~we~ I

PrtaiIrd and matird by Ruil-PAC. an Indcp~nd~nt ~IIilcaI AdIOnCommlalce
A enpy of our irpod Is on (lie wish

the Fcdenii Cirellon Commission. Wa,.hIngIo~i. D.C.
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many subsc,'ibers to his financial newsletter, The Ruff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities and refuse to renew their
subscriptions, and he was right. He lost about $1 million in revenues.

When he accepted the' call to become National Finance Co-Chairman of
another independent Political Action Committee that raised and spent sL5

million on behalf of Ronald Reagan, it was at great personal risk. His
publishing business is vulnerable to harassment by over-regulation by the
SEC, the FTC, the IRS, and the postal authorities, and if President Reagan
had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carter White House
would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter-Mondale
Committe, twenty radio stations droppcd his show after a broadcast criticizing
the administration S unsuccessful Iranian hostage rescue mission.

Ruff-PAC wrote to Howard's newsletter subscribers and rallied them to

raise thousands of dollars to provide what may have been the decisive
financial and advertising support for at least two Senate and two House races,
besides financial support in 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American, along with generous support, if
they have ~the courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and
the letter of our Constitutional Democratic Republic when concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

The next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of

the Republic. Either we reverse the direction of the last thirty years of
political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards

inflationary ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

I urge you to continue your generous support now. Please give

generously but only give what you can afford and what feels right.

God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,

Orrin Hatch

P.S. Remember that the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a S50 direct tax credit on your
federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple filing a joint
return to a SiQO direct tax credit. Thank you in advance fo~'y6urJie1pV b

...............................

- '' ~

P.5.5. Don't forget - if you can not assid af~thistime':: preaie order~.~-"~.~.'iV
t..-~. t,.'

your copy of B. Ray Anderscn's ComPt~Hensave.T~k-'M ~

for your wonderful past suPport. '~' ~ "*~*~> ~ ~ .- ,,~

A .: ~
~

C'

~be..
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker & Bostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe
that your client, the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC),
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a) (2) (A) and 434(b)(4) (H) (i) and opened
an investigation into the matter. On , 1984, based on
information obtained during that investigation, the Federal
Election Commission determined that there is reason to believe
that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by failing
to provide the proper disclaimer notice on a mailing soliciting
contributions to Ruff PAC. The General Counsel's factual and
legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. Please submit any factual
or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
client, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of ceurse,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desire. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

in The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4) (B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A),

unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

t~W&e~hw~4.~



Letter to Jan W. Saran
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Hims, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at 523-4039.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTIOM CONMISSIGE

GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR No, 1484
STAFF MEMBER(S) & TEL. NO.
Stephen Mims
1202) 523-4039

RESPONDENT Ruff Political Action Committee

SOURCE OFMUR: INTERNALLY GENERATED

SUISIARY OF ALLEGATiONS

Based upon allegations contained within a complaint filed on

October 14, 1982, the General Counsel recommend and the

Commission determined there was reason to believe that: (1) Ruff

Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC) violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441a(a) (2) (A) and 434(b) (4) (A) (H) (i) and (2) the 1982 campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch violated =2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f)

and 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A).

1") An investigation has been conducted by the Office of the

0

General Counsel that included the depositions of Mr. Neal Blair

of Ruff PAC and Mr. Stanley Parrish of the Hatch campaign.

is, During the course of Mr. Blair's deposition, this Office

co discovered the existence of a mailing that had not been provided

by the complainant but was thought to be relevant to the

Commission's investigat±on. Accordingly, Mr. Blair was asked to

produce a copy of the mailing piece and to provide specific

information regarding the preparation and cost of the mailing.

Pursuant to our request, a sample of this mailing

(Attachment 1) was produced by Mr. Blair. As anticipated, it is

relevant to the issues previously considered by the Commission

4~d~e*& Q
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and will be an important element in the brief to be prepared by

this Office. Examination of theletter produced, however,

revealed that it does not meet the requirements of 2 U.s.c.

S 441d.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Title 2 U.s.c. S 44ld requires that [wjhenever any person

makes an expenditure for the purpose of financing communications

expressly advocating the election or defeat of a clearly

identified candidate, or solicits any contribution through any

direct mailing ... such communication" shall clearly state

who paid for the mailing and whether it was authorized by a

candidate. The notice at the bottom of the first page merely

states that it was "[p]rinted and mailed" by Ruff PAC, an

independent Political Action Committee. A copy of our report is

on file with the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C."

Mr. Blair has confirmed that the mailing was paid for by Ruff

PAC.

In view of the foregoing, the General Counsel recommends

that the Commission determine that there is reason to believe

Ruff PAC violated 2 U.s.c. S 441d due to the defective notice

contained within this mailing.

RECOMMENDATION

Find reason to believe that the Ruff Political Action

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441d.
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DIAL NO.: r)
.572

Honorable Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "XC" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Matter Under Review 1484

Dear Madam Chairman:

I am in receipt of your letter of Febr~aary 15,
1984 regarding the above-captioned matter prtaining
to our client, Ruff Political Action Committee ("Ruff
PAC"). Attached to your letter was the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis ("Analysis") which, as your
letter states, "formed abasis for the Commission's
finding" that there is reason to believe that Ruff PAC
allgedly failed to provide a proper notice on a
solicitation as required by 2 U.S.C. S 441d.

This Analysis refers to the solicitation in
question as "Attachment 1." No such document was
attached to the Analysis. Accordingly, I reqi~est
that the document referred to as Attachment 1 please
be provided to me so that we can prepare an appropriate
response.

Sincerely,

~Jan W. Baran

JWB:nhk
cc: Neal B. Blair
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Honorable Lee Ann Elliott
Cha ihuan
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Charles N. Steele, ~squJxe
General Counsel
Federal Election Coimuission
1325 K Street, N. W.~
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Steven Mizus, Esquire

Re: MUR 1483

Dear Mr. Steele:

In response to your letter of Aug~ast 8, 1983, t
hereby transmit the enclosed doc~mients aid eover letter
from Mr. Neal B. Blair regarding the a~ove-captione6
matter and our client, Ruff Po1i.ti~a3~ A~,tion Committee.

Since~a1y,

JanW

JWB : gh
Ends.

cc: Neal B. Blair

0

Lfl



RUFF P4 TICAL AUIN
238 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suit 80~ HOWM~J. Ruff

Washington, Q.C. ~0002
(202) 547-2122

October 3, 1983

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker & Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, U.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Baran:

We hereby submit the following documents and information
in response to a request from the Federal Election Commission.

'sO

1. The front and back of a Ruff-PAC check for $403.00.
(There are also three other checks that cannot be
located. Attached is a copy of our request to the
bank for the three checks).

2. A copy of the mailing mentioned in question 2 is
enclosed. The mailing was sent once. We do not
know the number of persons to whom the mailing was
sent. We note, however, that postage for the mailing

o was $3,150 which represents 15,750 stamps.

3. The mailing is the same as mentioned in our first
responses to the FEC's questions. The costs and des-

0 criptions of the mailing are as follows:

The total cost of the mailing was $10,138.74. The
breakdown is as follows:

$ 3,115.00 Postage and permits
689.35 Support services of labeling, folding,

sorting and stuffing by AAA in Salt Lake
City

6,239.59 Overseeing the printing and mailing (ANERAD)
94.80 Caging fees to Hurst and Associates

$10,138.74

The date of the mailing was April 26, 1982. There were
no other mailings.



Lett*Z~ to Jan Baran
Page ~

4. Enclosed are copies of contracts made between Ruff-PAC
and Viguerie and between Free the Eagle and Viguerie. There
was no written contract made between Amerad/Hurst and Ruff-PAC~
however, there was a verbal agreement made between Stan Parish
and Neal Blair.

5. The mailing was sent once and to 16,636 addresses.

If further inforaiation is needed, please contact our office

and we will forward it to you as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours,

Neal B. Blair
President



HOWARD J. RUFF CHNRMAN

29 September 1983

First Security Bank
1175 S. State Street
Orem, UT 84057

Dear Sirs,

We currently bave an account with your bank. Our account
number is 40-00-37-40. Could you please send us a copy
of a check written to Hatch Reelection Committee for $202.25
in February 1982?

We would appreciate your. swiftness in this request. Debit
our account for any expenses iacurred in relation to this
request.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Elena E. Smith
Treasurer

EES/pdw

236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20002 (202)647.2122

Lf?

0,



29 8ept~bx 198$

First Security Bank
P.O. Box 7
Orem, UT 84057

Dear Sirs,

Please send us a copy of a check written in June 1982 for
$431.55 to the Hatch Reelection Committee and also a check
written for $604.00 to the Hatch Reelection Commaittee,

CM
Thank you in advance for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

Id1) Elena E. Smith

o Treasurer

EES/pdw~
Lfl

a,

238 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20002 (202)547-2122
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September 22, 1981

Mr. .J. R. Wiltberger
16511 Hedgecroft ~228
Houston, Texas 77060

Dear Mr. Wiltberger:

If thousands of, dollars of immediate tax benefits is worth one minute of

your time, consider yourself engaged.

Because you personally are a generous supporter of political efforts
endorsed by Howard J. Ruff, he has commissioned the famed tax expert, B.
Ray Ander;son to prepare a timely report on President Reagan's new tax bill.
No more comprehensive analysis and interpretation exists!

Did you know, for instance, that most Americans are now eligible for a
minimum S2,OOO tax deferral through expanded IRA and Keogh Programs
starting in 1982? It ~s well worth a small fortune, in the opportunities it
reveals and the pitfalls it exposes.

Again, just indicate that you want the report and Ruff-PAC will send it
to you as a thank you" with absolutely no string attachedl

Now, let mc tell you a httle bit about our needs for the 1982 election in
order to keep electing the kind of men and women that made the tax cut
possible.

Massive, yes massive, funds are needed to elect free enterprise
candidates to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in 1982. Ruff-''

*PAC needs you now to fund these efforts. ~. I, * ,~, A
a . - .

Please allow me to tell you a little bit about Howird Ruff, Ruff-PAC~<P',~1'
chairman. Howard is an honest and courageous man, and is fast becoming one
of Americas most influential opinion-makers. His book; How to Prosper
in the Comi n~ILad Years, is now the biggest selling financial book in
history, and many millions of people have been immensely helped by his'
newsletter and his TV and radio shows.

I know him best as a friend and a public-spirited American who, at
considerable financial and personal risk, got involved in the American political
process in l9ffl, and as much as any individual, helped to give the U.S.
Senate and House of Representatives a free-market majority.

Howard stuck his neck out ten miles when he decided in March, 1980 to
risk his reputation and his subscription revenues to use his influence to help
stem the tide of rif~ation and the growth of government power. He knew that

itt, trtt and rna1Ii~~! ty RufIPAC. an Ind~u l~ni Political Action Committee

At upy ci our report Is tin file with
the Vederal Liectiort CornflISSio'1. Wa~hlngton. DC.



many subscribers to his financial newsletter, The Ruff Times, would
disapprove of his partisan political activities and refuse to renew their
subscriptions, and he was right. He lost about $1 million in revenues.

When he accepted the call to become National Finance Co-Chairman of
another independent Political Action Committee that raised and spent S1.5
million on behalf of Ronald Reagan, it was at great personal risk. His

publishing business is vulnerable to harassment by over-regulation by the
SEC. the FTC, the IRS, and the postal authorities, and if President Reagan
had lost the election, who knows what a long memory the Carter White House
would have had. As it was, due to pressure from the Carter-Mondale
Con'rmitte, twenty radio stations dropped his show after a broadcast criticizing
the administration's unsuccessful Iranian hostage rescue mission.

Ruff-PAC wrote to Howard's newsletter subscribers and rallied them to
raise thousands of dollars to provide what may have been the decisive
financial and advertising support for at least two Senate and two House i-aces,
besides financial support in 31 other Senate and House races; the point is that
it demonstrated that one concerned American, along with generous support, if
they have The courage to try, can make a real difference within the spirit and
the letter' of our Constitutional Democratic Republic when concerned citizens
continue to join in a concerted effort.

The next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of
the Republic. Either we reverse the direction of the last thirty years of
political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards
inflationary r'uin, with a high risk of losing aug. system of government.

I urge you to continue your' generous support now. Please give
generously but only give what you can afford and what feels right.

God bless you for your' wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours.

'4,

Or'rin Hatch S~L
P.S. Remember that the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax credit on your
federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple filing a joint
return to a SlOG direct tax credit. Thank you In advance fou~ your.holpl

P.S.S. Don't forget - if you can not assid_ ~t~iistIme.~ p~a~ ~., ~,.

for your wonderful past support. ~ .**~ ~.

your copy of B. Ray Anderson's Comr~1ensiv ( ~

~'

A

~ .),.j.~ -
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AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

THE VIGUERIE COMPANY

AND

FREE THE EAGLE

THIS AGREEMENT made and entered into this-March 1, 1982. by

and between THE VIGUERIE COMPANY, a Virginia corporation at 7771 1

Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, Virginia ~2O43 (hereinafter referred

to as TVC") and FREE THE EAGLE (hereinafter referred to as

"CLIENT).

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, CLIENT is an education and public information

* organization engaged in a public awareness campaign to inform

citizens of the United States about certain issues affecting

national public policy and,

WHEREAS, CLIENT is in need of counsel, advice and direct mai

advertising agency services to support its programs and,

WHEREAS, the parties are desirous that TVC shall provide

counsel, advice, and direct mail advertising agency services to

CLIENT.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and
Lfl

promises herein contained; the Parties hereto do hereby agree as

C
follows:

Section 1. Agreement. CLIENT hereby retains TVC as one of

its consultants, as an advisor and direct mail advertising agency

in CLIENT's direct mail campaign efforts to acquire supporters,

donors, or members and to promote its programs.

Section 2. TVC Services. TVC agrees to act as a consultant,

advisor and direct mail advertising agency to CLIENT in CLIENVS

direct mail campaign efforts to acquire supporters, donors, or

members and to promote its programs. TVC shall recomnend to

CLIENT the class of postage to be used, type of letters to be

mailed (offset, computer, robotyped, etc.), and the schedule for

*1
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the mailings. CLIENT shall approve or reject in writing all

major recommendatiOn
5 made by TVC. TVC agrees to perform

production of mailings research, artwork, writing1 printing.

securing of lists and mailings. TVC will implement such work,

either directly or through affiliates, and/or other suppliers.

CLIENT shall by its employees and at its expense perform all

donor file maintenance, all thank you acknowledgements and all

followup correspondence to donors as required. TVC will provide

advice and evaluation of these procedures.

Section 3. Copy Approval. All copy prepared and

recommended by TVC shall be subject to the writi~en ajproval of

CLIENT prior to its mailing.

Section 4. InvoiceS. CoDies of all invoices received from

suppliers of goods and devices selected by TVC under this

Agreement will be furnished to CLIENT.

Section 5. Postage. CLIENT agrees to advance postage for

all mailings.

Section 6. List Rental. TVC shall be entitled to receive

payment for use of TVC owned mailing lists, (which shall not be

deemed to include the lists owned jointly by 
TVC and CLIENT

pursuant to Section 11 below) at the rate of Six and One Half

Cents (.065) for each name and address mailed. Charges for Lists

mow owned by TVC shall be at the prevailing market 
rate.

Section 7. Agency Mail Fees. CLIENT shall pay TVC a fee*

of Four Cents (.04) for each letter mailed for its services. TVC

Services are described in Section 2 of this Agreement.

Section 8. Payment to TVC and Suppliers. CLIENT assumes

responsibility for the payments of all invoices 
directly and

reasonably arising out of the fulfillment of 
TVCs obligations

hereunder.

TYC shall charge interest at the rate of one and one-half

percent (l1~%) per month on the unpaid balance of invoices that 
ar

-' -a71
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over forty-five days old from the date Oh TVCs invoices to

CLIENT.

Section 9. Reporting. Within fifteen (15) days of CLIENT'S

caging or mail processing agency's receipt of a response of any

kind whatsoever from a prospective donor or donor to whom a

mailing has been made under this agreement, CLIENT will provide

to TVC the following information;

a. The name and address of the responding party;

b. The date of the response;

c. The nature of the response, and if the response is a

.~ contribution, the amount of the contribit ion;

d. The mail code of such responding party; and

e. Such other demographic data as TVC and CLIENT may agree.

TVC will employ the foregoing information to establish a

donor ("House") file for CLIENT and establish a file of non-donor

In addition to providing TVC with the foregoing information,

recognizing that daily mail results (i.e.), number of responses,

number of contributions and non-contributions, dollar amounts

collected and tabulated are vital to TVC's ability to evaluate

the effectiveness of direct mail programs, CLIENT, or the mutuall

agreed upon caging or mail processing agency, will provide such

results to TVC on a daily basis or as soon thereafter as is

pass ible.

CLIENT shall pay the costs of placing these donors and non-

donors on computer magnetic tape, of business reply envelope

postage due on all mailings, of opening the mail and caging the

contributions, and of all special data processing, requests made

by CLIENT to TVC.

Section 10. Ownership of Materials. TVC shall have the

exclusive right to copyright, patent, trademark or otherwise

legally protect any materials, brochures, copy or entire mailing

packages developed by TVC, for and on behalf of the CLIENT. All

.- , ;*~
4
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materials, packages and/or ideas developed by TVC, for and on

behalf of the CLIENT in accordance with the provisions hereof;

3hall at all times be and remain the property of ?VC and shall

not, at any time during or subsequent to the term hereof, be

used by the CLIENT without TVC's prior written consent. TYC sha

not unreasonably withhold such consent. Once consent is granted

by TVC to CLIENT in writing, CLIENT agrees to pay TVC an

advertising agency fee of Four Cents (.04) for each piece mailed

This provision does not extend to mailing packages developed

solely by CLIENT nor to copy for mailing package elements that

have been supplied to TVC by CLIENT. -~

Section 11. List Ownership. It is expressly understood,

covenanted and agreed by and between the Parties hereto that any

and all names and addresses and the records of the amounts

contributed, if any, including data required in Section 9 which

are obtained, developed, compiled or otherwise acquired for

CLIENT, by or through the direct or indirect efforts of TVC in

connection with any services rendered by TVC to CLIENT pursuant

to the terms hereof shall at all times be and constitute the

property solely and exclusively of TVC and CLIENT and may be use

at any time by TVC in any manner, for any purpose for its own

account and on behalf of any such parties as TVC shall from time

to time determine, and to be used by CLIENT during the term

hereof only for the purposes herein permitted. CLIENT shall not

at any time during the life of this Agreement or any time there-

after, rent, exchange, lease, sell or give away these names and

addresses, developed as a result of the efforts by TVC, to any

other parties for any purpose whatsoever. However, TVC shall be

free to use these names and addresses in any way it so desires

and for any purpose it may so determine. It is expressly under-

stood by both parties that CLIENT maintains other mailing lists

and that all agreements included in this section (11) are not

applicable to names and materials created or procured outside of

a

-4-



WITNESS

.1

DATEA,;-~ / *.Ri ~

WITNESS

BY~L~iA~

THE VIGUERIE COMPANY

By ~-'~/i-~/ *~ - ~w

1) *"
TITLE

DATE

FREE THE EAGLE

TITLE *. r
- .~

DATE__________________

the services therefore. if there is a duplicStiOn of

particular nanes or similarities in materialS because of outside

production and procurement this would not apply to the rules

elicited under this section.

Section 12. Contracts. CLIENT represents and warrants that

it has the full and unrestricted right and authority to enter

into this Agreement. CLIENT represents it has no contractual or

other relationships which would in any way be inconsistent or

contrary to the terms hereof. CLIENT does hereby agree to

indemnify and save TVC harmless for any claim, demand and/or

loss or damages which m~y arise as a result of any such

contractual or other relationships.

~ Section 13. Term. The term of this Agreement shall comx~enc

~ *'*.,
~ on-March 1, 1982 and shall terminate on December 31, 1984.

Section 14. Termination 1~ights and Preservation of Certain

Terms. Either party hereto may terminate this Agreement upon

thirty (30) days written notice to the other party, which notice

must be sent by registered mail to be effective.

It is expressly understood and agreed upon that even 
if this

Agreement is terminated by either Party, Sections 10 and 11 shall

survive such termination and remain binding upon the 
Parties.

Section 15. Changes or Amendments to this Agreement. No

change or amendment to this Agreement shall be effective 
unless

authorized in writing by the President or Executive Vice

president of TVC and the principal officer of CLIENT.
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AGREEMENT

BY AND BETWEEN

II THE VIGUERIE COMPANY

II ANDit
RUFF PAC

THIS AGREEMENT made and entered into this May 1, 1992, by

'and between THE VIGUERIE COMPANY, a Virginia corporation at 7777

1 LeesbUrg Pike, Falls Church, Virginia 22043 (hereinafter referred

;~to as TVC") and PUFF PAC (hereinafter referred to as "CLIENT").

WITNESSETH THAT:*1I
WHEREAS, CLIENT is an organization engaged in education

and political action to help elect candidates for public office

throughout the United States and,

WHEREAS, CLIENT is in need of counsel, advice and direct nail

advertising agency services to support its programs and,

WHEREAS, the parties are desirous that TVC shall provide

counsel, advice, and direct mail advertising agency services to

CLIENT.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and

promises herein contained; -the Parties hereto do hereby agree 
as

follows:

Section 1. Agreement. CLIENT hereby retains TVC as one of

I its consultants, as an advisor and direct mail advertising agency

tim CLIENT's direct mail campaign efforts to acquire supporters,

donors, or members and to promote its programs.
- Section 2, TVC Services. TVC agrees to act as a consultant,

~'advisor and direct mail advertising agency to CLIENT in CLIE~T'5

jldirect nail campaign efforts to acquire supporters, donors, or
'I
1 me~bers and to promote its progra~ns. TVC shall reconr~end to

!~CLIENT the class of postage to be used, type of letters to be

jimailed (offset, computer, robotyped, etc.), and the schedule for

p
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the mailings. CLiENT shall approve or resect ii*~it~ng all

major reconunendations made by TVC. TVC agrees to pdorm

production of mailings research, artwork, vEtt1r.~ ~rintinq.

securing of lists and mailings. TVC will imnpleme*~t *ueh work,

either directly or through affiliates, and/or otbe~ *uppliers.

CLIENT shall by its employees and at its expense perform all

donor file maintenance, all thank you acknowledgements and all

followup correspondence to donors as required. TYC will provide

advice and evaluation of these procedures.

Section 3. Copy Approval. All copy prepared and

recommended by TVC shall be subject to the written approval of

CLIENT prior to its mailing.

Section 4. Invoices. Copies of all invoices received from

suppliers of goods and devices selected by TVC under this

Agreement will be furnished to CLIENT.

Section 5. Postage. CLIENT agrees to advance postage for

all mailings.

Section 6. List Rental. TVC shall be entitled to receive

payment for use of TVC owned mailing lists, (which shall not be

deemed to include the lists owned jointly by TVC and CLIENT

pursuant to Section 11 below) at the rate of Six and One Half

Cents (.065) for each name and address mailed. Charges for Lists

not owned by TVC shall be at the prevailing market rate.

Section 7. Agency Mail Fees. CLIENT shall pay TVC a fee

of Four Cents (.04) for each letter mailed for its services. TVC

Services are described in Section 2 of this Agreement.

Section 8. Payment to TVC and Suppliers. CLIENT assumes

responsibility for the payments of all invoices directly and

reasonably arising out of the fulfillment of TVCs obligations

hereunder.

TVC shall charge interest at the rate of one and one-half

percent (1 %) per month on the unpaid balance of invoices that an

C,

C)

to

C,,
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over forty-fiVe days old from the date on TVC's invoices to

CLIENT.

Section 9. Reporting. Within fif teen (15) days of CLiENT'S

caging or mail processing agency's receipt of a response of any

kind whatsoever from a prospective donor or donor to whom a

mailing has been made under this agree~nent, CLIENT will provide

to TVC the following information;

a. The nane and address of the responding party;

b. The date of the response;

c. The nature of the response, and if the response is a

contribution, the amount of the contribution;

d. The mail code of such responding party; and

e. Such other demographic data as TVC and CLIENT may agree.

TVC will employ the foregoing information to establish a

donor ("House") file for CLIENT and establish a file of non-donor

In addition to providing TVC with the foregoing information,

recognizing that daily mail results (i.e.), number of responses,

number of contributions and non-contributions, dollar amounts

collected and tabulated are vital to TVC's ability to evaluate

the effectiveness of direct mail programs, CLIENT, or the mutuall

agreed upon caging or mail processing agency, will provide such

results to TVC on a daily basis or as soon thereafter as is

possible.

CLIENT sh~~ll pay the costs:of placing these donors and non-

donors on computer magnetic tape, of business reply envelope

postage due on all mailings, of opening the mail and caging the

contributions, and of all special data processing requests made

by CLIENT to TVC.

Section 10. Ownership of Materials. TVC shall have the

exclusive right to copyright, patent, trademark or otherwise

legally protect any materials, brochures, copy or entire mailing

packages developed by TVC, for and on behalf of the CLIENT. All

-3-
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materials, pac~&ges and/or ideas developed by TVC, for and on

behalf of the CLiENT in accordance with the provisions 
hereOf;

shall at all tines be and remain the property of TVC and shall

not5 at any tir.e during or subsequent to the term hereof, be

used by the CLIENT without TVCs prior written consent. 
TVC shal

not unreasonably withhold such consent. Once cor~sent is granted

by TVC to CLIE~? in writing, CLIENT agrees to pay TVC the

advertising agency fee of Four Cents (.04) for each piece mailed.

This provision does not extend to mailing packages 
developed

solely by CLItt~T nor to' copy for mailing package elements that

have been supplied to TVC~y CLIENT.

Section 11. List Ownership. It is expreiSlY understood.

covenanted and agreed by and between the parties hereto that any

and all names and addresses and the records of the amounts

contributed, if any, including data required in Section 9 which

are obtained, developed, compiled or otherwise acquired for

CLIENT, by or through the direct or indirect efforts of 
TVC in

connection -with any services rendered by TVC to 
CLIENT pursuant

to the terms hereof shall at all times be and constitute the

0
property solely and exclusively of TVC and CLIENT 

and may be used

at any time by TVC in any manner, for any purpose for its own

account and on behalf of any such parties as TVC shall from time

to time determine, and to be used by CLIENT during the term

hereof only for the purposes herein permitted. CLIENT shall not

0
at any time during the life of this Agreement or any time there-

after, rent, exchange, lease, sell or give away these names and

addresses, developed as a result of the efforts by TVC, to any

other parties for any purpose w~iatsoever. However, TYC shall be

free to use these names and addresses in any way 
it so desires

and for any pur?05e it may so determine. It is expressly under-

stood by both parties that CLIENT maintains other mailing lists

and that all agree'~cz~t5 included in this section (11) are not

applicable to r.ames and materials created or procured outside 
of

-4-



'~ ~ ~ O~('\VC. therefore, i! ~ is a duplication Cf

jarticular r.a~es or similarities in r.aterials because of outsii

?ZoductiOfl and procurement this would not apply to the rules

'N elicited under this section.

Section 32. Contracts. CLIENT represents and warrants ti

it has the full and unrestricted right and authority to enter

into this Agre~'~nt. CLIENT reprcserts it has no contractual

c~.er r ic'~hi:'s ~..hich would in any way be inconsistent Or

1'
c::.:rcrv to the ter~s hereof. CLIENT does hereby agree to

I.

~e~.nify.and seve TVC harmless.for any claim, derrand and/or

I ~oss or da.eges which may arise as a result of any suck

contractual or other relationships.

Section 13. Term. The term of this Agreement shall co

on 1~ay 1, 1962 and shall teiminate on December 31, 1984.

Section 14. Termination Riohts and Preservation of Certa

~iern~s. Either party hereto may terminate this Agreement upon

thirty (30) days written notice to the other party, which noti

must be sent by registered mail to be effective.

It is expressly understood and agreed upon that even if t

Acree~ent is terminated by either Party, Sections 10 and II sl~

survive such termination and remain binding upon the Parties.

Section 15. Changes or Amendments to this AareerneJ~i. Na

change or amendment to this Agreement shall be effective un3e~

authorized in writing by the President or Executive Vice

o
President of TVC and the principal officer of CLIENT.

WITNESS THE VIGUER1E COMPANY

0
BY ________~- BY______________ --

IA') TITLE____ ____________--

00 DATE___ ___ DATE______ _________

wI7~SS ?U~ PAC

BY______ ___ _______ _ BY ______- __

TITLE___________________

DATE__ ________________ DATE _________ __________
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GLENN J. SWAM, JR.
J. CURTIS MERGE
ROSERT R. SPARKS, JR.
A. MARK CHRISTOPHER

..1014N ROSERT CLARK 111
S. ERIC SIVERTSEN
SHARON L. POWERS
CLAIRE M. SOCCELLA

AtTORNEYS AT 14*

sugyg #t*o

S3O~tflEUNS*RO DRIVE

xcLZ4lq, fl3E3I1~ amos

ftOa) eptiooo

september 19, 1983

1700 1~VANYA~'A%~Et4UC. til. W.
W *t4 *OOO~

~WS~OAMHERGE

~VCOUNSEL
JAM~%~WAR0AULAR0

THOb~A~ J.7AOOULJR.

Mrs. Nancy Nathan
Off ice of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Nancy:

Enclosed, in connection with the above-ca~ti@ued
matter, are copies of Hatch Election Committee purchRse orders,
dated January 4 and May 27, 1982, respectively, regarding the
list exchange arranged between Mr. Parrish and Mr. Blair.

On July 27, 1983, you asked Mr. Parrish to review his

files to determine whether there might be anything in writing
relative to the so-called pub note by Mr. Ruff. Tou also asked

for copies of invoices from Amerad to Ruff-PAC and/or Free the

Eagle for caging and batching services. I have been advised by

Mr. Parrish that he has made an exhaustive search for those
materials, but that he has not been able to locate them if they,
in fact, ever existed.

C.

EnclosureS
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LDUATERIMI
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NO. ADI4~ 9$~Q5
5/27/82

~. CAFE MOUIR~D ASAP

-BILLTO 5atch ElectA.on Couuxdt
227 Mass. Ave., N.E.

- Washington, D.C. 200
SUPPLIERMcc

5104 Frolich Lane
~xedo, 141) 20781

SHIP TO Neal. Blair
1875 South State Suite 14000
Orem, Ut 84057

ACCOUNT

QUANTITY
OROER

130M

RECEIVED

~' 4~r~E~DE - UR by 2

g .#hammne mmquuuuunusesomemuineupsc.ua.
wmplm to HATCH Production offioe prior

- tip later mn delivery date.
lame notify us Iminedlazely If you em unable

-~ -i~ ubip ompleb order by 5 p.m. of specified
.*Nwry dote.
4EeOhpiOlUge, bok or skid mint be marked ac-

~imrdhWWspecW hutructlormon faoeofpurchmee
~dater. N packaging Ingructiona do not appear on
~wohmecwderplein5 contact HATCH Pmductlon.
~4.fteoelvlng documents am to be submitted to
AIATCH upon receipt of materials.
TWo changes will be binding on client lIsted on
Ibis P.O. unlees written authorization Is given.
S. AN Freight charges are to be prepald (at ven-
atom expense, to be included In Bid).
*. No wider runs will be accepted. Acceptable

ver nina am es follows:
IM-lOM 15% SOM-lOOM 4%
IOM-25M 10% Over lOOM 2%
ISM-SOM 6%

PLEASE SUPPLY ITEMS USTED SELOW

Please sheet 130,000 names from the Batch Data Bank
of names (191,000 File) as follows;

- 1.00,000 Utah names on an 11th basis
- 380000 Non Utah names on an 11th basis

Please ship 9
Bank

track - 1600 bpi - Label Hatch Data

This fulfills the Ruff times list exchange

UNIT
PRICE

TOTAL

~tY ~
~u:~~gII4gbes I~M be ~WflIpmnled by 2

NwU~ce prior

PJOUWSUNIbI@
~IIvdAv tduby5pm.af~sclfled

~e~Wdn~eoIpurcI~m
eider. Upeckeglng b'*1~ois do r*~pW on
puluheas cider pbmow* VHPoducllon.
t.~eosMng deoumenle ar to be eibnitted to
4ATCH upon ~eoslpt o matsrlsus.
7.N@ ctII5S wiN be binding n dent fluted on
~uls p.O. imlees wrhten esthorlzatlon ~ given.
*.MPrelghechergesamtobeprapeld(atven.
~wS expense, to be kicluded hi Bid).

- 4. tdo under rune wIN be cepted. Acceptable
-~r tulle em es ~Iowa:
SM-tOM 16% UM-1I~M 4%
I~1.25M 10% ~r lOOM 2%
- 4%

~Uu.s Actives - approx. 135,000 nina

will be satisfied by the Batch Election Conititte
ble 134,841 names frost the Batch Name Data Bank.

P5
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~EDAM & HERGE

PRO~I5ESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

-. SUITE 1100

8300 GREENSBORO DRIVE

McI~)~N, VIRGINIA 22102

63 '~IO: 0?

Mrs. Nancy Nathan
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463



EDAM & HERGE
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATISRNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 1100

8300~EENSBOR0 ORIVE

~ICLEAN, VIRGINIA 22102

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

Attention: Nancy B. Nathan, Esq.

IL. ~.I ~l ~ S *SS~.~ 4

~JJUNZ3 A9:~
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Page Four

~ane 21, 1983

Hatch coimittees consider using Mr.
Vetterli's book in connection with th*ic K

direct mail program. Mr. Parrish rej~~4
the suggestion. It is not known whether
or not Mr. Blair was acting as a
representative of Mr. Vetterli.

14. We have no knowledge of any material that
was produced and/or printed by the Hatch
committees, which were also printed,
reprinted or distributed by the Ruff
Political Action Committee, Neal Blair
Consultants and/or Free the Eagle.

0
Sincer /

J. C rtis Herge
Counsel to Hatch Election

Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch Committee

0
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S~3, & ~GE

A PU0PE~*NAL CO. ATION

A1T~t4EYS AT LAW

*WTE 000
6300 *ft~ENsmOR0 pmevu

3iC1*AJ~, VIRGINIA 88103

(7031 331-1000

June 21, 1983

Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, LW.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Nancy B. Nathan, Esq.

~~bt

.4JWE 030
700 PgF4~4~y~jVANIA AVE?4UE, N, W.

wASNVe, P. C. 8Q006
14*1.1000

C~S~0AMHLRGE
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Re: NUR 1484

Dear Mr. Gross:

On behalf of our clients, the Hatch Election Committee
and Friends of Orrin Hatch, we hereby submit their answers to the
questions enclosed with your letter, dated May 19, 1983, in
connection with BlUR 1484. The numbers of the answers correspond
to the numbers of the questions.

1. Neal Blairi verbal agreement; Neal Blair
Consultants and Free the Eagle.

2. Neal Blair; November, 1981 - June 30,
1982; Neal Blair Consultants and Free the
Eagle.

3. See diagram, attached. (The initials
NBC refer to Neal Blair Consultants and
the initials HEC refer to the Hatch
Election Committee.)

4. Mr. Blair spent approximately one week out
of six in the office. The agreement was
to provide telephone answering and
secretarial assistance. Our clients have
no knowledge of the specific work Mr.
Blair performed in the office.

GLENN J. SEDAM, JR.

J.CURTIS MERGE
ROSERT R. SPARKS, JR.
A. MARK CHRISTOPHER

JOHN ROBERT CLARK m

U. ERIC SIVERTSEN
SHARON L. POWERS

CLAIRE N. SOCCELLA
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5. To the best of our knowledge, Mr. Blair
performed no work for the Hatch
committees, or for staff members of t~*
Hatch committees, either at the request Q~
the Hatch committees or any employee or
volunteer worker for those committees, or
upon his own initiative.

6. To the best of our knowledge, all the
conversations between Mr. Blair and any
employee of, or volunteer worker for, the
Hatch committees were routine social
conversations. Prior to the time Mr.
Blair occupied the office space in
question, there was a conversation with
Mr. Blair regarding the exchange of
mailing lists. (See response to question
7.) Subsequent to the time Mr. Blair
occupied the office space in question,
there was a conversation with Mr. Blair
about the book by Mr. Vetterli. (See
response to question 13.) During the time
Mr. Blair occupied the office space in
question, Mr. Blair requested recommenda-
tions of firms which handled caging and
batching of direct mail receipts and Mr.
Parrish, of the Hatch Election Committee,
recommended ANERAD. With the exception of
the foregoing, we know of no other conver-
sations between any employee of, or
volunteer worker for, the Hatch committees
and Mr. Blair.

7. To the best of our knowledge, the only
cooperative activity related to the
exchange of mailing lists between the
Hatch Election Committee and the Ruff
Political Action Committee. Prior to the
time that Mr. Blair leased the office
space at 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E.,
Washington, D.C. in November, 1981, the
Hatch Election Committee arranged through
Mr. Blair to use the mailing list of the
Ruff Political Action Committee in
exchange f or the use by the Ruff Political
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Action Committee of the mailing list of
the Hatch Election Committee after the
election.

8. The Viguerie Company was a direct mail
consultant for the Hatch Election
Committee.

9. AMERAD was retained for the specific
purpose of batching and caging direct mail
responses. Hurst and Associates was
retained as a media consultant for the
Hatch Election Committee.

10. To the best of our knowledge, all
meetings, correspondence and/or conversa-
tions between any employee of, or
volunteer worker for, the Hatch committees
and any representative of Ruff Political
Action Committee, Neal Blair Consultants
and Free the Eagle are described in the

If) response to question 6.

11. To the best of our knowledge, there were
no meetings, correspondence and/or
telephone conversations between any
employee of, or volunteer worker fur, the
Hatch committees and any representative of
any consultant firm or any individual
consultant in which the Ruff Political
Action Committee, Neal Blair Consultants
and/or Free the Eagle was discussed.

12. To the best of our knowledge, the date
upon which any representative of the Hatch
committees first learned of the writing
and/or publication of Orrin Hatch.
Challenging the Washington Establishment,
by Richard Vetterli, was in March, 1982.

13. The only known meeting and/or conversation
between any representative of the Hatch
committees and Mr. Vetterli, or any
representative of Mr. Vetterli, was a
suggestion made by Mr. Blair to Mr.
Parrish in mid-summer, 1982, that the
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Charles N. Steele, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484 (Ruf~PAC)
Co

Dear Mr. Steele:

Enclosed please find the responses of our ol~ent,Ruff Political Action Committee, to your questions of
May 19, 1983.

Sincerely,

0

Jan W.

JWB:gh
End.cc

cc: Neal B. Blair
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June 16, 1983

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steele:

In response to your questions of May l9~, 1983 I hereby
submit the following responses on behalf of Ruff Poli*4cal
Action Committee in connection with Matter Under Review 1484:

1. The office space was rented in the name of Neal Blair Cc~n-
sultants ("NBC"). The source of funds used to pay for this0 space were RuffPAC and Free the Eagle, clients of Neal Blair.

2. Neal Blair was the only individual to occupy the space on
behalf of RuffPAC, NBC, or Free the Eagle. The dates of
occupancy were from November, 1981 to June, 1982.

3. See diagram.

4. All work was performed by Neal Blair in his capacity as
independent consultant:
(a) work for Free the Eagle focused on telephoning members

of Congress and staff in regard to public issues such
as balanced budgets, the gold standard, income tax
policy, and related matters

(b) work for RuffPAC focused on gathering and disseminat-
ing information about candidates and potential candi-
dates where RuffPAC was considering making a contri-
bution.

5. Neal Blair spoke at breakfasts in Provo, Utah encouraging
citizens to support Orrin Hatch and made less than ten
phone calls in Utah soliciting contributions from friends.
Helene Holt, a RuffPAC employee in Utah, on her own time,
distributed literature for Hatch.

6. Neal Blair had conversations of a general nature with
persons associated with the Hatch Committee. At no time
was any kind of independent expenditure or in-kind contri-
bution discussed.

~0J. Ruff
airman



w m -A

Charles N. Steele, Esquirq
June 16, 1983
Page Two

7. Same answer as number 5.

8. Viguerie Company performed one mailing for RuffPAC and
f our mailings for Free the Eagle between January 1, 1981
and June 15, 1983.

9. Amerad performed one or two mailings for RuffPAC in the
Spring of 1982.

10. See answer to Question 6.

11. Neal Blair had a discussion with Dick Wirthlin, Hatch's

pollster, in how he was doing in the polls.

12. Richard Vetterlee was a professor at Brigham Young

0 University who approached Neal Blair and asked him if he
would be willing to purchase copies of a book on OrrS.n
Hatch that Vetterlee was writing. On behalf of RUffPAC,
Blair agreed to purchase them and use them for premiums
for contributions.

Vetterlee's relationship to Senator Hatch is that he wrote
o a biography of the Senator.

13. No such material was knowingly produced or used by RuffPAC,
NBC, or Free the Eagle.

Respectfully submitted,

Neal B. Blair
President



Di~ruu of t1~ Off ic~ sp~e ocx~upi.d ~ Neal B. Blair at 227
Awnie, NE, WauhinVton, D.C. 2OOO2~

window

?Mue~umtts

window

Neal Blair's
file cabinet



U2N)

I~1.

rtrfl
Or1~

~CD
CD

~rt

IzJ(~
CD~
~JpJ
(DII
l.1I-J
~CD
I-i U)

t!IZ

CD
ocr,
r~rt
P CD
OCD

CD

U) H
H. II
OCD



5.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

June 9, 1983

J. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Herge:

We have received your request, dated June 3, 1983, for an
extension of time in which to respond to the Commission's
questions issued May 19, 1983. The requested extension to
June 17, 1983, is hereby granted, in view of your stated need to
gather additional information.

CO Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel ~

'Kenneth A. Gras's
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

I6~~ WASHINGTON. DC 20463 June 6, 1983

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Bostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Baran:

Your request, dated June 1, 1983, for an extension of time
in which to submit a response on behalf of the Ruff Political
Action Committee to the Commission's interrogatories is hereby
granted, in view of Neal Blair's unavailability due to travel,
and your need to review records in formulating a response.

While the extension is granted to June 16, 1983, in
accordance with your assurances to this Office that you will make
every effort to respond sooner, we hope that the submission will
be made at an earlier date.

0 Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gene 1 Counse

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006

June 8, 1983

AREA CODE 202
296-7600

IRVING I. TOCHELSON
Juuus 7. rc~c
OP COUNSEL

JSADORE MILL 0905-1904)

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
General Counsel
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Suite 700
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

z

LA3

C-f'

Dear Mr. Steele:

I am writing to you in response to your letter addressed
to my client, The Viguerie Company, dated May 19, 1983. That
letter contains certain requests for information in connection
with an investigation being conducted by the Federal Election
Commission.

In response to the above inquiry the following are the
answers to the requests to the written questions furnished
to my client. The numbers of the answers correspond to the
numbers of the questions:

1. Yes

2. Services were performed by The Viguerie Company
for Ruff Political Action Committee and for Free the Eagle
since January 1, 1981. No such services were performed for
Neal Blair Consultants.

3. Mailings were made for the Hatch Committees (as
defined in the questions) on the following dates:

1981

December 5 and 11

1982

January 21 and 29
February 3, 5, 8 and 1
March 4 and 11
April 5, 7, 16, and 21
May 6 end 14
June 8, 15, 16, and 17
July 2, 6, 14 and 29
August 5 and 17

1
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Charles N. Steele, Esquire
Page two
June 8, 1983

September 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
20, 21, 27 and 28

October 1, 7, 8, 9 and 14
November 12

I have brought copies of the written materials that
were prepared by The Viguerie Company for distribution by
or on behalf of the Hatch Committees for your review.

4. Mailings for Ruff Political Action Committee were
made on October 15 and 16, 1982. I have brought a copy of
the written material prepared for distribution on behalf
of the Ruff Political Action Committee for your review.

Mailings were made for Free the Eagle on the following
dates:

1982
~0

October 13

1983

February 26 and 28
March 7, 10, 14 and 28
April 23 and 29
May11

I have brought with me for your review copies of written
materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf of Free
the Eagle.

5. In reviewing the records and files of The Viguerie
Company and in discussing the matters covered by your request
for information with the account executives responsible for
the respective accounts, it was concluded that no conversation
of the character referred to took place, nor were there any
writings of such character.

Sincerely,

A. Miller

LAM: gp
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Nancy B. Nathan, Esq.

-u
.c~.
*0

Re: NUR 1484

Dear Mr. Gross:

With reference to your letter, dated May 19, 1983, with
vhich you enclosed questions for response in connection with the
above-captioned matter, we request an extension to June 17, 1983
within which to reply. The extension is required in order to
accumulate the information necessary to reply.

:4;;
~~ 7 icerely,

is Her

~, V
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ROPESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 1100

S300 GRCENSSORO DRIVE

~L?.AN, VIRGINIA 22102

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

Attention: Nancy B. Nathan, Esq.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

May 25, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you, or your firm respondents in
this matter.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.
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Letter to Hurst and Associates

Page 2

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counse

By: A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

a,

a ww w~a~*~
C) D ~
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BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION COHKISSIOII

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit
answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst and
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Hatch Election
Committee and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee
(hereinafter "the Hatch committees")?

2. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst and
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Ruff Political
Action Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants
(hereinafter "NBC"), and/or Free the Eagle?

3. With reference to the services performed for the Hatch
committees, describe each project, and list the date(s) upon
which each was performed. Please furnish copies of any written
materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf of the Hatch
committees.

4. With reference to the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC,
and/or Free the Eagle, describe each project, and list the
date(s) upon which each was performed. Please furnish copies of
any written materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf
of Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle.

5. Describe any conversations or writings between
o representatives of Hurst and Associates or AMERAD and

representatives of the Hatch committees and/or Ruff PAC about
mailings, other fundraising activities, and/or any other campaign

activities of the other (i.e., conversations by Hurst/AMERADrepresentatives with Hatch committee representatives about Ruff
m PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle plans or expenditures, or by

Hurst/AMERAD representatives with Ruff PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle
representatives about Hatch committee plans or expenditures).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

?471s 01 May 25, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:
C>

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you a respondent in this matter, but

rather as a witness only.

Q Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.

This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist

you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gene Co se

~AI~By: 4(enneth)j. Groat
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

C,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONI4ISS IOU

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

written answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) were you
employed by the Hatch Election Committee or the Friends of Orrin
Hatch Committee? Describe the services you performed during
those period(s).

2. Have you ever been employed by, consulted with or spoken
with any employees of the Ruff Political Action Committee ("Ruff
PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants ("NBC") and/or Free the Eagle?
Describe and give details of any such employment, consultation or
conversations.

3. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) were you
employed by Hurst and Associates or AMERAD? Describe your duties
as an employee of Hurst and Associates, or AMERAD.
4. Describe in detail your participation in services performed

N by Hurst or AMERAD for Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle and/or
for the Hatch committees.

5. For each of the services described in response to #4 above,
list the individuals you dealt with in planning and performing
those services, both on the staff of Ruff PAC, NBC, and/or Free
the Eagle and of the Hatch committees. As to each describe those
dealings and give the date(s) on which they occurred.

6. List any individuals and, where appropriate, their firms,
that you dealt with at any time in planning and/or performing
services for Ruff PAC, NBC, and/or Free the Eagle and/or the
Hatch committees and that were not listed in response to #5
above.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COSUIZ86I4~ ~ N
REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTWN~ ~~17 .22

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please stibbit
answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst an4
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Hatch Zleoti6ri
Committee and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee
(hereinafter "the Hatch committees")?

2. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst and
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Ruff Politi~a1
Action Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants
(hereinafter "NBC"), and/or Free the Eagle?

3. With reference to the services performed for the Hatch
committees, describe each project, and list the date(s) upon
which each was performed. Please furnish copies of any written

C'" materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf of the Hatch
committees.

4. With reference to the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC,
and/or Free the Eagle, describe each project, and list the
date(s) upon which each was performed. Please furnish copies of
any written materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf
of Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle.

5. Describe any conversations or writings between
representatives of Hurst and Associates or AMERAD and
representatives of the Hatch committees and/or Ruff PAC about
mailings, other fundraising activities, and/or any other campaign
activities of the other (i.e., conversations by Hurst/AMERAD
representatives with Hatch committee representatives about Ruff

PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle plans or expenditures, or by
Hurst/AMERAD representatives with Ruff PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle

C, representatives about Hatch committee plans or expenditures).

ANSWERS:

1. None. What is AMERAD? It has no association with Hurst &

Associates.

2. No. Not familiar with Ruff Committee. ':Jhat is it?

3. We have performed no projects. What consulting Engineering
services are you questioning?

4~ None.

5. None. There are no Hurst/AMERAD representatives in our
firm. Never heard of AMERAD.

WOULD SUGGEST THAT YOU STOP WASTING THE HARRIED TAXPAYER'S

MONEY.



\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

May 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Clyde Hurst, President
Hurst and Associates
301 N. Wasbington Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Hurst:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached

-~ request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you, or your firm respondents in
this matter.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.
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Letter to Clyde Hurst
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If you have any questionS, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel ,

General Counsel

Enclosure
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fir. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463
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HURST & ASSOCIATES co.asi.~.. SING ENGINEERS

301 N. WASHINGTON STREET
FALLS CHURCH. VIRGINIA 22046

Gentlemen:

This material is being returned to
you. It was delivered to u~ in
error. There is not now nor has
there ever been a Stanley B. Parrish
associated or affiliated or employed
by this firm.

In fact, I can find no one here, who
even knows who he is.
As for the questions attachecj, we
have never even heard of the organ~
zations referred to.

) C~

:0

F.
*5' rr1

- Cl
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION6 ~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 May 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates
301 N. Washington Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:

N The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you a respondent in this matter, but
rather as a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.
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Letter to Stanley Parrish
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It you have any questions, please direct them to Rat~cy B.

Ilathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202m523m4073.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONU WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

"'~ May 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Clyde Hurst, President
Hurst and Associates
301 N. Washington Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Hurst:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written guestions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you, or your firm respondents in
this matter.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.



Letter to Clyde Hurst
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel ,

By* 'Kenneth A. Grbss
Associate General Counsel

CM Enclosure

C,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOK CONKISSICE

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit
answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst and
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Hatch Election
Committee and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee
(hereinafter "the Hatch committees")?

2. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did Hurst and
Associates or AMERAD perform services for the Ruff Political
Action Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants
(hereinafter "NBC"), and/or Free the Eagle?

3. With reference to the services performed for the Hatch
committees, describe each project, and list the date(s) upon
which each was performed. Please furnish copies of any written
materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf of the Hatch
committees.

4. With reference to the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC,
and/or Free the Eagle, describe each project, and list the
date(s) upon which each was performed. Please furnish copies of
any written materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf
of Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle.

5. Describe any conversations or writings between
representatives of Hurst and Associates or AMERAD and
representatives of the Hatch committees and/or Ruff PAC about
mailings, other fundraising activities, and/or any other campaign
activities of the other (i.e., conversations by Hurst/AMERAD
representatives with Hatch committee representatives about Ruff
PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle plans or expenditures, or by
Hurst/AMERAD representatives with Ruff PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle
representatives about Hatch committee plans or expenditures).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

May 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates
301 N. Washington Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you a respondent in this matter, but
rather as a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.



Letter to Stanley Parrish
Page 2

It you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Enclosure



BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION CONMISSIOU

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

written answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) were you
employed by the Hatch Election Committee or the Friends of Orrin
Hatch Committee? Describe the services you performed during
those period(s).

2. Have you ever been employed by, consulted with or spoken
with any employees of the Ruff Political Action Committee Q'Ruff
PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants ("NBC") and/or Free the Eagle?
Describe and give details of any such employment, consultation or
conversations.

3. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) were you
employed by Hurst and Associates or AMERAD? Describe your duties
as an employee of Hurst and Associates, or AMERAD.

0) 4. Describe in detail your participation in services performed
by Hurst or AMERAD for Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle and/or
for the Hatch committees.

5. For each of the services described in response to #4 above,
list the individuals you dealt with in planning and performing
those services, both on the staff of Ruff PAC, NBC, and/or Free
the Eagle and of the Hatch committees. As to each describe those
dealings and give the date(s) on which they occurred.

6. List any individuals and, where appropriate, their firms,
that you dealt with at any time in planning and/or performing
services for Ruff PAC, NBC, and/or Free the Eagle and/or the
Hatch committees and that were not listed in response to #5
above.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC. 204635 May 19, 19.83

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Richard Viguerie
The Viguerie Company
7777 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, Virginia

Re: MUR 1484

N Dear Mr. Viguerie:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
request for answers to written questions has been issued. The
Commission does not consider you or your firm respondents in this
matter.

0 Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

m written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to these questions.
However, it is required that you submit answers within ten days
of your receipt of this request.



Letter to Richard Viguerie
Page 2

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel

cr~ Enclosure
*mmc~ Sad 4.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOI COSUIISSIO

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit
answers to the following:

1. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did The
Viguerie Company perform services for the Hatch Election
Committee and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee
(hereinafter "the Hatch committees")?

2. Since January 1, 1981, during what period(s) did The
Viguerie Company perform services for the Ruff Political Action
Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants
(hereinafter "NBC"), and/or Free the Eagle?

3. With reference to the services performed for the Hatch
committees, describe each project, and list the date(s) upon
which each was performed. Please furnish copies of any written
materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf of the Hatch
committees.

4. With reference to the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC,
and/or Free the Eagle, describe each project, and list the
date(s) upon which each was performed. Please furnish copies of
any written materials prepared for distribution by or on behalf
of Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle.

5. Describe any considerations or writings between
representatives of The Viguerie Company and representatives of
the Hatch committees and/or Ruff PAC about mailings, other
fundraising activities, and/or any other campaign activities of
the other (i.e., conversations by Viguerie representatives with
Hatch committee representatives about Ruff PAC, NBC, Free the
Eagle plans or expenditures, or by Viguerie representatives with
Ruff PAC, NBC, Free the Eagle representatives about Hatch
committee plans or expenditures).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWASHINGTON. D.C. 20463 May 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

On January 5, 1983, the Commission notified your clients,
the Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch, that it
had found reason to believe that they had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A) and 441a(f), provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. An
investigation of this matter is being conducted and it has been
determined that additional information from your clients is
necessary. The Commission wishes your clients to submit answers
to the enclosed questions, within ten days.

cy If you have any questions please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

LI)
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: Kenneth A. Gros
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit
written answers to the following:

1. With regard to office space subleased by the Hatch Election
Committee and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee
(hereinafter "the Hatch committees") to Ruff Political Action
Committee ("Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants ("NBC") and/or
Free the Eagle, at 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Washington,
D.C., from November 1, 1981 through June, 1982, give the name(s)
of the person(s) who arranged on behalf of Ruff PAC, NBC or Free
the Eagle to sublease space at that address, the form the
agreement took ~ lease, contract), and the name of the
organization or individual responsible for payment for the office
space leased or rented.

2. As to the subleased office space described in Question #1
above, list the individuals who used the space, the dates of
their use, and their stated affiliation (e.g., Ruff PAC, NBC
and/or Free the Eagle).

3. As to the subleased office space described in Question #1
above, please furnish a diagram of that office space, showing it
in relation to the Hatch office space at the same address.

4. As to the individuals listed in response to Question #2
above, describe the work each performed.

5. As to the individuals listed in response to Question #2
above, describe work performed by each for the Hatch committees
or for staff members of the Hatch committees, at that address or
at any other address, either at the request of the Hatch
committees or any employee or volunteer worker for those
committees, or on the individual's initiative.

6. Describe any conversations between any employee of or
volunteer worker for the Hatch committees and any individual(s)
listed in response to Question #2.

7. Describe any projects or other services performed by any
employee of or volunteer worker for the Hatch committees in
cooperation with and/or at the request of any individual(s)
listed in response to Question #2, and/or any projects or other
services performed by any individual(s) listed in response to
Question #2 in cooperation with and/or at the request of any
employee of or volunteer worker for the Hatch committees.



Page 2
Questions; to:

8. Describe in detail the services performed for the Hatch
committees since January 1, 1981, by the Viguerie Company.

9. Describe in detail the services performed for the Hatch
committees since January 1, 1981, by AMERAD and/or Hurst and
Associates.

10. Describe any meetings, correspondence and/or telephone
conversations between any employee of or volunteer worker for the
Hatch committees and any representative of Ruff PAC, NBC or Free
t~ Eagle, since January 1, 1981.

11. Describe any meetings, correspondence and/or telephone
conversations between any employee of or volunteer worker for the
Hatch committees, and any representative of any consultant firm
(niL, The Viguerie Company, AMERAD) or any individual
consultant, in which Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle was
discussed.

12. List the date upon which any representative of the Hatch
committees first learned of the writing and/or publication of
Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment, by Richard
Vetterli.

13. Describe and give the date(s) of any meetings and/or
conversations between any representative of the Hatch committees
and Richard Vetterli or any representative of Richard Vetterli.

14. Describe any materials that were produced and/or printed by
the Hatch committees and also printed, reprinted or distributed
by Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle. Please furnish samples

* ~ of any such materials.



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

May 19, 19.83

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
RuE f Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, the Commission notified your client,
RuE f Political Action Committee, that it had fo~nd reason to
believe that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i)
and 441a(a) (2) (A), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is
being conducted and it has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary. The Commission wishes
your client to submit answers to the enclosed questions, within
ten days.

If you have any questions please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counse

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COIISS ION

REQUESTS FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit
written answers to the following:

1. Under what name was office space at 227 Massachusetts
Avenue, N.E., Washington, D.C., subleased from November 1, 1981,
through June, 1982? What was the source of the funds used to pay
rent for use of that space?

2. List the individuals who occupied Ruff PAC's office space
referred to in Question 11, and the dates of use by each such
individual, whether an employee of or volunteer worker for Ruff
Political Action Committee ("Ruff PAC"), Neal Blair Consultants
("NBC"), or Free the Eagle.

3. Describe and diagram the office space subleased from the
Hatch committees, showing the subleased space in relation to the
Hatch committees' space.

4. As to the individuals listed in response to Question #2
above, describe in detail the work each performed, and whether
that was for Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle.

5. As to the individuals listed in response to Question #2
above, describe work performed by each for the Hatch committees
or for staff members for the Hatch committees, at that address or
at any other address, either at the request of the Hatch
committees or any employee or volunteer worker for those
committees, or on the individual's initiative.

6. Describe any conversations between any employee of or
volunteer worker for the Hatch committees and any individual(s)
listed in response to Question #2.

7. Describe any projects or other services performed by any
employee of or volunteer worker for Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the
Eagle in cooperation with and/or at the request of any employee
of or volunteer worker for the Hatch committees, and/or any
projects or other services performed by any employee or volunteer
worker for the Hatch committees in cooperation with or at the
request of any employee of or volunteer worker for Ruff PAC, NBC
and/or Free the Eagle.



0
Page 2
Questions to:

8. Describe ifl detail the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC
and/or Free the Eagle by the Viguerie Company since January 1,
1981.

9. Describe in detail the services performed for Ruff PAC, NBC
and/or Free the Eagle by AMERAD and/or Hurst and Associates since
January 1, 1981.

10. Describe any meetings, correspondence and/or telephone
conversations between any employee of or volunteer worker for the
Hatch committees and any representative of Ruff PAC, NBC and/or
Free the Eagle, since January 1, 1981.

11. Describe any meetings, correspondence and/or telephone
conversations between any employee of or volunteer worker for
Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle, and any representative of

any consultant firm (e.g., The Viguerie Company, AMERAD) or any
individual consultant, in which the Hatch committees and/or
Senator Orrin Hatch's 1982 campaign were discussed.

12. Describe the relationship between Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free
the Eagle and Richard Vetterli. Describe Mr. Vetterli's

relationship to Senator Hatch and the Hatch committees.

13. Describe any materials that were produced and/or printed by
the Hatch committees and also printed, reprinted or distributed
by Ruff PAC, NBC and/or Free the Eagle. Please furnish samples
of any such materials.
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Phone:
2024334595
202433.3599

Tax Identiflcatlofl No.: 52.0966120

Milton Reporting, Inc.
Gewul Stenotype Ripening

SuIte 301
1601 Connecticut Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20009

September 15, 1983

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W. - 7th Floor
Washington. D.C.

L (Attn: Steve Mimme) I
I I ~ ~ F~A%~ ~flf~II F~AT~ fl~

Date

/28/83

(~C4

Notary Public
D.C. . Va. . Md.

INVOICE NUMUN

O64~
TIllS NUMSER MUST

ACCOMPANY YOUR PAYMENT
AND StOlOuN ON ALL

COR~~PON0ENCE

IJUL li"4 .flF UA!~ FE~LJYZ UJ~IL. ~11

rAYMLINI TO AVOID FINANCE CHARGE I

RE: Deposition of Stanley B. Parish
Case No. MUR 1484
Original and one copy

Pages: 1 thru 90

90 Pgs. @ $2.30 per page
Courier Fee

Total:

ORIGI NAL

207.00
6.00

$213.00
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'.rheeupon,
w,~AmjY ~. ~'AP.RISH

called fo~ examinatior~ ~' ~nd hai~g b~n duly sm~*'t~ ~y t~1e
J

t

i~.o~tv, testified as followa: 

IUuI~~IU~IUILEU9

Q ~ ~Wi11 you state your name?

A Stanley B. Parrish.

0 I would like youz~ home address in the Was D~n

area and also you have a current addz~ess in UtaR~.

A 6603 Naymeadow -- one wore Court, 14cLean~ Virginii
A

That is it.

Q How recently did you leave?

A I have a home but not a residence in Utah.

Q What I am interested in really is when you left your

employment in Utah to return to employment here. When did you

leave Utah to begin work in Washington; to resume work in

Washington?

A In August of 1981.

o i guess we are getting ahead of ourselves a little

bit. When you were working in Utah during the most recent

Hatch campaign, you were living there but you didn't have, you

didn't establish a residence. Is that it?

A Could we digress for just a minute?
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Q ~es~
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Z~b~Ve a q~e~i~n. iait fair for 1u
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~uetiox~?

Q Sure.

A That is we had responded to the ~uestt~4ai~~ ~
4' ~444

y~ia had sent out. I was * ilig what the ~iI~&tu~#*f ~he

questions were tod&y, what ~bu A~ie trying t~ 'fi~nd out or

determine.

MS. NATEM~: Of f the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Back on the record.

While you were in Utah you had, you lived in Utah

but you did not have a residence there. Is that it?

A Are you talking about in 1961?

Q No. 1982.

A In 1982, I had a home there, but I am domiciled

here.

MS. LERNER: You are talking about your residence

for IRS purposes?

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

BY MS. NATHAN:
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0 1 would like to ask you~ series Of about
2

~ ~Ia1ch Co~xn4.ttee's a~e.memt with ~U 8~4L~ O*Rt4tantu
'~. ~ Li

4a4~Free the Ea~le at~d Ruff ?AC or any of t*~ to ~ of±i4~;

*pace in Washington during the period Noveuib~ L981 through

3~ime 1982. Can you tell me the dtes for th~t~ leasing?~

A November of '81 through June of ABe.

Q You are referring to the ~nswer~ t~h*t Mr. Herge

submitted earlier to yoi~ir interrogatories?
~

A Yes.

Q I just wanted to confirm that those were the dates.

Who represented the Hatch Committee in agreeing to

let Mr. Blair use that space?

A Idid.

Q When was that agreement made?

A Probably October. I am just going from memory.

Q When you made that agreement were you in Washington?

A Yes.

Q Was Mr. Blair in Washington?

A Mr. Blair was in Washington visiting.

0 I understand from your response to the interrogatories

that that was a verbal agreement.

A That is correct.
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No. I was not employed by the Senate at that time.

Where were you employed when you first talked with

him?

A I was employed by Amerad.

~

.~ 4

., ~ ~

4 ~

Q Sow long had y~u known ~ b4~ you*a4~ the

eem.a~t1 4
>~. .,

rrOD~vJ.y

Q So the first tj.tue you knew h±~ w&S

A That is correct. .* ;..,

~
Q Wht was ~he n~ture 0 f~yoi~w a~t~ith ~dm before

the agreement for ~the ~ese arrange*qz~t? ~
.4

- ~A . 4...
A He was 'iii f&ct I a.xut~riiig t~ thirk of the Betting~

in which we were tdgether. ~k b6lieve ~ at --

MS. LERNER: Do you recall when you met him?

THE WITNESS: I don't. I beli*ve it was at, he was

in talking about Neil Blair as reasonably active in conserva-

tive activities. I believe he came in and was speaking to me

about some sort of political activity. I don't even know.

I can't respond.

0

office?

Lfl

0

Lfl

0 BY MS. NATHAN:

When you say came in, he came into your Senate
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Q ~Whxe

A II~ 4fl~ Wa~MIcn~.

Q iQeS * t~b ~h&~ 4at~? *

A ~4at date?
Q4 Ths. D~aring what p~er±od 4~Ld Mera8 have off~ices in

Washington?

/ 7
'A ~I Qa t~swi that. w~44~b~v~to go back in the

records to~ see exactly ~ ~ ye red 4~to a lease agreemen
and at that point the office became avatlavie or was rented.

Q The Amerad office?

A That' s Correct.

MS. LERNER: Can you tell us approximately when

that was?

THE WITNESS: Approximately October.

MS. LEPNER: October of?

THE WITNESS: '81.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Going back to your agreement with Neil Blair for

his use of space in the Hatch offices on Massachusetts Avenue,

Northeast, you had known him for two or three months before that.

Whose idea was it that this agreement be verbal only?

A It was probably mutual; that is, that Neil had
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indicated to me that be was living i E$ta~ at th~ time, w~s

~corni~g to Washi~to~ pe~iO4~.cally to o~*~ t~ ~usiness,

4ihatever bu~ine~ he w&s ±4volved Ln, ~b~yL4, 0r iehatever

and that he had need for office space. And on a tqu~porary basis

that obviously was not hez~e, about one week M~ s~ix, h0re being

~ / fAin Washington. With t1~e ai~e ~f my p~, a*M the size of my

staff I probably eaid we cQlald certainly work out something in

4that arrangement whereby the other five week~when he wasn't

here my secretary could probably answer the phone and take

messages for him.

o Were you occupying space in that office?

A Iwas.

Q You had a secretary?

A That's correct.

o Was Amerad the leasee with the landlord at that addres

on Massachusetts Avenue?

A I believe the leasee is Hatch Election.

Q Return for a moment to your meeting with Neil Blair,

initial meeting with Neil Blair. What was the nature of the

political activity that he came to you to discuss?

A I can't answer that. It is two years ago.

MS. LERNER: Why did he come to you?

'F
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TH!~ WZTi~SS: I had been ~ntzoduo64 to ~11 *waevh.re

K4O~ the way after I had moved here. He Lw ~oii4*~aUy a~t(ve

in terms of lobbying special i~itereats in Washi~igt~ M~i~a

f6rth. Arid whether he was interested in talking to m about

something, you know, in the political vein, I really 4o~i't

recall the nature of that qonversation or that meetitig.

BY MS * NATHAN:

Q What was your title then? This woUld be suuwner of

1981.

A

Q

A

Q

employee

A

Q

A

Q

A

0

A

Q

I was finance chairman for the campaign.

You stated earlier you were employed by Amerad?

Yes.

Before you were finance chairman had you been an

of Senator Hatch?

No.

Of the United States Senate?

No.

What was your occupation before?

I was employed in my own business in Salt Lake City.

When did you move to Washington?

In August of 1981.

What was the name of your business in Utah?
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A t4idwest tl0o~ Company vfr' ,

Q What wap ~o~x reat4on*I4~t to ser~ Witch WI~ile

you were ±n busi*iess for your e3*~,

A Personal friend.

Q Had you done any work of ~he type thM~merad does

while you were in Utah?

A No. ~., A.

MS. LERNER: ~w long haye ~oi~ ~n~)S*nator H&tch?

THE WITNESS * ~ ~o 4&te?,~ ?L~#n y~a;., fourteen

years., since 1968.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Did you discuss with Neil Blair the e~cchange of

mailing lists between Ruff-Pac and the Hatch Committee?

A Idid.

Q What was the date of that discussion?

A I can't recall.

Q

agreement

A

capacity

You said

Can you recall whether that date was before your

* to sublease to him?

I believe it was.

MS. LERNER: I am a little confused about in what

we are dealing with when we talk about the sublease.

that the leasee for the property was the Hatch Committe
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Rtx~ you were 4so in these bffices. ~*re you in ~ ~f~io~s

in the capacity as Hatch ~oiuu1~t~ee per~o~ or

T~IE WtTNESS: Both.

Q

A

0

addition

A

Q

BY MS. NATHAN:

Who wrote checks paying the s4ary of ~h ee~~zetary?

Stan DeWall,, the treasurer i* Salt ~.a)~e City.
A A

Did anyone else occupy space in "~h&t office in

to you, the secretary and Neil B184Lr occasionally?

No. A A

No other individual?

A No.

MR. HERGE: Can you make it clear? We are talking

about Suite 210 only, not about 227 Massachusetts Avenue. We

are only talking about the one suite.

MS. NATHAN: Yes. But let me ask, was there any

other office suite in 227 Massachusetts Avenue occupied by Hatch

Committee offices?

THE WITNESS: Do you have the diagram?

MS. NATHAN: We have the diagram showing one room

with three desks.

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Were there other rooms occupied by the Hatch Committee



~.& that building?

A No.,~ , , '4.

Q Were there ~ny Qtb~r~ rQ*z~p occuj~# ~

that building?

A No.

Q Were you t~ie p~i4~paL campaign o~fic~r ,iben you came

±rh the sui~er of 1961?

A I don't u~de~a1a~id the q~aestio~.

Q Was there anyp~4.pbovetyouia the Hatch campaign

organization when you n~ved to Washington in L98l?

A There was a campaign organization.

Q Were you the manager?

A No.

Q You were finance director?

A I was finance chairman.

Q Who was the manager?

A Michael Leavitt.

Q Levin or Leavitt?

A L-e-a-v-i-t-t, Leavitt.

Q Did Michael Leavitt serve in that capacity through

the rest of the campaign?

A Yes.
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A ?**.

Q W~e he

A He w~ lot~4 In gait Lake.

Q Did ~i0)lae1 Z.e~vitt hire you to ~ ~o t~ash4.zig~bn?

A No. ~ ..*

~
Q Who h4~d y~u to come to Wa shingt.o~

A The Senator.

MS. LE)~~ Ser~a~dr Uat~h?

THE WITNESS: Senator Hatch. That $~h~o~rect.

BY MS * NATHAN:

Q What discussion did you have with Senator Hatch or

with Michael ~ or both about your role with Amerad in

Washington?

A I don't understand the question.

Q Before you moved here, did you discuss with Senator

Hatch or with Michael Leavitt your role with Amerad, what you

would be doing with Amerad and what you would be doing with ti

committee?

Yes.

What was the understanding that you reached with them

that work would be distributed? How much of your
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tJ.~e ~WO~a~A b~ sp~t o~ qtt~e work, how ~ time

w6uld b ~A~nt EQr er~1 I ~" ~'~'

A Tb~ ~ th~t i quost~IArn oz'Qt ~'~:' '~ ~

didn't uMerstand the qust4~n, Vancy, is ~Mt ~ 4on %~i 4 ~ i~

how it is relevant to what we are talking about.
p

MS. LE1~NER: Ia)~ not sure that ieyour concern

in answering her que*t±o~i. ~ questip~ 4o ~'you was -- let me

rephrase it, mayb~ th&t will help.

When you came to Washington during thLs time period

you worked in, is it cc~rrect that you work4 in two capacities,

one for the Hatch Committee and one I assume for yoursele as

far as Amerad was concerned. Is that cox~rect?

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

MS. LERNER: And you worked out of the same office.

Is that correct?

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

MS. LERNER: What finance understanding was there

between you and anyone from the Hatch Committee concerning how

you would divide up your time between the two positior~s or how

one position would relate to the other position?

THE WITNESS: Amerad was retained as a consultant

to the campaign.

il
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MS. LERN~R: Mow 414 Awe~4 ~ in~ ~

~E WITNBS$, A~me~ad dame is~to being ~i ~ ~n~dtat~t

to the campaign.
<44

By MS. NATHAII: .

Q Who els*jrias4i1i ~ ~

A Mark Hurst,'~ 4~

o Does Mark IIux~t live in W~h1ngton?

A No. He lives in Salt Lake.

o Did he ever live in Washington?

A No. Wait. I think he lived here in 1974 for

approximately a year as a press secretary for Senator Gain.

MS. LERNER: Whose idea was it to begin Amerad?

THE WITNESS: I believe mine.

MS. LERNER: Was tbat in conjunction with anyone else?

THE WITNESS: I am sure it was discussed with others.

MS. LERNER: Who else would that be?

THE WITNESS: Mark Hurst.

MS. LERNER: Anyone else?

THE WITNESS: Michael Leavitt.

4'

4" 4~
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40
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BY MS. NATI~AN

Q Did Michael Leavitt come 'to you or to Mr hurst bx~

~ to you together to ~sk you to form this group?

A I can't answer that. As far as which came first,
*

~ 4~'

s whether. I went to him and said, look, this is what we ought to

6 do, o~ he came to me, I don't recall the sequence.

7 Q When you met with Mr. Leavitt in Utah to discuss this,

8 what was his understanding, what did you tell him about how you

9 would be, what your capacity would be when you moved to Washing-

0 10 ton? How you would divide your work?

S ii A Amerad was formed after I moved to Washington.

12 Q When you moved to Washington what was Mr. Leavitt'5

o 13 understanding of what you were going to be doing?

14 A My role was a finance chairman for the campaign.
0

15 Q You moved here, tell me again, when, in 1981?

0 16 A August.

17 Q What month was it when you formed Amerad?

18 A January of '82.

19 I believe in response interrogatories you said that

20 you left the position of finance director at the end of October

21 1981 or end of November '81. Is that correct? The question

22 is was there a space of time in late 1981 before you became,

II
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to interrpgatories.

THE WITNESS: Yes. I was employed by the 'Hatch

campaign, August through October in the capacity of a -- finance

chairman, okay? There is a brief period of time from October

until January when Amerad was formed that I was involved with

another entity that paid my salary.

BY MS. NATHAN:

o What was the name of that?

A Mountain States Direct Mail.

Q Was that located in Washington?

A It was located in Salt Lake City.

Q Did you travel back and forth to Salt Lake City

during that period?

A On occasion.

MS. LERNER: What was your involvement with Mountain

States?

THE WITNESS: Consultant.

BY MS. NATHAN:

o Did Mountain States do work for the Hatch campaign?

I' ~ -~ ~. ~

I

uerad began, when you were not campaign director,

lirecter?

MS. LEItNER: The witness i~ referring. to his anuwe~~~
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A Yes. Wait a minub~ ~ph~ase the

Q I48 z4c~iiat4~ St~~ ~4~eot Ms4Z ~ ~ny aervices

either du44Dg# t~a~ p~~d ~that 7~X1* V~%e v~1~b ~ *~~i5~a1tai1t

~r during ~iy other pe~iq4 fo~ the 1982 I~a~ob ~*iup~ign?

A The ~82 ~t~k campaign beJng anyw~~ from 1976 to

1982?

Yes.

A They h~d been involved i~n fun4 raisii~g, to my

knowledge.

Q Had you worked for them as consultant or in any other

capacity before this period in late 1961?

A No.

Q Who were the principals in Mo~intain States?

A The principals were John I!armer an~d Hack Haddow.

Q When you began Amerad where had you acquired your

experience in direct m41?,

A By just my sheer involvement.

Q Going back again to your conversation with Neil

Blair about his use of the space, what did he tell you about

what he was going to be using the space for?

A He was in and out of Washington on an infrequent

basis and just needed a place to receive mail and receive phone
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o41~s~

(~ Mr. ~)~ir ha~ *e#~a1 firm names or VQt~ f~

Axm nam~a 4idkie gi~4~ ~o~i wt~ii#o1aps. ~4±Ch ~oup, nameS ~k
.$

~he was teU4ng you that h~ needed this space?

A NBC, Neil Blair, O~sultant.

Q That was the only one?

A Well, he just said that that was his entity.

Q When you made the verbal agreement for his use of

space what was your understanding about the payment method

~hat would be used?

A That he would just pay us.

0 Did you have any discussion of which entity would be

paying?

A I didn't. I just ~ssumed that t1B~.

Q Were you aware at the time that hd had a relationship

to Ruff-Pac?

A Iwas.

Q But you had no discussion with him or did you have a

discussion with him then about your concern about whether Ruff-

Pac would be paying for the use of the space?

A I did not. I knew that Ruff-Pac was based in Utah.

Q Did you have a discussion with Mr. Blair at any time
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MS. LERNER: You referred to " He paid us. Who

mean by us that Neil Blair paid us? What did you mean

THE WITNESS: "Us" being people in the office,

campaign, Amerad.

MR. HERGE: You mean who were the checks made payable

to?

MS. LERNER: Correct. When you said he paid us,

who was the payment made to?

THE WITNESS: The payment was made to, I can't answer

that. I would have to go back and look at the records. I

~Wtwen the time he first moved in and the J'*r~, Z guess nd

of ~ S2 when he le~t about RuU-Pae'~ ~o2*~n pz'ov4di~g~

pa~m~xkt for the ~ise of t~ie space?

A lie paid us, to my knowledge.

Q Who signed the che.*s that you ~e001ved in payment

and rent and expenses~

A I can't answer that. I didn't see them.

Q Who were they given to?

A My secretary.

Q What is her name?

A Helen C-o-m-b-e-r. Initially it was Nancy P-a--r-r-y.



4

:~

I
2

4

S

6

Lfl

0

o
Lfl

0

0

II
II

~wj: '>7 21

be1~eve the checks were made to Hatch Election.

* EY M~. NA7JiMi~

Q W~ien yoi~ agreed to let Mr Bla4.t '~ the desi did'

you place any conditions on the axrange~ent e~wept for the

payment?

A No.

0 Can you tell me when a sign was erected in front of

that building that bore the nan~e Ruff Political Action Conunittee

A I can't. I don't know.

Q Were you aware that that s~gn was there?

A After it was erected.

0 Can you tell me roughly how many Weeks or months after

he moved in the sign went up?

A Probably two months. That is rougai, r-o-u-g-h.

Q So you arrived one day and, there 1$ a sign that says

Ruff Political Action Committee. What did you say to Mr. Blair?

A Nothing. He probably wasn't there for quite a while.

o I am sorry?

A He probably wasn't there. He was there:.on a'very

infrequent basis.

Q You could reach him by telephone?

A No.
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Q When he wasn't there yo~ &14n't know wh.~* to find

him?

A I ha& no idea where he was.

MR. H~RGE: Nancy, where was the sign that we are

talking about now that had Ruff Political Action Conuittee?

Where was it located?

THE WITNESS: The sign, in response to the question

I think you are referr~ng to is the one, the wooden sign in the

front downstairs on the street.

MS. NATHAN: Yes.

THE WITNESS: There was also a sign on the door.

think it is still there, Suite 210, which states NBC which I

was aware of Neil putting up shortly after the agreement.

MS. LERNER: Did the sign downstaits indicate where

in the suite Ruff-Pac was?

THE WITNESS: I don't think so. I don't know.

MS. LERNER: Was it next to a directory where Neil

Blair's name appeared or where NBC appeared?

THE WITNESS: I don't think so.

MS. LERNER: Was there any direction other than the

term Ruff-Pac on the sign that would indicate where a person

who was interested in finding Ruff-Pac could find that office?

0
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i~w I don t think SQ. intre~ti~q1~

I con't think we h~d our n~iue on that siqn. Zt wa~

r~it ~
BY MS. NATHAN:

Q lie didn't discuss the sign with yoix ~ it was

put up?

A I had no knowledge of it before I saw it.

Q Did you try to contact him when it wen1~ ~up?

A No.

Q When he came kack for the first time afte it had been

up did you ask him why it was there?

A No.

Q At any time did you have a discussion of the sign?

A No.

Q Did anyone in the Hatch campaign organization other

than you have any discussion with him about the sign?

A No.

MS. LEPNER: How did you know he put it up?

THE WITNESS: I don't know who put it up. As I say,

the only knowledge I had of the sign is when I first saw it.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Your office there was a Hatch office as well as an
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A~erad of fice. I know you have stated that ~ou and the ~ecretar

were the sole Hatch representatives. Were there other Hatch

~op1e from the Senate offIce or campai~n office who regul~tly

came in and out to give you things or pick up things?

A No.

Q Did they occasionally go in and out?

A No. I had a volunteer for a short period of time,

a campaign volunteer that lived in the area.

Q Are you aware of any instance when a member of Senator

Hatch's Senate staff or campaign staff could have seen that,

would have seen that sign or did see that sign?

A I am not. The problem is the sign sits right in the

middle of the American Cafe sidewalk. There are sidewalk cafe

portions that sit on the street and the sign is at the base of

the stairs; the American Cafe and I don't know if and when they

did see it or whatever.

o Did Mr. Blair receive visitors, callers looking for

Ruff-Pac during the time that he was -- during the one-sixth

time that he was in the office?

A I can't answer that. I really didn't pay any

attention to his business.

o When he was not there did you have people come in off
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the street looking f~r him?

A Looking for ~ie4 3la4~g
$4

Q When they ~ in

A They were lookl~rzq ro~ ?~ei1 8iair.

Q 0id they ever sa~y wk~*. is the RiafF4~c headqu&rters?

A I don't remeIn1~er of a case~ It eoi4d have been. I

don't remember one.

Q About how large was the room? We have the 4iagrsm.

It is tough to know the dimensions in compari*on to this room.

A It is considerably smaller4. My judgment would be

the room was 12 feet by 10 feet approximately.

0 Without partitions?

A Without partitions.

Q You stated that there was an agr~ement for secre-

tarial and answering services to be performed presumably by

your secretary for Mr. Blair in his absence. What did Mr. Blair

tell you about, or her, about the kinds of calls that he would

be getting, kinds of messages she would have to take?

A I don't think he described the nature of them. He

just asked her to take a message and that he would check with he

periodically for messages.

o When he called in for messages did you ever talk with
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A Possibly. I dofl'~ reCall ax~y speo~ic L~*~&a~in

trms of asking if anyone ha~ c~l~ed~ >jf she was oi~t eatJ.hg or

4,
0 How often did he cl~eck in?

~,4,

A I can't answer that. Not often.
6

Q Once a week, once a day?
7

A Probably two or three times a week.
8

0 When he called in and you spoke with him, did he say

N

0 were there any Ruff-Pac messages?

A As I stated I don't really recall any speaific

instance of speaking to him.
12

MS. LERNER: Did the secretary ever give you any of
0 13

his messages?
14

THE WITNESS: No.
15In

MS. LERNER: If the secretary were out of the office
0 16

and he dalled how would you know what his messages were if she
17

didn't give them to you?
18

19 THE WITNESS: She had a box, a file, an open file

20 for his messages on her desk.

BY MS. NATHAN:
21

Q What other secretarial service did you perform for
22
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him?

A That was it.

Q Answering only?

A She might have typed a letter for htm or had done

some copying, received mail.
t

Q Did you see mail addressed to neil Bla±r, Ruff

Political Action Committee at that address?

A I can't answer that. Most of the mail came in through

Free the Eagle which was returned mail.

o Returned from i~~ailing?

A From direct mailing.

o What was an address given as a return?

A He must have.

MS. LERNER: But you are not certain that you didn't

see any mail that said "Neil Blair, Ru~f-Pac?"

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q When Mr. Blair was there what conversations did you

have with him about Free the Eagle activities?

A None.

Q You are sure you never discussed with him Free the

Eagle?
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A I at~ not sure that I never a~*.~qd~ Fr~ the

~tet~er than mak4nq z~ntion of the nw~ber 'o0 r*tiar~ ~**4Y~~c.s
4 4'~

or ~meth~ng of! that extent, '4 '~

Did you say something are a good

response or you are not getting a good respon* ~ that mailing?

A Possibly.

Q Do you remember the mailing?

A I dQnt.

Q Did you ever see the mailing #.hat was sent in order

to get the responses?

A No. All I saw on occasion was a stack of what we

call white mail coming back.

0 Was that related to the Hatch effort, the mailing?

A Free the Eagle?

Q Yes.

A Not to my knowledge.

MS. LERNE1~: Do you know what Free the Eagle

organization is concerned with?

THE WITNESS: I don't.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you ever discuss with Mr. Blair either in the

office or during that period socially what Ruff-Pac's activities
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~ ~ conversations.

iWo ti~*~R: T4d ~QU se~ him e~cS.aUy~ 4~J~n~ tha~

time?

THE WITNESS: We played golf once I
S

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q During that period that he was using s~*~?
7

A I am not sure.
8

MS. LERNER: Other than the times you saw him in the

office and that possible golf occasion we~ there *ther business

or social occasions where you saw Mr. Blair during the time you
11

12 were sharing the office?

13 THE WITNESS: No. He was not here very often.

BY MS. NATHAN:
14

15 0 Were there any associates of Mr. Blair either with

Ruff-Pac or with Fxee the Eagle that you saw in that office
16

17 or talked to on the telephone?

18 A No. Strike that. There was a call that caine in,

19 that I spoke to personally? Again, there might have been a call

20 from his Utah office looking for him when he was in Washington.

21 0 In that Utah office would this have been a Ruff-Pac

22 office?
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It mu#~ have been, I~ really didn't k*~ his

~e~ectiQn w~.th NBC, fttiff-Pac and Free th~ ~~le .,4 boy that

J~bole op6ratioi~ workB.

Q After the sign went up you didn't ask him what

have you got to do with Ruff-Pac?

A I knew he had some involvement with Rut f-Pac but

C didn't understand what his relationship was with Ruff-Pac.

i: didn't understand the relationship between fluff-Pac and Nail

alair, NBC and Free the' Eagle.

Q If you find out Let me know.

A If somebody does, as you say Nancy, that would be

interesting.

MS. LERNER: Did you ever question him about it?

THE WITNESS: I d~An't. Frankly I had my job to do.

He was in and out. He didn't spend a great deal of time there.

It seemed like a reasonably good thing for me at the time to

help defray expenses as far ae the rent was concerned. I didn't

care about his business.

MS. LERNER: Did you ever have lunch together during



*ar~e titie? I>

THS WITNESS: Not, I ~a~t @4

Rut ~ do run at noon.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you ever talk to Mr *l~iz~ a

act±v~ties during that period?

'A Not to my knowledge,

MS. LERNER: Did you ever talk to him a~put what you

~re doing for Amerad?

THE WITNESS: I did on one occasion which was stated

in the interrogatory about the direct mail.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q About what?

A About the dire~tiuail business.

MS. LERNER: So you are both in the same office but

you

you

never told each other what you were doing

curious?

at all? Weren't

THE WITNESS: No, not really. Lois, he really

didn't spend in that six-month period of time, I would have

been surprised if he spent 10 to 12 hours there that I know of.

MS. LERNER: Did he ever have anybody else come in

and pick up his mail or take messages when he wasn't there?
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THE WITNESS:

td,~0wn recording dev±~e o~&n ansv**~ng ev~~ ~ii~

~teoo11ection. It wa~a ~e#y loose ~ointed ~ ~

beet as you can see by ~he verbal agreement ~O even tent the

.1~i1ace.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Checks tota1i2~g $1438.30 you reported received in

payment for expenses and rent. '~te agreement was $150 a month

rent plus expenses. Is that right?

A That's corre~tb.

Q These figures come from the responses to Lnterroga-

tories.
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Is it your sense that the total $1,238 would be the

correct total to compensate~the Ainerad and the committee, whoevex

the lessor was, for the I believe eight months rent? Is that

right? And expenses?

MR. HERGE: You have testified that they rented the

space for eight months.

THE WITNESS: Eight months.

MR. LERNER: The rent per month was?

THE WITNESS: $150.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0
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That would be $~8 30 et*a. How d±4 you Rrrive at
r

2 ~t~oe f4~r~s? I don't mean the ~1~t but exp~ses.
av.

'A BxpeI1se~ were we did not have a copy machine. Sut

4 the office next door had a copy machine. I believe we paid them

5 four cents a copy. So if there was any copying work that needed

6 to be done, we would go neict door, have the copy work done and

7 pay them and he had the same arrangement. I think we might have

8 paid for him and he reimbursed us.

MS. LERNER: Who would do the actual copying?

* 10 THE WITNBSS: He could have. My secretary could

11 have.
12 MS. LERNER: Did you ever copy anything for him or did

Lfl

0 13 he ever copy anything for you?

14 THE WITNESS: My secretary might have copied some-

o
15 thing for him. He never copied anything for me.

~Ln
16 MS. LERNER~ Which of the two women's names that you

17 gave us, Helen or Nanc~ w&~ there moSt of that period?

18 THE WITNESS: Nancy was there from October until, I

19 would have to go back on the records. She had a child, came

20 back for a brief period of time, helen was a volunteer at the

21 time and when Nancy left, Helen came on as a full-time employee

22 and secretary.
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145. LERNER: Wo1~ld that have been during ttie ~dnter ~

~pdng?

THE WITNESS: Et could have been during the sp4ng.

145. LERNER: The interrogatories noted that a c~ontrF..

bution was reported of $403 received. It is sort of a stran~

amount for a contribution. Did you receive that from Mr. Blair?

THE WITNESS: I need a charification on the question.

Was that stated in my interrogatory?

MS. LERNER: Your first responses to our questions,

I believe the bottom of page 1.

May the record reflect the witness is referring to

answers to interrogatories.

THE WITNESS: I had no knowledge of that.

MS. LERNER: No knowledge of what?

THE WITNESS: Of that $403. I had asked my secretary

when I received the interrogatories to go back in the records

and see what rent had been paid in response to your questions.

And our records show the three checks, one paid in February from

Free the Eagle for $202.25, one on June 9th, from NBC for $43l.5~

and one on November -- October 2nd of '82 from NBC for $604. The

is the only knowledge.

MR. HERGE: If I may for clarification perhaps to help
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Would Mr. DeWall have seen that Free the Eagle was the

on one of those checks where it was a Free the Eagle

check?

On a check that I received?

Q Yes.

A I can't answer that.

MS. LERNER: What 'did you do with the check after

you received it?

THE WITNESS: My secretary received it. I think

she probably deposited it in an account we have here.

MS. LERNER: Did you have any responsibility for

notifying the committee, didyou notify the committee that your

of f ice space was being shared?

~, o~.

I
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signatory

imprinted

A

0

:~ f~' >~i ~ 4

4 W ~ ~
-~ 4

you, Nanny, the ±nformati~rn in r~~e to the ±z~t~trog.t*ries

&bout the ~4O3 vas supplied t~ ~ ~y Btan DeW~ll, t aeia~~ of

the Hat~h ElectLon Couwuittee.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Would Mr. DeWall have been the one, that ulti~n~s~ely

received the checks, I am jalking about the rent checks now,

that you got from Mr. Blair?

A I think they were deposited in an account ye had
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not.

MS. LERNER: Did they ever question you about where

this money that was being deposited into the account which

covered Mr. Blair's rental portion was coming from?

THE WITNESS: No.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Going back for a moment to the discussion you had

with Mr. Blair about exchanging mailing lists when would that

have occurred?

A You asked that once before I believe and I think, I

am just going purely on memory, I think it was prior to the

October.

0 Were you involved in the eventual exchange of mailing

lists?

A I was not. Personally, physically?

~. ~*

A' ''~ -~~"

'V.

Mit. HERGEt You m~an the Hat~ V*o~on?

MS. LER*ZR: I am sorry. Yes.

T~E WITNESS: I c~z~'t answer that.

MS. LEP.NER: Were they aware of this?

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that.

MS. LERNER: Were they aware of this?

THE WITNESS: I don't know whether I mentioned it or
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Q ~ was the u~i1 e~cha~~?

A ~ ~ec~e±ved, I w~U~d ~v* to go ~ a~ nQt s~ax'o
T

~hen ~w Iii# list, ~his li~* ~ * Mga*4~$c tape.

0 t~id y~0u dir~t t*ke 'c~mpa±gx~s 4~c~t ~ ~peration~?
4 A1

A Yes.
S

Q Would you have known if the cainpaiq#~ i~*ed fluff-?&c
S

mailing lists?
7

A I would haveknown4t.

9 Did the campaign use the Ruff-P~ac mailing list?
9

A They did.

Q When was that?
I

A When the mailing went out, the actual mailing went
2

out my judgment is, okay? About January of '82.
3

Q What was that mailing?
4

A The mailing was ~ letter from the Senator soliciting
5

funds with a publisher note, insertion, ~ron~ Howard Ruff,
6

recommending to the people on the list that they contribute to ti

Senator ' s campaign.

BY MS. LERNER:
9

Q How did that insert get placed in your mailing?

A It is part of the package.
1

() How did you get permission from Ruff to do that?
21
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t woul& have t~ qo back an4 oheck ~ho f ±145 epd see

e a memo, written or whether it was ver~el.

Would you ha~ been the person dealing with that?

I would have.

Do you remember speaking with ,Mr. Ruff?

I did not speak with Mr. Ruff personally.

Do you know if the Senator spoke with Mr. 1~uff?

I spoke to Neil Blair.

MR. HERGE: Who wrote the package?

THE WITNESS: I don't recall.

MS. LERNER: I aim sorry?

MR. HERGE: Who wrote the package?

THE WITNESS: I believe it was Mike Gretchel,

ig Development Group. We have them listed as one of the

consultants.

BY NATHAN:

Q Between the time that you initially talked to Mr.

Blair about using, exchanging mailing lists and the fime when

you estimate that mailing went in January ;82, what other

conversations did you have with Mr. Blair about getting the mail

ready?

I don't recall.

Would Ainerad or Hurst, forgive me I am a little
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A

Q

A

S

~d on ~ehich did which, actually do the mai~S~iq, d* the

Z balieve the word is.

Cagiig. They did.

Was that done from Washington?

Salt Lake City.

MS. LERNER: What are we talking about ~iow?

MS. NATHAN I am talking about the actual production

of mailing.

0

V

0

LI)

0,

it?

I approved it.

Did you show it to anyone else?

Not to my knowledge.

8

MS. LERNER: Which mailing?

THE WITNESS: The production was done nere.

MS. NATHAN: I am using bad terms I know.

THE WITNESS: The package was written and copy was

designed by Marketing Development Group I believe. And that was

then developed and approved and obviously it is not wise to

mail the first part of D~ceibber because of Christmas. So the

package went out I believe after the first of the year.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q You said it was approved. Who would have approved
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Q Who gave you authority to &pprove, d@sign a*d approve

~ie mailings ~4thout having: to check with anyoi~e?

A I was finance chairman of the campaign. I felt that

was part of my job.

MS. LERN~R: I would like to go back to the beginning

of this mailing because I am tot~lly confused here. The mailing

Ust was sent out in January of '82 and it contained a letter

from Senator Hatch soliciting funds and there also was an

insert from Mr. Ruff.

THE WITNESS: Maybe I can help you, Lois; that is,

and this is memory at best. Okay? I believe somewhere along

September-October that I had mentioned to Neil Blair that we

would like to mail the Ruff list.

MS. LERNER: This is in September of '81?

THE WITNESS: September, whenever in '81 which he

agreed to do on an exchange basis. Obviously at the time the

campaign just beginning in the direct mail business did not have

a lot of names to return in exchange. So we agreed to exchange

later when the campaign would have sufficient number of names

to exchange like and kind. At that point he said my recollectioi

is, Neil said fine, we will agree to that. I said would you als
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.4.'

aqree to what we~

note which is the

from Howard Ruff

*And he agreed to

Andlb

6 with Mark Stoddar

7 possession of the

8 approval from Bla

9 getthenaznes and

10 was ready and the

~ January.

12 Sothe

o 13 arrangement was z~

14 all of the work,
C,

15 in the Washington
U,

16 here, the labels

17 Then tli

18 which was doing t

19 That does clarify

20 MS. LEF

0 21 few more question

22 you know he would

~'~ ~

I
/

call a public note which is a pubIiah~'s

insert that I am speaking of whi~bL* the *lQt*

which adds impact and impetus to the pa~*age

that.

elieve that my contact from that point oi~ was

d in Utah as far as he physically ha4 the

names or the magnetic tape here. After I had

ir and had made arrangements with Stoddard to

had Gretchel designing the package, the packagi

best time to mail it was the first part of

package, the copy was approved, the name, the

Lade with Stoddard to get the names here becaus

the printing and so forth was being done here

area. So I had a copy of the names sent out

were made and the mailing went from here.

~e return, the reply was directed to Amerad

he caging. So they receipt all of the response:

it?

NER: It clears it up a little bit. I have a

5. At the time you spoke to Mr. Blair how did

be the person that would have the Ruff Pac
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~~kI3 WITNESS: I didi~'t.

* MS. LERNER: Can you explain that?

THE WITNESS: I asked him.

MS. LE~NER: You asked him what?

THE WITNESS: I asked him if Ruff Pac had a mailing.

I knew grid I can't say exactly where other than I knev of the

fact ~hat Ruff did mail his Ruff Times and so forth'. I knew

that long before I got in the political business from what you

read in the newspapers. But I was aware of the fact that he

had a mailing list of I don't know who, I didn't know how many

names, in fact I couldn't tell you today how many we had mailed.

It seems like it was 135,000. But that could be give or take

100,000. But at any rate I knew that Ruff had a newsletter

that he mailed out, Ruff Times, and knowing a little bit about

the mailing business, it.is~nice to have mailing lists approved

and established with the publisher's notes that go with them

that generally create or generate a better response. So I think

I inquired of Neil at the time if he was aware of that list and

if it was, if he was aware of it, if it was available and so

forth.

MS. LERNER: Why did you ask him, though?

THE WITNESS: I was aware of the fact that he had a

ti
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&tiox~Bhip with 2~$f~.

MS. L~E1~k4~R: How were you avare of that?

THE WIT~ESSt ~r. bad t~p~esen~ed himself ~a* havirs~ a

~'e~ationship with Howard I~iff.

MS. NATHAN: This was before the lea~ ~~t.mei~?

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

MS. NATHAN: Was this your first contac~t with him?

THE WITNESS: I really don't know. In fact, I paused

for quite a while before trying to think of when I even first

met him.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q You said that you mutually agreed that your list would

be more useful to him later on when you had more names. Did

you have a discussion with him about what he was to do with your

list?

A My discussion with him was that I wanted to be sure

that we had full compliance, that there was no question about

a list exchange or a list exchange period. Eith~r it was on a

referral basis or a list exchange. He said a list exchange is

fine. At that point I said fine, then I cannot exchange lists

with you now. Obviously I don't have one. So we will have to

make it later on when I could comply because I would have an
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Q At that ~#~Mb~t 4id ~92~ ana )~. p.4* 4~SO4SN abo~i~
4 4

what they would do with yoi ~ AAat lRaiUn9 t~q~ *Q~44 s~44?
4

A That was the end of the disc~uasion.

Q' At any la4er time 4±4 you talk to ?am bt~t What they

were going to do with the list?

A I did not.

Q When did you give him the list?

A I can't recall.

Q Did you personally give him the list?

A I did not.

o Who would have given it to him?

A It was probably given to them by a fellow by the name

of Dick Ban.

o What is his con.nection, affiliation?

A Dick Ban worked for me, I am sorry, he worked for

the campaign as a consultant in direct mail.

Q Where is he located?

A Here in Washington.

MR. HERGE: Do you know whether or not Howard Ruff

has any connection with Free the Eagle?

THE WITNESS: I don't. I don't understand that

U
Lfl

0

0

0
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1

direct mail.

MR. HERGE: Who wrote the pub note?

4*

relatLoiieh±p today.

RY Jj5. NATHAN:

Q I just want to go over again your initial convezeation

with Mr. Blair about that January mailing. We understand that

you agreed that there should be the pub note iz~sert. What was

said about who, how he was going to accomplish, that, how was

he going to approach Mr. Rut f to get that permission?

A I don't think there was any conversation. The under-

standing I had, my recollection, was that Neil Blair had

authorized the use, number one, of the list and number two, the

use of the name on the pub note.

MS. LERNER: Authorized it for your use?

THE WITNESS: Had authorized it for use.

MS. LERNER: For the Hatch Committee?

MS. NATHAN: In behalf of Howard Ruff?

THE WITNESS: I didn't ask him if he was going to go

back and ask Mr. Ruff or whatever he was going to do.

MS. LERNER: How did the idea of the pub note come

into the conversation?

THE WITNESS: The pub note is very common in the
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THE WITNESS: N±k~ Gtetchel.

MR. H~RGE~ Do you know if it ever went *tzt ~r

T~pproval to Howard Ruff?

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that. That w~s the

response I had earlier, was the fact that I was tr~Ang to recall

if I even had a memo in the file. I don't belLev I do.

MS. LEENER: Could we ask you to check your files

after you leave here and see if there is such a me~o. We would

like to see a copy of it.

BY MS. LEPNER:

o During your conversation with Mr. Blair, you talked

to him about the list. Did you also talk to him about the pub

note at that time?

A Excuse me just a second.

Q I am sorry. Go ahead and finish your writing.

A You want to know if I have a memo in my files regardin

the approval of Ruff pub note. Is that correct?

o Any memo to file concerning that pub note would be

of interest to us.

You had a conversation with Mr. Blair about the use

of the mailing list, the swapping of mailing lists. During that

conversation was the pub note, the idea of the pub note discussei

4
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1A I ameure itVas.

idea up? You oz' Mr.Q Who brQ11~ht~ th9

A Probably me. I am just going by reoolle~t$~. ~

MR. HERGE: Lois, h~ has already testified twice

MS. LEENER: I don't think he has clari.fi.4 how the

6 idea of it, how the whole pub note came about.

THE WITNESS: Let me explain Lois. May~ae this will

* help; that is, are you familiar with dire0t mail?

MS. LERNER: Yes.

10 THE WITNESS: If I were to send a lett~pr out, a

cold letter out from the Senator asking for a campaign contri-
12 bution, from you for example, that may or may not elicit a

13 response. But if I send out a letter from the Senator asking

14 for campaign funds and it happens to be a list that is familiar

15
with a letter that you are getting by subscription from Howard

16 Ruff and enclosed is a letter from Howard Ruff saying "Dear

17 Lois, please contribute to my dear friend, Senator Hatch, he

18
needs your help in his campa~Jgn" and then you read the Senator's

19
letter, that increases our contributions drair~atically.

20
MS. LERNER: I understand why you wanted to do it.

21
THE WITNESS: So any time I would ask anyone for a

22 list I would also ask them for a pub note from whomever the owne

9
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o~ '~bo 1±~t was J~ecau~ it ~ ~n ~y direct mail ef~*~e.

ant, ~~all"

'apecifically on this occasion th&t it was probably ~9t~t~t

b~ouqhj it up in connection with the list?

THE WITNESS: Generally it is a standard policy with

me. If I were to ask anyone, if I was to ask anyone, bcause

that is one of the real advantages of getting som~n~ else's

list; having an advantage.

MS. LERNER: In this general way of doing business,

is it ordinarily a question of I will get back to you on this

whether you can use it or would Neil Blair have had the authorit:

to give you the okay right then and there that you could use

the pub note?

THE WITNESS: My recollection is that it was all one

package and tied together. That is what I was interested in at

the time.

MR. HERGE: Could task, do you know whose list this

was? What list are we talking about? Was it Ruff Pac or Ruff

Times?

THE WITNESS: I believe it is Ruff Times. It was his

newsletter mailing list. I don't know what the relationship is

between Ruff Pac and Ruff Times is but I do recall that it was,
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~~iowrsatLo1 w~ bad it wal to his ne$~.W1~t ~ vh~cI~t.
9 4

~ I to you i..; that It might be fr~4t~i4 to tax.

Neil 4DUuL ge;t3.ng z~u~ ~ .a.a.w~. ~.1L

A I believe that was my idea.

Q Did you ever talk to tue Senator about doing that?

g A Not to my knowledge.

Q Did you ever talk to Michael Leavitt about that?

~ 10 A No. I believe my first approach to I~eil Blair i~&s

f or the Ruff Times mailing li~t~wh~ich ,is~the broad'~ ~,idespread

12 mailing of the newsletter. I am not aware of any mailing of

o 13 Ruff Pac per se.

14 MS. LERNER: You don't know the relationship between

o
15 Ruff Times and Ruff Pac?

If)

16 THE WITNESS: I don't.

17 BY MS. NATHAN~:

18 0 That letter was written by --

19 A Gretchel.

20 Q Who did he work for?

. 21 A Market Development.

22 MR. HERGE: Who paid for it?

THE WITNESS: The campaign.
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Q What other mailixiqs did Amerad 4Q 4~i4q the c&u~aigz~?

A The campaign did aU. of the mailings~

Q Was Amerad the mailing ara of the Qa~aigft?

A They did the batching and caqin~.

Q You mentioned it would always be pro4ucti~v&4Q approaci

~oups with useful mailing lists and try to get(pub z)o~e5?

A That's correct.

Q

A

group and

the head

Q

A

What other groups did you approach?

One that comes to mind is, it is a right-to-work

* I can't give you the exact name but Steve Antosh is

of that organization.

Did that result in a mailing?

It did. .4

MS. LEENER: Do you know about when that was?

THE WITNESS: It seems to me it was in the spring. I

believe, I am not sure, that also we had an arrangement with

Dave Denmore, another right-to-work group.

BY MS. NATHAN:
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understand it.

Q Do you know George McDonald?

-. - A

;, .~ i-~ -

~

~ii7I2i~
q to have

~#~q you ±nvoW.%Ai~ d1sQid~.ng which
do f4~Ah~ mailin#~?

K

I approved all o~ th~~1x mailinge.

Q On what basis would ~ou decide to use Vigueri one

n4 An~erad another time?

~ A I would, if they would submit a copy to me and I

~it~u1d approve it, it looked like reasonable copy, good copy and

a~eas~nable list I would approve the mailing.

Q Who was yourcontact in the Vigueri organization?

A Sandy Butler.

Q As I understand it you, you meaning the campaign, had

a contract Vith Vigueri beginning in October 1981. Was there

an agreement at that time that any certain number of mailings

would be done during the course of the campaign?

A I would have to look at the contract. I can't answer.

o Does the name Walter Longyear mean anything?

A It does.

o You mentioned Sandy Butler as your contact. Who was

Walter Longyear?

A Walter Longyear is Sandy Butler's supervisor as I
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Longyear

A

Q

Free the

A

Q

U w

of Vigueri?

A Not to my knowled~.

Q You stated;in the respotiseLto inteEq&torie5Lt~1at

Mr. Blair sought campaign advice on the direct mail firm. Did

you have that conversation with him?

A Sought advice from me?

Q Yes.

On a campaign?

I do personally.

Can yo~a 1~ell in. bout~ y~ur ac~uairi~a~e I~Lt~ him?

I ji.ist J~tow him QaB1~al1y~

Have ~QU talked with him about busine5a?

Never.

How often do you see him?

I probably saw him twice last year.

Did you ever talk with Sandy Butler or vif~i Waiter

about Vigueri mailings for Ruff Pac?

Not to my knowledge.

Did you ever discuss with either of thQse people

Eagle mailings?

Never.

Did you ever discuss with Neil Blair his employment
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I ~ ~DR4 a rs~ nd4~, u~ ~ r*cv u~idatLon, I
4

had ~ ~~ta1~ion v~th *e*~3v ~la~E~ t~h~t he don~i8er Azaera4 fcr *

dginq bat~*aS~q and c~ging.~

9 Qid he atbaV~tne ask you for any other names or

firms?

A I dont x~cal1.

Q Did he talk to you, when you made the ~ee~uendation

did you ask him what kind of mailings he had in mind?

~ HEkGE: Can I go off the record?

(Discussion off. the record.)

MS. NATHAN: Back on the recozad.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Let's clarify the relationship of Hurst and Associates

and Amerad. Can you explain what Hurst and Associates did?

A Hurst and Associates was the med~La. Let me start

again. Hurst and Associates was an entity that was Amerad d/b/a

Hurst Associates. The reason for that was the segregation of

funds and identify any time you are dealing with the media there

were media buys and radio, television et cetera. There were

funds that had to be located up front I believe and deposits

made and there was completely a separate accounting function.
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It was fe1~t ~t t~xe time w$~i~ ~urst' 40izig tlte m.dia fo~ t)ie

ca~aigft tI~a~ it ~ul4 be best as ~rtirs1 b~ a sep&rat. entity
11

fz~oi~ A~ue~ad be~a~ise of that f~rictI~.

~n your capac$ty as director of Amerad, did you have

any ~#*~4 staff~or ~arst staff do the actual preparation of
A

texts? ~9~iing texts?

A 1For who?

g ~For any mailing that you were doing ~y Amerad.

A

Q ~Iho prepared the letters?

A I~arket Development.

MR. HERGE: Did Amerad do any -~

TH~ WITNESS: Market Development.

BY MS - NATHAN:

Q Amerad performed the physical mailing function?

A No. Amerad ~id the ~bat%~hi~g and Qaging.

MS. LERNER: What is batching ar~d caging?

THE WITNESS& Let me explaift the process. Market

Development Group developed, wrote the copy and developed the

package. The pub notes., the design on the return envelopes

all of the other design elements that would go into a package.

I then would have various supplirs or vendors in the area bid
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~ t~ie vo$ct ~1t~)~s, of e~ivelopes, purchase of pape~ ~r~I4ib$J~

W et cete~~. ~*4 ~t~b1* VaAon. by those vendors ~~as ~ p~*t

~ together, c~2~1~4M an4 *aile~. ~ ~'here. Once thea

the z~eply device inside - was addressed to the a4d~es~ of Amt~d

±n Salt ~ ~ty. Th&t is where they would batch all of the

rOspor~gseB that came in and cage the money; very ungl~rified6

in my teriUs~

8 p3W. 1qA1~~IAN~ Caging, processing of the funds?

9 ~VJIE WITNESS: That is correct. Listing for FEC

~ compliance'~ll of the names and making sure on the deposit

~ slips and so forth. So that was the sole function of Amerada.

12 MS. LEENER: So what Vigueri did and what Amerad

o 13 did were two totally different things?

14 THE WITNESS: That is correct. However, Amerad did

0
15 the caging for both Vigueri mailing and campaign.

16 BY MS. NATHAN:

17 0 So the prepax~ation of mailing texts could have been

18 done by Vigueri or by Market Development. Were there any other

19 consultants you used?

20 A No.

21 Q I would like to read some names and ask you if they

22 are names you recognize. Larry Eastland?



2

3

4 John Huston?

A NO.

0 ~t KentLarson?

A I know a Kent Larson in Salt Lake city.

8 II have an address?
Q No.

A He sells pinball machines.

Q He is branching out.

A That is true. He is distributing.

Q David Tippets?

A No.

Q Larry Walt?

A No.

Q Brent Phillips?

A No.

Q Doug Shaddix?

A No.

0 Did you ever discuss with Neil Blair a mailing done

by Vigueri for Free the Eagle?

~fr A y f~

- K
A -'

Q bosa~ ~azez1

A No.

Do you

~4.

Lfl

LI')
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Q av~re ~

A Kb~.

Q Many time did

dealings with Vi~pkeri?

A ~VO.

~
4~

W"Th.

~ i~4~ng?

~ou discuss with Neil Blair his

Q At the time that he, forg4ve me for ~oInq over this,

that he ~~kd y~u for some advice on the direct~ail firms did

he raise the name Vigueri?

A ~~*~1d have. I can't answer.

Q Referring again to that conversation when you

recommended Amerad to Neil Blair, what mailings did you talk

about doing for Ruff Pac, Free the Eagle, Neil Blair, through

Amerad?

A My recollection of that conversation was that we had

a batching and , ~we being I~urat sand X, latching and caging

operation in Salt Lake. Mark Hurst also being an ad man had

the capability of producing. He had printing equipment and so

forth there and obviously was using or was accessible in the

routine business and that he might consider talking to him and

seeing if there was a possibility of doing any business.

Q Did you have later conversations with Mark Hurst?
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A I ~ even followed u~ on that one. Frankly I

~1o~'t thp~k !bxx~t over folloVed ~p en it.

Q Yoti told Hurst that you had had this conversation

with Neil Blair?

A I had mentioned to Hurst. I talked to him daily on

the telephone and told hini that I had a conversation with Neil

and if he was interested in business he might want to pursue it.

Q Did Amerad do work for Neil Blair?

A I don't know.

Q You were Amerad?

A It was not here in Washington.

o Who was Amerad out there besides Hurst?

A That was it.

O You talked to him almost daily?

A Yes.

Q You had no conversation or did you have a conversation

with any mailings he might be doing for Ruff Pac or Free the

Eagle?

A I don't recall. I would guess that I probably did.

Q I would like to describe to you and then get you to

examine a copy of a mailing, a Ruff Pac mailing, sent to I

don't know who it was sent to. I believe it was sent in April

U)
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0

L1~
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1982. Wo~IA you ~azk that, please?

j~Kj (The document refer

marked Exhibit No.]. ~
'4

identification.)

*

MS. NATHAN: I would like for you to 1o~k at t1~t a

few minutes and tell me if you have seen it before,

THE WITNE$S: No. I have never seen it.

* I4ATHAN: I have another mailing that I would

like you to look at. Would you mark that as Exhibit 2.

(The document referred to was

marked Exhibit No. 2 for

identification.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q I am not certain of the date that this was mailed.

But I know that it was during 1982. I wonder if you would look

at it and tell me if you have seen that before.

MR. HERGE: We will stipulate that that was an

attachment to the complaint in this matter.

THE WITNESS: That was my response.

MS. NATHAN: I should have said had you seen that

before this matter was initiated. I am sorry.

THE WITNESS: My comment was the first time I thought
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I had seen it was about 10 3uLnutes befo~,e we walked in this

ne~t~a~. I don't r~ca1l #Ee44~ this attaQbed to the cq~I~i~t

that I received.

MS. NATHAN: I will ~ay there was some confusion in

the wa~ the complaint was presented which we cleared up after

the fact. The first two pages I showed you in Exhibit 1 were

put in the wrong order so that the two letters were confused in

the a~ttachznent to the complaint. That is why it may have seemed

strange. But you don't recall ever having seen that during the

course of the campaign?

THE WITNESS: Never.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Dealing with Sandy Butler and Walter Longyear, what

role did you have in deciding dates of mailings they would make?

A We would meet monthly, evaluate past mailings and

target future mailings and zeview and analyze our mailing pro-

gram to date, make those determinations.

Q In this period, at those meetings in deciding timing

for the future what did they tell you about what other mailings

might be going that would be favorabJ.e to Hatch during the

campaign period?

A Nothing was ever discussed other than the mailings
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A Yes.

0 Were you the principal cor~tact Ln the liatoh campaign

for them?

A Yes.

Q Who else would they have talked t&?

A No one other than unless they taLked to the cagers

in Salt Lake City periodically or Huwst. The only reason they

would do that is if they fell behind in their caging or their

daily tally sheets.

Q Were you the contact that actually contracted with

them in October '81?

A That is correct.

Q I apologlte if I have asked you this before. But let

me ask it again. Were you aware of any Free the Eagle mailing

that was produced by Vigueri Company?

A No.

Q Did you have any occasion to see any other Vigueri

mailings for anybody? Did they show you any other samples?

A No.
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At one time.

Does Mountain States still exist?

I can't answer that. As a legal entity?

Right. Does it still do the same work?

I don't know.

Does it have any employees?

No. It doesn't have any employees.

Does Hurst have employees?

No.

Does Ainerad have any employees?

Yes.

Who are they?

"Curly" and there is one secretary.

What is her name?

Ms. Neilson.

What is their address?

405 South Main, Salt Lake City.
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WITNESS:

LERNER:

WITNESS:

LERNER:

WITNESS:

NATHAN:

WITNESS:

NATHAN:

WITNESS:

NATHAN:

WITNESS:

NATHAN:

WITNESS:

NATHAN:.

WITNESS:

NATHAN:

WITNESS:

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

MS.

THE

-
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Q D14 Hurs1a~Amerad grow out 6f Eognt4~r~ States~'
14R. H~R~!~ Coul8 you c~ari4 that?~

WllatAo yo~

by grew Out of?

MR. NATHAN: Was Mark Hurst iiivolved in Mountain
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*4S. LEaNER;

~t this time?

THE WITNESS:

MS. LEaNER:

THE WITNESS:

MS. LERNER:

all of that?

Q

A

But at

Does 4t perform any services at a1L

Yes.

What services?

Batching and caging.

This secretary is the person who does

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

BY MS. NATHAN:

What direct mailers does Amerad do that function for?

501 -- strike that. I get C-3 and C-4 confused.

any rate they are nonprofit entities.

BY MS. NATHAN:

What is your current occupation?

Administrative assistant to Senator Hatch.

When did you start?

November 1982.

Was that after the campaign ended?

That is correct.

You had never occupied that position before?

That is correct.

Was your title campaign finance director the same
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ti~oi~ghout, from the first time that you were hired' by the

~0ampaign to the election?

A That's correct.

What was your title with Amerad?

A President.

Q What date did you stop work for Amerad?

A The exact date I can't respond. I would have to look

in the record. But it was in November when I went full-time

with the Senate.

0 But it would have been at the end of the campaign?

A That is correct.

Q What was Amerad's wuite address in Salt Lake City

during the course of the campaign? The suite or street?

Street and suite?

A Street? I would have to refer to the documents.

Q We have an address of 350 South 400 East.

A 350 South 400 East.

Q I have forgotten what the suite number was.

A G-2, I believe.

Q The return address, listing you as campaign finance

director on the direct mail things that went out had that as a

return address for the campaign. Was that also Amerad's address:

*1. .-,'

~.

04
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A A*~erad's address?

Q Yes, A.r~ Salt Lake.

That's correct.

4 Q From January '82 to the election how many accounts

total would Amerad have had?

6 A Accounts?

7 Q Did you have other clients?

8 A I am guessing. Maybe five.

9 Q Can you tell us which they were?

A Jack Keany for Senate in Nevada 3 ~ob Sykes for Utah

State Senate; there were two or three other races izi the~e.

12 Q Amerad would have done caging?

o 13 A No. I am talking about Hurst and Associates on the

14 advertising side.

C,
15 Q But Hurst and Associates also used the 350 South 400

Lfl

16 East address?

17 A Hurst and Associates, or is that reversed?

18 0 Were there other fund-raising activities other than

19 direct mail that Hurst/Amerad conducted for the Hatch campaign,

20 fund-raising dinners for instance or any events?

0 21 A I don't understand the question.

22 Q Was the Hurst Amerad function for the Hatch campaign

strictly a mail function? Were there other fund-raising activit. .es?
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44
Q W~ t~t prik~oipalIy media oon~ultiaiq?

I

A As well as the finai~cial. '~44

Q Did you put on ftand-raisers? Events?

A Out of the auspices of Hurst/Amerad? 4

Q Yes.

A I was employed by them as a consultant to the campaign

Q And in your capacity as campaign finance director you

made plans for dinners?

A Receptions, that sort of thing. Yes.

Q Did you ever talk to Neil Blair about the arrangements

A No. I did not.

Did you ever talk to anyone in any association with

Neil Blair about those topics?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q When you were talking with other people 'about making

arrangements for those events did anyone talk to you about Ruff

Pac representatives, Howard Ruff, Neil Blair~

A Not to my knowledge.

Q I think that we probably can proceed and finish

before too long. Is that all right? Would you rather do that?

Would you rather break?
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A L*t's continue.

A Q C4~ you supp~,y tor us, please, frau ~r6ut *A.s any

~p~ad maiUnge for Ruff Pac or Free the Eagle, I g~i~*~ you

already answered that one, any mailings that you might have in

Amera$I files that would be responsive to our questions?

A I don't understand.

MR. HERGE: Can we go back? Let me ask a question.

Did Amerad prepare a copy for, and or produce, direct mail

packages?

Q

correct?

THE WITNESS: For whom?

MR. HERGE: Anyone.

THE WITNESS: Not to my knowledge.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Marketing Development Group prepared copy. Is that

For the campaign.

Did they prepare copy at your direction for any other

group?

A No.

MS. LERNER: Why didn't Hurst prepare a copy for the

campaign?

THE WITNESS: He wasn't qualified.

'I
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MB. LERNEfli Pardon?

THE WI~NESS: He was not qua1if~Led.

M~. HERGE: Can we go back to your r~qt*~st? If th~

did not produce copy or packages then it seems tq m~ that tb*~

role in direct mail as you testified has been sol~4r at ~ bi

end. They did the caging and batching.

1.18. NATHAN: Would you have retained file 'copies --

THE WITNESS: Let me rephrase that. It is not a

matter of qualification. It was a matter of availability,

accessibility here for Marketing Development and area of

expertise in political fund-raising was the reason they were

retained.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Would you have retained file copies of the mailings

even though you didn't produce them on the front end, if you

received them later on would you have any copies of those?

A Marketing Development packages?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Would you be able to make one copy of each of those

available?

A I believe I have copies.
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0 Tq~ t~la~ify I am speaking of anything 'that Amerad

would have dotie ~urinq the period ~

A Aze you talking about Amerad or Marketing Development

Group?

0 Ajaerad. I think Amerad.

A I do~i't have a copy of anything that Amerad produced.

0 I am~ sorry. I mean copies of things Marketing Develop

ment Group did but which Amerad had a role in during that period

and I mean for --

A In terms of caging?

o Yes.

A I can understand why you are confused. It is

understandable.

o To clarify --

MR. HERGE: During the time period, you were getting

into that. In other words you want if Amerad has them in their

files, samples of those packages that they did caging and

batching for, from?

THE WITNESS: Marketing Development Group?

MS. NATHAN: No. We are talking dates now. I would

say November '81 forward. I have forgotten. Did you say Amerad

was formed in January of '82, to the election?
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~ CouL4 I a~k VO b iuore specific as ~o

Vba* they a~* ~$i~c~? They dc* a* he has t~estif~Le4 cag±z~ az~

i~atching fQr nonpz~of it organizations and so on. Are yo~Z

interested in those? I would assume not.

KS, NA~UAN: Why don't we narrow it and say what we

are interested in seeing is anything done by or for Ruff Pac,

Free the Eagle.

THE WITNESS: I misunderstood the question. I thought

the question was anything developed by Marketing Development

Group and I have copies of that on file. As far as a copy of

that that was caged at Salt Lake, I don't know.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q

have been

at Amerad

aware of?

A

What would have been the relationship, what would

the contact between Neil Boair and Amerad, anybody

or Hurst on a mailing that you would not have been

Could that have happened?

Mark Hurst?

MR. LERNER: Would Amerad have records of batching

and caging, of the batches and cages that it did during this

time period?

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that. That is what we

are looking in the file for, isn't it?
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THE WITNESS: My judgment is no. Generally in the

batching and caging operation they would open the envelope,

record the necessary information, turn the tally sheets over

to whoever they were doing it, and in our particular case it

was recorded on computer.

MS. LERNER: Wouldn't they have to have some sort of

record of who they were doing this for so they would know who

they turned it over to?

A You would still turn all the records over to that

person without necessarily keeping a copy of everything that was

caged.

MR. HERGE: Can Iask this? You are most concerned

whether Amerad did caging or batching for Free the Eagle or

Ruff Pac.

MS. NATHAN: That is correct.

MR. HERGE: Stan, could you have Mark or someone look

in the Amerad files to determine whether Free the Eagle or Ruff

0

71'

MS. LE1~NER2 No. ~ m just say~Lng is that the type

'~of tecord that M~erad keeps? I a~zt~ not asking for any specific

records. The tape of records that~Z z~a~ keeps would they irx~1$~

who Amerad had done batching and caging for during that time

period?
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~ac was a clientof Amerad. If so, if yo~)~WO samples~ot~1~e

paokages that you caged and batched, how is izMt?

MS. LERNER: That covere4 it.
I

THE WITNESS: Free the Eagle or Ruff Pac?

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Would you have invoices for billings?

MS. LERNER: That is what I meant when I said do you

have records of who you were doing this for.

THE WITNESS: That was 1~he next step. I un~rstood.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q During the period that you served as campaign finance

director I believe you stated you traveled to Utah occasionally.

Did you see Neil Blair when you were out there?

A No.

Q Did you see Howard Ruff?

A No.

0 Did you see anybody who worked for them?

A No.

Q When you had that conversation with Neil Blair and

you recommended Amerad in response to his inquiry, did you tell

him that that was an organization closely associated with the

campaign?
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A I dOn't recall. I don't t1~ink *~

Q Did h* 3~noV ~11~t that vaa t4i. eag~?

A Ioan't answer that.

Q During that conversation did you talk g~nera1.ly about

your philosophy of direct mail and whet you were plannir~g for

the campaign?

A My recollection of that conversation was very brief

and just by way of recommendation you might consjder balling

Hurst who has this available.

MS. LERNER: Did he know that you were a~tociated

with Hurst and Associates through your association with Amerad?

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Did he ever talk to you after the fact about whether

he had followed up on that, whether he had cpngacted Mark ~Iurst?

A I don't r-call.

Q Did he ever say that he was happy vith Amerad?

A I dofi't recall.

Q When did Neil Blair talk to you about the Richard

Vigueri biography?

A Approximately June of '82.

Q What was the nature of his first contact with you
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bat?

~ that a question i~ t~he ~t~roqato~A4o?
4 ,j~ ~

MS. LERN~R; The witness is ref~ring to~ bis ~

interrogatories.

THE WITNESS; I woul4 refer to the interrogatories.

LS the question again?

MS. NATHAN: I am interested in what he ~4d to you

approached you about the book.

THE WITNESS: He asked me if I would be Interested in

.t as part of a direct mail solicitation.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Did he say he already owned the rights to the book?

He did not to my recollection. He just asked me if

I be interested in using it.

You said?

A My response

Q Did he tell

you didn't want it?

A No.

MS. LERNER:

it to offer?

5

is no. it isz~6t cost effective.

you what he was going to do with it since

Did he tell you how he had come to have

THE WITNESS: No. I don't recall. Frankly, the
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discussion was quite shQrt. H~ was putt~flq 5Ot~4~ pr~u~@ on

~ to take the bock as a dir~ m41 pi*~2 ~Th4~ I ~iA look, it

ia not cost effective. I don't believe it is wise. It i~ not

s~metkking that I would want to use in the direct mail piece.

That was the end of the discussion.

Q Where did he discuss this with you?

A I don't recall where the conversation took place.

BY MS. NATHAN:

0 Did you talk to anybody in the patch Senate office

about whether they thought that that was --

A No. ~Tbat was rather apparent right off the front

that that was not a good recQmm~ndatJ.ofl.

Q Did you ever talk to anybody who bought one of the

bo

of

no

~ks?

A

Q

fer s

A

t be

I don't know.

Did you ever talk to anybody who got one of the mail

for the book?

No.

MS. LERNER: This is just my curiosity. Why would it

cost effective?

THE WITNESS: Is this off the record?

MS. LERNER: If you want.
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4D~uq~i#s~on off the record.)
V

~1$~ NATHAN: sack on the record.

B~ KS. .RA~W~N:

Q When h~ came to you 4id he indicate that they had

already, they raning Ruff Pac, had already done anything with

the books? Had he received printed books, had them in hand?

A I believe he had a copy. I am not sure. I believe

he might have had a copy of the book at that time.

Q Did he say t1~t Ruff Pac had already mailed them or

of fered them?

A No.

Q As premiums?

A No.

Q Is it your understanding that that happened after he

gave you the first opportunity, that Ruff Pac offered the books

as premiums after he had asked you if you wanted them?

A I have no knowledge of Ruff Pac offering them.

0 Who did you think was doing it, was using them?

A I had found out that there was a mailing by Ruff Pac

after the fact. I don't even know where that came from.

MS. LERNER: Did you read the book?

THE WITNESS: I have.

.4 ~.
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BY MS. NATnAN: '

q W1~n was that i~ this tim ~e~iod?

A X probably read it in $eptqmb~r-0ctober.

Q Did you ever have a conversation with Michael Leavitt

aboi~t that book?

A I don't understand the question.

Q Did you ever talk to him after your conversation with

Neil Bla~Lr wh~n you turned him down, did yqu evr talk to Michae

Leavitt about the book offer?

K A No.

Q Did you ever talk to him about Ruff Pac's use of the

7

8

S

11

12
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U

21
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N

0

~q.

C

In

0

A No.

0 Do you know whether he ever talked with Neil Blair

about it?

A No.

Q Do you know whether he was aware that Ruff Pac had

offered the book?

A No.

Q Did you ever ask him whether it was an authorized

biography, whether the Senator had cooperated?

A Did I ever ask Mike Leavitt?

book?

)
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8b0~Zt it.
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I

Or anyon .is~ in the Hatch org iuatio~x?

I don't r~ r specifiii~4ly ta~1kiz~ to ?4ike Leavitt

Q Did you ever ask Neil Blair if it was authorized?

A No.

MS. LERNER: Did he tell you it was or was not when

you had the discussion?

THE WITNESS: I didn't ask him.

MS. LEm~R:. tJ~*iow you didn't ask him.

THE WITNESS: He asked me if I was interested in it

as a direct mail piece. I said no. It was frankly a very

short conversation after we discusse4 price.

BY MS. NATHAN:

o Later in the year did you ever talk to Neil about the

book, what he did with it?

A No.

o Do you know Helene Holt?

A No.

Q Are you aware of any campaign materials that your

committee produced that Ruff Pac later distributed or reproduce

A Am I aware of any?

Q Yes.
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Q ~$ at ~3A$ 4V~P~J~ ~I~hard ~Wort1i~.in?

A Z 4h1~4~4~ '~f~r~ R$~oh&~d ~ ~

Q Were thoee br±efings just for Hatch people?

A Th~y were just exc1usive~1.y~ for Hatch people.

g p14 I~e in any of those bd~Cings talk about Neil

B1aiZ~

A sever.

Q Did you have a one-to-one corwersation with him where

Neil Blair's name ca1ae~u p?

A No. t~ot to my recollection.

Q Or Ruff Pac's name?

A No.

Q Are you aware of whether Michael Leavitt might have

talked to Mr. Worthlin about --

A I can't answer that.

Q Did Neil Blair ever talk to you about Richard Worthlin

A I don't recall. I think -- no. I don't think so.

Q When you search your files for records of the approxi-

mate dates when Amerad did the caging for campaign mailings,

and -- not campaign mailings, I mean any Ruff Pac or Free the

Eagle mailings, if there are such records can you furnish us
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campaign?

A We couldn't make the determination.

MS. NATHAN: Do you mind if we break for a couple of

v4~th vh~ the cow~ ~ ~ AjuW#~ oh~t~e
~

~ ~
~ ,~

A I ha4 tVA here AmS~ad &le, Pre* the *m~

Ruff Pac., inv~ice* oz~ copy of cage materials.

Q, Did 1O1~L have any previous experience in dir~ *ail

before you b~an~

A No.

Q Did you ever have any professional associ~1 Ion with

~ Vigueri Company?
~ '

A No. ~ ~ ~

11 BY MS. L*RNE*t

12 Q You testified earlier that Amerad came into being

13 as a consultant of the campaign, the Hatch campaign. Since you

14 have never had any direct mail experience prior to that, whose

15 idea was it for you to start Amerad out?

16 A Wasn't that an earlier question?

17 MR. HERGE: He did testify that this was his idea.

18 BY MS. LERNER:

19 Q In conjunction with anyone else from the Hatch
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~4m~tes *md talk abQu~ it?

(Disci*s~iozi off the recor4.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Mr. Parrish, we wanted to ask you a couple of

clarifications. Tell me again who Dick Ban is.

A A consultant.

Q To?

A To the campaign.

Q You wer~e tl)e pr1i~cipaI. oont~ct he dealt with?

A That is correct.

Q I believe you said that he was the one who gave the

campaign lists over to Neil Blair?

A Dick worked for me in the capacity of he would

coordinate with the printer, all of the logistics of the mailing

packages and also would keep track of the lists. He was the

expediter, if you will.

MS. LERNER:

Q This is in your capacity as campaign --

A That is correct.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Do you remember when he gave the Hatch list to Neil
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~ A I don't ~e~Oall. ~* I..

Q Did you talk'~vIth Mr. Ban after he did that about

that?

A I probably did.

Q Did he tell you what Neil Blair told him about what

he was going to do with the list?

A No. He didn't.

Q Did you talk to Mr. Blair soon thereafter ~bout what

he was going to do with the list?

A No. I had no cor er5ation with Mr. Blair.

Q From that time4 to the present. have you ever talked

with Neil Blair about what use Ruff Pac made of that Hatch list?

A No.

Q Before Mr.Bari gave it to him had you talked to him

specifically about what they were going to do with your list?

A My recollection is my conversation with Dick Ban when

we initially made the arrangements for the list exchange is that

we would use it, Dick was expediting things for me, would take

the tape down to the computer house and coordinate with the

print shop, the letter shop and the computer and all of these

things, that at the conclusion we comply with their request and

p
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I heard of it after the fact.

You heard that there was a mailing?

I heard there was a mailing.

Could you guess what month that was?

I couldn't.

Have you talked to Neil Blair about this matter

complaint was filed?

About what matter?

About the Commission's investigation in this matter?

I
0

0
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your 1ist~

A

0

A

0

A

0

since the

r~. '

444 ~

''~

~\* ~,

4 4 -~ ~is

'4

th&t he fulfils. ~4 return the use o~ ou~ lilt ~o~their mailing

It w~s just a ~ o~ ~I th.t~iJc he i20ba~1~ ji~st ecp.dSted that~&

When ~ou eai4 at the conclusion you meant when be M4

finished the au-f f Pac list?

A Excuse me. It is not the conclusion of our mailing.

Toward the end of the campaign when we could reciprocate.

MS. LER~ER: You received their list long before they

received yours?

THE WITNESS: We did. Our mailing was January '82

as I recall.
4 w.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q You k~iow that their mailing actually happened with
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I ~'4 z have. I rail into ~ *~ia 7-12. ii~ Ann&ii~ ale ~bout

a i~~fl ago. ~1

0 What 4S4 ti* say?

A I said thanks a lot and the FEC is invq~tigating us.

Be aa&d you are entirely welcome. ~ dpn't know.

Q That was it?

A That was the tone of the conversation. So I paid

for my slurpee and left.

(Laughter.)

MS. NATHAN; I don't think we have any other questions

You have the right under the Federal Rules to review --

MR. HERGE: Can 3: aska question? Stan, just three

follow-up questions.

BY MR. HERGE:

o Earlier on we were talking about the lease arrangement

between you and Neil Blair. I think the statement or the

question was whose idea was it to make the agreement verbal. BW

what I would like to ask you was there any discussion of making

the lease arrangement in writing between the two of you?

A No, not to my knowledge.

o The other thing I would like to clarify, you testified

that the rent checks that you received from Free the Eagle and

I
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from I~PC v~r. receXv04 ~ ~your se~ret*xy and ~he depaBi~4

them ±~'an accousat ~ aa~1jme in the E~iutrict of coluu~bi~,. Is
4 I,

**zat correct?

A That's correct.

Q Whose account was that?

A Hatch Election I believe.

Q How if it was the Hatch Election Committee would

the transactions in that account get reconciled with the

treasurer?

A The deposits and the balances were maintained in

Salt Lake, the deposits were physically made here, deposit

slips forwarded and the copy checks, reconciling of the check-

book, copies of our transactions were mailed to Salt Lake and

kept.

0 Finally on Exhibit 2, you said that the first time

you saw that was really a few minutes ago before we came to

the deposition when we reviewed the complaint together. Did

you have any conversations with Neil Blair --

A I might have seen this. If it was copied, and

attached to the letter that was sent to me by the FEC I didn't

recognize it. Whether it was attached to that or not I don't

recall.
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Q P4 ~you rcall seeing it before tI~ae ~o~4?)t?

A ~o. Zn faQt th* copy I received pa. stat 0 ~turst

and Asso~~ia~es somewhere ~ta~ in Vixginia here. I got a frant~p

call from a lady. But at any rate.

Q Do you recall having seen the letter prior to the

time that you may have seen it in the complaint?

A No.

Q Had you talked to Neil Blair or anybody associated

with Ruff Pac about the production of that letter?

A No.

Q Did they ask ~rou i~hether they could produce it or

consult with you on its production?

A No.

Q When was the first time that you knew that they were

using the biography as a premium for direct mail?

A After I had heard the letter had gone out.

MR. HERGE: That is all.

MS. LERNER: I have one follow-up on your question.

BY MS. LERNER.

Q Perhaps this is explained. It is still not clear

to me. I understand about the reconciliation of the checkbook

as far as the rent but earlier you testified that you didn't
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have to get permi~4Qn or 4t4z~t taik to anyone at t)~ Hat~b

Co~Kutdttee ~bOut th0 ~aos~ that ~1 wez~e ~tiz~ space to NeU

purposes ~ fi1ii~g vith
830&ir. How did you e~4ain for t1~4~
the FEC what tho~o rent depQs±ts were?

A I might have explal*ed it to the bookkeeper in Salt

Lake when I made the deposits.

MS. NATHAN: Do you recall, was there a qu~stiOfl put

to you by Mr. DeWall or the bookkeeper?

THE WITNSSS: As a matter of fact I think there was a

concern how it would be characterized.

MSi. NkT1~ANr~-Wa~ that :concern raised~ because --

THE WITNESS: As rent for FEC:co~upliance ~rat~her than

the contribution.

MS. NATHAN: Was there a question raised about the

fact that the check was from an organization known as Free the

Eagle, how to show that on reports?

THE WITNESS: I believe that question was raised.

MR. LERNER: What was your response?

THE WITNESS: I don't recall. The concern was how we

would show rent or how rent would be characterized on deposit

and how it would be construed on the FEC report as rent.

MS. NATHAN: Was it suggested that you ask Mr. Blair
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THE WITNESS: I don't know how the compliance was

handled.

MS. LERNER:

THE WIT~IESS;

MS. LERNER:

MS. NATHAN:

the testimony and make

But they were notified?

2~hey w~re notified.

That it was rent.

You can exercise your right to review

any changes or corrections or you can

waive signature and not see it.

THE WITNESS: And not see it?

MS. NATHAN: Right.

MR. HERGE: Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: I will waive it.

(By stipulation of counsel, in
the presence of the witness,
reading and signature waived.)

MS. LERNER: So what was done to make that?

~K. ~. ~

:. ~
K

~

to wrLte a check from NBC ra1~her than from. Free the Eagle?

TB2 WTNE$S: No. ~i'here was no conversation. I

think the cOnftzsi~m, L6iB, is the fact that the concern, ~ guess

the concern that I had was the fact that if a check came from

Free the Eagle for $200 or whatever the amount was, J.s that it

would look like a contribution on a deposit slip rather than

rent and how it would be characterized as rent rather than a

contribution. Does that clarify that question?
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4,

S o2Loso~. M v~R tLen~d iii the letter with t~td* $Ub~$$I~D

4 there is a wiine~~ ~ee check d~ae you. That is that.

Is this 1~ga3.?
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ThE w~TIqB~:

(Laughter.)
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CERTIFICATE OF t*OTMY PUBLIC

I, Raleigh S. N t~na$~tary P~iblic in and fo~ the

District of Columbia, do hereby cextify that t~i. teRti~mQny of

the witness appearing in the foxego4~iq ~ition at paqes 3

tbrough 89, inclusive, was taken by b~e in shorthand and there-

after zeduced to typewriting by me~ that said deposition at said

pages is a true record of the testimony given by said witness;

that I am neither counsel for, related to, nor employed by any

of the parties to the action in which this deposition was taken;

and further that I am not a relative or employee of any attorney

or counsel employed by the parties thereto, nor financially or

otherwise interested in the outcome of the action.

No bli~.In..'and for the,
District of columbia

My Commission Expires:

October 15, 1986
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September 20, 1983

Lois Lerner, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W. C

Washington, D. C.

In re: MUR 1484
Deposition of Neal Brian Blair
July 28, 1983

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Enclosed herewith is the original copy of

Mr. Blair's deposition taken in the above-referenced

matter. Mr. Blair was notified by letter dated

August 8, 1983 that his deposition was ready for

reading and signing. Since no request has been

received from Mr. Blair or his counsel for an

extension, I am forwarding the transcript to you

unsigned.

Sincerely,

R. Ciolino
Reporter

cc:
Mr. Baran
file

I,
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Y. DeuSchmafl

August 8, 1983

Mr. Neal B. Blair
5608 Euphrades Court
Centreville, Virginia

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Blair:

On behalf of counsel who took your deposition on

July 28, 1983 you are hereby notified that the transcript
of your deposition is now ready and available at the above
address for reaain~ and signing as requested by you.

Kindly let the undersigned know when y~u will be in.

If it is not convenient for you to come to our of ficas, wc

W would suggest you read counseVs carbon copy, prepare an errata
sheet, sign the errata sheet before a notary public, return it

to our office and we will attach it to the court copy of the

transcript and proceed to file it with the court.

If by September 9, 1983 Wa have not received any request

for extension of time or otnerwise heard from you, it will bc

assumed that reading and signing are no longer desired, and the
deposition will be filed.

Very sincerely yours,

Reporter otary

cc: Ms. Lerner; Mr Baran
file
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K, ~ RR[A~I BLAJ~
44~ ~ 4~ ~tt~z~s4 teas palled for exa ina~io~ 1~y ~ f~r

~ FEC a~ad~ after having been svox~n b~! t~4 no~t*xy', was

.zaminek ~nd testifie4 as follows:

EXAMINAION BY COUNSEL FO~ ?HZ FEC

a~ MS. NA~riu4~:

Q Would you state your name, please?

A Neal Brian Blair.

Q And your address?

A Home or business?

Q Both.

A Home: 5608 Euphrades Court, Centreville, Virginia

22020; business address: 236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E.1

Washington, D. C. 20002.

Q Do you have an address in Utah?

A No.

Q Neither resident nor business?

A No.

Q Who are you employed by?

A I am self-employed.

Q What is the name of your firm?
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A

or Free

Q

A

Were you talking about Free the Eagle employees now

the Eagle employees then?

I underst&nd your answer was for now.

Yes.

A Neal Blair Cw~su~Ltb~its.

Dtatit~q 198]~-82 what other entities were y~j~
.1.

working for?

A I was self-employed.

Q What is Free the E~1e?

A Free the Eagle is an education r~aearch analysis

and lobbying organization.

Q What isy~~ur capacity with Free the Eagle?

A Consultant.

Q DO you have other staff?

A Yes.

Q Where are they located?

A Centreville, Virginia and Washington, D. C.

Q Who are they?

A Mark J. Stoddard, Susan Peterson -- you are

talking about full-time employees, what about consultants?

Q What consultants did Free>the Eagle use dtiring.

1981-82?
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I Q br that period whc~ were the employees &nd

th~ o~rnsu1t4nts, 'in 1981-82?

A Mark Stoddard for sure-and. ~ And

consu1tai~tv?

5 2

Q Yes.

S
A I cannot recall who else was on the payZ~ol1 or

'in a con~ulting capacity for Free the Eagle.

Q What is the Ruff Political Action Committee?
9

A It is an independent political action committee.

0
Q What is your capacity with Ruff-PAC?

I
A As a consultant and president.

2
Q What staff does Ruff-PAC employ?

3
A At the moment?

4
Q At the moment and in 1981-82.

5
A At the moment none, in 1981 and 1982 the staff

6
would have been Helene Holt.

7

Q Where was Mrs. Holt located?

A In Orem, Utah.
9

Q During that period, June 1981 through November 19
0

you served as president?
I

A Yes.
2

Q Were you salaried?

In

0

C

tf~

0

82,
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A No.
Q Me unn EnThriAdiri your capaci~s1tI~F~0~ the

4W ~W

eagle?

A No.

Q Does Free the Eagl~ support caz~4i~tes?

A No.

(Witness and counsel confer.)

Q What is the relationship between Free the Eagle

and Ruff-PAC?

A What do you mean by relationship?

BY MS. LERNER:

Q Is there any involvement between the two

organizations?

A What do you mean by involvement? One is a

political action committee and one is the research and

lobbying entity.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Who started Free the Eatjle?

A Free the Eagle was started by me under the

direction of Howard Ruff who was the chairman.

Q He is chairman of the board of Free the Eagle?

A Yes.
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In the summer of 1980.

How often do you talk with Howard Ruff?

It is a difficult question. Sometimes five times

sometimes once a week.

Where is he based?

In Utah.

S

ton?

ince the spring of 1980, have you lived in

0'

0

0

Lfl

*1

A

Q

A

a day,

Q

A

Q

Washing

A

Q

In the Washington, D. C. area, yes.

Did you have any --

MR. BARAN: May I interrupt you for a second?

(Witness and counsel confer.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

What does Free the Eagle do for Ruff-PAC?

Free the Eagle does nothing for Ruff-PAC.

4

Q How 1on~ hav0 ~ou k&~own him?

A Sir*~* appzoximately L960.

Q When did he start Ruff-PAC or V*en did Ruff-

PAC begtki?

A Iu the spring of 1980.

Q Forgive me if I as3~ed this, when did Free the Eagle

begin?
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Q Does-Ruff PAC do anything for Free the Eagle?

A No.

Q Does NBC -- may I refer to your firm as NBC?

Does NEC have clients other than Free the Eagle and Ruff-PAC?

A Oh, yes, certainly.

Q In 1981 and 1982, will you say who~.the clients were?

MR. BARAN I object to the question because I

don't believe that it is relevant to this investigation.

You are asking a very broad question as to all of the clients

that Mr. Blair through Neal Blair Consultants has retained

in 1981 and 1982. If you would like to know whether

he represented certain entities that in your mind are related

to this investigation, we will be glad to respond to that.

His business is a personal matter which only in a narrow

sense is relevant to this investigation.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Let me see if I can help.

During mid 1981 through election 1982, what

political clients did NBC represent?

A What do you mean by political?

0 Any candidate committees or agents for candidate

committees.

0
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A v

A ~o~e other then Ruff'~C.

Q #~i~ there any ~irec~ ii~aA~1 ~firms that NBC

worked ~dth or represented d~iring that period?

A Xes.

Q What were those?

A The Richard Viguerie and the Ame~&d Company.

Q What was the relationship? Were there an~

others?

A I discussed business with others but I dannot recall

doing business with others.

Q What was your business? What was NBC's business

relationship with Amerad?

A Again it was not NBC but NBC who was Neal Blair

in my capacity as a consultant to Ruff-PAC negotiated

with Ari~erad ~nd the Viguerie Company in regard to direct mail.

Q Were contracts made with the Viguerie Company for

services to be performed for Ruff-PAC?

A Yes.

Q Were contracts made for Viguerie with Free the

Eagle?

A Yes.

Q When?

ri.:
~ A
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A When you say l9~ **~4 1982. 'it coi~ld have

~ **chnically been ~z~to l~P3 ~ it w6~z1d have been very clo~*

to 1982, so the answer would I~. approximately.

Q As NBC you negotiated on behalf of Free the Eagle

and on behalf of Ruff-PAC with Viguerie and with Aiiezad?

MR. BARAN: I object. Mr. Blair has not testified

to that. Your question was whether he had negotiated with

the Viguerie ComPany on behalf of Ruff-PAC.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q You are NBC?

A That is correct.

Q In your capacity as NBC you represented Ruff-PAC,

negotiating with the Viguerie Company and with Anierad?

A That is correct.

Q As NBC, did you represent Free the Eagle in

negotiating with Viguerie and with Ai~rad?

A No.

Q Did you negotiate with the Viguerie Company for

Free the Eagle?

A Yes.

Q Did you negotiate with.~Amerad for Free the Eagle?

A No.

3.0 ,~
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Q What i~,s ~o~rn 1ati~iishLp to Or4n I~atob?

A W~iat do you me~'xel~t&on~tp?

Q Do you know him personally?

A Yes.

Q How long have you known him?

A I believe we first met in early 1980.

Q What was the nature of your initial contact

with him?

A Visiting with him in his office in reference to

legislation.

Q Who were you representing when you called on him?

A Probably Free the Eaale.

have bee

Q

did you

A

Q

to him?

A

Q

(Witness and counsel confer.)

As best as I can recall Free the Eagle; it may

An a social visit.

In mid 1981 through the election of 1982, how often

see Orrin Hatch?

I don't know.

Did you have occasion during that period to talk

Most definitely.

Was that in Washington?
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A Som.t4meu.

Q Did you talk with him about the can~paign?

A Yes.

Q Would you characterize these contacts ~aa frequent?

A You would have to define frequent.

Q Would you say that you talked with him once a week?

BY MS. LERNER:

Q That would be on the average.

A I don't know.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Would you say that you talked with him once a

month on the average?

A I don't know. Sometimes it would be several months.

Q How many times over the course of that campaign,

during that interim period, would you say you talked with

him?

MR. BARAN: I object. That question has been asked

and answered. Mr. Blair said he does not know how many times

he spoke with Orrin Hatch.

MS. LERNER: He testified he talked to Orrin

Hatch which sounds he has some idea how often he talked with

him.
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Sometimes I was alone an4 sometimes I was not.

Did you talk about campaign plans?

Sometimes.

What did you tell him about Ruff-PAC activitie

that period?

As I recall, just the same general conversatio

It would have been the same

5

n.

as with any conservative office

holder who we were planning on supporting in the upcoming

election whose defeat we were looking forward to. They are

generally quite short and matter of fact.

BY MS. LERNER:

Q In what terms do you mean matter of fact?

A I am the head and representative of a political

action committee and saying: what are you guys doing; are you

running any race ; yes, we are thinking of maybe the five or

2 9 ~*

MR. BAR~)Iz You can ask that q~zestio~ a~ of~~ as

yQ1~ vnt and tbe anever is he doe~n' t know how u~a*~y~ t4mes.

MS. LERNER: Be is in a position to give 1~h an

appzoximation of that.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q When you visited Mr. Hatch, were you usual~Ly

alone?

A

Q

A

Q

during

A
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help?

- A Yes.

Q What did you tell him?

A Nothing except endorse him.

Q Did you say: We are going to do nothing?

A The only thing that I ever recall he or any of his

aides asking for was money. And I recall responding that we

did not generally give money to incumbents and in that

context we were doing nothing other than endorsing and would

give money if we felt that it was needed.

Q Did he say: If it looks like I will need it, are you

prepared to give me some money?

A I don't recall.

0

* *.v : ~?i'&

siX most vulnerable race5. Boilerplate.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you consider his race vulnerable~

A What do you mean by vulnerable?

Q In your conversations with him, did you tell him

that Ruff-PAC or you personally thought that he was in some

danger of losing a seat?

A Yes.

Q Did he ask you what you were planning to do to
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Q HOW ~&ny times did you talk to him about contributions

A I don't know.

Q When you went to see him, had you made an

appointment?

A I am certain that I would.

Q Did his office call you and ask you to come in?

A As a general rule whenever I see the Senator,

whenever I would see him, I would call myself and ask to

see him.

Q During that campaign time when you met with him

about his campaign, did he make the contact? Did he ask

to see you?

A Did his office ever call me to ask to see me?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Do you remember what the occasion was?

A No.

BY MS. LERNER:

Q Was it more than one meeting that his office

contacted you?

MR. BERAN: ~an we go off the record for one

second? Are we going to have more than one person asking

KT~,..
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MS. NATHAN: Is it a problem to ~iave tWO?

MR. BARAN: Ax~e we still on the record?

MS. LERNER: Let's go oft the record.

(1~iscussion off the rec6rd.)

MS. LERNER: Back on the record.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q What did you talk about wi~th Senator Hatch on the

occasion when he asked you to come to his office?

A I remember one time when his office called and

the great majority of the time we talked about ERA and

legal services and other similar type issues.

Q When you talked to him about contributions,

what did you tell him about the mailings you were planning?

By you I mean Ruff-PAC and Free the Eagle.

A I don't think I ever discussed any of the mailings

with him.

Q Ruff-PAC and Free the Eagle did mailings during

that period, mid 1981 through 1982,with a view toward raising

money to be contributed to Mr. Hatch's campaign; is that

correct?

A No.

I A

~q j~ 7
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1

Q What wap the reason for the mailing -~

M~. NA1~JUWz I have a two-page document that I

would like the reporter to mark as Exhibit No. 1.

(The document referred to
was marked as Blair Exhibit 1
for identification, a copy
of which is attached to the
original of this deposition.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q This is a two-page package of a Ruff-PAC mailing

and I would like you to take a look at it and take your

time.

(Witness and counsel perusing document.)

Q Was that a Ruff-PAC mailing?

A Yes.

o Is it complete as I have shown it to you?

A What do you mean?

Q Were there any other pages?

A I don't know.

Q Can you tell me the date or approximate date that

was mailed?

A No.

o Who produced that mailing?

A What do you mean?
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Who wrote the te~~

A I wrote 4lie text1

Q~ Who did the batching *nd caging?

A What is batching?

Q I thought I was learning the terminology.

Receipt of the returned.

A Depending on when it was mailed, the batching

and caging was either done by Dana Reed in Los Angeles

or Helene Halt in Orem, Utah.

Q Helene Holt was a Ruff-PAC employee?

A Yes.

Q Who is Dana Reed?

A He was the first treasurer of Ruff-PAC.

Q He was located in Los Angeles?

A Yes.

Q Were there any other entities involved in

producing or mailing that letter?

A We would have had someone print it.

Q A printer?

A A printer and then we would have fold, stuffed

and mailed it ourselves or we would have had another entity

fold it, stuff it and mail it.
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Q You mentioned ~rad, 8±8 AzB~&d have an

iavolvement in that mailing?

A I do not know.

Q In your earlier response to otir written

questions there was some confusion about which attachments

went with this mailing, but in your response you characterized

this as attachment to one and four and this page was

in the beginning of the packet. You specified that

Anierad/Hurst Associates had worked on that.

Did Azm~rad/Hurst Associates work on this matter?

A No.

Q In completing your answers to written qiestions,

did you consult the records?

A Yes.

Q Would you be able to consult those records again

after today and tell us whether in fact Ax~er&d/Hurst

Associates had a role in producing caging and batching or

mailing that Exhibit No. 1?

A Sure.

Q I would like to show you another one, a four-page

mailing on Ruff-PAC.

MS. NATHAN: Would you mark that as Exhibit 2.



1

2

3

4

S

6

7

8

9

; 0 10

11

12

o 13

14

o
15

Id)

16

17

18

19

* 20

21

22

~x.

(Th~e document refe
marked as Blair B~
for ideR1t±ficatio~
which is att~sched
original of this d

Q

going to

BY MS. NATHAN:

I would like to ask you to look at this and I an

ask you some questions.

(Witness and counsel perusing document.)

I

Q Can you tell me the date or approximate

date that was mailed?

A No.

Q Who wrote the text for Exhibit 2?

A The complete text?

Q Or in part , how many people or name the people.

A I wrote it, Mark Stoddard

Q What entities did you employ in producing

mailing, batching and caging that mailing in response to it?

A I don't know.

Q Once again if we can ask you to check any

records that you might have aftereards to see whether you

have a record of having employed any consulting firm in

producing and receiving responses we would appreciate that.

A Yes.

~: ~

~;~4 tO Was
4ib±t No. 2

a of
t~o~h.
*poeition.)
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Q Who is Richard Vetter~? A

A A Bri~ham Young University profe~sbr

Q How long have you known him?

A I don't remember when we first met, I rem~tnib6r

where.

Q Do you remember the year?

A I think it was around Christmas time. I *ixink

that we met in either late '~9 or early 'SO.

Q Did Mr. Vetterli write a biography of Orrin Hatch?

A Yes.

Q Was that an authorized biography? By that I

mean had the Senator known of this, did he cooperate?

A I don't know the details.

Q When did Mr. Vetterli first tell you that he was

writing a book?

A When he came and visited with me in my office.

Q Did he seek that visit out? Did he make an

appointment with you? When was that?

A That was when we first met and again I think it

was in late '79 or early '80.

Q When you first talked with him on that date, what

'4

did he ask you about your interest in the book?

k

A -~ '~'A

4,



He was interested in me helping find him a

publisher.

Q

buying t

A

Q

Ruff-PAC

A

to him i

Q

your mi

A

Q

you abou

A

Q

meeting?

Ii

Did he express interestat that time in your

e book?

No.

Did you have any later conversation with him about

buying the book?

I don't recall mentioning Ruff-PAC specifically

n reference to buying the book.

When you had that later conversation, was that at

tiative or his?

Certainly it was his.

What did you discuss when he came to you and asked

t your interest in the book?

I referred him to a publisher in Tennessee.

Was this on your first meeting or a subsequent

A Yes, and in subsequent meeting I referred him to

a publishing agent in New York.

o Did he have any luck in finding a publisher?

A Yes.

Q About what date did you talk with him about possible

4

'0

to
0

C

Lfl

:\~ ~



V

0>~~~~' * 4;

1

2

4

5

6

7

8

9

I0

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
A I may have indicated to him by phone or in person

4

use of the book iz~ direct mail? About when was that?

A When was w~hat?

Q Your conversation with him about using the book

in direct mail.

A In ensuing weeks, perhaps months, I i2ndicated to

him that it would possibly make a good premium for donors

to get solicitations.

0 When you had that conversation, who had you talked

with before about that possibility?

A No one.

Q Did you ever talk with Howard Ruff about this,

your conversation with Mr. Vetterli?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever talk to Senator Hatch about the

conversation?

A Which conversation?

Q The conversation when you and Mr. Vetterli discussed

the possible use of the book in direct mail.

A Not that I recall.

Q What conversations did you have with Senator Hatch

i
Lh

0

q~J.

C,

Lfl

S
about the book?
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22 time in lat

;ht it was a good story and it was ooit~p34.miientary

jat did the Senator respond?

don't recall.

iat year wo~.ild that have been?

L would have to have been sometime after meeting

bterli and I assume it would have been late '79

id Senator Hatch say: What can I do with this

'S

~. BARAN: If I may confer with my client.

fitness and counsel confer.)

~1E WITNESS: I think when I say late '79 and

~nd it may reflect on the whole record, I meant

~ early '82. That is what I meant to say

saying '79 and '81.

~ MS. NATHAN:

ay, we will advance the record two years.

R. BARAN: So the record is clear, is it your

4r. Blair, that you met Dr. Vetterli for the first

~ '81 or early '82?
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THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. MEAN: Is jt futt~er your testimony that you

had your conversation concern~Lnq the book with Senator

Hatch sometime in 1982?

THE WITNESS: It was sometime after meeting

with Dr. Vetterli and I would assume that it would have been

sometime in '82.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Do you know Stanley Parrish?

A Yes.

Q Did you talk with Stanley Parrish about the

Vetterli book?

A Yes.

Q Who initiated that conversation?

A Idid.

Q When would that have been?

A It would have been following my meeting with

Dr. Vetterli.

Q Would it have been following your meeting with

Senator Hatch?

A I would have tio idea.

Q What did you and Mr. Parrish discuss about that

0
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Vett~er1i book?

A I asked him if he was interested in using t~e r

book as a preimum. I said that an organization similar

to organizations that I represented was having

tremendous financial success in using a book as a premium and

it may be something that he would want to consider.

Q What did he say?

A He pretty much indicated that he wasn't interested,

that he didn't think it was a good transaction.

Q Did you ever talk with anybody else in th~ Hatch

campaign organization after that about your proposal to

Mr. Parrish?

A No.

Q Did you ask Mr. Parrish any more about why he was

turning you down?

A Not that I recall.

Q What did you then discuss with Dr. Vetterli?

A You will have to be more --

Q After Mr. Parrish told you that the Hatch campaign

had no use for the book, did you talk with Dr. Vetterli

about other possible campaign uses for the book?

A I had indicated that I thought that it might make
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purchased

Q

A

No. I took the orders and then turned around and

them for Ruff-PAC.

110w many total were you able to buy?

I don't know.

-~
,~

p

~IC ~'

pre~uiwn &nd that I m~y be t*e*~e4 in purchasing some

on that bas4s.

Q Did you purch&ae books outright?

A By outright, did I buy books direct?

0 Yes.

A Yes.

Q When you bought boks, had you decided how you

were going to use tbem?

A Yes.

Q How did you use them?

A Well, the way the books were purchased is that a

solicitation was put out offering them as a premium.

Q Would that solicitation be Exhibit 2?

A Yes. And then if 25 of them would come in, then

we would buy 25 books.

0 That was the intent of my question. When I said

did you buy books outright I meant did you buy them in

advance.
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Q Who would know that?

A Mark Stoddard would kziow Lt or it would be in

our records.

Q How many times did that mailing, Exhibit 2, go out?

A I don't know.

Q Do you know whether it could have gone out more

than once?

A That is a good question. No, I don't know.

Q Can you consult your records and find out how

many times that was mailed?

A I am certain that we can.

Q Can you also consult your records to find out

how many books eventually were purchased from Dr. Vetterli

as a result of those mailings?

A Most definitely.

Q Was there any other method of solicitation

deviced to sell the Vetterli book?

A No.

Q Did you ever send a book out unsolicited with

a request for a contribution?

A Yes, on the very limited basis we sent a small number

of books out with that letter or a letter nearly identical

'I
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A Yes.

Q Did you talk with Stanley Parrish about the

receipts through the solicitation that we have just discussed?

A I don't think so.

Q Did you ever discuss those same things with

Senator Hatch?

A No.

Q You testified that your offices in Washington

are at 236 Massachusetts Avenue, Northeast. What was the

address of your office from November 1981 through June 1982?

A I believe right across the street, I believe it

is 227 Massachusetts Avenue, Northeast.

Q Before you acquired those quarters where had you

been located in Washington?

A On Maple Avenue in Vienna, Virginia.

Q When did you make the arrangements to occupy the

227 quarters?

A I believe that it would have been in weeks or months

t~ It to t*s.t its effectiveaess.

Q Would you be able to cozasult, your re~4 and

us how z~az~y Qf those mailings went ai~d what the receipts

were?

3

4

C

LI)

Co

tell
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ptio~ to our occupancy.

Q Who did you go to to make your arrangeuwnt~

for your of f±ce?

A Stanley Parrish.

Q When you talked to Mr. Parrish that time, how

long had you known Mr. Parrish before you talked to him that

time?

A I don't know. It would not have been a Long time,

perhaps a few months.

Q What were the nature of your contacts before the

lease arrangement?

A I think I was introduced to him by a state

legislature in Utah and the nature of the contacts were that

we were all interested in politics.

Q Had you ever had any business conversations with

him before you approached him about offices?

A None that I am aware of.

Q How often did you use that office?

MR. BARAN: For clarification purposes, what

office are you refdring to?

MS. NATHAN: We are referring to the office -- I

believe you said 227 Massachusetts Avenue, Northeastthat
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4

~ou occupied from t~oven~b.r '81 %hrough June 'ta.

THE WITNESS: In 4~iVfl )~th s*itt.*t~e ~ WOUld

be there not at all, sometimes iuaybe two 4ys. ft~4~biy

never more than seven or eight days a month and o~1 those

days generally just for antiour or two.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q When you are in Washington, where are you working

most of your time?

A That was where I was working from when I was in

Washington.

0 The balance of your time was when you --

A The balance of my time I would be calling on

Members of the House and Senate or members of the staff or

with officials or staff in various administrative agencies.

Q When you talked to Mr. Parrish about that

arrangement, what was the nature of your conversation, the

first time?

A As I recall, I indicated to him that I had the

need of an office on Capitol Hill where I could have a

desk and a telephone and that I was interested to know if

he rented space for that purpose.

Q Where were you when you had that conversation?

V
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Capitol

Q
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office sp

for that?

A

Q

payment?

23~

I think I v~e in his office. I tlitnk ~ ~V~nt to
29

We c0i44 have been v~1kig~ d6~n t1~~ ~st~t~4t.

By of *~oq, that office?

Yes If I wasn't ye eventually go~ to that

and discussed it or culminated the discussLc~n in the

Did you know that ~&e where his offace *as

before you initiated the contact?

I don't know but I knew it was some~there on

Hill.

How did it occur to you to seek out that space?

Its location.

You testified that you told him you needed

ace, who did you tell him was going to be paying

I told him that I would be responsible.

Did he ask you whose ~checks would be used in

A Not that I recall.

Q In one of your responses to written questions you

said that Ruff-PAC made payments for this space. Did Ruff-PAC

pay for the space?
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Onl~ f~ 4ts share.

Q YQ~ ~ a#~pposed to the Hatc~~i

A Only for the share of my time.

Q Who ~ls*?

A Free the Eagle.

Q In what form were the payments made?

A I am certain it was by check.

Q How did you divide the Ruff-PAC porttQn Rnd the

Free the Eagle portion in writing the che0k?

A It would be time I had spent on Ruff-PAC J~zsiness

on a prorated basis as opposed to the time I ~peki~t on

Free the Eagle. So if it was 50/50 and the rent was $200,

it would be $100, if I spent all my time on Free the Eagle,

it would be all of it that month.

Q How often did you give Mr. Parrish a check?

A I tried to give it to him on a monthly basis.

Q How many checks would you give him?

A I don't recall.

Q Did you give him multiple checks from multiple

parties? Did you give him aRuff-PAC check and a Free the Eagle

check for their portion?

A I don't know. There were Ruff-PAC checks issued

.1

'
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a~id Free the Zagle 0heck~s issued and there ~y ~. b..*~

t4RC chocks i~*ized ~but it was all 'on each entity paid

for its ~hare based on how much time I was spending repte#~ri~imt~

that.

Q

tll us

period?

A

Q

you gave

A

Q

about tli

A

Q

A

Would you be able to consult your re~o~da to

which amounts were paid by which entity during that

Sure.

What did Mx~. Parrish ask you the first time that

him, for example, a Ruff-PAC check?

I don't recall it ever happening that way.

Did you ever have a conversation with him

Le entities on whose accounts the checks were drawn?

Not that I recall.

Who did you give the checks to?

I don't remember how they were tendered. I think

they were probably mailed by the accountant handling my

account or the accountant handling the Free the Eagle account

or the accountant handling the Ruff-PAC account. I may have

physically .telKlered them but that is not my normal way of

doing business.

Q Would the accountant be located in Orem, Utah?
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A Accountant?

2 Q You mention4 the Rutf-PAC accOUnt4~

3
W~ee the E&gle accountant.

4
A During that period of time it would bav~ been

*lene Holt located in Orem for Ruff-PAC.

What did you tell Stanley Parrish abOut your

7
~uploywit?

S
A I told him that I was a consultant representing

9
a variety of profit and non-profit clients.

Q Did you tell him that Free the Eagle and Ruff-PAC

1!
were among your clients?

12
A Yes.

13
Q Are you sure that you told him that before the

14
lease arrangement was made?

'5
A No.

16
Q When you approached him to ask for office space,

17
did he ask you what your business was?

18
A I don't remember if he did or not.

19
Q Before that first meeting -- by first meeting I

20
mean the first meeting you discussed office space -- had you

21
talked with Stanley Parrish about your business?

22
A I believe that I did.
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Q When you made the contact with him to a~3~ about

o~fioe space, did you go through anyone before yo~ talked

i4th him? Did you talk to anyone in the Hatch cak~paign

Qrgani~ation first?

A I don't think 50.

Q When did you first ~learn about Azu*zad?

A From Stanley Parrish.

Q When would that have been?

A It would have been sometime after we became

acquainted, I would say probably a couple of months.

Q Could that have been before you moved into the

office space?

A I don't think so.

Q What did he tell you about who was using their

part of the office? What did Stanley Parrish 'tell you

about who else was occupying the office that you were

going to be occupying?

A He told me it was the Hatch Rele~tioui. Committee.

Q At any time did you become aware that there were

any other activities going on in that office?

A None that I can think of.

Q While you were there, what conversations did you
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a~rhqar qne~l1y?

A Very little. Stanley was rarely there and it ~

usually mys~l~ and a secretary and I recall overhearing

very few oQnve~sations.

Q About how big was the room?

A Very small. Maybe as big as all these tables.

MS. NATHAN: Th~ vitness is indicating 10 by 12,

THE WITNESS: Not the meeting room, the tables,

10 by 12, perhaps.

By MS. NATHAN:

Q How many desks were in the room?

A Three.

Q Were there any partitions in the room?

A No.

Q Did anyone else at anytime for the Hatch Committee

occupying the office -- anyone else besides Stanley Parrish

and the secretary at anytime occupy the office?

A There was a consultant that came in from time to

time. I don't know if he was occupying it but there was

one other person there part of the time.

0 Who was there?

A I believe his name was Richard Barry or something

K

F..,



p

very sii~±1

~ ~ Q
3

A

4 Q

A

6
greetings

7
Q

8 A

9 Q

A

12

o 13
'~J. Q

14

o A
is

Lj~ business.

0 16
Q

A

Q

A

0

what did

A
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~ ~

a: to Barry.

Did you talk with ~L~'

Yes.

How often did you talk to ~

When I was there perhaps we wowld exoJ~ange

once or twice a day.

What did Mr. Barry do?

He was a direct mail cQnsultarlt.

Do you know the name of his firm?

I think it bears his name.

Did you talk to him about direct mail?

Yes.

What did he tell you?

He didn't tell me anything. He solicited our

~,'

What did you tell him?

I indicated that possibly we were interested.

Did you ever employ him?

No.

When Stanley Parrish was there and you were there,

you talk about?

Football games, his alma mater and my alma mater

S

A

~
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A

A

~ ~iva1s~ jokes4 I~ ~a ~ that we we~e there

* t~J.~ie, ext~rftely r4)~'e~.

~u~±ng that period, bbt ei~h~*~th p~od,

m Stanley Parrish outside of the office?

E~ow often?

~iot fzequently but I would ~ee him on the streets,

is.

Did you eyer have meetings else*here?

~es.

what were the nature of those meetings?

~ meeting was held for all PAC presidents to

on the Hatch campaign.

~ho did the briefing?

I believe Mr. Parrish presided and Mr. Richard

and Mr. Vince Breglio conducted the briefing.

In the course of that briefing, did any of the

alk about Hatch campaign niailing opinions?

Not that I recall.

~Jas there occasion during that meeting for you

No, not that I recall.
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0 What was disc~ssed during the nieetin~?

~ A I think tb~t Mr. Worthlan4 discussed polU1~g

and I think Mr. Breglio discussed media strategy or

something like that. Polling and television were discussed.

Q What did Mr. Parrish tell the group?

A I don't remember. I remember he presided and I

think he asked everybody to contribute money.

Q What other conversations did you have with Stanley

Parrish about money?

A He would ask from time to time if Ruff-PAC

would contribute money. So the conversations were how about

giving us the money.

Q What did you tell him?

A I indicated that we generally did not contribute

to incumbents, that if we felt the candidate needed

money that we would give them money, I indicated that we

didn't have money to give, those kinds of things.

Q When you talked to him about not having money,

did you also tell him about the Vetterli book mailing?

A I don't believe so.

0 Did you tell him about any of your mailings?

A I don't believe so.
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0 Di4 anyonp from the Hatch organizatic~n spe.k to

you about your mailirl9s after they went out?

A I don't believe so.

Q I am speaking specifically about Exhibit 2, that

solicited contributions and offered the booJc as a premium.

A Anyone in the Hatch campaign, anyone at any level,

no, I don't believe so.

Q What services did the secretary in the building

perform in that office, perform for you or Free the Eagle

or Ruff-PAC?

A What building?

Q In your offices that you shared with the Hatch

Committee, 227 Massachusetts Avenue.

A She would see that my mail was put on my desk

and if a message came to me she would take a message

down and put it down on a pad.

Q When you first moved in, did you brief the

secretary on the entities that you were working for?

A No, other than any calls for me, take the message.

Q Did you tell her then or later what organizations

you might be getting calls from or for?

A I don't recall any details of any briefing other
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thai~ any questiQrk she asked I answered.

Q Did Mr. Parrish ever take messages eor you?

A I don't know.

Q When you stopped in or called in, idid you ever

talk to Stanley Parrish about messages?

A I believe I can recall him saying once or possibly

more than once "There are messages here :for you."

0 ~Did you ask him who from, who for?

A I don't remember.

Q What mail did you receive at that address?

A Just all of my business mail for Washington, D. C.

Q Were there any direct mail solicitations that had

that as a return address?

A I am pretty sure there wasn't.

Q Did you ever have to talk to Mr. Parrish or the

secretary about mail receipts, about what to do with

mail coming in?

A If I wouldn't be there for a month or six weeks

I would call her and tell her to put it all in an envelope

and send it to my home. Sometimes it would stack up there

for a month at a time.

Q Did you have a written contract?
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bbalf?

A Yes.

Q no you recall whether you had a written &r~angmOnt?

A I don't remember.

Q What were the terms of your agreement?

A The terms were, as I recall, $200 a ~nth plus

any out-of-pocket.

Q In your response to questions the total listed

as having been paid for rent and expenses was $820.40.

You were there eight months, at $200 a month that was

considerably less than you would have owed. Can you explain

that?

A That was only Ruff-PAC's share.

Q What other entities would have written checks

for rental expenses?

A Any entity that I had billed time to during the

time I was there.

Q Would you consult your records and tell us later

how much your rent expenses were for NBC and Free the Eagle

during that period?

A Yes.

.,,~' _

Were you the one who m4de the arranqOp~e~ & ~ur
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A

Q *.et 4~4arify, by ~QU I i~%.~*i ~u~AC'~o~ Free

the EaqI~ ,

A No.

Q Was th~re any sigz~ indicatir1~ ~ff-~?AC he.dquarters

or of~i~eS ~.n that building?

A Yes.

Q Where was the sign located?

A In the front just off the sidewalk ~s yow go

up the steps.

Q Was there any sign outside the building?

A There should have been.

Q What did the sign out in the street read?

A Ruff-PAC.

Q Did it also say Hatch Election Committee?

A I believe so.

Q When did that go up?

A Several months after I was there.

Q Who arranged for it to be placed there?

A Idid.
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Q

A

Who d~4 yoi~ ask to do it?

A sign oM~any.

Q Who. did you talk with about it ~*fore yoi~i oz~der~

tE. sign?

A I don't iu~ow what you mean.

Q ~Did you talk to anyone about it before you orde3

tIle sign?

A You mean like Mr. Ruff?

Q Or anyone.

A I may have.

Q Did you talk to Stanley Parrish about it before

you ordered the sign?

A Probably.

0 Why did you decide to order it?

A Pardon?

Q Why did you decide to order a sign?

A Customary business practice.

Q Was there a Hatch Election Committee sign there

before you ordered the one you ordered?

A I don't think so.

O Did the sign say Hatch Election Committee and

:ed

Ruff Political Action Committee?
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A I b~&,v4 4t *.s a hoard, a wooden bo~z'4 ~bhat
A

~4 Hatch E~e~t±o~i C~mitt~ee ai~d RuE f~-PAC on the annie

aZ~d.

Q Would you have co~su1ted anyone in the Hatch

~paign about ordering a sign that had theit ~uz~e o~ it?

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of the question.

~u asked would he have.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you?

A Perhaps Stanley Parrish.

Q Who else could you have checked with in the Hatch

campaign

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of the question.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you check with anyone other than Stanley

Parrish about the sign?

A Perhaps the secretary.

Q What was the secretary's name?

A There were two, the first was Nancy and the

second was Helen, I believe.

Q Do you know their last names?

A Nancy's last name is Perry but I don't know how you
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~ it and I don ~ t rem~uber t~he othez~ 1a~ r~a~ue.

I beUeve you said th~t 1~u (~rdered. th. sign a

apl~e of months after you moved in; is that cok~rect?

A No, I meant to say I got the sign.

~ ,~' Q When did you order the sign?

A I tried to order it as Boon as I could. Sometime

after movuig in.

Q When you ma~e the arrangement with Hr. Parrish

for a lease arrangement, how long ~id you exj~ect to be

there?

A Until my needs expanded for personnel and more

space.

Q

of the

A

Q

A

Q

say whE

A

Q

sign dc

Did you have any agreement on minimum or maximum

months that you would stay?

No.

What did Stanley Parrish say when the sign went up?

I don't remember him saying anything.

What did anyone else in the Hatch organization

the sign went up?

I am not aware of any comment.

At any point, did anyone ask you to take the

)wn
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A 1 4ox~'t knew, I don't think so,

2
Q Di4~ *~ene ask you to have it changed?

3
A I don't think 50.

~j;~ 4
(Witness and counsel confer.)

~ 5
Q On the occasions ~hen you~: saw Stanley B~i~1~

6
dtiring *hat period, either in the o~f ice or outsi4e ~e

7

A 8 off ic~ and~ actually not in use during that period b~it Up~

to the election, what did you talk with him in relation

to 1~mer~d?
10

A He solicited our business. He asked that Dr. ~merad

should do direct mail for us at a good price.
12

Q Were you interested?
o 13

A Yes.
14

Q Did you employ Amerad?
15

A Yes.
00 16

Q For what mailing did you employ him?
17

A I don't know which mailing but for at least one
18

mailing.
19

Q In your responses you at one point said that

*20 there was one and that was Exhibit 1 and then at another

21
point you said 1 ~and 2. Would it be possible for you to

22
consult your records and clarify how many were done by Amerad?
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yes.

Q Dy Amez'ad ~ ue~nA*u~st Aaeoc4.ated &s vel~.

When did Stanley Parrish aiJ~ yoii whether yoi~

uLtght want Amerad's services?

A I believe itvas months after we became ~q~4ntd.

Q What did he tell you aboi~t the Amerad stru~tur~?

A Nothing.

Q Were you familiar vith the Amerad association

with the campaign organization?

A No.

Q What did you ask him about why he recommended

Amerad?

A I asked him the price and how quickly he could get

this out.

Q Was he talking about having Amerad do texts

as well as batching and caging?

A I don't remember any conversation in regard to

text, batching or caging.

Q What part of the mailing production was he suggesting

that you use Amerad for?

A I don't remember what he suggested. He was suggestin

what can I do for you and I suggested, I believe, folding,



st4fin~ ~nd mailing and ~e quoted a price.

Q ~h~si he b~pug~it it up, had ~rau $.n the sa~~* ~

converiati0fl talked about contributions for the Hatch

O~nRitte~?

A Not that I recall.

Q Did he ask you either in that conversation or in

the other conversation what mailings you were planning

that might mention Senator Hatch?

A No, not that I recall.

Q When was your conversation with him when he

brought up Amerad as to if you had any business with

Amerad?

A I don't know when it was except it would

have been months after the initial meeting.

Q It would have been after you moved in to the office?

A I believe so.

Q When you were in the office and got any phone

calls or made any phone calls, did you have any problem

keeping your conversations private?

A Can you --

Q Did you try to talk quietly?

A I don't hold confidential conversations with

yo
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other people in the rooms.

~ffAC!Sb~a*in~s*
Q Did ~you 4c~n4Qot b~

Stanley Parrish was in the

A I don't know.

Q Did you conduct Free the Eagle OCmvers~tions when

Stanley Parrish was there?

A I don't know what any specific iiudLnss I

conducted when he was there. It' was rare, very rare, that

he was there.

Q How recently have you seen Star~ley Parrish or

talked with him?

A It has been a while, maybe I may have seen him

in the last two or three months.

Q What were the nature of your contacts?

A Sometimes I see him in church, it may have been

in church, it may have been a social function, it may have

been on the street.

Q Have you discussed this investigation with him?

A I asked him one thing.

Q What was that?

A I said, "Stan, did you and I ever discuss any

details of the Hatch campaign?"

'V
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A

0 What did he say?

A M4 he came right ~b~ck at me and he s&id,~#JL

I ev~ h~ard from you when I say you were your corny ~oke#1
t

or soiuething very similar to that. That was the nature of

our conversation.

Q Since you received a copy of the complaint

filed *in this case or singe you became aware of this

investigation, have you talked with anyone else irk the

Hatch organization about the investigation?

A No one.

Q Have you talked to Howard Ruff about it?

A Yes.

Q Did Howard Ruff talk with anyone in the Hatch

organization about this investigation?

A I don't know.

Q What did you tell Mr. Ruff?

A I just gave him an ongoing report on what -- told

him boilerplate what had been filed, what had been

responded and passed on word from counsel.

Q Have you talked to Senator Hatch about this

investigation?

A No.
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A~A
fl~; ~&~4~# uinii iiiaA AIinr~ tat' ~i4i1in~~, YOU

A

Q What did ~ou telL h±iu?

A I~toId him I was Qnappy~fith tZ~&~ V~0

*
o~eratior~.

Q W1~en would that bav~ b~eti? of weeks

A It would have been wi~A*z -a F0c~uple

after the first matling.

Q Whe~n voul~ the first mailing have been?

A I don't remember.

Q What was your complaint?

A Things didn't seem to be mailed on time and

I questioned whether or not everything was mailed and I just

questioned prudent business pra~tiQe.

Q Can you explain?

A We. didn't get receipts for everything that

was mailed, responses were tnbt coming in the way we thought

they should, there wasn't good communication, they did not

seem to be responsive to us.

Q Who did you deal with when you had problems? Did

you call anybody?
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A I a~ays B~O~Ce to St~gb.

what 414 A~ez~a4 4~ f~r y4~4r~ ti~t first it~onth? ~"

A Th~ only thin~I I remember is fo]Aing, st~affing

~r&d postage.

Q Whe~re was the mailing done froiu~

A Salt Lake City.

Q Do you remember what the text was?

A No.

Q You testified that you called him wit~iin~a couple of

weeks to complain.

A Yes.

Q Did you have any other mailings planned at

that time for Amerad to do?

A We may have.

Q Did you go ahead with any other mailings with

Amerad?

A I don't remember. I remember~my state of mind

at that time was no. I don't remember if there was a

second mailing.

Q When you talked to him and complained, did he ask

you whether you were going to do anymore with him?

A I don't know. I was very angry.
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~ Q Was 4~4t durA g t1~ ~ vbakz ?Q~1 were

of~ce s1~ac ~J1~UR~
3

A I dQrv't kn4~r.
4

Q You ar~ ~i~g to be consulting the rO~oi~1 to

5 '4

see what m~Uixigs Merad did, couL4 y~u check ~. 4ates o~

6
those?

A Yes.
8

Q Did you discuss with stanley Parrish the contract
9

with did you have a cozitract with the V$uerie Company
10

for mailings?
11

A When?
12

Q Between mid 1981 and election 1982.

13
A No.

14
Q Did Free the Eagle have a contract with the

15
Viguerie Company?

16
A No.

17
Q Did Free the Eagle use the Viguerie Company?

18
A No.

19
Q Did Ruff-PAC use the Viguerie Company?

20
A No.

21
Q We are talking about June 1981 through the

22
election 1982.
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A Yes ,

~4. 4

4 4

Q Did you e~rez~ ta1$~ with ~t~Zey ~ abQut
4.

44

who else was doing your mailing, by ola~s I ~ax~ Auierad?

A Yes, I told him we were dQ~ing ou~ mailings.

Q Did you at anytime employ any other firm to help

you with the mailings?

A Yes.

Q Who would that have been?

A I don't remember the name but it would have

been in Salt Lake City or Orem, Utah and it would have

a name like Addressograph Mailing Services or something

like that.

Q Ruff-PAC and Free the Eagle have not employed

any direct mailing consulting firm in the Washington --

have Ruff-PAC or Free the Eagle employed any direct mailing

consultant firm in the Washington area?

A During what time?

Q During mid 1981 through the election in 1982.

A Employed, no.

Q Were you clarifying that? Have you used any direct

MR. BARAN: I object to the question because of

its form and for purposes of clarification, there were
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q~xe~t$&ns earlier that use a different time frame

of~ b~lez~dar year 198~L ~nd calendar 'year l98~. You

3
:7 have in your more recent questioning chan9e4 ~be tixue

4
frame to election date 1982. Mr. Blair has previously.

S
testifi~4 that the Viguerie Company had been retained to

6
perform certain services for some of his clients in late

7
l9~2 which would be after the election.

8 BY MS. NATHAN:

Q It is your testimony that the Viguerie Company did
10

not perform services for Ruff-PAC or Free the Eagle before

'~I1 the election in 1982?
12

A That is correct.
0 13

Q When you talked to Stanley Parrish about Amerad,
14

C did he ask you about your use of Viguerie or any potential
15

use of Viguerie?
16

A We discussed Viguerie. I told him I was considering
'I

17
using Viguerie.

18

Q Did he say why not use Amerad?
19

A He said he was using Viguerie himself and it was
20

probably a good idea.
21

Q What did he tell you how he was using Viguerie?
22

A I don't -- I am familiar with the direct mail
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I am not ~ he told ~ anytJ~.
44

"~' Did he ask you v~.ii ~. m~41S~ig~ ~ib*~ 'p~kik~ied

for?

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

George

A

for the

Q

that yc

A

Q

and Fre

A

Q

A

-4

No, not that I reoall.

Do you know Walter Z~oxig~ear?

I don't believe so.

Do you know Sandy Bi~tler?

I~could but I 4on't ~call~

Do you know George McDonald?

Yes.

In dealing with George McDonald -~ who is

McDonald?

He is an account executive and vice president

Viguerie Company.

Is there anyone else in the Viguerie Company

iu have dealt with regularly?

When?

In your capacity as representative of Ruff-PAC

~e the Eagle since 1981.

From 1981 up to today?

Yes.

Yes, I have dealt with Mr. Viguerie, I have dealt
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G~orqe McDonald, I 1~r~ 44~t with Jeremy 8qu~~~

is probably 90 percent o~oy, t$.me with the Viq~zerie

any, Mr. Viguerie, Mr. ~toDQnaXd and Mr. Squire.

Q Did you talk with any of, those three before

election in 1982?

A Mr. Viguerie is a long time friend so I know I

~e to him. Mr. McDonald is a long time friend and I know

I spoke to him. I don't believe I had met Mr. Squire

Q Did you have any conversations with them, and

I am speaking about before the election in 1982, about

their work for the Hatch Committee?

A No.

Q Did they ask you during conversations what

mailings you were planning during that period?

A No.

Q Did you tell them what mailings you were planning

during pre-election 1981-82?

A Not that I recall.

0 What did you talk to him about?

A Mr. Viguerie and I are close friends, we have

breakfast together one day a week, sometimes two or three
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times a ~ and ~* 4is~u~e e~y~h~5ng We ~ez~e c~s*
'4' 1

friends )~u*~~ it ~f&$ ~ a cUei~t~ r~l~&tio*~ihip ~ip to the

election.

Q Before the' election, what did' you and t4~.

Viguerie discuss about how you thougk~t Orrin ~Iatch

was doing?

A I felt that he would wLn resoundly.

Q Did you talk about Hatch strategy?

A I only remember talking about one Hatch strategy.

Q What was that?

A I felt that he should take a stronger position on

legislation in Washington, D. C.

0 Did you talk to Mr. Viguerie about your -- by you

I mean Ruff-PAC-- Free the Eagle's ability to make a

contribution to the Hatch campaign?

A No.

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of that last

question because Mr. Blair has already stated Free the Eagle

is not a political committee, does not make any contributions

to candidates and in fact has not made any contributions

I during 1981 or 1982.
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Q Let me c1arif~ that. D~d~you diec~s~ Riat~ MC's

biUty to make contributions to the Hatch Conunittee with

A No.

Q What did you tell Stanley Parrish about Free the

Zagle?

A I don't remember telling him anything about

Free the Eagle.

Q Did he ever ask you?

A He may have.

MS. NATHAN: There is another group that needs

this room at 12:00 o'clock. Would you object to taking

a break between now and 12:00 so we can move upstairs

to finish it?

MR. BARAN: How much longer do you think it

-'-~'-'~ V. 4

4 ~

-5

6'

'7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

MS. NATHAN: I am not sure.

MR. BARAN: My purpose for asking is that it is

the noon hour and I want to know whether this deposition is

going to continue so long that we will miss lunch.

MS. NATHAN: I would say we can complete in another

1'

U)

Q

0

U)

co

S

will take?
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~ia1f ho~.t k~ut~ ~ aiu riot sure we cai~ ~ozu~3*te J41

~$ X~NER: We will adjo~*~4Q ~

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., & ~i*~t~ recess W&S

t&kan.)
'4'

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q D~ you Know M~~K Hurst?

A Yea.

Q What were your dealings with him dur~I.rig the

period of mid 1981 through election 1982V

A I have never dealt with him myself.

Q Who has dealt with him for you?

A I think Helene Holt has talked to him on ~be

telephone.

Q When you did your Amerad mailing,, who did you

give the mailing material to?

A I don't know.

Q What did Helene Holt do for you with Mark Hurst?

A I believe that she called to indicate I was

very unhappy with the mailings and had everything been mailed.

0 How do you know that he was the person to call?

A I don't know.
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Q Wha* oq~aet did you hav* with Stanley Parrish

* Elion you ~iad things ready tQ %i~e to AmEk~&d~

A I don't know that either.

Q Referring to the first mailing that you did with

Amerad, the one, that you complained , hov much of
4$

that mailing did they do for you? What services did they

perform?

MR. BARAN: I object to the question because it

has been asjced and answered earlier but I will allow my

client to answer it a second time.

THE WITNESSL I believe that they did folding

and stuffing and mailing, they could have done something

else.
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Yes.

Where was the printing done?

Utah.

Who prepared the text?

Of?

That mailing.

Q

in Utah?

S

BY MS. NATHAN:

Was the folding, stuffing and mailing done
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A ~.don't Jc*~ow wh~h iuaili~g thqy d44.

Q ~44 Stai4~v P~rIsh. J~ave r~y1~h±z1g ~Q 4o with the

,~ter~a~.s being transferred to Amerad for theiz' processing?

A~ Wo.

Q When you agreed to arxange to use Au~z~a4, did you have

a c~ontract

A

Q

Amerad?

A

and Parris

0

be done?

A

Q

A

0

Yes.

Who was that with? Who was the signatory for

I am not sure. I had a contract betwe*~ myself

h.

Did it specify the number of mailings that would

I don't know.

Do you have a copy?

I don't know.

If it was written, would you be able to get us

0

LI)

0

6

7

8
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If we have it in our possession.

Who else did you deal with besides Stanley Parrish

the arrangements for that mailing?

I only dealt with Stanley Parrish.

a copy?

A

0

in making

A
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Q Did you have a c~onversation with him a1outt~e

~rrangements for the mailing after the in~.t4. al cotiV~rsat±on

in which he asked you if you had any use for Anierad's services?

A Y0S.

Q What was the nature of that conversation?

A I was very angry, they di4 a sioppy job.

Q That was the conversation after the fact. Was

there any conversation after he first interested you in using

Amerad?

I don't

Did you

No.

Did you

remember.

ever show him the proposed mailing?

ever talk to him about what it was going to

say?

A

Q

going to

No.

Did you ever talk to Mark Hurst about what it was

say?

A No.

Q Did you talk to Mark Hurst befQre the --

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of the question.

I believe Mr. Blair has testified that he has never spoken

to Mr. Hurst.
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A

Q

of the

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

with?

Either Helene Holt or Mark Stoddard~

Did you talk with Mark Stoddard about the text

mailing?

Yes.

Did he advise you on what it should say?

Yes.

Did you talk with him about any other mailings?

Yes.

How many mailings was he involved in helping you

A I don't know.

Q What were the dates of your dealings with Mark

Stoddard? I don't mean specific dates, I mean span of

time.

A It certainly would have been from i1981 through

November of 1982.

Q What was his relationship with Stanley Parrish?

BY R~. I4AWflAC4

Q Did you talk with ar~yone ~t Amerad ~bout~ua)dng

the transfer from the printer to Amerad f~r folding?

A No.

Q Who made those arrangements?

In

t-n
0

C,
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A I don't iwow U t1~ey have enr#r ba4 a*~ reIationst~

in ~9UZ% c~nvers~t~ion witk~ ~c ~to44a~4 in

~preparing that Arnorad mailing, did 8tanle~' Parr'ish's name

come up?

A In my cohversations with ~oddard?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q What did you say about Stanley Paz~rish?

A That I made arrangements with him to Let Amerad

do our mailing for us.

Q Did he seem to know Stanley Parrish?

A No.

Q Did he ask you any questions about what Stanley

Parrish and you had discussed?

A Yes.

Q What kind of questions?

A Cost.

Q Did he ask you anything about what -- in

deciding the text, did you talk about what Stanley Parrish

and you might have talked about?

A No.

0 In your answers to interrogatories you said that

~ip *
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t~e was o~ ~tkzer ma~1~~ng in a44it$ozt ~4 ~ ~ ~4 2.
4 A

4
~at ment.±on~ ~r1a*~*x Hat~, the~mai3.4.~ t~t~ o**~ *~6~422 ~1

Can we get a copy of that mailing? ..

1~

A Certainly. ,,

Q Can you tell me now what th~ mai1ii~saiA?

6 A No.

* 0 What list would it have gone to?

0 A I don't know.

4 o brlists.

10 A I don't know.

11
Q Do you know when approximately?

Lfl 12 A I am sure it would have been in 1982.

o 13
Q Was it mailed more than once, used more than

14
o once?

15
A I don't know.

16
Q Is that something you could tell from your records?

17
A Our records should reflect it.

18
Q Who produced that mailing?

19
A Which?

20'0 Q The one we are referring to now that was the third
21

mailing that I do not have a copy of, not Exhibits 1 and 2,

22
that mentions Senator Hatch.
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A All of the mailings *ere p~* 4Qced~ by ~u."E~4.

2 Q Did you write the

A Zn all of them I eith::

Mr. Mark Stoddard wrote the text or we wrote it

$
in conjunction.

6 Q For this third mailing?

7
A I don't know about the third mailing. I ca~

8
say for all of them the text was either written enti~e1y

by Mr. Stoddard, entirely by me or a combination of the two
10

of us.

Q Do you know in relation to that mailing, did
12

Amerad perform any services in relation to that mailing?
O 13

A I do not know.
14

o 0 Did any other mailing service organization work on
15

that mailing?
16

A I don't know. On the third mailing?
17

Q Yes.
18

A I don't know.
19

0 Did Amerad and Hurst Associates perform any
20

other services for Ruff-PAC during the campaign period
21

other than mailing services, any other fundraising sort of
22

services?
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A NOthing that I could think of.

Q Did you have any conversationB wi~th 8tanley

Parrish about what other services they could offer?

A I don't think so. I do remember soliciting

business aggressively, I don't recall any details. He

wanted our direct mail business. I do remember that. I do

not remember other than we asking for cost and saying that

the price is such that we will give it a try.

o Where were those conversations?

A In Washington.

Q Were they in your shared office?

A I don't know.

o Did you talk with Senator Hatch about Stanley

Parrish?

A I don't believe so.

Q Did you talk with Senator Hatch about Amerad?

A No.

Q What was Stanley Parrish's title?

A I don't know.

Q What did Stanley Parrish tell you about the amount

of time he spent on Amerad business and the amount of time

he spent on Ruff-PAC business?



/

1

2

3

services

0

for the reelection~committee.

What was your impression about who his employer

was?

A My impression was the committee, the reelection

committee.

Q Was it your impression he was employed by the

committee?

A I didn't have any feelings about it except they

were utilizing his services.

Q When did he first tell you about Amerad?

MR. BARAN: I object to the question, it has been

1~~$~'

V 7

A Wothir~q that I can recall.

Q Did Stanley Parri~sh t*l.Vr~pt~ ~ he wAib ~,*i~ig

paid and what his income source was?

A No.

Q When did you first know that Stanley Par4sh

was a Hatch Committee employee?

A I don't think I ever knew he was a Hatch

Committee employee.

0 What did he represent himself as when yo~ first

talked with him?

A My impression was that he was doing fundraising

'0

p
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as]~*d and an~ve~ed b~0re.

BY MS. Wi~W~:

Q Have you ever seen Sta~iley ?ar~i~a ~ Utah?
4 4

A Yes.
'4

Q How many times since you firat 4iaet him to the date

of the election?

A I don't know.

Q Would that have been several times?

A What do you mean by several?

0 More than three.

A I really couldn't say. I remember seeing him

at a hotel reception, I remember seeing him at a

reception in a private home. I can say two or more.

Q Has Howard Ruff told you whether he sees Stanley

Parrish in Utah?

A I don't think so. I don't think he knows Mr.

Parrish.

Q Have you had conversations with Richard Worthland

directly? You mentioned that he had been a speaker at a

meeting you had attended. Have you met him individually?

A Yes.

Q What did he tell you about the Hatch campaign?

4 4
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A 14o~h~a.ng.

Q What 4±4 you tell him about your. ~riewo of 4tt~e

fl~t~h campaign?

A That I felt that he would be okay as long as

he stood firm on the social issues and social legislation.

Q Did he talk to you about his polling results in

Utah?

r
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No.

What did you ask him about the campaign in Utah?

I didn't ask him anything about the campaign.

In the large meeting that he addressed, what did

about pollers in Utah?

He revealed that the Senator had a good steady

not an overwhelming lead; it was a safe, steady lead.

Did he talk about types of people the Senator

with, age groups, occupations?

I don't know.

Did he talk about timing of when he expected

get better?

I don't remember. It would seem out of context.

No.

Did you discuss that with Stanley Parrish?

A

Q

A

Q

A

0

he reveal

A

lead but

0

was weak

A

Q

things tc

A

U,

0

0
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Q Did you ever discuss with Sta~i1ey P~r4s)~ ~r

with anyone else in the Hatch ca~ipaign o~ga~Lza~i~0n trading

of mailing lists?

A Yes.

Q When would that have occurred, tbe coiwersatxon?

A That would have occurred after having met

Mr. Parrish.

Q Was that before you moved into the offices in

November of 1981?

A I don't believe so. After having met Mr. Parrish.

It would have been with him after getting to know him.

0 Who initiated that conversation?

A I don't ~know.

Q What did you conclude about exchange of mailing

lists?

A That we couldn't really agree, that our lists

were not compatible and we were not of the same value.

0 Did you ever exchange a list?

A We may have exchanged some on a very minor basis.

Q What types of lists?

A Lists that he felt were good for us to use and we

had a lot fo contention over it because I could never pin
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him down on wbo, where' they were from~ an4 ~I *em~nbe~ ~aJcLng

~ very s~mall sampling arid they wereV'~ry b$~
~

Q The lists were bed? -

A Yes.

BY MS. LERNER:
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Sure, a request had to be made.

What did Mr. Parrish tell you he was going to do

list you gave him?

Q

A

exchange

did not

did not

Q

A

Q

A

Q

the list

A

Q

with thE

What do you mean they were bad?

The results were not good.

BY MS. NATHAN:

By sampling, >he mailed yov a list?

We, through Mark Stoddard, made sot.. kind of

to try an exchange and the names that we tried

generate good revenue and so for that reason we

go into it.

In that exchange did you give him a list?

0
~q.

0

Lfl

0
Yes.

What did you tell him about your list?

Told him they were subscribers to the Ruff Times.

Did Howard Ruff know that you were giving him
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A That he was qo4ng to Use them f~r tud±x~

sQijetation.

Q Did you evet ~ee a copy of his soUcitat~on

letter?

A I don't know.

Q Did he tell you later what his results were with

your list?

A I think that he said that he was not happy and they

broke even or lost money. He wasn't extremely unhappy but

I think he said it was not a dynamite response.

0 How many separate mailings did he do with the

Ruff-PAC list?

A It is not Ruff-PAC.

Q I am sorry, Ruff Times.

A I don't know. I don't believe it was more than one.

Q Do you know the month when that was done?

A No.

Q When did you make mailings with the list that

was furnished to you by the Hatch Committee?

It would have been sometime in 1981 up to November

1982.

Q How many times did you mail your Hatch list?
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A I don't think we ever mailed the Hatdh 1i~E

Q What lint was it he gave you?

A I thought you asked if I exchanged any names

with Mr. Parrish.

Q Yes.

A To this day we still have not been able to

identify the list. We are unaware~of whb~the.name's;Ere, maybe

subscribers to a magazine.

Q When the conversation was initiated, how did he

describe the list that he proposed to give to you in

exchange?

A As people who had been good donors where he

had gotten good response.

Q Donors to the Hatch Committee?

A That is what I had assumed.

Q Did ~~ou ever know that for sure?

A No, but that was my state of mind at that time.

Q Earlier you characterized that as the Hatch list,

is that correct?

A My state of mind was that it was a list that had

been successful for the Hatch Committee.

MR. BARAN: Do you know for a fact whether the list
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provided to you by Pir. Parrish were contribut~re to the

H~t~ch Reelection Committee?

THE WITNESS: I know for a fact that t)iey were not.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did Mr. Parrish collect that list from

other sources and used it for the Hatch Committee?

A I don't know.

Q How do you know that that was not a Hatch Committee

list?

A Because I explicitly asked Mr. Parrish and he

said that was not.

Q Did you ask Mr. Parrish if you could obtain a

Hatch Committee list?

A Yes.

Q Did you?

A No.

Q Why didn't you?

A Because he would not make the list available to

anyone under any circumstances for any purpose.

Q Did he at any time tell you that it was a possibility

at a later date?

A At one time he deferred to talking to the Hatch



1 campaign manager and got back

2 cai~paign manager said aWolute

4
Q Whenhetoldyoutha

someone, when did he tell you

A After I pressed him.

6 An8 then he indicated to me tIi

back with a resounding no.

8 Q Did he tell you who

A Yes.

0 10
Q By name?

11 A Yes.
12 Q What was his name?

13 A I don't remember thE

14
is Leavitt.

15

Ifl I Did you ever ask hixi

0 16
a Hatch Committee list, a Hatc

17
A I may have. It seer

18
once.

19
0 Did he give you any

201

an open question?
21

A I don't know.

22
Q Did you tell him wl-i

2 v~~' ~~ ~w

to me and he said hi~

ly not.

.t he was going to check with

that?

I said, is it possibl#?

Lat he would check and came

he talked to?

first name, the last name

ri again if they could give you

~h contributor list?

as like I asked him more than

indication that it was still

ft your results were with the



t
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he supplied?

Yes.

M~. BARA~ uiay I confer wtth my cUe~ for a

second.

Lfl

0

C
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(Witness and client confer.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q Did you talk to Mark Stoddard about what type

of mailing you were going to do with any list yo~z got from

Stanley Parrish?

A I don't remember speaking to bin' in that type

of context, I spoke in the context this is ~rhat I want you

to put in.

Q Did you talk to him about what the Hatch Committee

was going to mail with your Ruff Times list?

A No.

0 Did you ever talk to Mark Stoddard about the results

of the mailing?

A Of what mailing?

Q The list you got from the Hatch Committee.

A From Parrish.

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of the question

if the question refers to a list from the Hatch Committee
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~e~u~e Mr. Blair has test~ifie~ he 8±4 Z*t ~*ceive any such

~ during ~t.~i8 time.

~8. L~RNER: I disagree.~ Mr. Blair has testified

h~e receiVed a list from the Hatch Coiuniittee but it was not

th~ Hatch' Comuittee list.

MR. B~AMN: I disagree. The testimony has been that

Mr. ~I.a±r received a list from Stanley Parrish during 1981

to Noveiu)~r of 1982.

MS. I.ERNER: And I believe the record will show

that he said that that list had donors to the Hatch Committee

on it but the objection will be on the record and so will the

information.

MR. BARAN: I disagree. If there is ambiguity

we ought to clear it up right now. Mr. Blair's testimony

is, as I recall it, that he specifically asked Mr. Parrish

whether the list contained any Hatch contributors and the

response was no.

Was that your testimony, Mr. Blair?

THE WITNESS: The response was that it was a list

that the Hatch Committee had mailed to and they had gotten

good responses, the Hatch Committee had gotten good responses

to it. That was Mr. Parrish's statement.
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0 Was this in 1982?

A4''~

-,

.~ ~
~

aYMS. NAT~&~:

Q Did Stan1~ P~~etk ask you ~vhe~lke~ you ~q~t 4
able to make a contributA~en aft0r ~1s~ng the 1i~t th&t 1*

4

'4

fux'nished you?

A 1~iot that I recall. He was always asking for money.

I don't recall him putting it in that context.

Q Who did you hand your Ruff Times list 1~Q? ~1Q

did you first physically give your Ruff Times ~A$*tQ~

A The normal procedure would have 1*eti fox M~. Stoddard

to have arranged for it to be sent to Mr. Parrish or

whoever Mr. Parrish designated that it be sent to.

Q Was that normal procedure followed?

A I don't know.

Q Were the lists exchanged at the same time?

Did you get the list that Mr. Parrish furnished at the same

time you gave him a Ruff Times list?

A By the same time you mean within weeks, within days?

Q I mean the same day.

A I don't believe so.

Q Was it within weeks?

A I don't know.
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A I bel±~ve so.

Q U, About what month in 1982?

A I don't know.

Q Did you talk to Howard Ruff about your lt~t

that Stanley Parrish furnished?

A I don't remember any specific conversation.

Q Did you talk with Senator Hatch about your use

of the list that Stanley Parrish furnished?

A No.

Q How close to the election did you last talk to

Stanley Parrish about the possibility of getting a list

of Hatch contributors?

A I don't remember that.

Q Did Stanley Parrish ever bring it up to you

again after he reported that Michael Leavitt said it

wasn't possible?

A I don't remember.

Q Why did Richard Vetterli seek you out about the

book publishing?

A A letter of introduction preceded him by a day or

two from a mutual friend in Washington who thought that

since I was the publishing representatiite of ma'jor publishers.

In
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0
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(Discussion off the record.)

BY MS. NATHAN:

In addition to Mark Hurst akid Stanley Parrish,

deal with anyone at Amerad?

MR. BARAN: I object to the form of the question

Mr. Blair has testified he never dealt with Mark

BY MS. NATHAN:

.4

-p .4

4, 4

p 4,4

'''

* ,* f*~, ~p,

* 4 4 ,, ~. 1* n.~ , ~J;#A3 ~
4 ~

4 ,,.* V~' ~ ~

a~i4 ~&s t~taai*itd V*t~k £~tb*X~ ~

Q Who ~*e~ t~e mut 141 f

A The mutual friend ~

Q W~p ~he pubUMr tha#~y #res.~.4, th* one

who eventua1'1~ puk~lish~d~ the boc11~~ s

A Z represer~t more than on~ p~Asher.

Q Did you represent the publ±u~r that pt1b~ished

the Vetterli book?

A Yes, but in entirely unr*lated matters.

represented the individual that was the president of the

publishing company but I did not repx~esent his publishing

company.

Q MS. NATHAN: Of f the record.

because

Hurts.

0

C

Q

did you
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Q ii~ve you d*a-lt vith a~IyoRe ~t Am~a4

bes$~~ ~,

£4r. Stanley Parrish?

A I believe $t&n ?arr~sh the only ~ ~h~1~I

dealt with.

Q You said that you talked with Senator Hatoh about

contributions and endorsements. Did 1~, in the same

conversation that he asked yQu about vhether y~ti were going

to do an endorsement, did he ask you about contributions?

A I don't remember him ever asking explicitly. He

was always asking for funds: are you going to make a

contribution?

Q Did the sign that we talked about in front of

227 Massachusetts Avenue indicate where in the building

the offices were located?

A No.

Q Was there another sign to indicate where the

office was located?

A The sign we are talking about was a redwood

sign out on the street. On the inside there is another

sign which gives the floor level and I don't remember, I think

it had my name and it would give the floor, it may have

been N.B. Blair/Ruff-PAC and give the floor. I don't

a

0
'qb
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tem60~ex what it had. It t~Li4~d~ it f~r ~ pr~se~~

A Oh, yes.-

Q D~d the sign ui~tiOzi 'the ~1&tch Election Q~uuittee,

* A I don't Jcnov.

Q Did Stanley Parrish ever mention that sign to you?-7
41

A Which si~n?~

Q The -interior 4ign.

A I don't know.

Q Did people call at that address looking for

Ruff-PAC representatives?

A By call you mean a person?

A Stopping at the office.

A Rarely, yes, very rarely.. I was not there very

much of the time.

Q What did you tell the secretary or Stanley Parrish

about what to tell people?

A To take the message.

Q What did you tell Nancy Perry and Helen about

what organizations they would be taking messages for?

A I just, as I recall -- the only thing I remember



4
~4 4
/

~ 4- ~
S ~O tA)~ ~ fqr iso. Y

Q mentiQned t~1at~ '~ie ~*~~Ieflt waa fo~ ~ ~

to pay rent and ~it-of~pooket~*~en.0s ~r your share of

the office. What~was the ty~ of expenses that you picked

A If perhaps I was ~ne for a month or two and ti~h~y had

to mail something to me, I Vould pay the postagestamps,
j4

it perhaps I used the X~ro~c machine I ~vould pay them t~n ~ez~ts

~a copy.

Q Did they assess you expenses at the end of your

term there or did you do that monthly?

A It was set up on a monthly basis.

Q During the course of the deposition we have

talked about several things that you may have to look at

your records in order to answer or copies that you may

have to furnish. In addition to those things we have

already talked about, I would also like to request that you

send copies of the checks that were issued in connection

with the rental expenses.
F

MR. BARAN: I will interpose an objection at this

point as a matter of form more than substance that Mr. Blair

is obviously eager to be cooperative, there are no written

4, 4,

-4 ~

4 4

.4 4 .4
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requests for any .*pecif Ic documents. At such ~ as

vr±tten requests ar.~submitted to~Ruff.MCve ~iiii. ~

certainly answer them appropriately.

MS. NATHAN: I vas about to say, I am proposing

that after you leave today I will draw up a list of

what we have talked about and make a written request for

those things.

MS. LERNER: I have one or two questions that I

want to ask.

BY MS. LERNER:

Q You discussed a briefing ofthe political action

committees on the Hatch campaign with Mr. Worthland

speaking and you said that they discussed polling and

media strategy. Was the media strategy discussed the

strategy of the Hatch Committee?

A I believe it was represented as such. That was my

assumption that it was, of the Hatch Committee.

Q What sorts of things did they talk about in

reference to the media strategy of the Hatch Committee?

A As best as I can remember, it indicated that the

television would start out soft and light, acquainting

them with the man as a family man and as a church man in a

/ h~>L~

~** V
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Q MA tbe~ l~y o~4~Yan~ s~t ~of schedule for thqse
2

A They may ha'~e, I don't r~pentber anythin9 specific.

Q Whenyoti ta3~c ~t the 34s~~hat you received

~from Mr. Parrish, you said that it was~ a 1i.~t. that the

hatch Commit~e~ t~ad gotten a posittve tfepponse from. What

did you take ~at to mean, ~4tive re~Ponse?

A That they had mailed to that list and they had

gotten more money back than the cost of the mailing.

Q What is the relationship between Ruff-PAC

and Ruff Times?

A By relationship, Howard Ruff is the chairman of

the board of both.

Q Is there any support that goes from Ruff Tiems

to Ruff-PAC or from Ruff-PAC to Ruff Times?

A No.

Q Is Ruff Times a corporation?

A Yes.

Q Did you have to get permission from Howard Ruff to
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ginre the Ruff Times 114t to Mr. Parrish?

A Yes.

Q How did that obtaining of permission work? ~;

A kormally they didnt like to rent the !L±St

out unless I, as Mr. Ruff's adviser, indicated that it

w0uld be someone who was in tune with his principles. So

then I would ask him if someone was, what do you think,. I

would say it was either a good idea or a bad idea. If it

was a bad idea I would say that Ruff Ti~ies t~nbt ~b*n~to

rent you a list. If it was a good idea I would d~*~te

you call such and such and you indicate that Mr. Ruff

said it was okay.

Q Is that the procedure you followed with Mr. Parrish?

A Probably.

Q Was there anything else in the agreezuent between

you and Mr. Parrish -- other than furnishing ~f the Euff.:

Times list, did you furnish Mr. Parrish with any other Ruff

Times, Ruff-PAC or other 1~uff organization property?

A Ruff Times property no, we arranged for a list;

Ruff-PAC property, no, no Ruff-PAC property. What was the

third?

Q Any other Ruff organization.
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4
A

A ~othin~ that I can think of. ~
~

0 7 'X'he tiz* t1~a~ ~1z. ~ ~sJ~ed ~'ou for ~4'~ ~
4 4

Ri~ff Tims list a1~d yoga ~1i~.scusse4 it, did he alm a*k ~

you for an endorsement ~z'om Mr. Ruff to be used in~or~juction
4..

~v±th the list?

A No. Evezyon~ knew that Mr. Ruff was an en4orser

6f Mr. Hatch and that woi4d have been an observed thing.

Q Do you know<wbat a pub note is?

A To me in my b~asiness & pub note would gen.~ral1y

be a letter of endorsement normally from a public &f4ce

holder or someone in a prestigious position to accompany a

mailing as an endbtsement~of that mailing. To me that is

what a pub note is.

o Assuming ,~hat is what a pub note is, did Mr.

Parrish ask you for one of those to go along with the Ruff

Times mailing list?

A Yes.

Q What were the circumstances surrounding his asking

you for a pub note?

A He asked if we would be willing to do so, I said,

yes, and some language was drafted and was authorized and

I assume that they sent the pub note.
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Is it a lengthy time or a short time?

6Lr~

0

Lfl

-wr '~ ~ 7

~ 
T~r~r-'~ ~~'t .4&~~> K

-4w,
~44, /4

A' ' ~ V

~i.

I

Q Who aut~h9r1zet~ the l&ng~~a o?
"74 4

2, Idid. ~

Q ~id y~w have tQ .~ntact i.lr. R~1f~' to .s~c

his permission?

A Yes. I have that authority but it it in bis

6

absence but I cont~act him as a matter of bueiness.

Correct me if I am wrong, my. u,~derstanding of.

8 the scenario is that you spoke to Hz. Parr~.sh concerairW the

list and the pub note, would that k~av~ been at the tame time?

A I don't know. I know that both things happened,

LI ~ don't know if they were at the same time.

[2

Q And then you went and spoke to Mr. Ruff to gt,

his permission about both matters, tb.e pub note and the

[4 I

list, not necessarily a~ the same time?
[5

A Yes, I got permission from Mr. Ruff for each.
L6

Q Can you give us some sort of indication of what
[7

the time period might have been from the first time
8

you spoke with Mr. Parrish until you returned to him and said:
19

We have permission to give you the list and give you a pub

note?
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7 1 ~., ~*:~0

~# 0'

A ~q 1014 1~ 0

~#4

~ V~:~

~ou vhe~e &ul ~be
hav~ a~ *~eQollection &t ~"

~mpaign cycl# t1*~R Qc~u~ed, close to ~he 62e~tior~?

A ~ am ~volv.d in so many eamp~i~ns in ~

states aria the cy~les c~ver two years that I j~i~t 44Ly

don't know.

Q Did you receivp the list from Mr. Parrish before

you gave him the Ruff TiMes list?

A I don't know.

MS. LERNE~: I have nothing else.

MR. BAI~AN: I have a few questions.

BY MR. BARAN:

Q Mr. Blair, you testified that Ruff-Pac was

solicited repeatedly for contributions on behalf of

Senator Hatch. Did Ruff-PAC make any donations to the Hatch

Committee?

A No.

Q Why not?

A We didn't feel that they needed it.

Q Why did you feel that they did not need your

contribution?

A He was an incumbent Senator that was running a
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Q Did RQ~f~.iWAC ~ ~ ~4S~ ~4ent

~xpe*~ditures on b~h~U 0~ Senator ~%~t#fr ~at4~4aoy?

A Ni,. 4'

r ~vQ~* Whynoti~

BE~ase Q~ ~ ~f lr. Ruff
J

wit4~ M~, hatch and *ny 4elationship vi1~h #4r, H~c1~a we

J~ew ~ii independent expenditure would be t~t~aIly out' of

the question so it was never ~ontpmplated.

Q Mr. Blair, yotl earlier Ideritif led Zxhibit No. 2.

Who wrote the text of ~xhibit 2 rega~d4ng Rult-PAC' S

intent to make independent expen44t~ures?

A Mr. Stoddard.

Q Was Mr. Stoddard writing this text at your request

or authorization?

A The complete text you mean?

Q Yes.

A Yes, at my request.

Q Had you indicated to Mr. Stoddard that Ruff-PAC

was going to make independent expenditures?

I
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Q 4q~ di ~ a the 3*tt~r, tbezV?
4, A~'A~ae CO1~±a1ttL1S eampaiqx~ liter~ture I'off~ pi~ge ot

exp1aiz~ing vhat R~#4~4~P~C and PACs 0t1234 4~ and inadvertently

pitt Sri "in4%~endest ez*~Ok~". He did t~it inadvertently
Ai~.

as~d by mis~ake. A' . A,

'/1.'.

Q What vas t~be piwpose of th~$ sailing, wkiich is

~x~.fexr~d to as la±*~ 'i~it No. 2? - A

A To~ q.21~rat. funds for RUff4AC.

Q Were there arty other encl0e13rS~ besides th~

four pages identified as Blair ExhxbSt No. 2?

A There may have been a BRE.

Q What is a BEE?

A It is b~asiness reply envelope for the convenience

of someone who may wish to mail in a contribi~tion.

Q Would there have been an address printed on the

BRE?

A Yes.

Q Whose name and address would appear on the BRE?

A Howard J. Ruff and RUff-PAC's address.

Q Was there any enclosure in this mailing that would

have either requested or suggested the recipient to send a
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oo~itribut~Lon to the Hatch C~uzuittoe?

* ~ 2 A NO.

Q Was it your intent or Ruff-PAC's intent, Mr. Ea.r,

to mail this let*~et ~to ~ndivid~aals mho could vote for

Senator Hatch?

6 A No, not unless they happen to be domiciled in Utah.

Q Were persons other than Utah re~idents sent this

8 lettei~?

A Oh, yes.

10 Q Why did you decide to use the Vetterli book in

11

conjunction with this mailing?

12 A Because a non-profit entity very similar to some

0 13 of those that I represent have been using a biography of a

14
o U. S. Senator and had been generating unprecedented revenues

15
tn and contributions from it and we felt that this was an
0 16 opportunity to test it to see if we could do a good fundraising

17
for Ruff-PAC.

18
Q Are you aware of any other books pertaining to

19
incumbent Senators or Congressmen that were used as premiums

20
in political fundraising?

21
A Specifically in reference to Senators?

22 Senators or Congressmen.
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A Jac3~ Kemp, Th44y Zeng~4y ~or sure. :tt e. tR~at

there m~y be others, I oe*~'~ ~c&~4 ~ny spe~ifi~..~, ~

Q In your expe4~tice a~ a direct mail a~4 f~iMrRi~ing

cansultant, Mr. Blair, is it an indust~y practice to

of~Cer premiums of this sort Th conjunction with fundraising

letters and appeals?

A It is definitely a practice to use premiums

and we have used it quite successfully for various clJ*nts,

I have used it quite sucQessful~.y for various clients.

MR. BARAN: I have no further questions.

BY MS. NATHAN:

Q I would like to ask a couple of questions about

the same exhibit.

You testified that Mark Stoddard wrote the text.

When did you see the text before it was printed?

A I did not see it before it was printed.

O When did you pee the text?

A After it was printed and ~after we got responses.

o Who did you talk with about the portions that you

referred to that you said were inadvertently printed?

A Mark Stoddard.

Q Did you talk with anyone else about that?
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abut tMt? ~

Q Did ~you talk with HoIear4 ~ about that?

A No

Q You said that you gave ?'1~rk Qto~4ard au1~hority

to write the text. Was it your practice ~0 give iVL~a authority
4

to ha~it printed without your seeing it?

A No, it was not my general practice.

Q On this occasion why did that happen?

A All the travel and time with other clients

for some reason it just did not get to me for review and

approval.

Q Had you arranged with him beforehand to have him

go ahead and have it printed without your signature?

A I cduld say this, I said mail the thing and then

I have full responsibility for it. I am fully responsible.

I said mail it, so in that sense I had arranged for him to go

ahead and do it even though I had not seen it.

Q Did you suggest that he show it to anyone else?

BY MS. LERNER:
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0 Did you ask him to ~o~x 'pie pI~or~.?

A That was my normal ~ 1w~a11s~culai

instanoe, no. But even to ttELs t~4~ I w4il have bj.m read

something to me over the phone.

o Are you sure that you did7not have him reed it I

since that was your normal practice?

.1

A Ye, I am sure.

Q What makes you sure?

A Because Mr. Stoddard and I. have had many xp~i0it

discussions in regard to the matter4

Q You want to give us the substance of those

conversations?

A The conversations are: you simply do not get

anything out without going over every word with me.

Q I understand that.

A Because I am the professional in the matter and

that is what I am retained for.

0 If that has been your coiwe~sations with Mr. Stoddard,

why are you sure he did not read you that one?

A Because we have discussed it and we didn't do it.

He remembers not doing it, I remember not doing it. And we

know that it didn't happen.

7.,
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BY 14$. I~ATEP~N:

Q Bow re~.ntly have you ta3J~ed to hiw abo~at this

4 4

parti9ular incident?

A I don't think we have d~s0ussed it since maybe

within a mox~th of when it happened.

Q D$d you ever talk to Stan3.ey Parrish about that

incident?

A No.

Q Did Mark Stoddard ever talk to Stanley Parrish

about that letter?

A No.

BY MS. LERNER:

Q Do you know if Dr. Vetterli spoke with Senator

Hatch as a research tool for his book?

A

Q

writing

A

0

the booJ~

Yes~

So Senator Hatch was aware that Dr. Vetterli was

the book prior to its coming out?

I would assume since they spoke.

Did Senator Hatch authorize Dr. Vetterli to write

MR. BARAN: I object to the question, it has been

asked and answered. He said: I don't know.
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NEAL BRIAN BLAIR

A A

(Ihave re&4. the foregoing pages
1 :t~Q~igb 101, inclusive, which
contain a correct transcript of
the ans~rer~j given by me to the
questidns herein recorded.)

~0

C

0

concluded.)

- ~ ~ K -x ~

rT~

)

:MS. L*BNER: I don" t ba~e anyt~4ng else.

jbj5* Y*u bate tb~~?~ eight tQ receive ~

copy of the and )~Q0k at it.'

MR. W~AN: We do not vaive signature.

MS. M~THAN: Thank you for coming, this deposition

is adjourned.

I should mention that I am sure you are aware that

the investigation is confidential so the fii~ i~c~sed.

Mr. Blair has been presented with awi*41e*s fee

check which also covers his transportation to and from

this office.



CERTIPICA~E OF' ~NOTARY IUBLIC

I, M1U~ 'a. c~olA~c~, the officer befo~e whom tb~ d ~
~

r?~ ~ foregoiz~g d~o~i~4on wa takEn, do hereby certify that the

witnEss whose testimony appears in the foregoing dep9sition
S

was duly sworn by me; that the testimony of said witness
6

was taken by me in shorthand and thereafter reduced to type-

7
writing under my direction~ that said deposition is a true

8 record bf the testimony given by said witness; that I am

9

10 neither counsel fGr, related to, nor employed by any of the
parties to the action in which this deposition was taken, and4. 11
further that I am not a relative or employee of any attorney12Lfl or counsel employed by the parties thereto, nor financially

o 13
or otherwise interested in the outcome of the action.

14
C

is
Lfl

00 16

17

18 Wotary Public in and for the
State of Virginia at Large

19
My Commission expires:

20
June 29, 1985

21

22
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In 1980, Ruff-PAC supported 35C~ongressional candidates with direct financia~pport, assistance with campaign
strategy, and independent expenditures. Of these candidates. 27 were victorious. . and that translates Ruff-
PACs efforts into a 77% success rate. More than dramatic results considering that Ruff-PAC supported only
underdogs and closely contested races!

But 1982 represents an even greater challenge. First, being an off year election, we ~an expect the traditional
resurgence of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the country where' free enterprise candidates meet opponents backed by liberal special interests. But more importantly, the opposition
has learned much from the 1980 elections. We can expect their strategy to incorporate some of the hard lessons
learned in 1980. In short, without your help now, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain the trend only
begun in the last election.

As no worthy effort goes unfunded, no worthy candidate can be elected without donations from those who can.
offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources
needed for 1982. There is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put America
back on the right track.

Listed below are Ruff-PAC's initial target states for 1982. In these states, Ruff-PAC will work through direct
contributions, direct campaign strategy assistance, or independent expenditures to elect strong free enterprise
candidates who will support fiscally sound and morally prudent legislation.

U.S. SENATE RACES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE RACES

Arizona Arizona
California California

Connecticut Colorado
Maine Florida

Michigan Maine
Nevada New Mexico

0 New Jersey Oregon
New York Tennessee

Ohio Texas
Texas Utah

Vermont Washington

T'he next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of the Republic. Either we reverse the direc-
O tion of the last thirty years of political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards inflationary

ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.
I urge you to continue your generous support now. Please give generously.
God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly your
Lfl

Howard J. Ruff
Chairman
P.S. Remember that it is nearing the end of the calendar year. The first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax credit on your federal income tax return. A S200 contri-
bution entitles a couple filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance for your help!
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
HOWARD. I believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference My donation is as follows:

___ in 1982. It is vital that we support candidates that will represent .Check ..............Charge card
ptar while maintaining gains made in 1980. Please accept
my donation in the amount lye listed below. My check or charge Name of Card _______________________________________

card information enclosed. Expiration Date _______________________________________

Signature7
Name: __________________________________________________________

Address: __________________________________________ - SIOO .......3750 ...........SSOO

City/State: __________________________________________ .....5 ...........S100 ......... SSO ...........Other
Zip: ______________________________________ .... J would also like to donate my~time or services.

Howard I. Ruff. Chairman Make check payable to: Ruff PAC1875South State Street. Suite 1400Neal B. Blair. President Orem, Utah 84057.
Uwarda S. Smellie. Program Director (801)225-0622

.5
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Chairman's Report on
Ruff-PAC, A National

* * * * * * * ** Independent Political Action Committee * * * * * * * * *7

. THE 1980 ELECTIONS... THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR ITSELF

Ruff-PAC experienced great success in 1980. Take a close look at Ruff-PACs record... winning 27 of 35 races.
All of Ruff-PACs candidates were either decided underdogs or in closely contested races!

U.S. SENATE

Ruff-PAC Ruff-PAC's
Won/lost Candidate

JEREMIAH DENTON
FRANK MURKOWSKJ
Mary Buchanan
PAULA HAWKINS
STEVEN SYMMS
David ONeal
DAN QUAYLE
CHARLES CRASSLEY
Gene McNary
ALFONSE M. DAMATO
JOHN P. EAST
DONALD NICKLES
JAMES ABDNOR
Steward Ledbetter
ROBERT W. KASTEN
SLADE GORTON

Ruff-PAC's
Opposition

Jim Folsom. Jr.
Clark Gruening
Gary Hart
Bill Gunter
Frank Church
Alan Dixon
Birch Bayh
John C. Culver
Thomas Eagleton
EJ[zabeth Holtzman
Robert Morgan
Andy Coats
George McGovern
Patrick Leahy
Gaylord Nelson
Warren Magr~uson

State

ALABAMA
ALASKA
Colorado
FLORIDA
IDAHO
Illinois
INDiANA
IOWA
Missouri
NEW YORK
N. CAROLINA
OKLAHOMA
S. DAKOTA
Vermont
WISCONSIN
WASHINGTON

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (Congressional District Noted by State)
Dist.

Richard H. Huff
EUGENE CHAPPIE
BOBBI FIEDLER
ROBERT K. DORNAN
DAVID DREIER
JOHN PATRICK HILER
JIM JEFFRIES
BILL EMERSON
Anne Bagnal
BOB McEWEN
DENNIS SM~~H
David C. DiCarlo
CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER
ThOMAS R. HARTNETr
JACK M. FIELDS
Jim Bradshaw
RON PAUL
JAMES V. HANSEN
FRANK R. WOLF

Morris UdalV
Harold Johnson
James Corman
Cary Peck
James Lloyd
John Brademas
Sam Keys
Bill Burlison
Stephen Neal
Ted Strickland
Al UlIman
Marc Marks
Edward Beard
Mendel Davis
Bob Eckhardt
James Wright
Mike Andrews
Gunn McKay
Joseph Fisher

Arizona
CAUFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
INDIANA
KANSAS
MISSOURI
N. Carolina
OHIO
OREGON
Pennsylvania
R. ISLAND
S. CAROLINA

~ TEXAS
Texas
TEXAS
UTAH
VIRGINIA

WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON

Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON

2
*1

22
27
35
3
2

10
5

2
24
2
1
S

12
22
1

10

(



* - Howardj. Ruff
Chaiman

1835 South State St., Suite 150, Orern, Utah 84057
1-801-225-0622

,VjVI~
U..

Dear Friend:

Will you help me get the facts out on Orrin Batch? Wewant to let at least one million people in Utah know the facts
about Senator Orrin Hatch.

Will you, after reading this letter, fill out the couponand return it to us with your contribution?

,' '~
As our gift to you, our way of saying thank you, we wouldlike to send you a free complimentary first edition of thenew, exciting, and highly informative hardback entitled OrrinHatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. This is afascinating behind-the-scenes account.

- Why are we doiiig all of this? We are not members of0 Batch s campaign staff. We're not even advisors.

We are an independent political action co~ittee
determined to let Utah know the facts about Orrin Hatch-tolet them evaluate him. Not on cheap innuendoes orLe') demagoguery. But evaluare him with his record. Host Utahns
will agree--Senator Orrin Hatch has done an outstanding jobfor Utah and the United States.

With the money we raise, we will purchase radio and TVtime and newspaper space, ~nd detail the Senator's record. Wewill write press releases, hake phone calls, and stump theif) streets to let voters know the facts.

As part of this endeavor, we are offering Dr. RichardVe~terli s insigntrul and carefully prepared. biography onSenator Hatch. Orrin was a bit reluctant to have abiography--he felt it was a bit much. At terall, who is he?

Well, who is he? Just what has he done?

Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishmentchronicles his amazing challenge and victory over establishedW a Senator Frank Moss. The first few chapters tell in a fresh,crisp style one of the most interesting Success stories inUnited States Senate-race history.

Without dropping the pace, the author then relates thehighlights of Senator Hatch's outstanding rise to national



leadership ~@ervice to Utah. Behind the ~es stories fill
this fast paced narrative.

Won't you help Ruff-PAC perform this critical service?

As an independent political action committee, we can donate
$10,000 directly to the Hatch campaign, and spend whatever we

deem necessary in an independent endeavor to elaborate the
truth.

This we will do with your help. But time is running out

on us. The time to act is now.

So if you'll quickly send your donation either by check

or with your ViSA/Mastercard information ,Cas provided for on

the coupon) in the next five days, we'll quickly send you a

free gift of the hardback first edition, nearly 200-page

biography of Senator Orrin Hatch. Give copies to your

friends--it could make the difference in this election'.

Thank you sIncerely for your support.

Very truly yours,

Neal B. Blair

0 President

P.S. Remember the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax. credit on

your federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple

!fl filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance

for your help.
C

P.P.S. Contributors who send more than $25 will receive the Orrin Hatch

book absolutely free. Send us $100 and we'll give you five books. Send

C $250 and we'll give you 15 books. Sei~! $500 and you can give 35 friends

a copy. Could you also include $1 fo~postage and handling? Our thanks

for your concern and generosity.
Co

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
NEAT)--I believe that Ruff PAC can make a signikicant difference in the Orrin Hatch

campaign in.1982. It is vital we support candidates who will represent our views.

Please accept my donation in the amount I've listed below. Please s&nd me copies

of the Orrin Hatch biography. My check or charge card information is enclosed.

* Name___________________________ Address_________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP

My ~1onation is as follows: _____Check Charge Card

VISA/Mastercard No.------------------------------------------------
Expirat ion Date_____________________ 7

Signature______________________________________
___$1000 ___S750 ___$500 ___$250 ___$100 ___$50 ___$25 Other

Make check payable to: Ruff PAC 1835 South State Street, Suite 150, Orem, Utah 84057
Howard J. Ruff, Chairman

Neal B. Blair, President



W HowardJ. Ruff

Chairman
Nh

1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orern, Utah 84057

P8~

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY
OF THE COMMEMORATIVE FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

"ORRIN HATCH" _______________

Dear Friend of Orrin Hatch, j~7j

For one .rnonth only, Ruff-PAG, a national citizen's political action corn-
inittee dedicated to supporting free enterprise candidates, will give a copy of
way of saying thank you for your generous contribution. Thisis a minimum
the book to any Hatch su porter who donates $25 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our ~ .~

contribution. If you can give more, please do. For Ruff-PAC is one of Hatch's . ~ ~ .#X~ ~
biggest supporters. Federal law allows us to contribute up to $10,000 to - V
Hatch's election campaign. We plan to do just that with the contributions we
receive.

N READ OF THE INNER WORKINGS OF WASHINGTON.
Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding action on abor- ~ - .,. .

flon, also the never before told stories of the creation and impetus behind
the balanced budget and tax limitation amendment.
FIND OUT WHAT THE IRON TRIANGLE IS AND HOW IT' AFFECTS LEGISLATIVE DECISIONS.

Rarely has a book been able to capture the imagination while being a phenominal educational tool. After
reading "Orrin Hatch", Americans will receive a clearly outlined vision of a careful course out of the mire.

Ruff-.?AC is overwhelmed with the opportunity of giving you this profound, factual hardback book. Ruff-PAC
is dedicated to electing strong free-enterprise candidates who will fight to strengthen our economy and our na-

~ tional defense.
Feel free to use the enclosed postage paid return envelope to mail your contribution to Ruff-PAC. To those

who send us Immediately a contribution of S25 or more, we will rush to you a copy of "Orrin Hatch" the moment
~ it gets off the press. Please add Si for each book ordered fo~postage and handling.

For those who would like to send this insightful a~beautifully bound hardback book to friends and
I') relatives, we will send you tow books with a contribution of $50 or more and three books when you contribute

$100 or more.
~ Thank you so much for your support and we hope you thoroughly enjoy "Orrin Hatch"

Compliments of Ruff-PAC.
With warm regards,

Neal B. Blair
President

* -- in ---------------------------

I beliCve Ruff-PAc can make a significant difference in 1982. Please My donation is as follows:
aend me __________copy (copies) of Oz-nn Hatch. Please accept my ~ .S750.......~S5O0 .5250...SIOO.550............Other
donation in the amount I've listed.

Che'~k ..VisalMastercard

Name ________________________________ VIsa/Mastercard Number OOO(]OOEEEI]DEI]
Address _________________________________________________ Expiration Date __________________________________________

CIty/StatetZlp Signature

Make check payable to: Ruff-PAC, 1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orem, Utah 84057 (801) 225-0622
e'md for by Ruff.PAC. an independent political action corrunlnee A copy of our report Is on file wub the Federal Election CommissIon. Washington. D.C.



W Ruff-PACPRESENTS: V
AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A

COMPLIMENTARY COPY OF THE COMMEMORATIVE
FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

ORRIN HATCH
by Dr. Richard Vetterli

Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding
legislative action on abortion.

Find out what the fron Triangle is and how it affects daily
legislative decisions.

in a few weeks, one of th&znost profound and insightful books on
the inner workings of our government will roll off the presses. Orrin
Hatch is filled with exciting and provocative stories surrounding the
rise in national prominence of Senator Orrin Hatch as well as an in-
si gbtful understanding of the American political process. Os-un
hatch is destined to be an American classic.

Only a limited number of copies will be available in this flist
commemorative edition. We want you to have one as our gift.

Only a limited number of contributors to Ruff.PAC will be able
to receive an advanced hardbackcopy of the book - your own copy
before it hits the national bookstores.

For one month only. Ruff.PAC wUl give a copy of the book to any
subscriber who donates 125 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our way of saying
thank you for the generous contribution. This is a minimum con-
tribution. If you can give more, please do.

Os-s-rn Hatch is a provocative look at how an unknown but
remarkably talanted Salt Lake City lawyer rose to national pro-
minerice overnight, becoming one of the foremost champions of the
conservative causes and, amazingly, in just 48 months, became the
chairman of the most significant and largest oversight committee in
the United States Senate. No success story has ever read like that of
Utah's Onin Hatch.

Scholar and writer Dr. Richard Vetterli explains in detail how the
United States has gotten into the financial and moral mess it is

currently in as he shows how the Senator from Utah fought toe-to-
toe against the Kennedys, McG~verns, and Metzenbaums of the
Senate. He carefully draws the background and depicts the struggles
of the conservative movement against the onslaught of the modern
liberals and their plans for an egalitarian, monolithic society.

Not only are the life and times and struggles of Orrin Hatch
chronicled, but the emergence of the New Right is simply and ac-
curately explained. Orrin Hatch portrays the classic liberal. Rarely
has anyone written with such clarity. insight, and detail. The book is
filled with classic stories of political battles - battles that Hatch
sometimes won, sometimes lost - but regardless of the results, the
senator remains steadfast to his convictions and unyielding to the
pressures of national prominence.

Feel free to use the coupon below to make your donation to Ruff-
PAC. To those who send us immediately a contribution of 125 or
wore, we will rush to you a copy of Omn Hatch, the zrnxnent it gets
off the press. Please add Si or more for postage and handling. For
those viho would like to send this insightful and beautifully bound
hardback book to friends and relatives, we will send you two books
with a contribution of $50 or more. and three books when you con-
tribute $100 or wore. But we must urge you to remember the supply
of first edition hardback copies is limited and the deadline is in one
month. Act today so you won't be disappointed on missing out on*
this exclusive offer.
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Phone:
202433.S595
202433-3599

Tax Idcntificatiofl No.: 52-0966120

Milton Reporting, Inc.
General Stenotype Reporting

Suite 301
1601 ConnecticUt Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20009

August 8, 1983
SWYOSCE wumin

216
THIS NUNSER MUST

ACCOMPANY YOUR PAYVST
ANO SE iHO~ ON ALL

COAASSPONOENcI

mc

F.Lois Lerner, Esq.
Federal Election CommiSSiOn

1325 K Street, N. W., Suite 700
Washington, D. C.

Date

7/28/83

~$1 j~),V7

#4

rAYNIENT DUE IN 30 I)AYS FROM l)AI1 OF I
I INVOICI TO AVOII) FINANCE (lIA1~(.L ]

IN RE: MUR 1484

Deposition of Neal Brian Blair - origina & one

102 at $2.30..................0 0

MessengerFee *

Total:

OIIGINAL

~I~K ~ ~.

71419

Notary V~*3leD.C. Vi. * Mi.

$234 .606.00

$240.60
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W RECEIVED

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COM~~ ~ ~ THE
A~ 3LCF~TARY

In the Matter of 83SEP14 P12: 26
Hatch Election Committee )
Friends of Orrin Hatch ) MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee )

COMPREHENSIVE IUVESTIG&TIVE REPORTj 3 ISITIVE
The Office of General Counsel has deposed two individuals in

connection with the investigation in this matter. (Mr. Stanley

B. Parrish, an employee of the Hatch campaign, and Mr. Neal

Blair, a consultant working with Ruff PAC, were both deposed on

July 28, 1983) During the course of the depositions, the

o deponents made numerous references to the existence of certain

- documentary evidence not previously produced which would aid this

Office in the investigation; each individual was asked during the

testimony to provide the documents. The documents have not yet
In

been made available due to a slight delay in the recorder's
0

transcription of the testimony, but should be submitted to this

Office shortly.

If) The focus of the depositions went to the possible

coordination between the Hatch campaign and Ruff PAC, and the

effect which that relationship might have had upon any

independent expenditures made by Ruff PAC on behalf of Senator

Hatch's campaign. The testimony of these individuals provided

evidence that some of Ruff PAC's mailings on its own behalf, not

previously identified as either independent expenditures on

behalf of or as contributions to the Hatch campaign, may have

constituted contributions on behalf of Senator Hatch. Documents



MUR 1484
Comprehensive Investigative Report 0 3
Page 2

requested of these individuals will assist the Office of General

Counsel in making a recommendation to the Commission and in

determining the need for further discovery in this matter.

Charles N. Steele
Gene~mJ,, Counsel

Date

BY:
Associate General Counsel



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
SHINCTON, D.C. 20463

WA

August 8,. 1983

Jan W. Baran, Esquire
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Baran:

In accordance with our discussions at the close of the
deposition of Neal B. Blair on July 28, 1983, we hereby request
the following documents and information that Mr. Blair agreed to

furnish:
1. Copies of the front and back of all checks issued by
Neal Blair Consultants ("NBC), Free the Eagle ("FE"),
and/or R4ff Political Action Committee ("Ruff PAC") in
payment of rent and expenses incurred at the office located
at 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Washington, D.C.

2. A copy of the mailing mentioning Senator Orrin Hatcho and referred to in answer Nos. lc. and 2c., at pp. 1 and 2
of Ruff PAC's response to the first set of questions issued
by the Commission. Please state the number of times and to
how many addresses the mailing was sent.

in 3. A listing, and copies thereof, of all mailings by RuffPAC and FE, between January 1, 1981 and the 1982 election,
for which Amerad/Hurst and Associates performed any
services. The listing should include the dates and costs of
those mailings, and the services performed.

4. Copies of all contracts made by Ruff PAC, NBC and/or
FE, with Amerad/Hurst and Associates, and with the Viguerie
Company, for services performed between January 1, 1981 and
the 1982 election.



-w
~i*tter to Jan Saran
Wage 2

5. A statement of how many times and to how many
addresses, the mailing, previously referred to as Exhibit 2
and as Attachments 2 and 3, was sent.

Following our review of the deposition transcript,

additional requests for documents may be made.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

~

By: Kenn . Gros
Associate General Counsel

~q.

In
0

0

If)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connesticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Baran:

This will confirm that the scheduled date for deposition of
Neal B. Blair in the above-referenced matter has been changed

from July 27 to July 28, 1983, at 10 a.m.

Sincerely,

Nancy B. Nathan
Attorney

0

o



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

3. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Sedam and Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Herge:

N This will confirm that Stanley B. Parrish will appear fordeposition in the above-referenced matter as representative of
o the Hatch committees, of Hurst and Associates/Ainerad and in his

individual capacity. The depositions will be taken in the Office
of General Counsel of the Commission, on July 27, 1983, beginning
at 10 a.m.

Sincerely,

U)

0 Nancy B. Nathan
Attorney
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C?
Ms. Nancy B. Nathan

~A)
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484 (RuffPAc) 
p0

Dear Ms. Nathan:
~q.

This confirms our telephone conversation ofJuly 7, 1983. At that time it was mutually agreed thatthe deposition of Mr. Neal B. Blair pursuant to theFederal Election Commission subpoena of July 1, 1983 inthe above-captioned matter is changed from July 15 to
July 27, 1983.

Sincerely,

C,
Lfl

Jan W. Baran
0

JWB:gh

cc: Neal B. Blair
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Ms. Nancy B. Nat;- ~
Federal E1ectio~ CommisSiOn
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

AKER & HOSTETLER
CONNECTICUT AVE.,N. W.

rASN1NGWN~ 1). C. 20006
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH INCTON, D.C. 20463U . July 12, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Amerad
405 South Main
Suite 711
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a copy of the Commission's subpoena directed to
a designated representative of Amerad to appear for deposition
upon oral examination in the Commission's investigation of the
above-referenced matter. Also enclosed is a copy of the cover
letter originally sent with the deposition.

The original subpoena, issued July 1, 1983, was mailed to
Amerad at 350 South 400 East, Salt Lake City. We recently have
been informed of the firm's change of address, and are sending
the enclosed copy in an effort to reach the firm at an early
date.

Please contact Nancy B. Nathan, the attorney assigned to
this matter, upon receipt of this letter, to confirm or
reschedule the date set for deposition.

Sin~Fel

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosures
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition - copy
Letter dated July 6, 1983 - copy



0~

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

July 6, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-. Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which

- requires a representative or representative~s of Hurst and
Associates to appear as witnesses, give sworn testimony, and
produce certain documents on July 21, 1983, at 9:30 a.m. , has been
issued.

Lfl Since the testimony is being sought as part of an

o investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

An attorney may assist those who are to appear in submitting
the documents, and accompany them at the deposition. If the
deponent or deponents intend to be so represented, please advise
us, in writing, of the name and address of the attorney prior to
the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of

* 20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



0
Letter to: Hurst and AssoCiates

Page 2

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy 3.
Nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

U'

By: A. Gro
CM Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Hurst and Associates

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent Hurst and Associates are hereby ordered to appear for

deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review. The individual(s) designated to appear should be those

- most familiar with the firm's dealings with the Hatch Election

Committee, Friends of Orrin Hatch, Ruff Political Action

Committee, Neal Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, and with any
%~

representative of those organizations, since January 1, 1981.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, at 9:30 a.m~ on July 21 , 1983,

and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this

of~ , 1983.

banny~. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

re . EmmonSry the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

July 6, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Dear Mr. Herge:

- On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your clients, the
Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch, had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441a and 434, provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. An investigation of this
matter is being conducted and it has been determined that
additional information from your clients is necessary.

0
Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the

attached subpoena to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter. The committees
should designate the individual(s) who are most familiar with the
committees' dealings with Ruff Political Action Comittee, Neal
Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, The Viguerie Company, Hurst
and Associates, and AMERAD.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

Upon Oral Examination

TO: Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent the above-referenced committees are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection

with the Commission's investigation in the above-referenced

Matter Under Review. The individual(s) designated to appear

should be those most familiar with the committees' dealings since

January 1, 1981, with the Ruff Political Action Committee, Neal

Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, The Viguerie Company, and

Hurst and Associates/A!4ERAD, or with any representatives of those

organizations.
rn Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

I!)

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah at 3:30 p.m. on July 21, 1983,

and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.



9
Page 2
Subpoena for MUR 1484

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day

of~, 1983.

Danny Z~. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Emmons
Sec r~ry to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

July 6, 19.83

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

N The Federal Election Commission, established in April~ 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires a representative or representatives of Hurst and
Associates to appear as witnesses, give sworn testimony, and
produce certain documents on July 21, 1983, at 9:30 a.m.., has been
issued.

Since the testimony is being sought as part of an
0 investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

An attorney may assist those who are to appear in submitting
the documents, and accompany them at the deposition. If the
deponent or deponents intend to be so represented, please advise
us, in writing, of the name and address of the attorney prior to
the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by theCommission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of

20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



0.
Letter to: Hurst and Associates

Page 2

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B.
Nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: A. Gro
Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition



S
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION CWUIISSIOtI

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Hurst and Associates

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent Hurst and Associates are hereby ordered to appear for

deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection with the

CommiSSion's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review. The individual(s) designated to appear should be those

most familiar with the firm's dealings with the Hatch Election

Committee, Friends of Orrin Hatch, Ruff Political Action

Committee, Neal Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, and with any

representative of those organizations, since January 1, 1981.

O Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

Room 466, U~,S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, at 9:30 a.rn~ on July 21 , 1983,

and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this

of~ , 1983.

~anny4s. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

W. EmiflOnS
re to the Commission
ry



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

July 6, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates/AMERAD350 South 400 East

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires you to appear and give sworn testimony, and produce
certain documents on July 21, 1983, at 1:00 p.m. , has been issued.

Since the testimony is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.s.c. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us, in writing, of the name and
address of the attorney prior to the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



Letter to: Stanley B. Parrish
Page 2

* Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B.
Nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene~aJ. Counsel

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition



U.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

Upon Oral Examination

TO: Stanley B. Parrish

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), you are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, at 1:00 p.m., on July 21 , 1983, and

any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

0 has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this /42' day

of ~%C.Ai~.J 1983.

Danny I~ McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:



f FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463U July 6, 19.83

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Hostetler818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your client, Ruff
Political Action Committee, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. An investigation of this matter is being conducted and
it has been determined that additional information from your
client is necessary.

Ii)
Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the

0 attached subpoena to Neal B. Blair to appear for deposition upon
oral examination, to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gene al Counsel

By: ennet A. ~ ss
Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoenas



UNITBD STATES OF AMERIC&
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Neal B. Blair

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), you are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C., in the Office of General Counsel, at 10:00 aj~.On July 15 ,

1983, and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this /~~day

of , 1983.

Lission



~WLYA FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
I~I~EUJUt~

WASHINGTON, DC. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your client, Ruff

- Political Action Committee, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. An investigation of this matter is being conducted and
it has been determined that additional information from your
client is necessary.

Lfl Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the

C attached subpoena to Neal B. Blair to appear for deposition upon
oral examination, to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter.

C If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoenas
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONI , ASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates/AMERAD
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
- has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires you to appear and give sworn testimony, and produce
certain documents on July 21, 1983, at 1:00 p.m. , has been issued.

Since the testimony is being sought as part of an
o investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us, in writing, of the name and
address of the attorney prior to the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



- --.>,- ~

Z*4~tter to: Stanley B. Parrish
Page 2

am 
-

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B.
nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation

- being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires a representative or representatives of Hurst and
Associates to appear as witnesses, give sworn testimony, and
produce certain documents on July 21, 1983, at 9:30 a.m. , has been
issued.

o Since the testimony is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

written consent of the person with respect to whom theinvestigation is made.
co

An attorney may assist those who are to appear in submitting
the documents, and accompany them at the deposition. If the
deponent or deponents intend to be so represented, please advise
us, in writing, of the name and address of the attorney prior to
the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



Letter to: Hurst and Associates
1a~e 2

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy 3.
Nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan,. the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
SHINGTONDC 20463

WA

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch

0
Dear Mr. Herge:

On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your clients, the
Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch, had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441a and 434, provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. An investigation of this
matter is being conducted and it has been determined that
additional information from your clients is necessary.

0
Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the

attached subpoena to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter. The committees
should designate the individual(s) who are most familiar with the
committees' dealings with Ruff Political Action Committee, Neal
Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, The Viguerie Company, Hurst
and Associates, and AMERAD.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross kj~~
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena
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MEMOJ~AND01 TO

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

CHARLES ~

GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. RANSOM

JULY 1, 1983

SUBPOENAS RE: MUR 1484

The attached subpoenas regarding MUR 1484 have been

signed and sealed this date.

V

Lfl

C

0



K

~VFE '1113 F~EAL EIE~ICN cc~tussici~

In the Matter of )
) MJR 1484

Batch Election Ocizinittee, et al. )

I, Marjorie W. ~kiIzims, i~cxrding Secretary for the Federal

Election Cczunission Executive Session on June 21, 1983, do hereby

certify that the Ccmuiission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the

V follciviing acti~s in ?VR 1484:

1. AutI~Krize the subpoenas to Neal Blair, the
Hatch Election Oczui~ittee, Hurst and Associates,

U,
and Stanley B. Parrish, as recxxzun&ided in the
General Counsel's report dated June 9, 1983.

2. A~rove the letters to acccx~pany the subpoenas
as re~ruended in the General Counsel' s report

C dated June 9, 1983.

Cczunissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, 1btI~nald, ~Garry, and

!~iche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

4
Date

Secretary of the Ccirinission



~N~IIIVE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASHINGTON. DC 20463 83 JUN 9 P3: ~B

June 9, 1983

MEMORANDUM TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse~~"~.~

RE: Authorization to Issue Subpoenas in MUR 1484

On January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe,
inter alia, that the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin
Hatch and the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC)
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a because expenditures by Ruff PAC
appeared to have been made in coordination with the Hatch
committees. Since that finding, respondents' responses to
interrogatories have appeared to confirm the coordination between
the Hatch campaign and Ruff PAC, particularly because of shared
office space and employment of common consultant firms. In order

0 to follow-up on the second set of interrogatories that were
issued to the respondents, and a first set issued to one
consultant firm, this Office recommends that depositions be
taken.

The attached subpoenas would require the appearance of Neal
Blair, President of Ruff PAC, a representative to be designated
by the Hatch committees, a representative to be designated by
Hurst and Associates, a consultant used by both respondents, and
Stanley B. Parrish, a former Congressional aide to Senator Hatch,
who now works for Hurst and Associates. While a first set of
questions also was sent to The Viguerie Company, a consultant
employed by both respondents, their response appears sufficient
at this time.

The General Counsel recommends that the Commission approve
the issuance of the attached subpoenas and accompanying letters.



Memo to Commission
Page 2

Recommend at ions

1. Authorize the attached subpoenas to Neal Blair, the Hatch
Election Committee, Hurst and Associates, and Stanley B. Parrish.
2. Approve the attached letters to accompany the subpoenas.

Attachments

Four cover letters and four subpoenas

q~s

q~.

0

C,

LI')



I ER ELECTION COMMISSION
SH~NCTON, D.C. 20463(9) FED AL

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Curtis Herge, Esq.
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484
Hatch Election Committee and
Friends of Orrin Hatch

Ii, Dear Mr. Herge:

On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your clients, the
Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch, had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441a and 434, provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. An investigation of this
matter is being conducted and it has been determined that

additional information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter. The committees
should designate the individual(s) who are most familiar with the
committees' dealings with Ruff Political Action Committee, Neal
Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, The Viguerie Company, Hurst
and Associates, and AMERAD.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.
Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Hatch Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent the above-referenced committees are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection

with the Commission's investigation in the above-referenced
Iv,

Hatter Under Review. The individual(s) designated to appear
should be those most familiar with the committees' dealings since

qqa

January 1, 1981, with the Ruff Political Action Committee, Neal

tn Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, The Viguerie Company, and

Hurst and Associates/AMERAD, or with any representatives of those

organizations.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at
ti)

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah at , on , 1983,

and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.



'V

I~Poena for NOR 1484

WUflEFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day

, 1983.

Danny L. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463U

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jan W. Baran, Esq.
Baker and Hostetler
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee

Dear Mr. Baran:

On January 5, 1983, you received notification that the
Commission had found reason to believe that your client, Ruff
Political Action Committee, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. An investigation of this matter is being conducted and
it has been determined that additional information from your
client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena to Neal B. Blair to appear for deposition upon
oral examination, to assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of investigating this matter.

C-,
If you have any questions, please direct them to Nancy B.

Nathan, the attorney handling this matter, at 202-523-4073.
cc

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoenas
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERA1~ ELECTION COWISS ION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Neal B. Blair

* RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), you are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C., in the Office of General Counsel, at , on

If? 1983, and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day
C,

of , 1983.
If)

Danny L. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Richard Viguerie
The Viguerie Company
7777 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

Re: MUR 1484

0 Dear Mr. Viguerie:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires a representative or representatives of The Viguerie
Company to appear as witnesses, give sworn testimony, and produce
certain documents on , 1983, at , has been issued.

o Since the testimony is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

co
An attorney may assist those who are to appear in submitting

the documents, and accompany them at the deposition. If the
deponent or deponents intend to be so represented, please advise
us, in writing, of the name and address of the attorney prior to
the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



to: Richard Viguerie

* Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B.
~I#than on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
witbin t~n days of your receipt of this noti1~ication. If you
t~ve any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

V



WIlTED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: The Viguerie Company

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent The Viguerie Company are hereby ordered to appear for

deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review. The individual(s) designated to appear should be those

V most familiar with the firm's dealings with the Hatch Election

Committee, Friends of Orrin Hatch, Ruff Political Action

V Committee, Neal Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, and with any

representative of those organizations, since January 1, 1981.

Lfl

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C., in the Office of General Counsel, at , on

1983, and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.
Co

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day

of , 1983.

Danny L. McDonald, Chairman

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emxnons
Secretary to the Cornniission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

~E~~IL
!I~'U~WR~CEIPT REQUESTED

Hurst and Associates
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Gentlemen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires a representative or representatives of Hurst and
Associates to appear as witnesses, give sworn testimony, and
produce certain documents on , 1983, at , has been
issued.

LI) Since the testimony is being sought as part of an

o investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

C written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

An attorney may assist those who are to appear in submitting
the documents, and accompany them at the deposition. If the
deponent or deponents intend to be so represented, please advise
us, in writing, of the name and address of the attorney prior to
the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



~vA

to: hurst and Associates

~ 2

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B
Nathan On our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan. the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

- Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

LI)

0



* ~

*0 0~*
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COUIISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

Upon Oral Examination

TO: Hurst and Associates

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), individual(s) designated to

represent Hurst and Associates are hereby ordered to appear for

deposition as a witness or witnesses in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review. The individual(s) designated to appear should be those

most familiar with the firm's dealings with the Hatch Election

Committee, Friends of Orrin Hatch, Ruff Political Action

Committee, Neal Blair Consultants, Free the Eagle, and with any

Lfl representative of those organizations, since January 1, 1981.

0 Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building a~nd Courthouse, 350 South
C,

Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, at , on , 1983,
In

and any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day

of , 1983.

Danny L. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emiflons~cr~tary to the Commission



* £

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

VV&tI&Y) WASHINGTON, DC 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley B. Parrish
do Hurst and Associates/AMERAD
350 South 400 East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Parrish:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In accordance with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, the attached subpoena which
requires you to appear and give sworn testimony, and produce
certain documents on , 1983, at , has been issued.

in Since the testimony is being sought as part of an

investigation being conducted by the Commission, theconfidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) will
apply. This section of the Act prohibits making public any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made.

If)
You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney

present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us, in writing, of the name and
address of the attorney prior to the date of deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30, plus mileage at the rate of
20 cents per mile. Witnesses are given checks at the time of
their depositions.



w
£

Letter to: Stanley B. Parrish
Page 2

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Nancy B.
Nathan on our toll free line (800-424-9530) or at 202-523-4073
within ten days of your receipt of this notification. If you
have any questions, please direct them to Mrs. Nathan, the
attorney assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

U')

0

U')

/3
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Subpoena to Appear for Deposition
Upon Oral Examination

TO: Stanley B. Parrish

RE: Matter Under Review 1484

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3) and (4), you are hereby ordered to

appear for deposition as a witness in connection with the

Commission's investigation in the above-referenced Matter Under

Review.

Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at

Room 466, U.S. Post Office Building and Courthouse, 350 South

Main Street, Salt Lake City, at , on , 1983, and

any and all dates adjourned to by the Commission.

Li) WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

0 has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., on this day

of , 1983.

Li)

CD Danny L. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



* SENSITIVE ~c~ivi~o
BEFORE TUE FEDERAL ELUC'TIOR CW118510( MHISS . H Sir4 Rfl~

In the Matter of ) 83JUN I P4: 39
)

Hatch Election Commission ) MUR 1484
Ruff Political Action Committee )

CONPREERESIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 9 2

On May 19, 1983, a second set of questions was sent to

respondents Hatch Election Committee and Ruff Political Action

Committee; at the same time, first sets of questions were directed

to non-respondent witnesses The Viguerie Company, Hurst and

Associates, and one individual, Stanley Parrish, who appears to

V have worked both for Ruff PAC and for Hurst. Subpoenas for

- depositions also will be recommended so that follow-up questions

may be asked based on the documentation and answers supplied in

1~

response to the interrogatories.
F-f)

The questions seek to determine the extent and degree of
C

communication between the respondents, and the extent to which

o the consultants they employed in common may have furthered

If) cooperative activities, or enabled one or both respondents to act

with knowledge of the other's plans. We also seek to elicit

further information concerning Ruff PAC expenses for certain

mailings that advocated Hatch's election.

Following completion of discovery in the matter, this Office

w 1 make appropriate recommendations to the Commission.

Charles N. Steele ID
~en~un~g

By:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE -~

MARJORIE W. ENMONS/JODY C. RANSOM

MARCH 1, 1983

MTJR 1484 - Comprehensive Investigative
1~eoort *1, signed February 25, 1983

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 28, 1983.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.

V

In

cc
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QO~ j*Mi~ 4)215

.Rg~T DIAL NO.:

1572

;22t

Nancy B. Nathan, Esquire
Federal Election Coziunission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 2046$

Re: Matter Under Review 1484

Dear Ms. Nathan:

Enclosed please find responses of Ruff Politie*l
Action Committee to the FEC' s Request for Answers to
Written Questions regarding the above-captioned matter.

Sincerely,

1' Jan W. Baran

JWB: gh
Ends.

cc: Neal B. Blair

rn



R~ ~

RUFF POLITICAL ACTION COS~Jp~ .~

236 Massachusetti Avenue, N.E., Suite 603 J Ruff
Washington, D.C. 20002 ~ChaIrman

(202) 547-2122

Federal Election Commissiozi
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington D.C. 20463

Re: aequest for Answers to Written Questions

1. What was the total amount received by Ruff-PAC in re-
sponse to its mail solicitations attached as Attachments
1-4?

a. For attachments 1 and 4 the total amount receiv6d
was $15,881.00

b. For attachments 2-1, 2-1, 3-1, 3-2 the total amount
received was $43,119.60

LI)
What was the total amount received by Ruff-PAC in re-
sponse to any other direct mail appeal mentioning senator
Orrin Patch since January 1, 1981?

c. For the one other mailing mentioning Senator Hatch,
the amount received by Ruff-PAC, in response to

LI) mail solicitation was $20,628.34

2. The costs of the mailings referred to above are as follows:

a. For attachments 1 and 4 the total cost of the mailing
O was $10,138.74. The breakdown is as follows:

$3115.00 Postage and permits
689.35 Support services of labeling, folding,

sorting and stuffing by AAA in Salt Lake City
6239.59 Overseeing the printing and Dlailing(ANFRAD)

94.80 Caging fees to Hurst and Associates
10,138.74

b. For attachments 2-1, 2-2, 3-1, 3-2 the total cost
of the mailings were $34,777.62. The breakdown is
as follows:

$5931.20 Cost of biography to of fe-.r as a premium
250.00 Advertising in IDEA

2620.00 Postage
932.60 Consultation Fees (layout & design)
42A0 Layout
928.00 Cost to Target for including insert

3820.37 Paid for BREs to go with insert
1276.37 BREs not yet paid for



193.33
18674.34

109.41
34777.62

I
FEC compliance report cont. ~.2

Support service mailing
Printing costs
Manila envelopes to mail books
Total cost of mailings

c. The total cost of the one other mailing which
mentioned Senator Hatch was 6222.21. The break4ovzi
is as follows:

3150.00
3072.21
6222.21

Postage
Printing

3. The dates during which Ruff-PAC had office space in the
same building as the Hatch Re-Election campaign was from
November 1981 to June of 1982. Ruff-PAC paid for the
space it used.

4. Hurst and Associates (AMERAD): Direct mail firm that Ruff-
350 South 400 East Pac employed in April 1982
Salt Lake City, Utah to do one mailing

The Viguerie Company:
7777 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, Virginia 22043

Employed in November 1982
to do mailings for Ruff-
PAC

5. What political consultants hab Ruff PAC employed
January 1, 1981? For what Periods?

0
Larry Eastland and Assoc.
Doug Blaser
Neal B. Blair
John Houston
Kent Laison
Mark Stoddard
David Tippetts
Larry Woldt
Brent Phillips
Doug Shaddix

10/15/81, 10/26/81,
10/16/81
1901, 1982, 1983
J/7/82
1/15/82
9/17/82
9/20/82

10/28/82
10/28/82
4/82-12/82

6. Give the names, titles, and employment dates of any in-
dividuals who have been employed by or have worked for
Ruff-PAC at any time and who also at any time have been

employed by or have worked for any campaign committees of
Senator Orrin Hatch, or who have been employed by or
worked for Hurst and Associates 0±. AMFPAD.

Nune of the employees of Ruff-PAC to our knowledge have
been employed by or worked for campaign committees of
Senator Orrin Hatch. Nor have they been employed by or
worked for Hurst and Associates or AMFRAD.

V)

since

11/02/81



FEC compliance report Cont. p.3~

HurSt and ~RssOCiates performed services for the mailing
known as attachments 1,4. (April 1982)

9. List any payments make by Ruff-PAC since January 1', 1982
to any Hatch campaign committee for any purpose-- eq.
reimbursement, shared expenses, contributions, 1oan~, etc.

Ruff-PAC paid a total of $820.40 for rent money and use
of copy machine as rental expenses at 227 Massachusetts
Ave., N.E. Suite 210, washington, D.C. 20002

Respectfully submitted,

66~A
Neal B. Blair
President

8.



* WITH A VIFW rnw~~ 1o~ * I~a~bn

As no worthy effort goes unfunded, no worthy candidate can be elected without donations from those who can
offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources
needed for 1952. There is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put America
back on the right track.

Listed below are Ruff-PAC's initial target states for 1952. In these states. Ruff-PAC will work through direct
contributions, direct campaign strategy assistance, or independent expenditures to elect strong free enterprise
c~,ndidates who wHI support fiscally sound and morally prudent legislation.

U.S. SENATE~ RACES ~jOU5E OF REPRESENTATIVE RACES

Amen.
California

Connecticut
Mairse

Michigan
Nevada

New Jersey
New York

Ohio
Tezas

Vermont

Aaizona
California
CoIo:ado
Florida
Maine

New Mexico
Oregon

Tennessee
Teaas
Utah

Washi.&ton

fie next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of the Republic. Either we reverse the direc-
tion of the last thirty years of political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards inflationary
ruin, with a high risk of losng our system of government.

I urge you to Continue your jenerous support now. Please give generously.
God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours.

Howard I. Ruff
Chairman
P.S. Remember that it is nearing the end of the calendar year. The first 5100 contributed in a calendar y~r to a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a 550 direct tax credit on your federal income tax return. A 5200 contri-
but ion entitles a couple filing a joint return to a 5100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance for your help!

HO~.'/..RD. I believe that Rtdf PAC can rr.aie a siLni(icanl dMererice . . .*

in 2982. ii is vital that we surport candidate, that wall represent
our views while rnainlaining garts made in 2953. Please accept
my doration in the amo~ant lye listed bclovs.. My check or charge
card i-f orriation er.closed.

r.~y gortarion is as tOleOw5:
.. Cheek .........Chap~, card

Narre of Card
Lapirat ion Date

u re

......... S 200 ........3753 ...........S.S00

...... j wo.ild also LI, to do'.aae my time or services

I. RLfF. Chainna~
teal 2. 5',&r: Presadent
U. ada S. Srneie. Prc.grarr Director

Mae chick payable tOz Rufi PAC
18~ South S!ate Street, Ssite 240

*. *.. *. Orern. Utah M357
£501 a

p.

In

'q.

Sd

If)

C

C,

LI)

0,.

t'arre.
AedrgsS

CityISute:
7,,...

- . ~. . - w . . a .a~w ~ J~* w
In 1950. RuFfPAC supported 35 Congressional candidates with direct financial support, assistance with Cainpulin
strategy, and independent expenditures. Of these candidates. 27 were victorious.., and that traMlages Ruff~
PACs efforts into a 77'~ success rate. More than dramatic results considering that Ruff-PAC ssspp.rted r.ty
underdogs and closely contested races!

But 1982 represents an even greater challenge. First, being an off year election, we can expect the tradlUonal
resurgence of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the cotantay where
free enterprise candidates meet oppqnents backed by liberal special Interests. But more~ importantly, the oppo~tlon
has learned much from the 1980 elections. We can expect their strategy to incorporate some of thel'aard lessons
learned in 1980. In short, without your help now, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain the trend otaly
begun in the last election.



w Y)Noward J.-
Chafrx~an
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1835 South State St., Suite 150, Orem, U~&~ 84O~
1-801--225-0622

a

sear Friend:

Will you help me get the facts out on Orrin Match' Wewant to let at least one million people in Utah know the facts
about Senator Orrin Hatch.

Will you, after reading this letter, fill out the couponand return it to us with your contribution?

Is our gift to you, our vay bE saying thank you,. we wouldlike to send you a free ccmplfrentary first edition of thenew, exc±ting, and highly info~acive hardback entitled Orrin~aech. Challen~fng the Washineron Establishment. This is atO fascinating behind-the-scenes account.
LO

Why are we doing all of this? We are not members ofBatch's campaign staff. We're not even advisors. -

We are an independent political action co~ictee
* determined to let Utah know the facts about Orrin Match-tolet them evaluate him. Not on cheap innuendoes orLI) demagoguery. 3ut evaluate h~m with his record. Host Ucahnswill agree-Senator Orrin Hatch has done an outstanding job0 for Utah and the United States.

WIth the money we raise, we will purchase radio and TV
time and newspaper space, and detail the Senator's record. Wewill write press releases, make phone calls, and stump the -LI) streets to let voters know the facts.

co* As part of this endeavor, we are offering Dr. RichardVetrerli's insightful and carefully prepared biography onSenator Hatch. Orrin was a bit reluctant to have abiography--he felt it was a bit much. Afterall, who is he,.t

Well, who is he? Just what has he done?

Orrin Hatch. hallenein~ the ?ashIr.~ron Establishnenr
chronicles his amazing challenge and victory over *esrablisheda Senator Frank ?loss. The first few chapters tell in a fresh,
crisp style one of the most interesting Success stories in
United Stares Senate-race history.

Without dropping the pace, the author then relates thehighlights of Senator Hatch's outsrand~ng rise to national



leadership an~ervice to Utah. 3eh~nd the s~*t .sto~i~5 till

this fast paced narrative.

Won't you help Ruff-PAC perforr~ this critical 
*.Kr~4cst

As an independent political action coittee. we can donate

$10,000 directly to the Hatch campaiSfls and spend whatevet vs

deem necessary in an independent endeavOr tO elaborate the
trutH.

This we will do with your help. lut time is runninS out
on us. The time to act is nov.

So if you'll quickly send your donation either 
by check

* or with your VISA/MaSterCard information (as provided for on

the coupon) in the next five days. we'll quickly send yo~a a

fr.ee g±ft of th~ hardback first edition, nearly 2O0~page

biography of Senator Orrin Hatch. Give copies to your

friends-it could make the difference in this 
el.ct~on'~

Think yQu sircerely for your support.

Very truly yours,

Neal B. Blair

-
president - -

P.S. Renenber the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidcte or to a PAC will entitle you to a S~.0 
direct tax credit on

your federal income tax return. A $200 cor.tr~bution entitles a couple

filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance

o - for your help.

P.P.S. Contributors who send more than $25 will receive the Orrin Hatch

book absolutely free. Send us $100 and we'll give you five books. Send

* $250 and we'll give you 15 books. Send $500 and you can give 35 friends

a copy. Could you also include $1 for postage and handling? 
Our thanks

for your concern and generosity.

------------------------------------------------------
~---

SEAL--I believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in the Orrin 
Hatch

campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates who will represent our views.

Please accept my donatIon in the amount I've listed 
below. Please ~nd me copies

of the 0rr~n Hatch biography. My check or charge card information is enclosed.

~a~e______________________________ Address_____________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP

My dor.arion is as follows: Check Charge Card
VISAb!asrerCard Xo.

ExpIration Date_____________________

Sigr~atu:e_______________________________________
$1000 ___S50 ___$500 $250 $100 ___$50 ___$25 ___Other

~!ake check p~yable to: Ruff PAC 1835 South State Street, Suite 150, Orem, Utah 8~057
Howard 3. Ruff, Chairman
R;eal 3. Blair. President



S Howardj. Ru
- Chairman

1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orern, Utah 84057

P19Z

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY
OF THE COMMEMORATIVE FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOO)

"ORRIN HATCH" -

Dear Friend of Orrin Hatch, *. *~

For one month only, RuffPAC, a national citizen's political action corn- f .j~2jai~. ~

inittee dedicated to supporting free enterprise candidates, will give a copy of .~7
the hook to any Hatch supporter who donates 525 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our 7~.... V f~~
way of saying thank.you for you: generous contribution. This is a m~n~mum ~ ~ '~' t~
ccntribution. If you can give more, please do. For Ruff-PAC is one of Hatch's *:r&~ ~ "' '

biggest supporters. Federal law' allows us to contribute up to sioooo to --V ~Y.... "v x
Hatch's election campaign. We plan to do just that with the contributions we \~.." "~ '\
receive. -c a..

~ READ OF THE INNER WORKINGS OF WAShINGTON.

Discover the Incredible backroom dealings surrounding action on abor- ~ '.

~ Uon, also the never before told stories of the creation and Impetus behind
the balanced budget and tax limitation amendment. 4 -.

FIND OUT WHAT THE IRON TRIANGLE IS AND HOW IT j ~

~ AFFECTS LEGISLATIVE DECISIONS. L 4
Rarely has a book been able to capture the imagination while being a phenominal educational tool. Aft

reading "Orrin Hatch", Americans will receive a clearly outlined vision of a careful course out of the mire.
tfl Ruff-?AC is overwhelmed with the opportunity of giving you this profound, factual hardback book. Ruff-?

Is dedicated to electing strong free-enterprise candidates who will fight to strengtfien our economy and our z
~ ~onal defense.

Feel free to use the enclosed postage paid return envelope to mail your contribution to Ruff-PAC. To thc

'~ who send us Immediately a coriiribution of 525 or more, we will rush to you a copy of "Orrin Hatch" the mome

C~) It gets off the press. Please add Si for each book ordered for postage and handlin ~.

For those who would like tosend this insightful and beautifully bound }ardback book to friends a

in relatives, we will send you tow books with a contribution of S50 or more and three books when you contrib~
SIOO or more.

Ot~ Thank you so much for your support and we hope you thoroughly enjoy "Orrin Hatch" -

Compliments of Ruff-PAC.
With warm regards

Neal B. Blair . ..

President

- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -

I believe Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in 2982. Please My dona:aon)s ~s follows:
a.e-d r~e __________copy (copies) of Ornn Hatch. Please accept tny ...........51000.......S750..........SSOO ~
donation In the ariount I've listed.

tIarn e ________________________________________ 
Vlsa~'Mastercard NL.rnber

Ad&ess £xpira:icn Date ___________________________________________

Ory'~:ate.'Z.p Signarure

Make check ~avab1e to: Ruff*PAC, 1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, OremUta.h 84057 (801) 225062
fl,4 I~t ~ 3~att PA~.ai~ thdepmndesI pGAAC*i ,c~o,,cgmmtn" A opy ci o~r M~fl w Ba ide wash ,h. 1~q,~t ~ ~mI~I.a. ~.,hanrGa~ o c -
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~.n a few weeks. one of the most profound and insightful books on
the L-uter wOrkingS @1 Out ~ will roll off the presses. Orrin
Hatch is fiUed with exciting and provocative stories surrounding the
rise in national prominence of Senator Orrin Match as well as an in.
sl;h:ful a~derstandin; of the America., political process. Orrin
hatch is destined lobe L'S Ameridin dbssic.

Dnlv a limited numbez of co;:es will be available in this first
commemorative edition. We want you to have one as our gift.

Only a limited number of contributors to Ruff*PAC will be able
to receive an advanced hardback copy of the book - your own copy
before it hits the national bookstores.

For one month only. Ru!fPAC will give a copy of the book to any
subscriber who donates 525 or more to Rut 1-PAC. Our way of saying
than)'. you for the generous contribution. This is a minimum con-
tribution. If you can give more, please do.

Oni.o Hatch Is a provocative look at how an unknown but
rema!kab!y ta!a.nted Salt Lake City h~yer rose to national pro.
minence overnight, becoming one ot the foremost champior.s oith e
conservative causes and, a a.:i y. ira just 48 months, became the
chaii~nan of the most siFilic.azt and largest oversight committee in
the United States Senate. No success story has ever read like that of
UraWs O~in Hatch.

SchoLar and writer tsr. Richard Vetterli e.xplains in dei.ail how the
United Ststes has gotten into the fi.-iancial and moral mess it is

cu::e:niy in as he s'~Ows how the Senator from Utah fought aoe.to.
toe a:s.~nst the~ Kenrtedys. MeG~vems. and Meazenbaums of the
Ses:e. He carcfu~y draws the back;round and depicts the struggles
of th* coniser.ativt movement a1ainst the or.slaught of the modern
libera!s and their par.s for an egL~ta'an. rnonol:thac society.

No? only ire the life and times and strur;~es of Orrin Hatch
ckonicled. but the emergence of the Nev~ Rapt is simply azd Ac.
curately exp!a~r.ed. Orrin Hatch portrays the classic tbera!. Pxely
has anyone written with such clarity. insiz~ht. and detail. The book as
filled with classic stories of political battles - battles that Hatch
sometimes won. sometimes lost - but regardZess of the results, the
senator remains ste.ad!ast to his coovictions and unyielding to the
pressureS oi national proir.ence.

Fee! free to use Lh.e coupon below to make your donation to RulE-
FAC. To those who send us Immediately a iontribution of 525 or.
more. we. will rush to you a copy of Orrin Hatch. the tnar~!flt it g!t5
of! the ~r~ss. Please add SI or more for posiage and handling. For

* those w~o would like to send this insightful and beaunuliy oound
ha:dback book to friends and relatives, we will send you two books
with a contribution of 550 or more. and three books when you con-
tribute 5100 or more. But we must urge you to remember the Supply
of first edition hardback copies is limiteTd and the deadline is in one
month. Act todsy so you wwVt be disappointed on mi~g out on
this exclusive offer.

If)

LI)

* Ruff-PAC PRESENTS:
AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A

COMPLIMENTARY COPY OF THE COMMEMORATIVE
FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

* ORRIN HATCH
by Dr. Richard Veterll

Discover the incredible bachroom dealings sun'our.din~
legislative acflOn on CbOTrtOFI.

Find out what the lion 7'vian*le is and how it affects daily
legislanve da:i,:oni.
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Chairman's Report on
Ruff-PAC, A National

* * * * * * * * * Independent Political Action Conunittee * * * ** * ** *

* THE 1980 ELECTIONS. ..THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR ITSELF

Ruff-PAC experienced great success In 1980. Take a close look at RuIf-PACS record.. .wIn wiJa'~~ 27.1)5 eaces.

All of Ruff-PACs candidates were either decided underdogs or in closely contested races!

U.S. SENATE

Ridf-PAC Ruff-PACS Ruff-PAC~5
Won/lost Candidate Opposition State

jim Fohom. Jr. ALA5A~

JEREMIAH DENTON
PRANK MUR}~OWSKI

t4ary Buchanan
PAULA HAWKINS

STEVEN SYMMS

DAN QUAYLE
CHARLES GRASSLEY
Gene McNay

ALPONSEN. D'AMATO

JOHN P. EAST

DONALD NICKLES
JAMES ABONOR
Steward Ledbetter

ROBERT W. KASTEN
SLADE GORTON

Clark Grrenlni
Gary Hart
Din Giant.?

Frank Chur~li
Alan Dison
Iirch Bayh
John C. Culver

Thomas Eagleton
Elizabeth HoItzw.an
Robert Morgan
Andy Coats
George McGovern
Pa~rick C*ahy
Gaylord Nelson
Warren Magnuson

ALASKA
Colorado
FLORIDA
IDAHO
illinois
INDIANA
IOWA

Missouri
NEW YORK
N. CAROLINA
OKLAHOMA
S. DAKOTA
Veni.on'
WISCONSIN
WASHINGTON

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (ConSressional District Noted by State)
Dist.

Arizona 2

Richard H. Huff
EUGENE CHAPPIE
BOBDI FJEDLER
ROBERT K. DORNAN
DAViD DRElER
JOHN PATRICK MItER.
JIM JEFFRIE.S

BILL LMERSON

Anne Bagnal

BOB McEWEN
DENNIS SMITH

David C. DiCarlo

CLAUDINE SCHNEDER

THOMAS R. HARTNETr
JACK M. FIELDS
Jim Bradihaw

RON PAUL
JA.MES V. HANSEN

FRA.NKR.WOLF

Morris Udall
Harold Johnson
James Corn'an
Cary Peck
James Lloyd
John Brademas
Sam Keys

Bill Burlison
Stephen Neal

Ted Strickland
Al UUr~ian

Marc Markt
Edward Beard

Mmdcl Davis
Bob EcU'ardt
James '.%~r,&ht

MIILC Aradrews
Cunn McKay
Joseph Fisher

CAUFOLNIA
CAUFORNIA
CALIFORNiA
CALIFOR.NIA
INDLANA
KANSAS
MISSOURI

N. Carolina
OHIO

OREGON
p~ns~Ivania

ft. ISLAN~D
5. CAROLINA

TEXAS
Tesas
TEXAS
LTTAJI
VIRCNIA

I
21
27
as

3.
2

10
5

2
24
2

I
a

12
22
I
10

WON.
Lost
WON

WON

Lust
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON

Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON

WON

Lost
WON
WON

Lost
WON
WON
WON

Lost
WON
WON

WON



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION** .

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 6, 1983

3. Curtis Herge
Suite 1100
8300 GreensborO Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Herge:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients, Hatch
Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee, on
October 15, 1982, of a complaint which alleges that they violated

tO certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
them at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
January 5 , 1983, determined that there is reason to believe that
your clients violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A) and
441a(f), provisions of the Act. Specifically, it appears that

0 your clients may have accepted contributions in-kind from the
Ruff Political Action Committee that exceeded $5,000, in the form
of coordinated expenditures, and failed to report the receipt of

C such contributions to the Commission.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the
matter in question. Please submit answers to the enclosed
questions within 10 days of receipt of this letter. Statements
should be submitted under oath.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, the



Letter to J. Curtis Bergs
Page 2

Off ice of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance

stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Nancy B. Nathan,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

ANNY L. McDONALD
Chairman

Lfl

Enclosures

Procedures

C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSIOM

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Hatch Election Committee; )
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

REQUEST FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

answers to the following:

1. Please list the dates during which any campaign committees

of Senator Orrin Hatch have had office space in the same

buidling(s) as are/were used by the Ruff Political Action

Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC").

.0 2. What direct mail firm(s) have each of the campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch empLoyed since January 1, 1981?

For what periods?

3. What political consultant(s) have each of the campaign
In

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch employed since January 1, 1981?

For what periods?

C 4. Give the names, titles, and employment dates of any

individuals who at any time have been employed by or who have

worked for any and all committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch who

also at any time have been employed by or worked for Ruff PAC,

Hurst and Associates, or Amerad.

5. What services has Amerad performed for any and all campaign

committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch since January 1, 1981?



V
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6. What services has Hurst and Associates performed for any and

all campaign committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch since January L,

1981?

7. List any payments received by any and all campaign

committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch from Ruff PAC since

January 1, 1981 for any purpose -- e.g., reimbursement, shared

expenses, contributions, loans, etc.

q~.

Lfl

0

C,

Lfl

Co
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON, DC. 20463

January 6, 1983

Neal B. Blair, President
Ruff Political Action Committee
499 South Capitol Street, S.W., flOlA
Washington, D.C. 20003

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Blair:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on October 15,
1982, of a complaint that alleges that your committee violated
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to

- them at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

January ~ 1983, determined that there is reason to believe that
your. committee has violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and
441a(a) (2) (A), provisions of the Act. Specifically, it appears

o that your committee may have made coordinated expenditures on
behalf of the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch
that exceeded $5,000 and were not reported as such.

C Your response to the Commission's initial notification of

this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the
matter in question. Please submit answers to the enclosed
questions within 10 days of receipt of this letter. Statements
should be submitted under oath.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your committee, the



Letter to Neal B. Blair
Page 2

Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance

stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Nancy B. Nathan,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,

tO A

-
DANNY L. cDONALD
Chairman

~q.

In

0

Enclosures
Procedures



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONKISS ION

In the Matter of )
) NOR 1484

Rut f Political Action Committee )

REQUEST FOR ANSWERS TO WRIPEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

answers to the following:

1. What was the total amount received by the Ruff Political

Action Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC") in response to its mail

solicitation(s) attached hereto as Attachments 1-4? What was the

total amount received by Ruff PAC in response to any other direct

mail appeal mentioning Senator Orrin Hatch, since January 1,

1981?

2. What was the cost of the mailing(s) referred to above? (See

Attachments 1-4). Please include all related costs, including

If) design and production, printing, postage, and the cost of the

0 biographies offered to contributors.

3. Give the dates during which Ruff PAC has had office space in

the same building(s) as are/were used by any campaign committee10
of Senator Orrin Hatch.

4. What direct mail firm(s) has Ruff PAC employed since

January 1, 1981? For what periods?

5. What political consultant(s) has Ruff PAC employed since

January 1, 1981? For what periods?



'0
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6. Give the names, titles, and employment dates of any

individuals who have been employed by or have worked for Ruff PAC

at any time and who also at any time have been employed by or

have worked for any campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch,

or who have been employed by or worked for Hurst and Associates

or Amerad.

7. What services has Amerad performed for Ruff PAC since

January 1, 1981?

8. What services has Hurst and Associates performed for Ruff

PAC since January 1, 1981?

9. List any payments made by Ruff PAC since January 1, 1981 to

any Hatch campaign committee for any purpose -- e.g.,

reimbursement, shared expenses, contributions, loans, etc.

0

C,

Lfl

00



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Orrin G. Hatch )
Hatch Election Committee )
Ruff Political Action Committee )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 5,

1983, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the

following actions in MUR 1484:

1. Find reason to believe that
the Ruff Political Action
Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

- S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making
contributions in-kind to the
1982 campaign committees of
Senator Orrin Hatch that
exceeded $5,000 per election.

Lfl
2. Find reason to believe that

o the Hatch Election Committee
and/or the Friends of Orrin
Hatch Committee violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting
contributions from the Ruff

U) Political Action Committee that
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A).

0,
3. Find reason to believe Ruff

Political Action Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4)
(H) (i) by failing to report the
making of contributions in-kind
to the 1982 campaign committees
of Senator Orrin Hatch.

(Continued)



M~J~ 1484 Page 2

General C0unsel' S Report
Signet December 22, 1982

4. Find reason to believe that
the 1982 Hatch campaign
committees violated 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b) (2) (D) and (3)(A) by
failing to report receipt of
contributions from the Ruff
Political Action Committee.

5. Approve and send the letters
with questions as submitted
with the General Counsel's
Report signed December 22, 1982.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry

0 and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Lfl

0
Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

12-23-82, 10:33
12-23-82, 4:00



0 SENSIliVE
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION 0 (~ECEIVED

com~~~S: orr~;u ~
In the Matter of ) 820EC23 AIG: 33

)
Orrin G. Hatch; Hatch Election )

Committee; fluff Political Action ) MUR 1484
Committee )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

On November 23, 1982, the Office of General Counsel

submitted to the Commission a First General Counsel's Report in

the above-referenced matter. That Report stated that no findings

could be recommended until a response was received from the Ruff

Political Action Committee ("Ruff PAC"). On November 24, 1982,

that Ruff PAC response was received by this Office.

The complaint filed October 14, 1982, by the Wilson for Utah

Committee alleged that purportedly independent expenditures by
N,

Ruff PAC on behalf of Senator Orrin G. Hatch and two Hatch

committees during the 1982 campaign in fact were coordinated

expenditures and therefore exceeded the contribution limit under

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). (See complaint). The complaint further

If) alleged that the failure of all involved committees to report

those expenditures as contributions violated 2 U.S.C. S 434.

While the complaint asserted that Ruff PAC had made excessive

expenditures on behalf of Hatch, it did not cite amounts of those

expenditures, and conceded that it could only speculate that the

costs of a Ruff PAC mail solicitation must have exceeded



2

$5,000. Attached to the complaint were copies of that Ruff PAC

mail solicitation; the mailing's text said that its proceeds

would be used by Ruff PAC to make contributions to and

expenditures for the Hatch campaign. Offered to contributors

were copies of a Hatch biography.

The responses submitted by both respondents -- the Hatch

committees (Attachment 1) and Ruff PAC (Attachment 2) -- asserted

that no contributions to or expenditures on behalf of Hatch were

made by Ruff PAC. Ruff PAC's response further stated that the
CM

mailing did not yield enough proceeds to enable Ruff PAC to make

contributions or expenditures. Because the mailing's costs

exceeded contributions, Ruff PAC discontinued it, its response

stated.

Ruff PAC's reports to the Commission list no expenditures on

0 behalf of, nor direct contributions to, the Hatch campaign.

Disbursements listed include several to a direct mail firm, to a

printer, and for postage, all of which may relate, in whole or in

part, to the complained of mail solicitation and the biographies

offered through it. The Ruff PAC response asserts that the full

costs of the mailing are reflected in Ruff PAC's "disclosures for

printing, etc." 1/

Determination of the costs of the mailing is significant,

even assuming Ruff PAC's subsequent failure to use its proceeds

1/ The Ruff PAC response also states that its September, 1982,
monthly report, due October 20, was not filed on time, but was
filed by the date of the response, November 24.
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for contributions to or expenditures for the Hatch campaign,

because those costs might constitute an impermissible

contribution by Ruff PAC to the Hatch committees, if it is shown

that the expenditures were not independent and that they exceeded

$5,000. At 2 U.S.C. S 431(17), the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971, as amended, provides, in pertinent part, that

independent expenditures must be "made without cooperation or

consultation with any candidate, or any authorized committee or

agent of such candidate, and ... not made in concert with, or at

the request or suggestion of, any candidate, or any authorized

committee or agent of such candidate." The complaint in this

matter alleged that certain evidences of impermissible

coordination were present in the relationship between Ruff PAC

Lfl and the Hatch committees. While some of those indications, as

0 discussed below, lend apparent support to a presumption of

coordination, the investigation of this matter would seek to

determine whether the apparent coordination was real. 2/
If)

2/ It is apparent that any inquiry into coordination must go
beyond use of common vendors, to determine whether such use
permitted impermissible access to information, and whether such
information formed a basis for the questioned expenditures. For
some types of vendors, the mere fact of common employment may be
more telling than for other types -- e.g., common political
consultants could more likely be presumed to use their knowledge
of one client's plans in aiding another, while other vendors
perhaps could serve clients separately, without drawing upon
information gleaned from dealings with one to advantage another.
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Exhibits and affidavits attached to the complaint (see

tbe complaint) indicate that Ruff PAC and the Hatch committees

employed the same paL tical consultant and direct mail firm.

Ruff PAC's reports to the Commission list disbursements to the

firms listed in the complaint. In AO 1979-80, the Commission

held that, where a PAC employs the same consultant as does the

candidate, a presumption of coordination is raised. The same

AO also spoke to use of a single direct mail firm.

As further evidence of coordination, the complaint contends

that respondents have shared office space and staff. If true,

this would indicate that the opportunity existed for the Hatch

campaign to provide information about the candidate's plans or

needs to Ruff PAC.

LI') In order to investigate the actual costs of the mailing and

book offering, and the evidence of coordination between Ruff PAC

and the Hatch campaign, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Ruff PAC violated 2 U.s.c.
LI')

S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making excessive contributions to the Hatch

campaign, that the Hatch committees violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f)

by accepting such contributions, and that Ruff PAC and the Hatch

committees violated 2 U.S.C. S 434 by their failure to report,

respectively, the making and receipt of such contributions. 3/

3/ Although the complaint named Senator Hatch as a separate
respondent, we are making no separate recommendation as to him.
Notice of any reason to believe finding against his committees
will be sent to him, however.
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Recommendations

1. Find reason to believe that the Ruff Political Action

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making

contributions in-kind to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator

Orrin Hatch that exceeded $5,000 per election.

2. Find reason to believe that the Hatch Election Committee

and/or the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by accepting contributions from the Ruff Political

Action Committee that violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A).
VI

3. Find reason to believe Ruff Political Action Committee

violated 2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (4) (H) (i) by failing to report the

making of contributions in-kind to the 1982 campaign committees

of Senator Orrin Hatch.

4. Find reason to believe that the 1982 Hatch campaign

0 committees violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A) by failing

to report receipt of contributions from the Ruff Political Action

Committee.

5. Approve and send the attached letters with questions.

#4W4L~IJ ?~, Charles N. Steele
Date General Counsel

By: ____________________________

Kenn4th A. ~7i~oss
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Response to reason to believe finding filed by Hatch Committee
2. Response to reason to believe finding filed by Ruff Political

Action Committee
3. Proposed letters and Requests for Answers to Written Questions
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Kenneth A. Gross,. Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Gross:

This responds to your letters to Hatch 
Election

Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee, dated October 
15,

1982, in which you reported tnat Wilson for 
Utah Committee had

filed a complaint with the Federal 
Election Commission on October

o 14, 1982, which alleged that Ruff Political Action 
Committee,

Batch Election Committee and Friends 
of Orrin Hatch Committee may

have violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended. This matter has been numbered I4UR 1484.

Ifl Enclosed herewith, for your records, is a copy of a

Statement of Designation of Counsel, 
signed by the Treasurer of

Hatch Election Committee and Friends 
of Orrin Hatch Committee,

designating the undersigned as their counsel in 
connection with

this matter. Hatch Election Committee is the principal campaign

committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, a candidate 
for election to

the United States Senate from the State 
of Utah. Friends of

Orrin Hatch Committee is an authorized 
committee of Senator

Hatch. This constitutes a response by both 
Hatch Election

Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee, which are

hereinafter together referred to as the "Hatch Committees."

In its complaint, Wilson for Ut~h Committee alleged

that Ruff Political Action Committee 
("Ruff-PAC") was reportedly

planning to make substantial expenditures in support 
of the

election of Senator Hatch; and, that by reason of certain

asserted facts, such expenditures, if made, would not qualify as

independent expenditures as defined 
in 2 U.S.C. 431(17).

A~W- t~-



Kenneth A Gross, Esq.Page Two
November 5, 1982

The Treasurer of the Hatch Committees advises that

their records reveal that Ruff-PAC reimbursed the Hatch
Committees for certain expenses, all of which were reported in

their periodic reportS. Ruff-PAC has not formally advised the

Hatch CommitteeS that it has made any in-kind contributions on

behalf of the Hatch Coniniittees. Furthermore, counsel has been
- advised by representatives of Ruff-PAC that any plans they may

have had to make "independent expenditures" in support of Senator
Hatch were cancelJ~e~d and that, through and -including November 2,

1982, no such expenditures were made. It is anticipated that the
response submitted to you by Ruff-PAC will substantiate that
fact.

By reason of the fact that Ruff-PAC did not make any

its planned expenditures in support of Senator Hatch, the

complaint fails to support a finding that the Hatch Committees
are in violation of the limitations contained in 2 U.S.C. 441a

reason of the activities of Ruff-PAC. It is respectfully
submitted, therefore, that no further action should be taken

against the Hatch Committees in connection with this matter./

of

by

Sincere4y Yours/f

J. Surtis Herge
Counsel to Hatch Election

Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch Committee

enclosure
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November 24, 1982

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

RE: MUR 1484

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is the response of Ruff Political Action
Committee to the complaint filed by the Wilson for Utah
Committee.

The complaint charges that Ruff P~C has or will violate
the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. Sec. 441a because certain
solicitations-by Ruff-PAC and other information lead complainant

CO to believe that Ruff-PAC has or will make contributions to
the Hatch Committee and that any independent expenditures that
may be made constitutes in-kind and excessive contributions to
the Hatch Committee. The complaint also charges Ruff-PAC with
corresponding reporting violations under 2 U.S.C. Sec. 434.

Please be advised that Exhibits B and C were indeed
solicitations for contributions to Ruff-PAC. They were prepared
solely by Ruff-PAC. Unfortunately, however, the results of
that fundraising effort undertaken from approximately June-

o August 1982, were not as successful as expected, and that thus,
the costs of the mailings exceeded the contributions received.
Consequently, Ruff-PAC terminated those solicitations and did
not make any contributions to the Hatch Committee, nor did
we undertake any independent expenditures. Nor do we plan or

i.ntend to make any contributions to or independent expenditures
on behalf of Senator Hatch in the foreseeable future.

CO
We disagree with the complaint's charge that the costs

of the mailings constituted an in-kind contribution because
of certain relations between the Hatch Committee and Ruff-PAC.
While it is true that Ruff-PAC may have engaged the services
of a vendor that was also retained by the Hatch Committee, and
had briefly shared office space with them for a few months -

this summer (and reimbursed them for the office use), the Ruff-
PAC solicitations were made without the cooperation or con-
sultation with Senator Hatch or his committees, nor was it
made with or at the request or suggesti6n of Senator Hatch or
his committees, or any of his agents. We received no information
from them that led us to prepare and distribute the solicitations
in question. Nor did we communicate our plans or seek prior
approval from the Hatch Committees for the mailings. The primary

~dk~L~Jm- ~2-
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purpose of the mailings was to solicit contributions to Ruff-PAC.

As for the alleged reporting violations, inasmuch as
no contributions were made by Ruff-PAC to the Hatch Committee,
none were reported. The full costs of the mailings are
reflected in Ruff-PAC's disclosure reports for printing, etc.
The complaint also alleges that "as of October 1, 1982,
Ruff-PAC has failed to file its September monthly report."
Complaint, p.4, fn. 2 and p.14. Under FEC law, the September
monthly report is not due until October 20, not October 1.
Nevertheless, we recognize that we were delinquent by not filing
by October 20, but that has been corrected and the report has
now been filed with the FEC. We regret the delayed report.

I trust that this information is sufficient to dismiss
the complaint. If the-re is any further information you may
need,- pleas~e-contact me.

Very truly yours,

~ NbAL BLAIR
President, Ruff-PAC

Subscribed and sworn to before me this '~~day of November,

1982.

~yCcrc~EesAu~3I1g~

~qrn
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~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS WASHINCTON. DC 20463

J. Curtis Herge
Suite 1100
8300 Greensboro Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Herge:

The Federa~..~lection Commission notified your clients, Hatch
o Election Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee, on

October 15, 1982, of a complaint which alleges that they violated
CO certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
- them at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

1982, determined that there is reason to believe
that your clients violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)(D) and (3)(A)

and 441a(f), provisions of the Act. Specifically, it appears
that your clients may have accepted contributions in-kind from
the Ruff Political Action Committee that exceeded $5,000, in the
form of coordinated expenditures, and failed to report the

0 receipt of such contributions to the Commission.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the
matter in question. Please submit answers to the enclosed
questions within 10 days of receipt of this letter. Statements
should be submitted under oath.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, the



Letter to 3. Curtis Herge
Page 2

Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures,

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

If you have any questions, please contact Nancy B. Nathan,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerely,.

~q.

U)

Enclosures
Procedures

k&)~oY~
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BEFOHE THE FEDEflAL ELECTION CONMISS ION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Hatch Election Committee; )
Friends of Orrin Hatch )

S

EEQUEST FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

answers to the following:

1. Please list the dates during which any campaign committees

of Senator Orrin Hatch have had office space in the same

buidling(s) as are/were used by the Ruff- Political Action

Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC").

0 2. What direct mail firm(s) have each of the campaign

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch employed since January 1, 1981?

For what periods?

3. What political consultant(s) have each of the campaign
Lfl

committees of Senator Orrin Hatch employed since January 1, 1981?

For what periods?

O 4. Give the names, titles, and employment dates of any

In individuals who at any time have been employed by or who have

worked for any and all committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch who

also at any time have been employed by or worked for Ruff PAC,

Hurst and Associates, or Amerad.

5. What services has Amerad performed for any and all campaign

committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch since January 1, 1981?

CSL 44 ~A~ 3~ ~(2
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6. What services has Hurst and Associates performed for any and

all campaign committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch since January 1,

1981?

7. List any payments received by any and all campaign

committee(s) of Senator Orrin Hatch from Ruff PAC since

January 1, 1981 for any purpose -- ~ reimbursement, shared

expenses, contributions, loans, etc.

t~,)

0

V

Lfl

0

V

C

Lf~

00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C 20463(U#~

Neal B. Blair, President
Ruff Political Action Committee
499 South Capitol Street, S.W., *lOlA
Washington, D.C. 20003

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Mr. Blair: -

The ~ederaJ. Election dommission notified you on October 15,
1982, of a complaint that alleges that your committee violated
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
them at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

, 1982, determined that there is reason to believe
that your committee has violated 2 U.S.C SS 434(b) (4) (H) (i) and
441a(a) (2) (A), provisions of the Act. Specifically, it appears
that your committee may have made coordinated expenditures on

0 behalf of the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch
that exceeded $5,000 and were not reported as such.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the

In matter in question. Please submit answers to the enclosed
questions within 10 days of receipt of this letter. Statements
should be submitted under oath.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your committee, the

~M~cL~~3 $~



Letter to Neal B. Blair
Page 2

Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.

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

If you have any questions, please contact Nancy B. Nathan,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4073.

Sincerbly ,

Enclosures
Procedures

1e~
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S S
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1484

Ruff Political Action Committee )

REQUEST FOR ANSWERS TO WRI~PEN QUESTIONS

Within ten days of receipt of this request, please submit

answers to the following:

1. What was the total amount received by the Ruff Political

Action Committee (hereinafter "Ruff PAC") in response to its mail

solicitation(s) at~ached hereto as Attachments 1-4? What was the

total amount received by Roff PAC in response to any other direct

'0 mail appeal mentioning Senator Orrin Hatch, since January 1,

1981?

2. What was the cost of the mailing(s) referred to above? (See

Attachments 1-4). Please include all related costs, including

Lfl design and production, printing, postage, and the cost of the

o biographies offered to contributors.

3. Give the dates during which Ruff PAC has had office space in

the same building(s) as are/were used by any campaign committee
In

of Senator Orrin Hatch.

4. What direct mail firm(s) has Ruff PAC employed since

January 1, 1981? For what periods?

5. What political consultant(s) has Ruff PAC employed since

January 1, 1981? For what periods?

3
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6. Give the names, titles, and employment dates of any

individuals who have been employed by or have worked for Ruff PAC

at any time and who also at any time have been employed by or

have worked for any campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch,

or who have been employed by or worked for Hurst and Associates

or Amerad.

7. What services has Amerad performed for Ruff PAC since

January 1, 1981?

N 8. Whatservrces hasHurst and Associates performed for Ruff
PAC since January 1, 1981?

- 9. List any payments made by Ruff PAC since January 1, 1981 to

any Hatch campaign committee for any purpose -- e.g.,

reimbursement, shared expenses, contributions, loans, etc.
U)

0

V

0

i-n
cv~
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In the Matter of 83 FEB25 PS: ~
)

Hatch Election Committee; )
Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee; ) MUR 1484
Rut f Political Action Committee )

COKPREDENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPOM# 1

This matter was initiated by a complaint filed on

October 14, 1982, by the Wilson for Utah Committee. On

January 5, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe that the

Ruff Political Action Committee ("Ruff PAC) violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (2) (A) by making contributions in-kind that exceeded
0,

$5,000 to the 1982 campaign committees of Senator Orrin Hatch,

and that the Hatch committees violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by

accepting them, and that all respondents failed to report the

t.fl making and receipt of such contributions, in violation of

o 2 U.S.C. S 434.

The Commission's findings were based upon information
C,

indicating that a mail solicitation was conducted by Ruff PAC
Lfl

with the stated purpose of raising funds to enable Ruff PAC to

directly contribute $10,000 to the Hatch campaign, and to make

independent expenditures on its behalf. Interrogatories

submitted to respondents with the reason-to-believe notifications

seek to determine the amounts expended by Ruff PAC on the mailing

and the amounts raised, and also to establish whether there

exists a basis for a finding of coordination between Ruff PAC and

the Hatch campaign.
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2

The Hatch committees' response to the reason-to"wbelievO

finding and interrogatories was submitted on February 3, 1983.

luff PAC requested and obtained an extension of time until

February 28, 1983, because of illness and travel schedules, ~sn~

the recent retention of new counsel in the matter. Following our

receipt of the Ruff PAC response, this Office will make

appropriate recommendations to the Commission.

Charles N. Steele
Date General Counsel

6~iossiy~v'

By: ________________

Kenn
Associate General Counsel

Lfl

0

C

It)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

MEMORAI4DUM TO: CHARLES N * STEELE

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMI4ONS/JODY C. RANS0K~

DATE: NOVEMBER 26, 1982 V

SUBJECT: MUR 1484 - First General Counsel's
Report signed November 23, l982~
Received in Office of Commission
Secretary, 11-23-82, 4:19

The above-named document was circulated to the

Couuission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

November 24, 1982.

There were no objections to the First General

Counsel's Report at the time of the deadline.

0

~q.

Lfl

0
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* RECEIVED

~E~CE OF THE
mzn&i. macnon commission CCMMSSX~N ~ ECR~TARY

1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 82N0V23 P4: 1,

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

MTE AND TZNU OF TRANSMITZAL BlUR #1484 SENSiTIVE
DY OGC ~O TUE COSUIISSION J~fr MTE CONFLAINT RECEIVED

BY OGC October 14. 1982
DATE OF NOTIFICATION ~
RESPONDENT October 15 1 82
STAFF NEISER Nancy Natlijib

COIIPL&IUAUT'S KANE: Wilson for Utah Committee

RESPOUDBNTS' MANES: Orrin G. Hatch; Hatch Election Committees
Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee; Ruff

Political Action Committee.

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a) (2) (A), 434.

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Respondents' reports on file as of
November 19, 1982

- FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: NONE

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Lfl The Wilson for Utah Committee filed a properly-executed

o complaint with the Commission on October 14, 1982. (Attachment 1)

The complaint alleges that purportedly independent expenditures

made by the Ruff Political Action Committee (Ruff PAC) on behalf
m
00 of Senator Orrin G. Hatch and two Hatch committees during the

1982 campaign in fact were coordinated expenditures and therefore

exceeded the limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The complaint

further alleges that the failure of all involved committees to

report the expenditures as contributions violated 2 U.S.C. S 434.
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

limits a multicandidate political committee's contribution to a

candidate and his authorized committees to $5,000 for each

election cycle. Under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (7) (B) (i), expenditures

made in cooperation with a candidate or his committees or their

agents shall be considered contributions to the candidate.

The complaint filed by the Wilson for Utah Committee alleges

that certain expenditures by Ruff PAC were made on behalf of the

0 Hatch campaign, were coordinated expenditures, and exceeded

- $5,000. The complaint describes a mail solicitation conducted by

Ruff PAC with the stated purpose of raising funds to enable Ruff

PAC to directly contribute $10,000 to the Hatch campaign, and to
Lfl

make independent expenditures on its behalf. (See exhibits to
0

Attachment 1) The complaint concedes, however, that it only

o contends, but cannot prove, that the costs of the mail

LI) solicitation exceeded $5,000. The complaint also asserts that

Ruff PAC planned "massive" media expenditures on behalf of the

Hatch campaign during late October, and attaches press reports to

that effect.

A response to the complaint submitted by counsel to the

Hatch committees (Attachment 2) states that Ruff PAC has not

advised the Hatch committees that it has made any in-kind

contributions on their behalf, and also that Ruff PAC cancelled
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any plans it may have had to make independent expenditures on

behalf of the Hatch campaign up to election day. Ruff PAC

requested and received an extension of time in which to respond,

to November 24, 1982.

Because Ruff PAC has not yet responded to the complaint,

this Office cannot yet recommend any finding in the matter. While

the Hatch committees' response indicates that Ruff PAC may not

have made expenditures on Hatch's behalf, we believe we should

await the Ruff PAC response in order to better determine whether

such expenditures were made and in what amounts. Ruff PAC

- reports on file with the Commission do not list contributions or

expenditures on behalf of the Hatch campaign, but those reports

are not current. (The most recent Ruff PAC filing is dated
Lfl

October 1, covering the period ending August 31, 1982.) Upon
0

receipt of Ruff PAC's response, this Office will promptly make

o recommendations in this matter.

LI)

~ ~'~- Charles N. Steele

Date General Counsel

By: ______________________________

Kenn OSS

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. complaint and exhibits
2. response of Hatch committees to complaint notification



F /

BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

COMPLAINT

I. INTRODUCTION

- The Wilson for Utah Committee ("the Committee") .files this

complaint pursuant to S 437g(a) (1) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), alleging

violations of the Act by the Ruff Political Action Committee

("Ruff-PAC"), the Hatch Election Committee, the Friends of

COMPLAINT - 1

Gee~96 ';~r

iq.

If?

0

C

Li)

0

WILSON FOR UTAH COMMITTEE,

Petitioner,

V.
RUFF POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE,
HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE,
FRIENDS OP ORRIN HATCH COMMITTEE,

ORRIN G. HATCH,

Respondents.

))

MUR No.
)
)
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Orrin Hatch Committee and Orrin G. Hatch (Senator Matche).V

(Hereinafter, the term liatch Committees will be used to refer

to all authorized committees of Senator Hatch unless otherwise

] noted.)
The Committee specifically alleges that Ruff-PAC has

violated, and plans to continue violating, the Act by making

contributions in excess of the Act's limitations to the Hatch

Committees and that the Hatch Committees have violated, and I
will continue to violate, the Act cy accepting these excessive

Li) contributions. 2 U.S.C. S 441a. The Committee maintains that

o these violations result from allegedly independent

expenditures by Ruff-PAC on behalf of Senator Hatch --

LI) I i/The Wilson for Utah Committee is the principal campaign

committee of Ted Wilson, 1982 Democrar~ic nominee for the United

0 :. StateS Senate in the State of Utah. The Ruft political ActiOn
Committee is a registered multicandidate committee organized to
support candidates seeking nomination or election to federal

office. The Hatch Election Committee is the principal campaign

committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, 1982 Republican nominee for the

United States Senate in the State of Utah. The Friends of Orrin
Hatch Committee is an authorized committee organized to support the

re-election to federal office of Orrin Hatch. Orrin Hatch is a

United States Senator from the State of Utah and the Republican
nominee for re~electiOn to that office in 1982.
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expenditures which, in reality, have been and will continue to

be coordinated with, and made in cooperation and consultation

with, the Hatch Committees. All the committees have further

violated the Act by failing to report the making or receiving

of the excessive contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434.

The Committee seeks immediate Commission action to rectify

these violations, including expedited investigation into this

complaint, prompt conciliation with the respondent~ and the

imposition of appropriate civil penalties.

II. RUFF-PAC INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY ON BEHALF OF THE
HATCH COMMITTEES

Ruff-PAC calls itself an independent political action

oommittee" which supports candidates for federal office through

direct financial support, assistance with campaign strategy,

and independent expenditures. Exhibit A.

Recently, in this election year, Ruff-PAC solicited contri-

butions for the purpose of making a $10,000 contribution to and

unlimited independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.

Exhibits B & C. In its solicitations, Ruff-PAC advocates the

COMPLAINT - 3
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election of Senator Hatch to the Senate in clear and

unambiguous terms. Oddly enough, as of its August monthLy

report filed with the Federal Election Commission, Rut f-PAC had

not reported either contributions to or independent

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.Y Yet, whatever

accounts for Ruff-PAC's reporting failures, it can reasonably

be presumed that the production and mailing costs of such a

mailing would exceed the $5,000 per election contribution

limitation imposed by 2 U.S.C. S 44la.~ It follo4, then,

that unless the solicitation was a bona tide independent

expenditure, it would exceed the statutory contribution limits.

Yit should be noted that as of Friday, October 1, $
1982, Ruff-PACs September monthly report had not as yet been
received by the Federal Election Commission. The filing date
for monthly reports is the 20th of each month. This raises the
possibility of an additional reporting violation by Ruff-PAC
which the Commission should investigate.

2/This is, in any event, an appropriate question for
exploration by the FEC when investigating the Complaint. The
FEC should note, however, the mailing solicits contributions by
offering a hard-bound limited edition biography of Senator
Hatch in return. Any amounts spent by Rut f-PAC to finance the
production and promotional costs of this book must also be
accounted for in assessing the level of the Rut f-PAC's spending
on behalf of Senator Hatch.

COMPLAINT - 4
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As set forth below, the Committee asserts th.t the

expenditures were not independent and were in fact excessive

eontributions. £(oreover, there have been repeated reports,

referenced in this Complaint, that Rut f-PAC expects to

undertake in the near future massive new -- and equally bogus

-- independent" expenditures to promote the election of

Senator Hatch.

III. THE RELATIONSHIP OF RUFF-PAC AND THE HATCH COMMITTEES:
BOGUS INDEPENDENCE"

A. The Law

Under the Act, an independent expenditure must be made

"without cooperation or consultation with any candidate, or any

wthorized committee or agent of such candidate." ~ U.S.C.

S 431(17). The Federal Election Commission ("FEC") in its

regulations defines "fmjade with the cooperation or with the

prior consent of . . *" as, among other things:

COMPLAINT - 5
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(A) Based on information about the
candidate's plans, projects, or needs
provided to the expending person by the
candidate, or by the candidate's agents.
with a view toward having an expenditure
made

(3) Made by or through any person who is.

or has been, authorized to raise or expend
funds, . . . or who is, or has been,
receiving any form of compensation or
reimbursement from the candidate, the
candidate's committee or agent.

11 C.F.R. SS 109.l(b)(4)(i)(A), (B).

The regulatiOnS define the term "agent' as:

any person who has actual oral or written
authority, either express or implied, to
make or to authorize the making ~f
expenditures on behalf of a candidate, or
* . . any person who has been placed in a
positiOn within the campaign organization
where it would reasonably appear that in the

ordinary course of campaign-related
activities he or she may authorize
expenditures.

11 C.F.R. S 109.1(b) (5).

Thus, when coordinating activities through an agent of a

candidate, or making expenditures through a person compensated

Lfl
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by a candidate, a committee Loses its independence by force of

Legal presumption.

The FEC has further interpreted these regulations in

several advisory opinions. For example, in Advisory Opinion

1979-80, the FEC stated that:

use of an agent of a candidate or
candidate's campaign coumittee by a
poLitical committee to make independent
expenditures, either for or against that
candidate or any opponent of that candidate,
raises the presumption that the expenditure
is made with the cooperation or prior
consent of, or in consultation with, or at
the request or suggestion of, a candidate or
any agent or authorized committee of such
candidate. Thus, use of an agent is
presumed to destroy the independence of the
expenditure . . .

More specifically, in the same advisory opinion; the FEC

stated that where an independent expenditure committee employs

the same political consultant as a candidate it supports, the

presumption of independence is destroyed. See AO 1979-80,

Situation 2. In addition, where an independent expenditure

committee engages the same direct mail firm as the opponent of

COMPLAINT - 7
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a candidate it opposes, the presumption is also destroyed where

the comunication used advocates the election or defeat of a

clearly identified candidate. See AO 1979-80. Situation 5.

See also Advisory Opinion 1982-20.

a. The Facts

1. Common Aqents and Vendors

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees have employed the same

political consultant (Hurst and Associates, 350 South 400 East,

Salt Lake City, Utah) and the same direct mailing firm (Amerad,

350 South 400 East, Salt Lake City, Utah). These same

political consultant and direct mailing firms nave been

employed jointly by Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees during

this 1982 election cycle when Ruff-PAC has been making its

allegedly ~independent" direct mail expenditures supporting

Senator Hatch.

COMPLAINT - 8
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According to financial disclosure reports filed with the

FEC, the Hatch Committees have made payments to Amerad

totalling in excess of $40,000, while Ruff-PAC has retained

this same service at a cost in excess of $6,000. Likewise, the

Hatch Committees have retained Burst and Associates at a

payment over time of over $140,000, with Rut f-PAC also making

payments to this firm in 1982 of over $1,000. As set forth in

these reports, the expenditures in question cover a wide range

of purposes, such as postage,' mailing services,~and

"consulting -- thus falling squarely witnin the scope of

Advisory Opinion l979-8O.~/'

These firms have received documented compensation from the

Hatch Committees, while at the same time presumably

participating in the independent expenditures made by Ruff-PAC

on Senator Hatch's behalf. Thus, Amerad and Hurst and

A/The type of services provided by these firms is
another area the FEC should investigate. Vague terms, such as
"consulting," do not reveal the extent of services that may be

provided, ranging from, for example, preparation of materials
to advice on campaign strategy.
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Associates are persons by whom or through whom independent

expenditures are made while receiving compensation or

reimbursement from the candidate or his agents -- the specific

activity pr6scribed by the Act and FEC Regulations.

2. Shared Office Facilities

In addition, Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Election Committee

shared offices and facilities together at 227 Massa~husett5

Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. Exhibit D (photograph), an~

Exhibit E (affidavit of Mr. Phil Noble). As Exhibit D shows, a

separate sign outside 227 Massachusetts Avenue carried the

names of both the Hatch Committee and Rut f-PAC, side-by-side.

Moreover, reports filed by Rut f-PAC confirm this arrangement by

d.isclosing payments by that committee to the Match election

Committee for rental and use of a copier.

In his affidavit, Mr. Noble, recounts a visit he paid to

the above address. upon entering the Hatch Election Committee

offices, and encountering an employee of that committee, Mr.

Noble stated that he thought that Rut f-PAC was also located

COMPLAINT - 10
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there. The employee replied that the Hatch Committee and

Rut f-PAC had indeed shared off ices, but Rut f-PAC had since

moved. This cooperation between the two committees precludes

any claim of independence by Rut t-PAC. By sharing the same

off ices and facilities, and most likely also staff, with the

Hatch Election Committee, Rut f-PAC clearly had access to the

candidate's campaign plans and strategies. This coordinAted

strategy is consistent with their use of common agents.

Notwithstanding Rut f-PAC's claimed "independent" ac ivities

during the 1980 elections and its avowed plans to continue

these activities in 1982 (Exhibit A), it is impossible to view

the close relationship with the Hatch Committees as maintaining

that "

- The FEC should investigate the possibility that.this

collusive activity destroys the presumption that independent

expenditures are made without "information about the

candidate's plans, or needs" provided by the candidate or his

agents. See 11 C.P.R. S 109.l(b)(4)(i)(A). Sharing offices,

staff and facilities would result in information about the

candidate's plans and needs being shared as well. It would

COMPLAINT - 11
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.1~
strain credulity to argue that such sharing of information with

an avowed independent expenditure committee, warn done without

any intention of itax being used for the benefit of the
candidate.

VP

o Finally, the Committee is aware that Ruff-PAC is planning

to make a large number of media expenditures in the near future

to benef it Senator Hatch. See Exhibit F. Even on the off

~q.
chance that the past mailings made by Ruff-PAC on behalf of

Senator Hatc~I did not cause Ruff-PAC to exceed the contribution

limits, these mailing expenditures when combined with the

o anticipated massive media expenditures clearly would. In view

of the clear pattern of cooperation and consultation between

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees, there is no possible means

of establishing that these media expenditures are bona fide

independent expenditures.

I IV. CONCLUSION

* I It should be plain that the Committee has offered

sufficient evidence of possible violations of the Act to

0

COMPLAINT - 12



~,~

justify a reason to believe finding and a full investigation

by the FEC. The FEC's Office of General Counsel has always

maintained that reason to believe findings rest on a do

minimus showing, a showing sufficiently adequate to justify the

invocation of the FEC's full investigatory powers. It is the

Committee's position in this .Complaint that more than a do

minimus level of evidence is set forth to warrant such an

investigation. The evidence shows that Ruff-PAC and the Batch

Committees have violated the Act in the following minner:

1. Violation of S 441a. The Committee has shown that

Ruff-PAC and the Batch Committees have employed the same

political consultant and direct mail service. In addition,

they have shared offices and facilities. Yet Ruff-PAC seeks to

make independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Match.

Under the legal presumption triggered by these

circumstances under FEC regulations and rulings, Ruff-PAC

cannot claim true aindependence here. No independence can

be asserted where the committee coordinates its activities with

a demonstrated agent of the campaign of a candidate who will

COMPLAINT - 13
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benefit from the independent expenditures, or where its

expenditures have been made, in effect, through a pezson who is

a paid employee or consultant of the Hatch Committees.

For these reasons, Ruff-PAC's current and planned

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch are serious violations

of the law. These expenditures are not independent, but

instead constitute contributions suoject to limitations

established in S 441a of the Act.

2. Violation of S 434. As of this date, Ruff-PAC has

failed to report any of its expenditures as either independent

expenditures on behalf of or contributions to the Hatch

Committees. Such activity should be reported as contributions

and not as independent expenditures. As such, they.must also

be disclosed by the Hat'h Committees. This, the Hatch

Committees have failed to do, as well.

In addition, as of October 1, 1982, Ruff-PAC has failed to

file its September monthly report.
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On the basis of the foregoing, the Committee requests that

the FEC:

1. Conduct a prompt and immediate investigation of the

facts and legal conclusions stated in this Complaints

2. Enter into a prompt conciliation with Rut t-PAC and the

Hatch Committees to remedy the violations alleged in this

Complaint, and most importantly, to ensure that no"!urther

violations occurg and

3. Impose any and all

violations alleged in this

Subscribed and sworn to me

appropriate penalties grounded in

Complaint.

peotfully submitted,

Robert * Bauer

Counsel, Wilson for Utah Committee

on this ~'~day of October, 1982.

My C~uimam Kzp~ra Jaauu7 1. 1fl7
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WITH A VIEW TOWARD 1982 BXNIBIT A

I
I

+1

I

U.S. SENATE RACES

Aneona
CalIfornia

Connecticut
Maine

Michigan
Nevada

New lersey
New York

Ohio
Texas

Vennont

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE RACES

Aniona
Califoenia
Colorado
fonda
Maine

New Mexico

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Washington

next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of the Republic. Either we reverse the direc-
tion of the last thirty years of political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards inflationary
ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

I urge you to continue your jenerous support now. Please give generously.
God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,

Howardj. Ruff
Chairman
P.S. Remember that it is nearing the end of the calendar year. The first 5100 contributed in a calendar year to a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a SSO direct tax credit on your federal income tax return. A 5200 contri-
bution entitles a couple filing a joint return to a S100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance for your help!

HOWARD-I betiew that luff PAC can make a significant dIfference
an 1952. It as vital that we support candidates that wall represent
put views while maintaining gaina made an 1950. Please accept
my donation in the amount rw hated below. My check or charge
card information enclosed.

Name:
Address

City/State:
Zap -

Neil H 5'ar. President
Ussarda S Stne~ie. Prog'a"n D.rr~tor

My donation is as followir
..............Check ...............Clsarge card

Name of Card
Expiration Date
Signature

5250 S100 S50 ... Osher

would also lilac to donut my time or services

M~.e ciu,.rL paVdble to Rull PAC
1575 South State Street. Suite 1400
Orem Utah 8.tC57
t5O1'2S-~e~ I -

In 1980. Ruff-PAC supported 35 CongressIonal candidates with direct financial support, assistance with Campaign
strategy, and Independent expenditures. Of these candidates. 27 were victorious. .. and that translates Ruff-
PACs efforts into a 77% success rate. More than dramatic results considering that Ruff.PAC supported only
underdogs and closely contested races!

But 1982 represents an even greater challenge. First, being an off year election, we can expect the traditional
resurgence of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the country where
free enterprise candidates meet opponents backed by liberal special interests. But more Importandy, the opposition
has learned much from the 1980 electIons. We can expect their strategy to incorporate some of the hard lessons
learned in 1980. In short, without your help now, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain the trend only
begun in the last election.

As no worthy effort goes unfunded, no worthy candidate can be elected without donations from those who can
offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources
needed for 1982. There is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put America
back on the right track.

Listed below are Ruff-PAC's initial target states for 1982. In these states. Ruff-PAC will work through direct
contributions, direct campaign strategy agaistance, or independent expenditures to elect sarong free enterprise
candidates who will support fiscally sound and morally prudent legislation.
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Howard J. Ruff

Chaiman

EXHIBIT

1835 South State St., Suite 150, Orem, Utah 8405* 1-801-225-0622

'if,'

Dear Friend:
VI0 fI Will you help~get the facts out on Orrin latch? We

want to let at least one million people in Utah know the facts
K about Senator Orrin lacch. -

Will you, after reading this letter, fill out the coupon*1. and return it to us with your contribution? IAs our gift to you, our way of saying thank you, we would
like to send you a free conpl±nentary first edition of the )
ne~i, exciting, and highly informative hardback entitled Orrin
Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. This is a
fascinating behind-the-scenes account.

o I Why are we doing all of this? We are not members ofHatch's campaign staff. We're not even advisors.

We are an independent political action cameittee
determined to let Utah know the facts about Orrin Batch-toC - let then evaluate him. lot on cheap innuendoes or
demagoguery. But evaluate him with his record. Host Utahus

gJ) will agree-Senator Orrin Hatch has done an outstanding jobfor Utah and the United States.
CC) With the money we raise, we will purchase radio and TV

time and newspaper space, and detail the Senator's record. We
will write press releases, make phone calls, and stump thej streets to let voters know the facts.

As part of this endeavor, we are offering Dr. Richard
Vetterli's insightful and carefully prepared biography on
Senator Hatch. Orrin was a bit reluctant to have a
biography--he felt it was a bit much. Afterall, who is he?

Well, who is he? Just what has he done?

Orrin Batch. Challenging the Washington Establishment
chronicles his amasing challenge and victory over established

* Senator Frank Moss. The first few chapters tell in a fresh,
crisp style one of the most interesting success stories in
United States Senate-race history.

Without dropping. the pace, the author then relates the
highlights of Senator Hatch's outstanding rise to national



leadership and service to Utah. Behind the scenes stories fill EXHIBIT 3

* or with your VISAIHastarCard information (as provided for on

* the coupon) in the next five days, we'll quickly send you a
;iQkI;~flbt~i?;e82. gift ~ Page 2

biography of Senator Orrin latch. Give copies to your

I
Remember the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax credit on

federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple

joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance
help.

Contributors who send more than $25 will receive the Orrin Hatch

absolutely fee. Send us $100 and we'll give you five books. Send

we'll give you 15 books. Send $500 and you can give 35 friends
Could you also include $1 for postage and handling? Our thanks

concern and generosity.

that luff PAC can make a significant difference in the Orrin Hatch

It is vital we support candidates who will represent our views.

donation in the amount I've listed below. Please send me copies

Hatch biography. Hy check or charge card information is enclosed.

Name___________________________ Address__________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP___________________________________________________________________________

Ky ~ionation is as follows: Check Charge Card
VISA/Mastercard No. __------------------

Lxpirarion Date_____________________
Signature_______________________________________

$1000 5750 ___S300 ___$250 p100 ___$50 ___$25 ___Other

Make check payable to: luff PAC 1835 South Scare Street, Suite 150, Oren, Utah 84057
Howard 3. Ruff, Chairman
Neal 3. Blair. president

r- (~(?~
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EXHIBIT C
Howardj. Ru

Chaisman

1875 South State Street, Suite 1400. Orem, Utah 84057
'if,'

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY
OF THE COMMEMORATIVE FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOO

C'! "ORRIN HATCH"
Dear Friend of Orrin Hatch,

- For one month only. Ruff-PAC, a national citizen's political action corn-
mittee dedicated to supporting free enterprise candidates, will give a copy of ~
the book to any Hatch supporter who donatesS25 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our~ ~
way of saying thank youbryour generous contribution. This Is a minimum ~ 'i
biggest supporters. Federal law al ows us to contribute up to 510.000 to '

contribution. if you can give more, please do. For Ruff-PAC Is one of Hatch's 2~
Hatch's election campaign. We plan to do Just that with the contributions we

THE INNER WORKINGS OF WASHINGTON. N

Discover the Incredible backroom dealings surroundin action on abor. ...... ~

tion, also the never before told stories of the creation an hind
o the balanced budget and tax limitation amendment.

FIND OUT WHAT THE IRON TRIANGLE IS AND HOW IT
AFFECTS LEGISLATIVE DECISIONS. L

Rarely has a book been able to capture the imagination while being a phenominal educational tool. Aftq
C reading "Orrin Hatch", Americans will receive a clearly outlined vision of a careful course out of the mire.

RuffPAC is overwhelmed with the opportunity of giving you this profound, factual hardback book. Ruff-P
is dedicated to electing strong free.enterprlse candidates who will fight to strengthen our economy and our
tional defense.

Feel free to use the enclosed postage paid return envelope to mall your contribution to Ruff-PAC. To th
who send us Immediately a contribution of 525 or more, we will rush to youa copy of "Orrin Hatch" the mom
It gets off the press. Please add Si for each book ordered for~age and handling.

For those who would like to send this insightful and beautifully bound 7hardback book to friends a
relatives, we will send you tow books with a contribution of 550 or more and three books when you contrib
SlOOorrnore.

Thank you so much for your support and we hope you thoroughly enjoy "Orrin Hatch" -

Compliments of Ruff.PAC.
With warm regards,

Neal B. Blair
President

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I;;;*eve uuff.PAc can make a significant difference in 1982. Please My donation Ia as followz
send me ~ (copies) of Orrin Hatch. Please accept my en~ SZSO...S100.......S5O..Otket
donation In the amount ~ .Check ........ViaalMastercard

Name __________________________________________ VisalMaatercard Number -"--"--

___________________________________________________ Eapiration Date ___________________________________________

Addztss __________________________________________

Ciry.'Sxatc.'Z~p Signature

Make check Davable to: Huff PAC. 1875 South State Street. Suite 1400, Orern, Utah 84057 (801) 2250622

nad for by Duff PAC. so md.peirdo~t pohccul are.,, comso~uM A copy of our Mpof9 so srfd. o.mh d.. F~smi ciafos CoUOmfSi*5O. Wsshtftg~oO.. DC

I- I~o-~2-C.



EXHIRIT C~ '5g~w ~

Ruff.PACPRESENTS
AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A

COMPLIMENTARY COPY OF THE COMMEMORATIVE
FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

ORRIN HATCH
by Dr. Richard Vetterli

owIlaejimcradJbIebock~oomdbolinpsUWOtINdilt5
frpsk ritre action on abortion.

Pladoutwliotths ron 7oqieisondhowitffctdlli
1.gishnwdacfsionL

baa few weeks. one of the moat profound sad Insightful books on
the Inner workings of our government will roll off the presses. Orrin
Ha sAIled with exciting and provocative stories surrounding the
rise In national prominence of Senator Orrin Hatch as well as an in*
siz:fuI understandizg at ~e ~ politics. ;:otcss. 0mm
HalC*IS destined so he an American classic.

Duly a limitad number of copies will be avaIlable In this first
commemorative adltion. We want you to have one as our gift.

Only a limited number of conthbutors to Ruff.PAC will he able
to receiveanadvanced hardback copy of the book - your own copy
before It hIts the national bookstores.

For one month only. Ruff.PAC will ~reacoP~~ofthe book to any
subscriber who donates IlSormoreto way of asying
thank you for the generous contribution. This is a minimum con*
tribution. If you can give more, please do.

Oda Hatch Is a provocative look at bow an unknown but
remarkably talanted Salt Lake Cl~ law~r rose to national pro-
minence overnight, becoming one champ~ of the
conservgtive causes and. amasingly. In just 48 montha. rue the
chairman of the most sIgnifIcant and largest oversIght committee In
the United States Senate. No success story has ever read like that of
Utah's OruIn Ha~

Scholar and writer Dr. Richard Vetterli explains in detail how the
United Swes has gotten Into the flna~cial and moral mess It is

currently mash. shows how the Samatar from Utah fought 10640-
toe against the Kautedys. ktcOwettis~ and MatrenbaginS of the
Senate. He carefully draws the background and depicts the sUug~
of the conservative movement aplast the onslsu~ht of
Lbcras a.~d ~hebr p~ap.s for an c5ak~Iri3fl. monoUthic society

Hoe only are the life and times and suwuu~aa of OrwIn Hatch
chronicled, but the emergence of the imply end ac-
curately erplained. Orrin Hard, goetrays the desale liberal. Rarely
has anyone written with such clarity. bilight. and detail. The book te
filled with clause stories of polItical battles - battles that Hatch
sometimes won, sometimes hat - heft rugarian of the results, the
senator remains stesMa to hIs convlctloms and unyieMWg to the
pressures of national promleome.

Feel free to use the coupon below to key donation to RuE.
FAC. To those who send as ImmedIately a omntributlm of 125 or
more. w wiflrushtoyouaoopyOf Onb Hatch. the inrguentit gots
off the press. Please add 51 or more for postage andD~
those wito would like to saud thIs haIghiful and bea
hardback book to friends and relatIves, we will send you two books
with a contributiOn of 550 or mum. end three books when you corn-
tribute 5100 or more. lutwe must urusyso to remember the supply
of first edItIon hardback copies Is linritad and the deadline Is In one
month. Act today so you Won't be disappointed on misting out on
this erclusive offer.

~q.

r~)
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EXHIBI? C

Chairman's Report on
Ruff-PAC, A National

** * ** **** Independent Political Action Committee * * ** * *** *

THE 1980 ELECTIONS.. . THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR ITSELF

Ruff-PAC experienced great success in 1980. Take a close look at RufI-PAC5 record.. .winning 27 of 35 races.
All of Ruff-PACscaztdidates were either decided w~derdop or in closely contested races!

U.S. SENATE
Reaff-PAC Ruff-PACs
Won/lost Candidate

JEREMIAH DENTON
FRANK MURKOWEKI
Mary Buchanan
PAULA HAWKINS
STEVEN SYMMS
David OMal
DAN QUAThE
cHARLESCRASSLEY
Gene McNary
ALFONSE M. DAMATO
JOHN P. EAST
DONALD NICKLES
JAMES ABDNOR
Steward Ledbener
ROBERT W. KASTEN
SLADE GORTON

Ruff-PACs
Opposition

* JlmFolsom.Jr.
clarkcmsnln.
Gary Hart
Bill Cunter
Prank Church
Alan Duo"
Ditch Bayh
John C. Culver
Thomas Eagleton
Elicabeth Holtzman
Robert Morgan
Andy Coats
George McGovern
Patrick Leahy
Gaylord Nelson
Warren Magreison

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (Congressional District Noted by State)

Richard H. Huff
EUGENE CHAPPIE
BOBBI FIEDLER
ROBERT K. DORNAN
DAVID DREIER
JOHN PATRICK HILER
JIM JEFERIES
BILL EMERSON
Anne Bagnal
BOB McEWEN
DLNNIS SMITH
David C~ DiCarlo
CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER
ThOMAS R. HARTNETT
JACK M. FIELDS
Jim Bradshaw
RON PAUL
JAJ.tES V. HA~SLN
FRANK R. WOLF

Morris Wall
Harold Iohnson
James Connan
Car, Peck
lames Uoyd
John Brademas
SamKeys
Bill Burlison
Stephen Neal
Ted Strickland
AlUUman
Marc Marks
Edward Beard
Mendel Davis
Bob Eckhardt
lames Wright
Milie AMrews
Gunn McKay
Joseph Fisher

WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Loss
WON
WON
Lou
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lou
WON
WON

State
ALABAMA
ALASKA
Colorado
FLORIDA
IDAHO
Illinois
INDIANA
I~A
Missouri
NEW YORK
N. CAROUNA
OKLAHOMA
S. DAKOTA
Vermont
WISCONEIN
WASHINGTON

Lou
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lou
WON
WON
Lou
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON

Arizona
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
INDuANA

MISSOURI
N. Carolina
OHIO
OREGON
Pennsylvania
R. ISLAND
S. CAROLINA
S L' AC

Tessa
Tw~
UTAH
VIRC~NIA
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AFFIDAVIT OF PHIL NOBLE

I, Phil Noble, do herewith swear and depose as

follows:

1. Through the firm that I own and operate, Phil

Noble and Associates of Washington, D.C., I have participated

4 in the formulation of campaign strategy and the conduct of

- II research in support of various candidates for public office.

One of my firm' s clients has been the Wilson for Utah Commit-

tee, and I am active in my own personal support for the

I') election of Mayor Ted Wilson of Salt Lake City, Utah to the

Lfl United $tates Senate.

o 2. Having learned of the active efforts made and

planned by Ruff-PAC on behalf of Mr. Wilson's opponent, 
I

O made a visit to what I understood to be Ruff-PACs address

m here in Washington, D.C., 227 Massachusetts Avenue, I4.W.,

I Washington, D.C. It was my expectation to pick up Ruff-PAC

literature which would describe the scope of their operations

in this election year in Utah.

3. The sign outside of 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,

which carried the names of various resident businesses, 
included

a separate plaque with the names of both Ruff-PAC and 
the

Hatch Election Cogumittee. When I arrived at Ruff-PAC'S

.off ices, however, I found instead an office housing the

Hatch Election Cowunittee.

- -
r-2~(2~
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Affidavit of Phil Noble Page 2

4. I asked an employee I encountered at the Hatch

Election Committee whether I had somehow found the wrong

addzess, but he informed me that Ruff-PAC had, in fact,

once shared these same offices with the Hatch Election Coin-

~u.ttee. Ruff-PAC, he told me, had since moved.

/ ~
*/fr1//

Phil Noble - 6-~~

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 6th day
of October, 1982.

M~ ~ ~ J3~A87 1, 1937
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EXHIBIT F
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K~1iIff'~AC 'S~ $5~X~OO41.fiA S '3~ ~

4..

011KM (UP!) netion Frsmk.ChtWCh.tnldbI~~ In lOW. ~nd

committee led by .wIdCly.kflO%'~1t fitaan* believeS4, the ads *wcr abshlW?.

cia! entWiSt Iloward huff p111315 ii) spend , IcVO5tIttiIiC~ , .. .:...."

'vailvi candidatas this
mere th.au ~OOOOO to he aset cnae5t-*.,,,,,,,.. Ncgrd'vC CmpalglU ,~*

funding a series of negative Negative campMfL!1~5 run by Indepal'
'Co 

eanIlintIwls, dent groups hievo been 3oudiy critleisod
,natlonwide. ~' in Uu~h this y.uar by IAii)1 DcrnOCtSU

-
The director of the fluff PAC. Nell and Tt.publicaanl. but 1Ji~,iVfISiIl~

Blair, said the Orem-basd L.rwiup wilt th~5e Cfl~5 ~ the inte!Ilge"q

be aCtivO utihe reetection figitb elf ULhh Utiah voters."

*. RepubUeflhl Sen. Orrin Ilasicle .,nd ~ 5 t.ns'~iiliy UiitOPhIStICfltSd pe..

CI palgne. '1 think they help to clarify
ffaMeU. 55 12h.tri.iCt hIU~lW thOSe
RepubllCSfl ConClO5Sm~Ifl 1  ~ hineS pie who kind of chargeS,"

congressloflftl campaign of ltep&eldIca" ,he said of negntivC eats

Ray B~.ck~am.. . ~ and cnrdidaaWS have pleaity;of .

Blair also said the fluff pAChiegleda opput UtUtY to rcr.i!y to an uni ant attack

~2 ~ :a ~O fl~ I roin un 1~i~~pend~flt grOup.

.DemOCr~t1C Congtehaii~4fl Ji&4A'

biggest, strongeSt end most 1.,werftil
liberalS ever to serve in the iII4USS.:

r: and has begun. a cuntpaigfl .,,;;iinSt;

'*Virginia's Sen. Robert Byrd.;'

* 
I *~ . PAC'SCSI~llbIilfl .S :: il

~ .The Ruff-PAC co'JectS contributions;
acrOsS the country from followers of I

howard 
Ttulf,.whO 

gleati the cueiscrva.1

ncwspaPer. lIuLf Times, aeid lus teddy
~tive'5 , investment advice (rice" hiss

radio ond teieviliOfl comnleultltflCS.l 
. -'S

* fluff. Mormon, moved to centrati Utah

CO ~lasLyCAI'~ .1. .K g.' .*..~

flair clnlint the. PAC has good
* track record of.. succesSful jwilIfl~~ii

activity. huving spnt ~l4.OflO out

canippigfll. Blair 5~4Id of the l~ secuator-;.

iii! c~entlidatcS the PAC cwttrulagIt~il to
that year. 15 were eventuaUy clectcd.

He points out Ruff-PAC sputa s!~*OflO
iii a l~st.niutitIte advertisiuag bhti. L0l4lP

defeat longtime Dq..mocratig S.n.4tur,

S

r -
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Conservatives to get,
aid from Ruff 'PAC

ORE)( ~WD - The political action he said in defense of negative seer.
* comrnlUae led by financial analyst paigna. "I think they help t

Howard Rd plans to upend more than ispues, and candidates have plenty of
* $500,000 to help elect conservative opportunity to reply to an unfair aumek.

candidates this fall, includingfundinga from an Independent group."
series of negative caniPalVss nation' Blair added "the best thing ahmiaa

Independent campaign Ia Uw~ e~
* The director of the Rd PAC. Neil spend as much mosey as they waM

Blalr, said the Orem-based group will attaclting or supporting eanildales"
be active in the reelectlonfightsofUtah while federal law limits their iueel

* Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch and Involvement In the candidate's
Republican Rep. James Hansen. as "official" campaign.
well as the 3rd Disuict CongresSional Hatch brought. Independeel em
campaign of Republican Ra7 paigna under fire in J~me when he

rejected help from the National Prn.'
Blair also said the Rd PAC has led Ufe Political Action Committee, whieb.

a 8125.OoonegativeaTt*CkOnincwnbent promised to spend 1200000 In Utah t'
Democratic congressman Jack Brooks discredit Hatch's challenger, SaltLake ~
ci Texas, whom be calls "one of the lisyor Ted Wilson. -

.blcgest, strongest and most P~"'~ Blair said the Rd PAC ma)j
liberals ever to serve tn the House, contribute to the National Ps,~ZAfe
and has begun a campaign againt PAC. ~ hU ~ ~
Virginia's Sen Robert Bylti. Wilson campaign absent Ketch's

-. The Rd PAC collects contubutions support.
across the counby from followers Of "People inUta~ have ap.ps.ult~ite .s

* Howard Rd. whoglean the cOfl5~i~ put their principles ahead of their
lives investment advice from his poclu±l~ooks in voting, and they are In
newspaper RuM 'flmes, and his weekly tune with Hatch's philosophies," Blair

* radio and television commentaries, said..
Blair claims the PAC has a good The Rd PAC leader said that thls'~

back record of successful political year the PAC already has ~afuD.dme*
activity, having spent $114,000 on 1990. operative in West Virginia laying I
campaigns. Blair said of the 19 senaWr'~ groundwork for a campaign against"1

;: lal candidates the PAC contributed ~ Senate ?~finonty Leader Rol~e~iBVrd," ~
* that year. 15 were e~cntualb' elected.

He points out Ruff PAC spent ~ ~ Despite the Rd. PAC' activity .~

In alast.minutead~eFti5ingbliUtOhelp against Brooks, the incumbent over-.~
defeat longtime Democratic Sen. Frank came a primary challenge and appears
Church in Idaho in 1990, and believes to be a strong contender this falL
the ads 'were absolutely devastating." Blair saidthe goal cfRuUPACls"tO 1

Negative campaigns run by indepen. help change America." They have if

dent groups have been loudly criticized formed two other groups - "Free the I
and Republicans, but Blair claims. - to publicize their political ldeasl.
these critics "insult the intelligence ~ Ruff is best lasown for his financial
us Utah thIs year by both Democrats. Eagle" and "Howard RuM Foundation"
Utah voters." . . advice. but Blair insists the PAC Is also

"It is basically unsophisticated pe.. interested in moral and defense issues,
pIe who make those kind of chargesP' with a conservative twist.

1*1
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November 5, 1982 CASLEt5T~AMNERGE.

CO

Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commissiofl
1325 K Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1484

(%1
Dear Mr. Gross:

This responds to your letters to Hatch Election

CoTrJflittee and Friends of Orrin 
Hatch Committee, dated October 

15,

In 3.982, in which you reported tnat Wi~.sGfl for Utah Coz~mittee had

filed a complaint with the Federal 
Election Commission on October

o 14, 1982, which alleged that Ruff political 
Action Committee,

Hatch Election Committee and Friends 
of Orrin Hatch Committee may

have violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended. This matter has been numbered MUR 1484.

Enclosed herewith, for your records, is a copy of a

Statement of Designation of Counsel, 
signed by the Treasurer of

Hatch Election Committee and Friends 
of Orrin Hatch Committee,

designating the undersigned as 
their counsel in corfl~iectiOfl with

this matter. Hatch Election Committee is the 
principal campaign

committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, a candidate 
for election to

the United States Senate from 
the State of Utah. Friends of

Orrin Hatch Committee is an authorized 
committee of Senator

Hatch. This constitutes a response by 
both Hatch Election

Committee and Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee, which are

hereinafter together referred to as the "Hatch Committees."

In its complaint, Wilson for Utah 
Committee alleged

that Ruff Political Action Committee 
("RUff-PAC") was reportedly

planning to make substantial expenditures 
in support of the

election of Senator Hatch; and, that by reason of certain

asserted facts, such expenditures~ if made, would 
not qualify as

independent expenditures as defined 
in 2 U.S.C. 431(17).



Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Page Two
November 5, 1982

The Treasurer of the Hatch Committees advises that
their records reveal that Ruff-PAC reimbursed the Hatch
Committees for certain expenses, all of which were reported in
their periodic reports. Ruff-PAC has not formally advised the
Hatch Committees that it has made any in-kind contributions on
behalf of the Hatch Committees. Furthermore, counsel has been
advised by representatives of Ruff-PAC that any plans they may
have had to make "independent expenditures" in support of Senator
Hatch were cancelled and that, through and including November 2,
1982, no such expenditures were made. It is anticipated that the
response submitted to you by Ruff-PAC will substantiate that
fact.

By reason of the fact that Ruff-PAC did not make any of
its planned expenditures in support of Senator Hatch, the
complaint fails to support a finding that the Hatch Committees
are in violation of the limitations contained in 2 U.S.C. 441a by
reason of the activities of Ruff-PAC. It is respectfully
submitted, therefore, that no further action should be taken

against tne hatcri Committees in connection with this matter.

Sincere'{'y yours~

~% (9+,L~
j. c~urtis Herge

in Counsel to Hatch Election
Committee and Friends of
Orrin Hatch Committee

enclosure



BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 'S

COMPLAINT

WILSON FOR UTAH COMMITTEE, )
)

Petitioner, ) -

v. 
) MUR NO.

RUFF POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE, 
)

HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE, 
)

FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH COMMITTEE, 
))

ORRIN G. HATCH, )

CM RespondentS.

('4

('4

I. INTRODUCTION

- The Wilson for Utah Committee ("the Committee") ..files this

0

complaint pursuant to S 437g (a) (1) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), alleging

In violationS of the Act by the Ruff political Action Committee

("RUff-PAC")i the Hatch Election Committee, 
the Friends of

S
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Orrin Hatch Committee and 
Orrin G. Hatch ("Senator Hat~hw).Y

(Hereinafter~ the term "Hatch Committees" 
will be used to refer

to all authorized committees 
of Senator Hatch unless 

otherwise

noted.)

The Committee specificallY 
alleges tnat Ruff-PAC has

violated, and plans tO continue violating, 
the Act by making

contributions in excess of tne Act's 
limitations to the Hatch

Committees and that the 
Hatch Committees have violated, 

and

will continue to violate, t1~e Act Dy accepting these exceSSive

contributions. 2 U.S.C. S 441a. The Committee maintains 
that

C"

these violations result 
from allegedly "independent"

(%4
expenditures by Ruff-PAC on behalf of 

Senator Hatch --

In
l/The Wilson for Utah Committee 

is the principal campaign

0 committee of Ted Wilson, 1982 Democratic nominee 
for the united

States Senate in the State of Utah. The Ruff political Action

Committee is a registered 
multicandidate committee 

organized to

o support candidates seeKing 
nomination or election 

to federal

office. The Hatch Election Committee 
is the principal campaign

committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, 
1982 Republican nominee 

for the

CO United States Senate in 
the State of Utah. The Friends of Orrin

Hatch Committee is an authorized committee 
organized to support the

re~electiOn to federal office of Orrin 
Hatch. Orrin Hatch is a

United States Senator from the State of Utah 
and the Republican

nominee for re~&electiOn to that office in 1982.

a
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expenditures which, in reality, have been and will continue to

be coordinated with, and made in cooperation and consultation

with, the Hatch Committees. All the committees have further

violated the Act by failing to report the making or receiving

of the excessive contributions in violation of 2 U.s.c. S 434.

The Committee seeks immediate Commission action to rectify

these violations, including expedited investigation into this

complaint, prompt conciliation with the respondent~ and the

imposition of app~upriate civil penalties.

CM

II. RUFF-PAC "INDEPENDENT" ACTIVITY ON BEHALF OF THE
HATCH COMMITTEES

Ruff-PAC calls itself an "independent political action

Lfl
committee" which supports candidates for federal office through

0
"direct financial support, assistance with campaign strategy,

and independent expenditures." Exhibit A.

In

Recently, in this election year, Ruff-PAC solicited contri-

butions for the purpose of making a $10,000 contribution to and

unlimited independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.

Exhibits B & C. In its solicitations, Ruff-PAC advocates the

S
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election of Senator Hatch to the Senate in clear and

unambiguouS terms. Oddly enough, as of its August monthly

report filed with the Federal Election Commission, Ruff-PAC had

not reported either contributions to or independent

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.a' Yet, whatever

accounts for Ruff-PAC'S reporting failures, it can reasonably

be presumed that the production and mailing costs of such a

mailing would exceed the $5,000 per election contribution

limitation imposed by 2 U.S.C. S 44la.~' It follow~, then,

that unless the solicitation was a bona fide "independent"
IA,

expenditure, it would exceed the statutory contribution limits.

q~.

2/it should be noted that as of Friday, October 1,

1982, Ruff-PAC'S September monthly report had not as yet been

In received by the Federal Election Commission. The filing date

for monthly reports is the 20th of each month. This raises the

possibility of an additional reporting violation by Ruff-PAC

which the Commission should investigate.

3/This is, in any event, an appropriate question for

exploration by the FEC when investigating the Complaint. The

FEC should note, however, the mailing solicits contributions by

offering a hard-bound limited edition biography of Senator

Hatch in return. Any amounts spent by Ruff-PAC to finance the

production and promotional costs of this book must also be

accounted for in assessing the level of the Ruff-PAC'S spending

on behalf of Senator Hatch.

U
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As set forth below, the Committee asserts that the

expenditures were not independent and were in fact excessive

~ontribution5. L4oreOver, there have been repeated reports,

referenced in this Complaint, that Ruff-PAC expects to

undertake in the near future massive new -- and equally bogus

-- "independent" expenditures to promote the election of

Senator Hatch.

III. THE RELATIONSHIP OF RUFF-PAC AND THE HATCH COMMITTEES:
BOGUS "INDEPENDENCE"

A. The Law

Under the Act, an independent expenditure must be made

"without cooperation or consultation with any candidate, 
or any

LI) authorized committee or agent of such candidate." 2 U.S.C.

0

S 431(17). The Federal Election Commission ("FEC") in its

regulations defines "(m]ade with the cooperation or with the

prior consent of . . ." as, among other things:

S
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(A) Based on information about the
candidate's plans, projects, or needs
provided to the expending person by the
candidate, or by the candidate's agents,
with a view toward having an expenditure
made;

(B) Made by or through any person who is,
or has been, authorized to raise or expend
funds, . . . or who is, or has been,
receiving any form of compensation or
reimbursement from the candidate, the
candidate's committee or agent.

11 C.F.R. SS 109.1(b) (4) (i) (A), (B).

The regulations define the term "agent" as:

any person who has actual oral or written
authority, either express or implied, to
make or to authorize the making of
expenditures on behalf of a candidate, or

any person who has been placed in a
position within the campaign organization
where it would reasonably appear that in the

o ordinary course of campaign-related
activities he or she may authorize
expenditures.

11 COFOR. S 109.1(b) (5).

If?

Thus, when coordinating activities through an "agent" of a

candidate, or making expenditures through a person compensated

a
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by a candidate, a committee loses its independence by force of

legal presumption.

The FEC has further interpreted these regulations in

several advisory opinions. For example, in Advisory Opinion

1979-80, the FEC stated that:

use of an agent of a candidate or
candidate's campaign committee by a
political committee to make independent
expenditures, either for or against that
candidate or any opponent. of that candidate,
raises the presumption that the expenditure
is made with the cooperation or prior
consent of, or in consultation with, or at
the request or suggestion of, a candidate or
any agent or authorized committee of such
candidate. Thus, use of an agent is
presumed to destroy the independence of the
expenditure . . .

More specifically, in the same advisory opinion; the FEC

stated that where-an independent expenditure committee employs

the same political consultant as a candidate it supports, the

presumption of independence is destroyed. See AO 1979-80,

Situation 2. In addition, where an independent expenditure

committee engages the same direct mail firm as the opponent of

COMPLAINT - 7
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a candidate it opposes, the presumption is also destroyed where

the communication used advocates the election or defeat of a

clearly identified candidate. See AO 1979-80, Situation 5.

see ~ Advisory Opinion 1982-20.

B. The Facts

1. Common Agents and Vendors

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees have employed the same

political consultant (Hurst and Associates, 350 South 400 East,

Salt Lake City, Utah) and the same direct mailing firm (Amerad,

350 South 400 East, Salt Lake City, Utah). These same

political consultant and direct mailing firms nave been

employed jointly by Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees during

this 1982 election cycle when Ruff-PAC has been making its

allegedly "independent" direct mail expenditures supporting

Senator Hatch.

COMPLAINT - 8
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According to financial disclosure reports filed with the

FEC, the Hatch Committees have made payments to Arnerad

totalling in excess of $40,000, while Ruff-PAC has retained

this same service at a cost in excess of $6,000. Likewise, the

Hatch Committees have retained Hurst and Associates at a

payment over time of over $140,000, with Ruff-PAC also making

payments to this firm in 1982 of over $1,000. As set forth in

these reports, the expenditures in question cover a wide range

of purposes, such as "postage," "mailing services,"~and

"consulting" -- thus falling squarely within the scope of
0

Advisory Opinion

These firms have received documented compensation from the

Hatch Committees, while at the same time presumably

U) participating in the independent expenditures made by Ruff-PAC

0

on Senator Hatch's behalf. Thus, Amerad and Hurst and

0

4/The type of services provided by these firms is

another area the FEC should investigate. Vague terms, such as
"consulting," do not reveal the extent of services that may be
provided, ranging from, for example, preparation of materials
to advice on campaign strategy.

U
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Associates are persons by whom or through whom independent

expenditures are made while receiving compensation or

reimbursement from the candidate or his agents -- the specific

activity prQscribed by the Act and FEC Regulations.

2. Shared Office Facilities

In addition, Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Election Committee

shared offices and facilities together at 227 Mass&chusetts

Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. ExhikAt D (photograph), and

Exhibit E (affidavit of Mr. Phil Noble). As Exhibit D shows, a

separate sign outside 227 Massachusetts Avenue carried the

names of both the Hatch Committee and Ruff-PAC, side-by-side.

Moreover, reports filed by Ruff-PAC confirm this arrangement by

d-isclosing payments by that committee to the Hatch election
0

Committee for rental and use of a copier.

0

11) In his affidavit, Mr. Noble, recounts a visit he paid to

the above address. upon entering the Hatch Election Committee

offices, and encountering an employee of that committee, Mr.

Noble stated that he thought that Ruff-PAC was also located

6
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there. The employee replied that the Hatch Committee and

Ruff-PAC had indeed shared offices, but Ruff-PAC had since

moved. This cooperation between the two committees precludes

any claim of "independence" by Ruff-PAC. By sharing the same

offices and facilities, and most likely also staff, with the

Hatch Election Committee, Ruff-PAC clearly had access to the

candidate's campaign plans and strategies. This coordin&ted

strategy is consistent with their use of common agents.

Notwithstanding Ruff-PAC's claimed "independent" adtivities

during the 1980 elections and its avowed plans to continue

these activities in 1982 (Exhibit A), it is impossible to view
rE)

the close relationship with the Hatch Committees as maintaining

that "independence. H

IA) The FEC should investigate the possibility that Ahis

o collusive activity destroys the presumption that independent

expenditures are made without "information about the
0

candidate's plans, or needs" provided by the candidate or his

agents. See 11 C.F.R. S 109.l(b)(4)(i)(A). Sharing offices,

staff and facilities would result in information about the

candidate's plans and needs being shared as well. It would

S
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strain credulity to argue that such sharing of information with

an avowed independent expenditure committee, was done without

any intention of its, being used for the benefit of the

candidate.

Finally, the Committee is aware that Ruff-PAC is planning

to make a large number of media expenditures in the near future

to benefit Senator Hatch. See Exhibit F. Even on the off

chance that the past mailings made by Ruff-PAC on bbhalf of

Senator Hatch did not cause Ruff-PAC to exceed ~.he contribution

limits, these mailing expenditures when combined with the

anticipated massive media expenditures clearly would. In view
C~4

of the clear pattern of cooperation and consultation between

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees, there is no possible means

LI) of establishing that these media expenditures are bQna fide

o independent expenditures.

C
IV. CONCLUSION

LI)

Co

It should be plain that the Committee has offered

sufficient evidence of possible violations of the Act to

S
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jU5tify a "reason to believe" finding and a full investigation

* by the FEC. The FEC'S Office of General Counsel has always

maintained that "reason to believe" findings rest on a de

minimus showing, a showing sufficiently adequate to justify the

invocation of the FEC's full investigatory powers. It is the

Committee's position in this Complaint that more than a de

minimus level of evidence is set forth to warrant such an

investigation. The evidence shows that Ruff-PAC and the Hatch

Committees have violated the Act in the following ni~nner:

1. Violation of S 441a. The Committee has shown that

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees have employed the same
(%4

political consultant and direct mail service. In addition,

they have shared offices and facilities. Yet Ruff-PAC seeks to

make independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.

C

Under the legal presumption triggered by these
0

circumstances under FEC regulations and rulings, Ruff-PAC

cannot claim true "independence" here. No "independence" can

be asserted where the committee coordinates its activities with

a demonstrated "agent" of the campaign of a candidate who will

U

COMPLAINT - 13

V 12c426



benefit from the "independent" expenditures, or where its

expenditures have been made, in effect, through a person who is

a paid employee or consultant of the Hatch Committees.

For these reasons, Ruff-PAC's current and planned

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch are serious violations

of the law. These expenditures are not independent, but

instead constitute contributions subject to limitations

established in S 441a of the Act.

2. Violation of S 434. As of this date, Ruff-PAC has

failed to report any of its expenditures as either independent

('4

V expenditures on behalf of or contributions to the Hatch

Committees. Such activity should be reported as contributions

and not as independent expenditures. As such, theymust also

be disclosed by the Hatch Committees. This, the Hatch

V
Committees have failed to do, as well.

C

m
In addition, as of October 1, 1982, Ruff-PAC has failed to

file its September monthly report.

S
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0
On the basis of the foregoing, the Committee requests that

the FEC:

1. Conduct a prompt and immediate investigation of the

facts and legal conclusions stated in this Complaint;

2. Enter into a prompt conciliation with Ruff-PAC and the

Hatch Committees to remedy the violations alleged in this

Complaint, and most importantly, to ensure that no!urther

violations occur; and
~0

Iv)

3. Impose any and all appropriate penalties grounded in

violations alleged in this Complaint.

LI) R ..spectfully submitted,

C

~q. fBa

Robert uer
C, Counsel, Wilson for Utah CommitteeI-n

Subscribed and sworn to me on this x~day of October, 1982.

My Commission Expires January 1~ 1987

S

COMPLAINT - 15

F- ({of?$



WITH A VIEW TOWARD 1982~ BXaIBZT A

In 1980, Ruff-PAC supported ~ongressional candidates with direct finan~support, assistance with campaign
strategy and independent expenditures. Of these candidates, 27 were victorious. . and that translates Ruff-
PAC's efforts into a 77% success rate. More than dramatic results considering that Ruff-PAC supported only
underdogs and closely contested races!

But 1982 represents an even greater challenge. First, being an off year election, we can expect the traditional
resurgence of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the country where
free enterprise candidates meet opponents backed by liberal special interests. But more importantly, the opposition
has learned much from the 1980 elections. We can expect their strategy to incorporate some of the hard lessons
learned in 1980. In short, without your help now, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain the trend only
begun In the last election.

As no worthy effort goes unfunded, no worthy candidate can be elected without donations from those who can
offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources
needed for 1982. There is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put America
back on the right track.

Listed below are Ruff-PAC's initial taTget states for 1982. In these states, Ruff-PAC will work through direct
contributions, direct campaign strategy assistance, or independent expenditures to elect strong free enterprise
candidates who will support fiscally sound and morally prudent legislation.

U.S. SENATE RACES

Arizona
California

Connecticut
Maine

Michigan
Nevada

New Jersey
New York

Ohio
Texas

Vermont

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE RACES

Arizona
California
Colorado
Florida
Maine

New Mexico
Oregon

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Washington

The next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of the Republic. Either we reverse the direc-
o tion of the last thirty years of political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards inflationary

ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.
I urge you to continue your generous support now. Please give generously.
God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,
U)

Howard I. Ruff
Chairman
P.S. Remember that it is nearing the end of the calendar year. The first SIOO contributed in a calendar year to a
candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a S50 direct tax credit on your federal income tax return. A 5200 contri-
bution entitles a couple filing a joint return to a 5100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance for your help!

HOWARD. I believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference
in 1982. It is vital that we support candidates that will represent
pur views while maintaining gains made in 1980. Please accept
my donation in the amount i've listed below. My check or charge
card information enclosed.

My donation is as follows:
.................Check .............Charge card

Name of Card

Expiration Date
Signature

Name:
Addres $100 ........5750 ....... $500

.....5250 ........S100 ......SSO .......... Other

........i would ako like to dorate my time or servic~.
City/State:
Zip:

',~.J'd I !R.~f. CI:r~rar ~ cht.c~ pava~le to:
Neal B ELar. President
L3wada S. s-Y;~ Prcg'a'r D.rectc'r

Ruif PAC
1575 South State Street. Suite 1400
Orerri. Utah 84C~57
($01) 225-C.~2 I - kgo( 2-i,



Howard J. Huff

ChaiTman

EXHIBIT B

1835 South State St., Suite 150, Orem, Utah 84057

1-801--225-0622

Dear Friend:

Will you help me get the facts out on Orrin Hatch? Wewant to let at least one million people in Utah know the facts
about Senator Orrin Hatch.

Will you, after reading this letter, fill out the coupon
and return it to us with your contribution?

As our gift to you, our way of saying thank you, we wouldlike to send you a free complimentary first edition of thenew, excir~~ng, and highly informative hardback entitled OrrinHatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. This is a
fascinating behind-the-scenes account.

Why are we doing all of this? We are not members of
Hatch's campaign staff. We're not even advisors.

We are an independent political action co~ittee* determined to let Utah know the facts about Orrin Hatch-to
icr them evaluate him. Not on cheap innuendoes or1.0 demagoguery. But evaluate him with his record. Most Utahns

will agree-Senator Orrin Hatch has done an outstanding jobfor Utah and the United States,

With the money we raise, we will purchase radio and TVo time and newspaper space, and detail the Senator's record. Wewill write press releases, make phone calls, and stump the
streets to let voters know the facts.

As part of this endeavor, we are offering Dr. RichardVetterli's insightful and carefully prepared biography onSenator Hatch. Orrin was a bit reluctant to have abiography--he felt it was a bit much. Afterall, who is he?

Well, who is he? Just what has he done?

Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment
chronicles his amazing challenge and victory over established* Senator Frank Moss. The first few chapters tell in a fresh,
crisp style one of the most interesting success stories in
United States Senate-race history.

Without dropping. the pace, the author then relates the
highlights of Senator Hatch's outstanding rise to national



leadership service to Utah. Behind the nes *tor~e~ ~

this fast pa~~d narrative. V

Won't you help Ruff-PAC perform this critical 
service?

As an independent political action committee1 we 
can donate

$10,000 directly to the Hatch campaign, and spend whatever we

deem necessary in an independent endeavor to elaborate the

truth.

This we will do with your help. But time is running out

on us. The time to act is now.

So if you'll quickly send your donation either 
by check

or with your VISA/Mastercard information (as provided for on

the coupon) in the next five days, we'll quickly send you a

free gift of the hardback first edition, nearly 200-page

biography of Senator Orrin Hatch. Give copies to your

friends--it could make the difference in this 
election.

Thank you sincerely for your support. 
-.

Very truly yours,

4~~e~4

r') Neal. B. Blair
President

C~4
P.S. Remember the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 
direct tax credit on

your federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple

In filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance

for your help.
0

P.P.S. Contributors who send more than $25 will receive the Orrin Hatch

book absolutely free. Send us $100 and we'll give you five books. Send

C $250 and we'll give you 15 books. Send $500 and you can give 35 friends

a copy. Could you also include $1 for postage and handling? Our thanks

for your concern and generosity. ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CO------------------------------------------------------------------
NEAL--I believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant 

difference in the Orrin Hatch

campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates who will represent 
our views.

Please accept my donation in the amount I've listed below. Please send me copies

of the Orrin Hatch biography. My check or charge card information is enclosed.

Name___________________________ Address___________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP

My donation is as follows: Check Charge Card

VISA/Mastercard No.

Expiration Date______________________

Signature______________________________________
___$1000 ___S750 ___$500 $250 $100 ___$50 ___$25 ___Other

Make check payable to: Ruff FAG 1835 South State Street, Suite 150, Orem, Utah 84057
Woward J. Ruff, Chair~nan

Neal B. Blair, President

r- (~(?(



Howardj. Ruff
Chairman

1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orem, Utah 84057

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY

OF THE COMMEMORATIVE FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

Dear Friend of Orrin Hatch,

For one month only, Ruff-PAC, a national citizen's political action com-

mittee dedicated to supporting free enterprise candidates, will give a copy of

the book to any Hatch supporter who donatesS25 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our

way of saying thank you for your generous contribution. This is a minimum

contribution. If you can give more, please do. For Ruff-PAC is one of Hatch's

biggest supporters. Federal law allows us to contribute up to $10,000 to

Hatch's election campaign. We plan to do just that with the contributions we
receive.

0 READ OF THE INNER WORKINGS OF WASHINGTON.

Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding action on abor-

tion, also the never before told stories of the creation and impetus behind
the balanced budget and tax limitation amendment.

FIND OUT WHAT THE IRON TRIANGLE IS AND HOW IT
~ T ~(~TCT ATTIJP fl~CT~TONS..

t

,i.rrrI.~1o ~.3L.JA~J~ULLV

Rarely has a book been able to capture the imagination while being a phenominal educational tool. After

reading "Orrin Hatch", Americans will receive a clearly outlined vision of a careful course out of the mire.

Ruff-J'AC is overwhelmed with the opportunity of giving you this profound, factual hardback book. Ruff-PAC

o is dedicated to electing strong free-enterprise candidates who will fight to strengthen our economy and our na-
tional defense.

Feel free to use the enclosed postage paid return envelope to mail your contribution to Ruff-PAC. To those

who send us immediately a contribution of S25 or more, we will rush to you a copy of "Orrin Hatch" the moment

O it gets off the press. Please add Si for each book ordered for postage and handling.

For those who would like to send this insightful and beautifully boun dliardback book to friends and

~ relatives, we will send you tow books with a contribution of $50 or more and three books when you contribute
$100 or more.

Thank you so much for your support and we hope you thoroughly enjoy "Orrin Hatch" -

Compliments of Ruff-PAC.
With warm regards,

Neal B. Blair
President

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

I belilve Ruff*PAC can make a significant difference In 1982. Please My donation is as follows:

aend roe copy (copies) of Omn Hatch. Please accept g~~' S1000....S750...S50
0 .S25O1~L.......S5o~-Otber

donation in the amount I've listed.
Check ____VisaiMastercard

Name _______________________________________ 
VisalMastercard Number OD~EOOOmZI1~E

Address _____________________________________________________ 
Expiration Date _____________________________________________

Ci tv 'St~ t rho _____________________________________________ 
Si gr~ a tu re ______________________________________________

'~' ~.t~ft' ~~uc~1~ ~ Ruff-PAC. 1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orern, Utah 84057 (801) 225-0622

rii~ icr by RI.~!! PAC. an ~nd ~dent ~.ncz! actCfl evmT~~e~ A copy ci Our ftpcr ~ on f~, with the Fe~.ti1 £1cCUOt~ ~rnm&u1ofl. washit.g~on. DCV

~qrn

C~J



'age
* RUff~PACPRESENTS: *
AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A

COMPLIMENTARY COPY OF THE COMMEMORATIVE
FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

ORRIN HATCH
by Dr. Richard Vetterli

Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding
legislative action on abortion.

Find out what the Iron 7'rian~le is and how it affects daily
legislative decisions.

In a few weeks, one of the most profound and insightful books on

the in.ner workings of our government wiU roll off the presses. Orrin

Hatch is filled with exciting and provocative stories surrounding the

rise in national prominence of Ser.ator Orrin Hatch as well as an in.

IPatch is dettined to be an American classic.

Only a limited number of copies will be available in this first

commemorative edition. We want you to have one as our gift

Only a limited number of contibutors to Ruff.PAC will be able

to receive an advanced hardback copy of the book - your own copy

before it hits the national bookstores.
For one month only, Ruff.PAC will give a copy of the book to any

subscriber who donates S2.5 or more to Ruff.PAC. Our way of saying

thank you for the generous contribution. This is a minimum con-

tribution. If you can give more, please do.

Orri.a Hatch is a provocative look at how an unknown but

remarkably talanted Salt Lake City lawyer rose to national pro-

minence overnight. becoming one of the foremost champions of the

conservative causes and. amazingly. in just 48 months, became the

chairman of the most significant and largest oversight committee in

the United States Senate. No success story has ever read like that of

Utah's Orrin Hatch.
Scholar and writer Dr. Richard Vetterli explains in detail how the

United States has gotten into the financial and moral mess it is

currently in as he shows how the Senator from Utah fought toe-to-
toe against the Kennedys. McGoverns, a.nd MetzenbaUms of the

Senate. He carefully draws the background and depicts the strugglCS

of the conservative movement against the onslaught of the modern

Not only are the life and times and struggles of Orrin Hatch

chronicled, but the emergence of the New Right is simply and ac-

curately explained. Orrin Hatch portrays the classic liberal. Rarely

has anyone written with such clarity, insight, and detail. The book is

filled with classic stories of political battles - battles that Hatch

sometimes won, sometimes lost - but regardless of the results. the

senator remains steadfast to his convictions and unyielding to the

pressures of national prominence.
Feel free to use the coupon below to make your donation to Ruff-

PAC. To those who send us immediately a ~ontributiofl of 525 or

more, we will rush to you a copy of Omn Hatch, the mcrnent it gets

off the press. Please add Si or more for postage and handling. For

those who would like to send this insightful and beautifully bound

hardback book to friends and relatives, we will send you two books

with a contribution of $50 or rnor& and three books when you con-

tribute 5100 or more. But we must urge you to remember the supply

of first edition bardback copies is limited and the deadline is in one

month. Act today so you won't be disappointed on missing out on

this exclusive offer.

~q.

(%4
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Ruff-PAC, A National

* * * * * * * * * * Independent Political Action Committee * * * **** * *~

THE 1980 ELECTIONS... THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR ITSELF

Ruff-PAC experienced great success in 1980. Take a close look at Ruff-PACS record. . . wInning 27 of 35 races.

All of Ruff-PAC's candidates were either decided underdogs or in closely contested races!

U.S. SENATE

Ruff-PAC Ruff-PAC'S
Won/lost Candidate

WON JEREMIAH DENTON

WON FRANK MURKOWSKI

Lost Mary Buchanan

WON PAULA HAWKINS

WON STEVEN SYMMS

Lost David 0 Neal

WON DAN QUAYLE

WON CHARLES GRASSLEY

Lost Gene McNary

WON ALFONSEM. DAMATO

WON JOHN P. EAST

WON DONALD NICKLES

WON JAMES ABDNOR

Lost Steward Ledbetter

WON ROBERT W. KASTEN

WON SLADEGORTON

R~df-PAC'5
Opposition
Jim Folsom. Jr.

Clark Gruening
Gary Hart
Bill Gunter
Frank Church
Alan Dixon
Birch Bayh

John C. Culver
Thomas Eagleton
Elizabeth Holtzinan
Robert Morgan
Andy Coats
George McGovern
Patrick Leahy
Gaylord Nelson
Warren Magnuson

State
ALABAMA
ALASKA
Colorado
FLORIDA
IDAHO
Illinois
INDIANA
IOWA
Missouri
NEW YORK
N. CAROLINA
OKLAHOMA
S. DAKOTA
Verniont
WISCONSIN
WASHINGTON

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (Congressional District Noted by State)
Dist.

2

Richard H. Huff
EUGENE CI-IAPPIE
BOBBI FIEDLER
ROBERT K. DORNAN
DAVID DREIER

JOHN PATRICK HILER
JIM JEFFRIES
BILL EMERSON
Anne Bagnal
BOB McEWEN
DENNIS SMITH
David C. DiCarlo

CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER

ThOMAS R. HARTNETT
JACK M. FIELDS

Jim Bradshaw
RON PAUL
JAMES V. HANSEN

FRANK R. WOLF

Morris Udall
Harold Johnson
James Corrnan
Cary Peck
James Lloyd
John Bradernas
Sam Keys
Bill Burlison
Stephen Neal

Ted Strickland
Al UlIman
Marc Marks
Edward Beard
Mendel Davis
Bob Eckhardt
James Wright

Mile Andrews
Cunn McKay
Joseph Fisher

ArizonaCALIFORNiA
CALiFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
INDIANA
KANSAS
MISSOURI
N. Carolina
OHIO
OREGON
Pennsylvania
R. ISLAND
S. CAROLiNA
TE~S
Texas
TEXAS
UTAH
VIRGINIA

1
21
27
35

3.
2

10
5
6
2

24
2
1
S

12
22

10

If)

00

Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON

e
Chairman's Report on
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IDAVIT OF PHIL NOBLE

I, Phil Noble, do herewith swear and depose as

follows:

1. Through the firm that I own and operate, Phil.

Noble and Associates of Washington, D.C., I have participated

in the formulation of campaign strategy and the conduct of

research in support of various candidates for public office.

One of my firm's clients has been the Wilson for Utah Commit-

tee, and I am active in my own personal support for the

election of Mayor Ted Wilson of Salt Lake City, Utah to the

United States Senate.

('J 2. Having learned of the active efforts made and

planned by Ruff-PAC on behalf of Mr. Wilson's opponent, I

made a visit to what I understood to be Ruff-PAC's address
Lfl

here in Washington, D.C., 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,
0

Washington, D.C. It was my expectation to pick up Ruff-PAC

O literature which would describe the scope of their operations

in this election year in Utah.

3. The sign outside of 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,

which carried the names of various resident businesses, included

a separate plague with the names of both Ruff-PAC and the

Hatch Election Committee. When I arrived at Ruff-PAC's

.offices, however, I found instead an office housing the

Hatch Election Committee.



4. I aske~an employee I encountereAt the Hatch

Election Committee whether I had somehow found the wrong

add~ess, but he informed me that Ruff-PAC had, in fact,

once shared these same offices with the Hatch Election Com-

mittee. Ruff-PAC, he told me, had since moved.

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 6th day
of October, 1982.

~otary

My Cc;.~J~i)n Lxp~ J~~y I, 1937
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'amwrean 1st I]o~4 ird lhdf TAiii~ Lu i~)t tad (icvnst;ttln~

vaLve c~1ndicAfltCS this fall, aC Negative campatL~flS rUfl by indepen'
* funding a series of negative czwa:attfl~ dciii j~roups have bc~r. 30u41Y criticized

Blair, 
said the Orem-b~a5cCt 

~ruup 
will

nationwide. .;. 
an iia~tt~ this year hiy bc,!h Democrats

The director of the fluff PAC, Neil and lLepalb!iC3aflS. but llljir .clfliflLS
critics "insult the uatc!ligca~.Of

* be active intiie reelection !ight~ of Uuih Uu~h ~otLrs.

* Republican Sen. Orrin Ihiatela sand **~~ ~ ~ so~ateci pea.

* Republican congrcssmflhi .1 ameS

Hansen, as well as ttw ~rcl Di~truct * pie who nialce those kind uf charges,"
con~~ssionaI of he said III defa~aa~e of neWativC cam-

campaifl ltL*pulalic~ta iai~ us. ''I thinic they help to clarify

Becldwm.. *. * ~ iIfld CflTi(iiciL1~.OS h~1ve iA~j~Wuf

'~ Blair also said the fluff PAC has led a oppuriwuty to ru&.y to an unfair attack

~ ~ative attack era inc rdent from an inc ~pCnci~flt groul) ''

~DemOCratiC COflgrCS~mflLn Jic1~. l.iU~J. 
2 ~L~A

* ~of Texas, whom he calls;"one uf the
biggest, strongest and most puwerful
liberals ever to serve in the ll,~I5e,'~:
and has begiLa. a caripai~Ii uj;airast.

''Vtrc!inia'S Sen. Robert Byrd. ;'
r.~ ~

* PAC1S Ccntulbutaare .'

The RuIf-PAC collects contributions -

* across the country from follo~vem s of

'llow'wd Ttuif,.who glean the CLAI~LI vit

tave' 5 investment advice frumal hiS

* ncwcpaper, huLl Times, ~nd hi~ ~'.LClJY 
-

raho ~r'd televisjon COmmLIIIJIIILS

flufI a Mormon, moved to central Utah
las' ycar *J. ~ .. -

J3lair ~~a~njs the.PAC has a flood

* trflc'K record of ., successful l,(ititjc:Il

* activity, h~virag spent iC~O oat W!iO

'canipp~gns. Blair said of the 10 sciatur-

ja! candidates the PAC cuntaaljal CLI to

that year, 15 were e~entu.Uly elected.
* a

He points out Ruff-PAC spent ~.!5,OOO
in a last-minute ndvertisi'a~ blit,. tuh,.1p

:defeat lo,~time £1cmOCr~d3C Sa:nator

r-2~j2i
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he said in defense of negative cam-
paigns. "'I think they help to clarify
issues, and candidates have plenty of
opportunity to reply to an unfair attack.
from an independent group."

3 2~o(2-6

OREM (UPI) - The political action
committee led by financial analyst
Howard Ruff plans to spend more than
$500,000 to help elect conservative
t~sndidatas this fall, including funding a

* series of negative, campaigns nation- Blair added "the best thing about an
* wide. independent campaign is they can

The director of the Ruff PAC, Neil spend as much money as they want

Blair.' said the Oreni-based group will att.acldng or supporting ca.ndidates"..
be active in the reelection fights of Utah while federal law limits their direct
Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch and involvement in the candidate's
Republican Rep. James Hansen, as "official" campaign.
well as the 3rd District con~ressiona1 . Hatch brought, independent cam-

campaign of Republican Ray paigns under fire in June when he
Beckham. ' rejected help from the National Pro-'

Blair also said the Ru!! PAC has led Li-fe Political Action Committee, which

a $125,000 negative attack on incumbent promised to spend $200.000 in Utah to.

Democratic Congressman Jack Brooks discredit Hatch's challenger, Salt Lake

of Texas, whom he calls "one of the Mayor Ted Wilson. - *

biggest, strongest and most powerful Blair said the Ruff PAC ~nay

liberals ever to serve in the House, contribute tb the National Pr6-'LiIe

* and has begun a campaign again't PAC, which, has continued its anti-.

Virginia's Sen. RobertByrd. Wilsor. campaign absent Hatch's

The Ruff PAC collects contributions support..
across the countr~' from followers of "People in Utah have a propensity to

* Howard RuIf, whoglean the conserva- put their principles ahead of their ~

* tive's investment advice from hIS pocketbooks in voting, and they are in .;

newspaper Rulf Times, and his weekly tune with Hatch's philosophies," Blair
radio and television commentarieS. said.

Blair claims the PAC has a good.. 'The Ru.ff PAC leader said that thisA:

track record of successful political year the PAC aiready has "a'fu1l-tIme';~
activity, having spent $114,OCK) on 1980 operative in West Virginia laying .f
campaigns. Blair said of the 19 senator-~
ial candidates thePAC contributed to groundwork for a campaign against'2

that year. 15 were eventually elected. Senate Minority Leader Rob"~d.Byrd." ~'r

He points out Ru.!! PAC spent ~ ~ lespite the Ruff. PAC activity :-

* in a last-minute advertising blitz to help against Brooks, the incu.mbent. over~."~

*defeatlongtime Democratic Sen. Frank came a primary challenge and appean~
Church in Idaho in 19S0, and believes to be a strong contender this fall.

* the ads "were absolutely devastating." ~ ~ said the goal ~f RulfPACis'to'

~.: Negativecaml)aigflSrwlbYindePen help change America.". They have
dent groups have been loudly criticized formed two other groups -"Free the

in Utah this year by both Dvmocrats. Eagle" and "Howard Ru! f Foundation"
and Republicans, but Blair claims tO publicize their political ideasl.

these critics "insult the intelligence of ~ Ru!! is best Imown for his financial

Utah voters." . . advice, but Blair insists the PAC is also.

"It is basically ur.sophi.sticated peo." interested in moral and defense issues,
pIe who make those kind of charges," with a conservative twist. ..
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SENSIrIVE October 18, 1982

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counser(..k~3.>

SUBJECT: MUR 1484; complaint received October 14, 1982

~qrn

On October 14, 1982, the Commission received a complaint
from the Wilson for Utah Committee alleging possible reporting
and contribution limitation violations by the Ruff Political
Action Committee, the Hatch Election Committee, the Friends

o of Orrin Hatch Committee, and Orrin G. Hatch. Specifically,
the complaint asserts that certain expenditures by the Ruff
Political Action Committee were not independent, but rather
contributions in kind to the Hatch campaign and that these
contributions exceed the $5,000 limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a

in (a) (2) (A) and were not reported by the contributor or recipient.

Letters notifying the respondents of the complaint have
been sent. This is a matter which we believe Warrants awaiting
the responses of the persons involved. Our office will make
a recommendation to the Commission upon receipt of these
responses.



I,,,-'' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

W~iY(Y) WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

October 15, 1982

Mr. Robert F. Bauer
Wilson for Utah Committee
PerkinsCoieStOneOlSOfl & Williams
1110 Vermont Avenue, NW
Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20005

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint of
October 14,1982, against the Ruff Political Action Committee, the

C~i Hatch Election Committee, the Friends of Orrin Hatch Committee,
and Orrin G. Hatch which alleges violations of the Federal
Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to

__ analyze your allegations. The respondents will be nStified of
this complaint within five days.

Lf)
You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final

C action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for

Ifl handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Steven Barndollar at (202) 523-4073.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By
Associate General Counsel

S

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463U October 15, 1982

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

R~iff Political Action Committee
1835 South State Street
Orem, Utah 84057

Re: MUR 1484

C,

Dear Sir/Madam:

(%J This letter is to notify you that on October 14,1982, the

Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that your committee may have violated certain sections of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

Lfl MUR 1484. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in

writing, that no action should be taken against you in connection

C, with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days

of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15

tf) days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

- Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the

Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by 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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If you have any questions, please contact Nancy Nathan, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4073. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel /

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI~4GTON, D.C. 20463

0S147 ~ October 15, 1982

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hatch Election Committee
405 South Main Street
Suite 711
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Sir/Madam:
(%J

This letter is to notify you that on October 14,1982, the
V Federal Election Commission received a complaint whi~h alleges

that your committee may have violated certain sectioiis of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1484. Please refer to this number in all future

C correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in

(~2 writing, that no action should be taken against you in connection
with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days

to of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by 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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If you have any questions, please contact Nancy Nathan, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4073. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Ste~e
General Couns~L/

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

74yR~ O~ October 15, 1982

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

F~ierids of Orrin Hatch Committee
405 South Main Street
Suite 711
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: MUR 1484

U)
Dear Sir/Madam:

(%J
This letter is to notify you that on October 14,1982, the

Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that your committee may have violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1484. Please refer to this number in all future

o correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in

o writing, that no action should be taken against you in connection
with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days

it) of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by 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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If you have any questions, please contact Nancy Nathan, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4073. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of t~ae
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel ~-

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



I X FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
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October 15, 1982

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Honorable Orrin G. Hatch
7159 South 150 East
Midvale, Utah 84047

Re: MUR 1484

Dear Senator Hatch:

C'J This letter is to notify you that on October 14,1982, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that your committee may have violated certain sectioflE of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 1484. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against you in connection

c with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days
of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15

LP) days, the Commission may take further action based on the

available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by 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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If you have any questions, please conLact Nancy Nathan, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4073. For your
jnformation, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genera]. Counsel

By Kehneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



BEFORE TUE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMI5$ION

COMPLAINT

-I,
WIJ40N FOR UTAH COMMITTEE,

Petitioner,

V.
RU?? POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE,
HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE,
FRIENDS OF ORRIN HATCH COMMITTEE,
ORRIN G. HATCH,

Respondents.

MUR No.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Wilson for Utah Committee ("the Committee") files this

complaint pursuant to S 437g(a) (1) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), alleging

violations of the Act by the Ruff Political Action Committee

("Ruff-PAC"), the Hatch Election Committee, the Friends of

COMPLAINT - 1
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Orrin Hatch Committee and Orrin G. Hatch (Senator Hatch').Y

(Hereinafter, the term Hatch Committees will be used to ~e~er

to all authorized committees of Senator Hatch unless otherwise

noted.)

The Committee specifically alleges that Ruff-PAC has

violated, and plans to continue violating, the Act by making

contributions in excess of the Act's limitations to the Hatch

Committees and that the Hatch Committees have violated, and

will continue to violate, the Act by accepting these excessive

contributions. 2 U.s.c. s 441a. The Committee maintains that

these violations result from allegedly 'independent

expenditures by Ruff-PAC on behalf of Senator Hatch --

LiThe Wilson for Utah Committee is the principal campaign
committee of Ted Wilson, 1982 Democratic nominee for the United
States Senate in the State of Utah. The Ruff Political Action
Committee is a registered multicandidate committee organized to
support candidates seeking nomination or election to federal
office. The Hatch Election Committee is the principal campaign
committee of Senator Orrin G. Hatch, 1982 Republican nominee for the
United States Senate in the State of Utah. The Friends of Orrin
Hatch Committee is an authorized committee organized to support the
re-election to federal office of Orrin Hatch. Orrin Hatch is a
United States Senator from the State of Utah and the Republican
nominee for re-election to that office in 1982.

COMPLAINT - 2
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expenditures which, in reality, have been and will continue t~

be coordinated with, and made in cooperation and consultation

with, the Hatch Committees. All the committees have further

violated the Act by failing to report the making or receiving

of the excessive contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434.

The Committee seeks immediate Commission action to rectify

these violations, including expedited investigation into this

complaint, prompt conciliation with the respondents, and the

imposition of appropriate civil penalties.

II. RUFF-PAC INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY ON BEHALF OF THE
HATCH COMMITTEES

Ruff-PAC calls itself an "independent political action

committee" which supports candidates for federal office through

"direct financial support, assistance with campaign strategy,

and independent expenditures." Exhibit A.

Recently, in this election year, Ruff-PAC solicited contri-

butions for the purpose of making a $10,000 contribution to and

unlimited independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.

Exhibits B & C. In its solicitations, Ruff-PAC advocates the

COMPLAINT - 3
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election of Senator Hatch to the Senate in clear and

unambiguous terms. Oddly enough, as of its August monthly

report filed with the Federal Election Commission, flUE f-PAC had

not reported either contributions to or independent

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.~' Yet, whatever

accounts for Ruff-PAC's reporting failures, it can reasonably

be presumed that the production and mailing costs of such a

mailing would exceed the $5,000 per election contribution

limitation imposed by 2 U.S.C. S 441a.2' It follows, then,

that unless the solicitation was a bona fide independent

expenditure, it would exceed the statutory contribution limits.

q~.

11'? .~/It should be noted that as of Friday, October 1,
1982, Ruff-PAC's September monthly report had not as yet been

C received by the Federal Election Commission. The filing date

for monthly reports is the 20th of each month. This raises the
possibility of an additional reporting violation by Ruff-PAC

C which the Commission should investigate.

Ii) 3/This is, in any event, an appropriate question for

exploration by the FEC when investigating the Complaint. The
FEC should note, however, the mailing solicits contributions by
offering a hard-bound limited edition biography of Senator
Hatch in return. Any amounts spent by Ruff-PAC to finance the
production and promotional costs of this book must also be
accounted for in assessing the level of the Ruff-PAC's spending
on behalf of Senator Hatch.

COMPLAINT - 4



Under the Act, an independent expenditure must be made

without cooperation or consultation with any candidate, or any

authorized committee or agent of such candidate. 2 u.S.C.

S 431(17). The Federal Election Commission (FEC) in its

regulations defines "[miade with the cooperation or with the

prior consent of . . . as, among other things:

COMPLAINT - 5

w

As set forth below, the Committee asserts that the

*xpendit~1reS were not independent and were in fact ~*cessive

contributions. N~oteOvex, there have been repeated reports,

referenced in this Comp1air~t, that Ruf ?AC~e~ects to

undertake in the near future massive new -- and equally bogus

-- independent expenditures tO proa~te the election of

Senator Hatch.

III. THE RELATIONSHIP OF RUFF-PAC AND THE HATCH COI4MITTEES:
BOGUS INDEPENDENCE

A. The Law



w Y

(A) Based on information about the
candidate's plans, projects, or needs
provided to the expending person by the
candidate, or by the candidate's aget~ts,
with a view toward having an expenditure
made;

(B) Made by or through any person who is,
or has been, authorized to raise or expend
funds, . . . or who is, or has been,
receiving any form of compensation or
reimbursement from the candidate, the
candidate's committee or agent.

11 C.F.R. SS 109.1(b) (4) Ci) (A), (B).

tO The regulations define the term agent as:

Ct4

any person who has actual oral or written
authority, either express or implied, to
make or to authorize the making of
expenditures on behalf of a candidate, or
* . . any person who has been placed in a

0 position within the campaign organization
where it would reasonably appear that in the
ordinary course of campaign-related

C activities he or she may authorize
expenditures.

11 COFOR. S 109.1(b) (5).

Thus, when coordinating activities through an "agent" of a

candidate, or making expenditures through a person compensated

COMPLAINT - 6



by a candidate, a committee loses its independence by force of

legal presumption.

The FEC has further interpreted these regulations in

several advisory opinions. For example, in Advisory Opinion

3979-80, the FEC stated that:

use of an agent of a candidate or

candidate's campaign committee by a

political committee to make independent
expenditures, either for or against that

tO candidate or any opponent of that candidate,
raises the presumption that the expenditure
is made with the cooperation or prior
consent of, or in consultation with, or at

the request or suggestion of, a candidate or

any agent or authorized committee of such

candidate. Thus, use of an agent is

Zn presumed to destroy the independence of the

expenditure . . .

V
More specifically, in the same advisory opinion, the FEC

0
stated that where an independent expenditure committee 

employs

In
the same political consultant as a candidate it supports, the

presumption of independence is destroyed. See AO 1979-80,

Situation 2. In addition, where an independent expenditure

committee engages the same direct mail firm as the opponent 
of

COMPLAINT - 7
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a candidate it opposea, the Pres\iapt1~n is also 4estroyd vtiere

the communicati~p used advocates the *Lection or &eee.t og ~

clearly identified candidate. Se~ AO 3~919-8O, Situation 5.

See also Advisory Opinion 1982-20.

B. The Facts

1. Common Agents and Vendors

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees have employed the same

political consultant (Hurst and Associates, 350 South 400 East,
q~m

Salt Lake City, Utah) and the same direct mailing firm (Amerad,

350 South 400 East, Salt Lake City, Utah). These same

o political consultant and direct mailing firms have been

employed jointly by Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees during

0 this 1982 election cycle when Ruff-PAC has been making its

Lr)

allegedly independent" direct mail expenditures supporting

Senator Hatch.

COMPLAINT - 8



According to financial disclosure reports filed with the

FEC, the Hatch Committees have made payments to Amerad

totalling in excess of $40,000, while Ruff-PAC has retained

this same service at a cost in excess of $6,000. Likewise, the

Hatch Committees have retained Hurst and Associates at a

payment over time of over $140,000, with Ruff-PAC also making

payments to this firm in 1982 of over $1,000. As set forth in

these reports, the expenditures in question cover a wide range

of purposes, such as "postage," "mailing services," and

'0 "consulting" -- thus falling squarely within the scope of

N Advisory Opinion l979-80.~'

~q.

gj~ These firms have received documented compensation from the

o Hatch Committees, while at the same time presumably

participating in the independent expenditures made by Ruff-PAC

on Senator Hatch's behalf. Thus, Amerad and Hurst and

In

co

4/The type of services provided by these firms is
another area the FEC should investigate. Vague terms, such as
"consulting," do not reveal the extent of services that may be
provided, ranging from, for example, preparation of materials
to advice on campaign strategy.

COMPLAINT - 9
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Associates are persons by whoim or thr~ugb whom independent

*xpeh4itLzres are made while receiving coapenBat~iOfl ot

rei~abursemflent from the car~didate or his agents -- the specific

activity prescribed by the Act and FEC Regulations.

2. Shared Office Facilities

In addition, Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Election Committee

shared offices and facilities together at 227 Massachusetts

Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. Exhibit D (photograph), and

Exhibit E (affidavit of Mr. Phil Noble). As Exhibit D shows, a

V
separate sign outside 227 Massachusetts Avenue carried the

iv)
names of both the Hatch Committee and Ruff-PAC, side-by-side.

In
o Moreover, reports filed by Ruff-PAC confirm this arrangement 

by

V disclosing payments by that committee to the Hatch Election

o Committee for rental and use of a copier.

If)

0,

In his affidavit, Mr. Noble, recounts a visit he paid to

the above address. upon entering the Hatch Election Committee

offices, and encountering an employee of that committee, Mr.

Noble stated that he thought that Ruff-PAC was also located

COMPLAINT - 10
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there. The employee replied that the Hatch Committee and

Ruff-PAC had indeed shared offices, but Ruff-PAC had since

moved. This cooperation between the two committees precludes

any claim of independence by Ruff-PAC. ey sharing the same

offices and facilities, and most likely also staff, with the

Hatch Election Committee, Ruff-PAC clearly had access to the

candidate's campaign plans and strategies. This coordinated

strategy is consistent with their use of common agents.

Notwithstanding Ruff-PAC's claimed "independent activities

during the 1980 elections and its avowed plans to continue

C'J these activities in 1982 (Exhibit A), it is impossible to view

q~.

the close relationship with the Hatch Committees as maintaining

that "independence."

0

The FEC should investigate the possibility that this

o collusive activity destroys the presumption that independent

expenditures are made without "information about the

candidate's plans, or needs" provided by the candidate or his

agents. See 11 C.F.R. S 109.l(b)(4)(i)(A). Sharing offices,

staff and facilities would result in information about the

candidate's plans and needs being shared as well. It would

COMPLAINT - 11



5train credulity to argue that such sharing of information v~th

an avowed independent expenditure committee, was done without

any intention of its being used for the benefit of the

candidate.

Finally, the Committee is aware that Ruff-PAC is planning

to make a large number of media expenditures in the near future

to benefit Senator Hatch. See Exhibit F. Even on the of f

chance that the past mailings made by Ruff-PAC on behalf of

tdQ Senator Hatch did not cause Ruff-PAC to exceed the contribution

limits, these mailing expenditures when combined with the
V

anticipated massive media expenditures clearly would. In view

of the clear pattern of cooperation and consultation between

o Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees, there is no possible means

of establishing that these media expenditures are bona fide

independent expenditures.

'I)

IV. CONCLUSION

It should be plain that the Committee has offered

sufficient evidence of possible violations of the Act to

COMPLAINT - 12



justify a *reason to believe" finding and a full investigation

by the FEC. The FEC's Office of General Counsel has always

maintained that reason to believe" findings rest on a de

minimus showing, a showing sufficiently adequate to justify the

invocation of the FEC's full investigatory powers. It is the

Committee's position in this Complaint that more than a de

minimus level of evidence is set forth to warrant such an

investigation. The evidence shows that Ruff-PAC and the Hatch

Committees have violated the Act in the following manner:

1. Violation of S 441a. The Committee has shown that

Ruff-PAC and the Hatch Committees have employed the same

political consultant and direct mail service. In addition,

they have shared offices and facilities. Yet Ruff-PAC seeks to

make independent expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch.

If) Under the legal presumption triggered by these

circumstances under FEC regulations and rulings, Ruff-PAC

cannot claim true "independence" here. No "independence" can

be asserted where the committee coordinates its activities with

a demonstrated "agent" of the campaign of a candidate who will

COMPLAINT - 13
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benefit from the 'independents expenditures, or where its

expenditures have been made, in effect, through a person who is

a paid employee or consultant of the Hatch Committees.

For these reasons, RuffPAC's current and planned

expenditures on behalf of Senator Hatch are serious violations

of the law. These expenditures are not independent, but

instead constitute contributions subject to limitations

established in S 441a of the Act.

2. Violation of S 434. As of this date, Ruff-PAC has

failed to report any of its expenditures as either independent

expenditures on behalf of or contributions to the Hatch

Committees. Such activity should be reported as contributions

and not as independent expenditures. As such, they must also

be disclosed by the Hatch Committees. This, the Hatch

Committees have failed to do, as well.

In addition, as of October 1, 1982, Ruff-PAC has failed to

file its September monthly report.

COMPLAINT - 14
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On the basis of the foregoing, the Committee requests that

the FEC;

1. Conduct a prompt and immediate investigation of the

facts and legal conclusions stated in this Complaint;

2. Enter into a prompt conciliation with Ruff-PAC and the

Hatch Committees to remedy the violations alleged in this

Complaint, and most importantly, to ensure that no further

violations occur; and
C'4

3. Impose any and all appropriate penalties grounded in

violations alleged in this Complaint.

C

R pectfully submitted,

0

Lfl (Ba
Robert uer
Counsel, Wilson for Utah Committee

Subscribed and sworn to me on this ~A~day of October, 1982.

My Commission Expires January 1, 1987

COMPLAINT - 15
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*ITH A VIEW TOWARD 1982 EXHIBIT ~

In 1980, Ruff-PAC supported 35 Congressional candidates with direct Financial support, assistance with campaign
strategy, and independent expenditures. Of these candidates, 27 were victorious.., and that translates fluff-
PAC's efforts into a 77% success rate. More than dramatic results considering that Ruff-PAC supported only
underdogs and closely contested races!

But 1982 represents an even greater challenge. First, being an off year election, we can expect the traditional
resurgence of the opposition party. This historical trend is expected to manifest itself across the country where
free enterprise candidates meet opponents backed by liberal special interests. But more importantly, the opposition
has learned much from the 1980 elections. We can expect their strategy to Incorporate some of the hard lessons

learned in 1980. In short, without your help now, it will become increasingly difficult to maintain the trend only
begun In the last election.

As no worthy effort goes unfunded, no worthy candidate can be elected without donations from those who can
offer critical financial support. We are asking for your support now, so we have the vast financial resources
needed for 1982. There is a great deal that remains unfinished, and only your assistance can help put America
back on the right track.

Listed below are Ruff-PAC's initial target states for 1982. In these states, Ruff-PAC will work through direct
contributions, direct campaign strategy assistance, or independent expenditures to elect strong free enterprise
candidates who will support fiscally sound and morally prudent legislation.

U.S. SENATE RACES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE RACES

Arizona Arizona
California California

Connecticut Colorado
Maine Florida

Michigan Maine

(N! Nevada New Mexico
New Jersey Oregon

New York Tennessee

Ohio Texas
Texas Utah

Vermont Washington

Lfl

The next four years could be as crucial as any period in the history of the Republic. Either we reverse the direc-

tion of the last thirty years of political and fiscal philosophy, or we continue down the road towards inflationary
-~- ruin, with a high risk of losing our system of government.

I urge you to continue your generous support now. Please give generously.

c God bless you for your wonderful patriotism and past support.

Very truly yours,

Co

Howard j. Ruff
Chairman

P.S. Remember that it is nearing the end of the calendar year. The first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax credit on your federal income tax return. A $200 contri-

bution entitles a couple filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance for your help!

-----------------------------------------------------
HOWARD - I believe that RuH PAC can make a significant difference My donation is as follows:

in 1982. It is vital that we support candidates that will represent _____Check ............Charge card

our views while maintaining gains made in 1980. Please accept

my donation in the amount I've listed below. My check or charge Name of Card _______________________________________

card information enclosed. Expiration Date ________________________________________

Signature
Name: ____________________________________________________

Address: ____________________________________________ - SIOO ........S750 .......S500
... S250 ....S100 .....S50 ..........Other

City/State:

Zip. _________________________________________ .. J would also like to donate my time or services.

Howard I. Ruff. Chairman Make check payable to: Ruif PAC1875 South State Street. Suite 1400
Neal B. Blair. President Orem, Utah 84057

Uwarda S. Smellie, Program Director (801) 225-0622



*oward J. Ruff
Chaiman

EXHIBIT B

1835 South State St., Suite 150, Orem, Utah 84057
1-801-225-0622

Dear Friend:

Will you help me get the facts out on Orrin Hatch? We
want to let at least one million people in Utah know the facts
about Senator Orrin Hatch.

Will you, after reading this letter, fill out the coupon
and return it to us with your contribution?

As our gift to you, our way of saying thank you, we would
like to send you a free complimentary first edition of the
new, exciting, and highly informative hardback entitled Orrin

4~m. Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment. This is a
fascinating behind-the-scenes account.

Why are we doing all of this? We are not members of
Hatch's campaign staff. We're not even advisors.

V We are an independent political action comittee
* determined to let Utah know the facts about Orrin Hatch-to

let them evaluate him. Not on cheap innuendoes or
LI') demagoguery. But evaluate him with his record. Host Utahns

will agree-Senator Orrin Hatch has done an outstanding job
C for Utah and the United States.

With the money we raise, we will purchase radio and TV
time and newspaper space, and detail the Senator's record. We
will write press releases, make phone calls, and stump theIf) streets to let voters know the facts.

As part of this endeavor, we are offering Dr. Richard
Vetterli's insightful and carefully prepared biography on
Senator Hatch. Orrin was a bit reluctant to have a
biography--he felt it was a bit much. Afterall, who is he?

Well, who is he? Just what has he done?

Orrin Hatch. Challenging the Washington Establishment
chronicles his amazing challenge and victory over established
Senator Frank Moss. The first few chapters tell in a fresh,
crisp style one of the most interesting success stories in
United States Senate-race history.

Without dropping the pace, the author then relates the
highlights of Senator Hatch's outstanding rise to national



leadership ~ service to Utah. Behind the *nes stori~s fill EWIBIT;3

this fast paced narrative. 
.Pji7

Won't you help Ruff-PAC perform this critical service?

As an independent political action committee, we can 
donate

$10,000 directly to jhe Hatch campaign, and spend 
vhatever we

deem necessary in an independent endeavor to elaborate 
the

truth.

This we will do with your help. But time is running 
out

on us. The time to act is now.

So if you'll quickly send your donation either by check

or with your VISA/Mastercard information (as provided 
for on

the coupon) in the next five days, we'll quickly send you a

free gift of the hardback first edition, nearly 200-page

biography of Senator Orrin Hatch. Give copies to your

friends--it could make the difference in this election~

Thank you sincerely for your support.

Very truly yours,

4~4
Neal B. Blair

President

P.S. Remember the first $100 contributed in a calendar year to a

candidate or to a PAC will entitle you to a $50 direct tax credit on

your federal income tax return. A $200 contribution entitles a couple

in filing a joint return to a $100 direct tax credit. Thank you in advance
for your help.

0

P.P.S. Contributors who send more than $25 will receive the Orrin Hatch

book absolutely free. Send us $100 and we'll give you five books. Send

$250 and we'll give you 15 books. Send $500 and you can give 35 friends

a copy. Could you also include $1 for postage and handling? 
Our thanks

If) for your concern and generosity.

0, -----------------------------------------------

NEAL--I believe that Ruff PAC can make a significant difference in 
the Orrin Hatch

campaign in 1982. It is vital we support candidates who will represent 
our views.

Please accept my donation in the amount I've listed 
below. Please sand me copies

of the Orrin Hatch biography. My check or charge card information is enclosed.

Name___________________________ Address__________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP

My donation is as follows: _____Check Charge Card

VISA/MasterCard No.----------------------------------------------
Expiration Date_____________________

Signature_______________________________________
___$1000 S750 $500 $250 $100 $50 ___$25 ___Other

Make check payable to: Ruff PAC 1835 South State Street, Suite 150, Orem, Utah 84057
Howard J. Ruff, Chairman

Neal B. Blair, President



EXHIBIT C
Howard 3. Ruff

Chairman

1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orem, Utah 84057

"dv'

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A COMPLIMENTARY COPY
OF THE COMMEMORATIVE FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

"ORRIN HATCH"
Dear Friend of Orrin Hatch,

For one month only, Ruff-PAC, a national citizen's political action com-
mittee dedicated to supporting free enterprise candidates, will give a copy of
the book to any Hatch supporter who donates $25 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our
way of saying thank you for your generous contribution. This is a minimum
contribution. If you can give more, please do. For Ruff-PAC is one of Hatch's
biggest supporters. Federal law allows us to contribute up to $10,000 to
Hatch's election campaign. We plan to do just that with the contributions we
receive.

READ OF THE INNER WORKINGS OF WASHINGTON.

Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding action on abor-
~bn, also the never before told stories of the creation and impetus behind -

balanced budget and tax limitation amendment.

FIND OUT WHAT THE IRON TRIANGLE IS AND HOW IT
~FECTh LEGISLATIVE DECISIONS.
>-'~ Rarely has a book been able to capture the imagination while being a phenominal educational tool. After
reading "Orrin Hatch", Americans will receive a clearly outlined vision of a careful course out of the mire.

~') Ruff-PAC is overwhelmed with the opportunity of giving you this profound, factual hardback book. Ruff-PAC
is dedicated to electing strong free-enterprise candidates who will fight to strengthen our economy and our na-
flnal defense.

Feel free to use the enclosed postage paid return envelope to mail your contribution to Ruff-PAC. To those
ii~ho send us Immediately a contribution of $25 or more, we will rush to you a copy of "Orrin Hatch" the moment
~t.gets off the press. Please add $1 for each book ordered for postage and handling.

For those who would like to send this insightful and beautifully bound hardback book to friends and
atives, we will send you tow books with a contribution of $50 or more and three books when you contribute

~0 0 or more.
~Thank you so much for your support and we hope you thoroughly enjoy "Orrin Hatch"

Compliments of Ruff-PAC.
With warm regard

Neal B. Blair
President

- m - mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm- -

I believe Ruff-PAC can make a significant difference in 1982. Please My donation is as follows:
send me __________copy (copies) of Orrin Hatch. Please accept my $1()()()S750...........S5C)() ...S25o.S1OO....S5O..~.....othCr
donation in the amount I've listed.

..........Check yisalMastercard

Name ________________________________ Visa/Mastercard Number DL][IILJL][]
Address __________________________________________ Expiration Date _____________________________________

CIty/StatetZ.ip Signature

Make check payable to: Ruff-PAC, 1875 South State Street, Suite 1400, Orem, Utah 84057 (801) 225-0622
Yaad for by Ruff-PAC, an independent political action committee A copy ol our report Is on file with the Federal Election Commission, Washington, 0 C



EXHIBIT C

Ruff-PAC PRESENTS:
page ;~

AN OFFER FOR YOU TO RECEIVE A
COMPLIMENTARY COPY OF THE COMMEMORATIVE

FIRST EDITION HARDBACK BOOK

ORRIN HATCH
by Dr. Richard Vetterli

Discover the incredible backroom dealings surrounding
legislative action on abortion.

Find out what the fron Trian~le is and how it affects daily
legislative decisions.

In a few weeks, one of the most profound and insightful books on
the inner workings of our government will roll off the presses. Orrin
Hatch is filled with exciting and provocative stories surrounding the
rise in national prominence of Senator Orrin Hatch as well as an in-
sightful understanding of the American political process. Orrin
Ketch is destined to be an American classic.

Only a limited number of copies will be available in this first
commemorative edition. We want you to have one as our gift.

Only a limited number of contributors to Ruff-PAC will be able
to receive an advanced hardback copy of the book - your own copy
before it hits the national bookstores.

For one month only, Ruff-PAC will give a copy of the book to any
subscriber who donates $25 or more to Ruff-PAC. Our way of saying
thank you for the generous contribution. This is a minimum con-
tribution. If you can give more, please do.

Ornn Hatch is a provocative look at how an unknown but
remarkably talanted Salt Lake City lawyer rose to national pro-
minence overnight, becoming one of the foremost champions of the
conservative causes and, amazingly, in just 48 months, became the
chairman of the most significant and largest oversight committee in
the United States Senate. No success story has ever read like that of
Utah's Orrin Hatch.

Scholar and writer Dr. Richard Vetterli explains in detail how the
United States has gotten into the financial and moral mess it is

currently in as he shows how the Senator from Utah fought toe-to-
toe against the Kennedys, McGoverns, and Metzenbaums of the
Senate. He carefully draws the background and depicts the struggles
of the conservative movement against the onslaught of the modem
liberals and their plans for an egalitarian, monolithic society.

Not only are the life and times and struggles of Orrin Hatch
chronicled, but the emergence of the New Right is simply and ac-
curately explained. Orrin Hatch portrays the classic liberal. Rarely
has anyone written with such clarity, insight, and detail. The book is
filled with classic stories of political battles - battles that Hatch
sometimes won, sometimes lost - but regardless of the results, the
senator remains steadfast to his convictions and unyielding to the
pressures of national prominence.

Feel free to use the coupon below to make your donation to Ruff-
PAC. To those who send us immediately a contribution of $25 or
more, we will rush to you a copy of Orrin Hatch, the mQnent it gets
off the press. Please add Si or more for postage and handling. For
those who would like to send this insightful and beautifully bound
hardback book to friends and relatives, we will send you two books
with a contribution of $50 or more, and three books when you con-
tribute $100 or more. But we must urge you to remember the supply
of first edition hardback copies is limited and the deadline is in one
month. Act today so you won't be disappointed on missing out on
this exclusive offer.

w



IXRIBIT C

Chairman's Report on
Ruff-PAC, A National

* ** ***** * * Independent Political Action Committee ** * * ** ** *7

THE 1980 ELECTIONS... THE RECORD SPEAKS FOR ITSELF

Ruff-PAC experienced great success in 1980. Take a close look at Ruff-PACs record.. .winning 27 of 35 races.
Alt of Ruff-PAC's candidates were either decided underdogs or in closely contested races!

U.S. SENATE

Ruff-PAC Ruff-PAC's
Won/lost Candidate

WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON

c~. WON
Lostr~. WON

(NI WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON

- WON

JEREMIAH DENTON
FRANK MURKOWSKI
Mary Buchanan
PAULA HAWKINS
STEVEN SYMMS
David cYNeal
DAN QUAYLE
CHARLES GRASSLEY
Gene McNary
ALFONSE M. DAMATO
JOHN P. EAST
DONALD NICKLES
JAMES ABONOR
Steward Ledbetter
ROBERT W. KASTEN
SLADE GORTON

RuE 1-PAC's
Opposition
Jim Folsom, Jr.
Clark Gruening

Gary Hart

Bill Gunter
Frank Church
Alan Dixon
Birch Bayb
John C. Culver
Thomas Eagleton
Elizabeth Holtiman
Robert Morgan
Andy Coats
George McGovern
Patrick Leahy
Gaylord Nelson
Warren Magnuson

State
ALABAMA
ALASKA
Colorado
FLORIDA
IDAHO

Illinois

INDIANA

IOWA
Missouri

NEW YORK
N. CAROLINA
OKLAHOMA
S. DAKOTA
Vermont
WISCONSIN
WASHINGTON

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (Congressional District Noted by State)
Dist.

Richard H. Huff
EUGENE CHAPPIE
BOBBI FIEDLER
ROBERT K. DORNAN
DAVID DREJER
JOHN PATRICK HILER
JIM JEFFRIES
BILL EMERSON
Anne Bagnal
BOB McEWEN
DENNIS SMITH
David C. DiCarlo
CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER
ThOMAS R. HARTNE1T
JACK M. FIELDS
Jim Bradshaw
RON PAUL
JAMES V. HANSEN
FRANK R. WOLF

Morris Udall
Harold Johnson
James Corman
Cary Peck
James Uoyd
John Brademas
Sam Keys
Bill Burlison
Stephen Neal
Ted Strickland
Al UlIman
Marc Marks
Edward Beard
Mendel Davis
Bob Eckhardt
James Wright
Mike Andrews
Gunn McKay
Joseph Fisher

Lost
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON
Lost
WON
WON
WON

Arizona
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
INDIANA
KANSAS
MISSOURI
N. Carolina
OHIO
OREGON
Pennsylvania
R. iSLAND
S. CAROLINA
TEXAS
Texas
TEXAS
UTAH
VIRGINIA

2
1

21
27
35

3.
2

10

5
6
2

24

2
I

6
12
22
1

10
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AFFIDAVIT OF PHIL NOBLE

I, Phil Noble, do herewith swear and depose as

follows:

1. Through the firm that I own and operate, Phil

Noble and Associates of Washington, D.C., I have participated

in the formulation of campaign strategy and the conduct of

research in support of various candidates for public office.

One of my firm's clients has been the Wilson for Utah Commit-

tee, and I am active in my own personal support for the

election of Mayor Ted Wilson of Salt Lake City, Utah to the

C,
United States Senate.

2. Having learned of the active efforts made and

planned by Ruff-PAC on behalf of Mr. Wilson's opponent, I

made a visit to what I understood to be Ruff-PAC's address
11)

here in Washington, D.C., 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,
0

Washington, D.C. It was my expectation to pick up Ruff-PAC

literature which would describe the scope of their operations

in this election year in Utah.

3. The sign outside of 227 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,

which carried the names of various resident businesses, included

a separate plaque with the names of both Ruff-PAC and the

Hatch Election Committee. When I arrived at Ruff-PAC's

offices, however, I found instead an office housing the

Hatch Election Committee.
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___________________________________________________________________

Affidavit of Phi1~ble

4. I asked an employee I encountered at the Hatch

Election Committee whether I had somehow found the wrong

address, but 'he informed me that Ruff-PAC had, in fact,

once shared these same offices with the Hatch Election Coin-

mittee. Ruff-PAC, he told me, had since moved.

P il Noble 6-'

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 6th day
of October, 1982.

otary lic
My~ Connnis~ion Expires January 1, 1987

0

C

In
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" OREM (UP!) - The political .ictiofl Frank Church in' Idaho in'lO8O. and

committee led by wjdely.hnOV.fl fitian- helievea the lids '~VCFC absolutely.

cia! an1~ylst Howard Ituff plans tn ±,pciid ~,dcva stntrt1~"
than $500000 to help elect COtlS(~i- !v, * "* *~. .

:1mchrC I 
,,*,,. ,,, ~.. Ncg~iWY

vative candidates this fall, jneluclin~ CCiiiiiPIiltfflS

funding a series of negative cBnipIljgns Negative campaft~fl5 run by indepen'
* *' 

.~ , deut groul)s hnvc been 3cudlY criticized

\ nationwide. in Utah this year by )O!)1 DemOCr~t5

The director of the Rut f PAC, Neil and Republicans, but Ulair:~ClaUfl$

'Blair, said the Orem-based LrotI!) WI
11 these critics "insult the ijite!tigen~.Of

be active in the reelection fights &jf ULIili Utah voters."..............,

<Republican Sen. Orrin llakl~ and "It is basically wisophisticated p.o.

Republican Congrcssm nii .1 ames

~'Hansen, as well as the 3rd l)ktruct ~ who make those kind of charges,"

congressional campaign of ltejwlsiicaIk lie, said in defense of negative cam-

* Ray Beckharfl., *.. , paig ns. "I thinlc they help to clarify
y issues, and candidates have plentyl3f

Blair also said the fluff PAC hits led a ~; opportunity to reply to an unfair att~'ck

~ $125,000 negative attack on incunbent 'from an ind~pendeflt group,"

* r~pemocratic Congressman Jack I!,oul~5 ~...........~

Xof Texas, whom he calls, "one of the
~,biggest, strongest and most 1j.twerful

liberals ever to serve-in the house,"

If) ~ and has begun. a campaign aI~diflSt

* ~i~jrgjnia'sSen.Robe~tI
3 yrd. ;t.

0 PAC'iCOfltilbIitOIi :.

sq. ).~. The Ruff-PAC collects contributions
~'. across the country from fo1lo~vei s of
~' Howard Ru.ff,.who glean the cause! va-

tive s investment advice from his

* ne~~spaper, ~1uff Times, and his ~'.'LLldy .

If) radio and television coinmegital ics
RuLf a Mormon, moved to central Utah, .

last year ',~. !'~ ~ ,.~

,,,~ *'* ~ *, - .

'Blair claims the. PAC has a jood
track record *of ,,successful polit'cal
activity having spent $114,000 on l9fI0~

* ' camppigns. Blair said of the It)
".inI candidates the PAC contributed to

that ycar, 15 were eventually ~leeted.

He points out Ruff-PAC spent $15,000
in a Inst-minute ~dvcrtising bliti to help
____ 

'I
:defeat longtime Elemocratie S~nat')r,
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sto'get2
Conservativeaid from RyffPAC{.':, s

OREM (UPI) - The political action ho said in defense of negaUve cam-
"committee led by financial analyst' paigils. "I think they help to clarify

Howard Ruff plans to spend more than issues, and candidates have plenty of
$500,000 to help elect conservative opportunity to reply to an unfair attack.,
candidates this fall, including funding a froi~ an independent group"

" series of. negative campaigns na
* wide. , Blair added "the best thing about an

independent campaign Is they can
* The director of the Ruff PAC, Neil spend as much money as they want

Blair, said the Orem-based group will attacking or supporting candidates".
be active In the reelection fights of Utah while federal law limits their direct

* Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch and involvement in the candidate's
Republican Rep. James Hansen, as "official" campaign.
well as the 3rd District congressional Hatch brought, independent cam-

£ campaign of Republican RaY~1 gn5 under fire in June when he'
Beclcham. rejectei help from the National Pro.

Blair also said the Ruff PAC has led LiIe Political Action Committee, which,-
* a $125,000 negative attack on incwnbent promised to spend $200,000 in utah ~. ;~

Democratic Congressman Jack Brooks discredit Hatch's challenger, Salt Lake ~
of Texas, whom he calls "one of the Mayor Ted Wilson. - . . '

~ strongest and most powerful Blair said the Ruff PAC mayliberals ever to serve in the House, contribute to the National Pro-Life
and has begun a campaign again't . PAC, which has continued Its anti.
Virginia's Sen. RObert Byrd. . Wilson campaign absent H*tch's

The Ruff PAC collects contributions support.. / . *1
across the country from followers ~ "Fople in Utah have a propensity to ~
Howard Ruff, who glean the conse rva- put their principles ahead of their ~i

* tive's investment advice from his pocket~~ in voting, and they are in .:

newspaper Ruff Times, and his weekly tune with Hatch's philosophies," Blair
V radio and television commentaries. said. .

,: Blair claims the PAC has a g~ The Ruff PAC leader said that this A
track record of successful political
activity, having spent $114,000 on 1980 year the PAC already has "afull.tlme'qI

~, campaigns. Blair said of the 19 senator- operative in West Virginia laying :J
ml candidates the, PAC contributed to groundwork for a campaign against~' 4

* that year, 15 were ever~tually elected. Senate Minority Leader Rob'~ IB~,rd~" 14
a last-minute advertising blitz to help against Brooks, the incumbent over~, '~

He points out Ruff PAC spent $45 000 Despite the Ruff. PAC activItyY~
defeat longtime Democratic Sen. Frank *came a primary challenge and appears ~
Church in Idaho in 1980, and believes to be a strong contender this fall.
the ads "were absolutely devastating." ' ' ~ai~- said the goal c)i Huff PACs "ti''

5;;. Negative campaIgns run by indepen- help change America." They: have
dent groups have been loudly criticized formed two other groups - "Free the

* in Utah this year by both Democrats': Eagle" and "Howard Ruif Foundation"
and Republicans, but Blair claims .- to publicize their political ideasi.
these critics "insult the intelligence of Huff is best known for his finan~ial
Utah voters." . advice, but Blair insists the PAC is also.j

"It is basically unsophisticated peo-" interested in moral and defense issues,'
pie who make those kind of charges,?' with a conservative twist.......

-- *..-~-*'.
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PERKINS, COlE, STONE, OLSEN S WILLIAMS

iilO VERMONT AVENUE NW, SUITE 1200

WASHINGTON D.C. 20005

Office of General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K St., NW

Washington, DC 20463
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