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In the Matter of ) kg

, ) MUR 1730

Democratic National Committee ) oy
Sharon Pratt Dixon, as treasurer )

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on December 10,
1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take
the following actions in MUR 1730:

1. Accept the conciliation agreement
attached to the General Counsel's

Report signed December 3, 1985.

2. Close the file.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak, McDonald

and McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Thurs., 12-5-85, 12:19
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Fri., 12-6-85, 2:00
Deadline for vote: Tues., 12-10-85, 4:00




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 13, 1985

Jay B. Myerson, Esquire
Israel and Raley

1513 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 1730

Democratic National Committee
Sharon Pratt Dixon,

as treasurer

Dear Mr. Myerson:

On December 10, 1985, the Commission accepted the conciliation
agreement signed by your client, and a civil penalty in
settlement of a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) a provision of
the Pederal 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. § 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,

Associate Géeéneral Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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In the Matter of : )

)
Democratic National Committee, MUR 1730
Sharon Pratt Dixon, as treasurer )

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT
This matter was initiated by the Federal Election Commission

(hereinafter "the Commission®), pursuant to information 1.

-

ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its lupcrviiﬁry
SN . <

responsibilities. The Commission found probable cause to believe
, ! ’

~—

that the Democratic National Committee and its treasurer, S -
("Respondents”) violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by receipt of g;
corporate contribution during 1980.

Ndw, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondents, having duly
entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4)
(A)(if do hereby agree as follows:

Is The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents

and the subject matter of this proceediﬁg.

1 5 S Respondents have had a réasonable opportuniéy to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.
III. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with
the Commission. _
IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are As follows:

1. Respondent, Democratic National Committee, is the
national party organization for the Democratic }arty. Respondent
. Sharon Pratt Dixon became its treasurer on August 20, 1985.

2 In October 1980, Respondents accepted a $1,000

contribution from a corporation, Lowey, Dannenberg & Knapp, P.C.,

and deposited thé funds in its federal account.




-2-
3. Respondents contend that through a clerical error,

this contribution was mistakenly deposited into its federal

account.
4. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the acceptance of
corporate funds in connection with a federal election. i
v. Respondents accepted a corporate contribution in
connection with the 1980 campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a).

VI. Respondents will refund to Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp,
P.C., $1000, répresenting the amount of the corporate
contribution.

VII. Respondents will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer
oflthe United States in the amount of two hundred fifty dollars
($250.00), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5) (A).

VIII. Respondents agree that they shall not undertake any
activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. § 431 et seq.

IX. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at issue
herein or on its own motion,'may review compliancé 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.

X.  This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties-hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.




e
XI. Respondents 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. .

XII. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and
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:

Charles N. Steele
General Coupgel

A Eﬁmﬁ« 13,587
Kenneth A. Gros te

Associate General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

\o.0 Codu W[ig/e s

Dat¢ I
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In the Matter of

MUR 1730
Democratic National Committee
Paul G. Kirk, Jr., as treasurer

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on September 5,
1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take
the following actions in MUR 1730:.

1. Approve the proposed conciliation
agreement submitted with the
Addendum to the General Counsel's
Report in the above-captioned matter
dated September 4, 1985.
Send the letter to the respondents
attached to the General Counsel's
Report signed August 30, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald

and McGarry voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Harris did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Fri. 8-30-85, 11:07
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 9-3-85, 11:00
Deadline for votes: Thur., 9-5-85, 11:00




sEross 1& FEDERAL ELECTION omuul&f,{fgtc,
In the Matter of

Democratic National Committee Mor 1930AL7 30 Al . 07
and Paul G. Kirk, Jr., as treasurer

waaos . SENSITIVE

On July 30, 1985, the Commission found probable cause to
believe that the Democratic National Committee ("DNC") and Paul

G. Kirk, Jr., as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by

receipt of a contribution of $1000 from an incorporated law firm
during 1980.

The corporation had requested a refund upon notification
that its corporate check was in violation of the Act, but it
relied on advice of the DNC counsel who said that the funds
instead could be transferred from a federal account to a non-
federal bank account.

Discussion of Conciliation and Civil Penalty
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24 Send attached letter to respondents.

Charles N.
General C

QW N

Date (]

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
Proposed Conciliation Agreement
Letter to Respondent




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Democratic National Committee, MUR 1730

et al.

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of July 30,

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

following actions with respect to MUR 1730:

1% Decided by a vote of 5-0 to:

A. Find no probable cause to believe that the
Democratic National Committee and Paul G.

N Kirk, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a) as it relates to the following

contributions:

a) Speer, Leeds and Kellogg

= b) Community Development Association
% c) Harry J. Butler Associates

d) M.D. Pruitt Enterprises
o e) S.K. Management Company

f) Brown and Lambrecht
q) Conklin, Cahill and Company
h) East Rutherford Industrial Park

i) Group 3 Development Company

j) J. and B. Management

k) J. and D. Realty Company

1) J.C. Associates

m) Jaffe, Haft and Spring

n) Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company
0) Stern Brothers

P) Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
q) Andrews and Clark

r) Colin, Hochstin and Company

s) Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 1730
July 30, 1985

Take no further action against the
Democratic National Committee and
as treasurer, Paul G. Kirk, for
violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
regarding the following entities:

a) Napa Valley Disposal Service
b) B and L Development

Find no probable cause that the
following entities violated 2 U.S.C.
— § 441b(a) in this matter:

a) Speer, Leeds and Kellogg
b) Community Development Association
c) Harry J. Butler Associates

d) M.D. Pruitt Enterprises

e) S.K. Management Company

LG £f) Brown and Lambrecht

g) Conklin, Cahill and Company

< h) East Rutherford Industrial Park
Py i) Group 3 Development Company
j) J. and B. Management
(o k) J. and D. Realty Company
1) J.C. Associates
O m) Jaffe, Haft and Spring
o n) Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company

o) Stern Brothers

p) Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
q) Andrews and Clark

r) Colin, Hochstin and Company

s) Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

(continued)



Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 1730
July 30, 1985

Take no further action against the
following entities regarding 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) in this matter:

a) Napa Valley Disposal Service
b) B and L Development
c) Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp

Close the file in MUR 1730 with respect
to all matters except the violation of
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by the Democratic
National Committee in connection with
Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp.

F. Send appropriate letters pursuant to
the above actions.

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

Decided by a vote of 5-0 to find probable
cause to believe that the Democratic
National Committee and as treasurer, Paul
G. Kirk, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
regarding Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp.

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

Attest:

7 /80 [£5 Pespere ) . Lopmorna’

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOR COMMISSION
In the Matter of

)
59
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Democratic National Committee, et.al. MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

11

N .
3 0l

I. Background

During the FEC's audit of the Democratic National Committee
("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the auditors found that during
late 1980 the DNC received contributions of $34,287.50 from 22
entities whose corporate status could not be determined from the
name.

The auditors made telephone calls to appropriate state
agencies and found that those agencies listed as incorporated 18
entities having the same names as those of the DNC contributors.
The state agencies found corporations listed under slightly
different names for four other entities.

The Committee responded to these audit findings stating that
only one of the companies on the list of 22 is incorporated and
that this corporate contribution of $1,000 would be transferred
to a non-federal bank account. 1In further response to the
auditors' findings concerning this issue, the Committee submitted
15 "statements of non-corporate status" signed by contributors
which attested that each contribution was drawn on a partnership
account.

Due to conflicting information between the auditor's
findings from the Secretaries of State and the Committee's
information, the Office of General Counsel contacted the state

agencies to determine corporate status of the contributors. Our
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information from the Secretaries of State differed slightly from

the auditors' findings but still indicated the possibility that

the entities could be corporations. Therefore, the Office of
General Counsel recommended reason to believe.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that the DNC and 22 apparent corporate entities violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by making and receiving prohibited corporate
contributions. On September 5, 1984, the Commission approved the
letters and General Counsel's factual and legal analyses. The
reason to believe notices were sent September 12, 1984.

During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel
requested evidence which would verify that each of the entities
was a partnership or that the contribution was drawn on a non-
corporate account.

Fifteen of the 22 entities sent copies of their partnership
agreements, partnership tax forms, or some correspondence
addressing the entity as a partnership, along with a copy of the
check written to the DNC and/or a letter from a company official
stating that the entity making the contribution was a
partnership.

Two entities provided check copies (that did not show "Inc."
in the name on the check) along with a letter from the company or
from the attorney who filed amendments to the company's
partnership agreement. The letters stated that the entity making

the contribution was not incorporated.
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Three of the 22 respondents submitted only letters from the

company officials. Of these three letters, one (NAPA Valley

Disposal) informed us that it routinely makes contributions on
its partnership account and none on its corporate account and
that its review of contributions for 1980 revealed no
contribution in the amount in question ($412.50); one stated that
the check of $10,000 represented funds from two partners (Colins
and Hochstin); and the third (S.K. Management), stated that the
company has never been a corporation.

One of the 22 entities (B & L Development) could not be
reached through the postmaster. 1Its contribution totaled $1,000.

One entity (Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp) is an incorporated
law firm. One of the firm's principals who made the contribution
stated that the firm previously had been a partnership which had,
from time to time, made "small contributions to political
campaigns.” The firm incorporated on March 2, 1979. The
responding principal stated that he decided at the last minute to
attend a DNC fundraiser and, with the consent of his law partners
(i.e. principal shareholders), he wrote a check for $1,000 to the
DNC. He stated that he "did not give the slightest thought to
the fact that by using a check of the professional corporation,
[he] might be committing a technical violation of federal law."
He says that no one at the DNC brought this to his attention

until after the FEC audit. The respondent stated that he




immediately requested a refund, but was told by the DNC attorney

that the contribution would be transferred to a non-federal

account.

The 22 contributors and a listing of supporting documents

follows:

Type of Documentation
Supporting Non-Corporate
Contributor Amount Contribution

Spear, Leeds and Kellogg $ 1,000 Letter from the company
Letter from attorney who
files partnership
agreements
Copy of the contribution
check

Community Development Associates $ 1,000 Letter from the company
Check copy
Partnership Agreement

Napa Valley Disposal 412.50 Letter from company
stating that there are
two entities, a
corporation, and partner-
ship. Company finds no
evidence of this contri-
bution, but its practice
is to make any contribu-
tions from the partner-
ship account.

Harry J. Butler Associates Letter from company
Check copy
Partnership Agreement

M.D. Pruitt Enterprises Letter from company
Check copy
Partnership Agreement

S.K. Management Company Letter stating that this
has never been incor-
porated

B and L Development Cannot be reached through
postmaster
RTB notice was returned




Brown and Lambrecht

Conklin Cahill and Co.

East Rutherford Industrial Park

Group 3 Development Co.

J and B Management

J and D Realty Co.

J.C. Associates

Jaffe, Baft and Spring

Lawrence, O'Donnell and Co.

Stern Brothers

Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman

Letter from

company

Copy of partnership tax

forms

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
Check Copy
Copy of co.

company
Agreement
company

accountant's

letter addressing the
company as a partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
attorney
Partnership

Letter from
Partnership

Letter from
Partnership

Letter from
attorney

Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
attorney
Partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership
Agreement

company
Agreement
company
Agreement
company
Agreement

company
Certificate

company
Certificate

company

Agreement
company
Agreement
company

Bank




Andrews and Clark Letter from company
Check copy
Certificate of Partners
NY Secretary of State
Certificate

Ccolin, Hochstin and Co. $10,000 Letter from company
states that partners'
contribution represents
personal funds

Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman $ 1,000 Letter from company
Check copies

Lowey, Dannenberg, Knapp $ 1,000
- corporation -

II. Legal Analysis of DNC Response Brief
(See OGC Brief of May 20, 1985).

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of
corporate contributions in connection with federal elections.

In a response brief, the DNC concurred in the General

Counsel's recommendation that the Commission find no probable

cause regarding 19 of 22 contributions received. The DNC also
agrees with the General Counsel's recommendation to take no
further action concerning the corporate contribution from Lowey,
Dannenberg and Knapp. The Committee advises that on January 20,
1983, it transferred the funds in question to a non-federal bank
account.

As to the recommendation of no further action concerning a
contribution from the Napa Valley Disposal Service, the DNC takes
the position that the Commission should find no probable cause,
stating the following reasons:

a. There is no presumption under the law that the
funds...derived from an impermissible source.
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Direct communications by the contributor...indicate
that none of the funds...derived from a corporate
entity.

By recommending no further action..., the General
Counsel impliedly concedes that the facts presented are
insufficient to support a finding of probable cause to
believe a violation occurred.

The DNC makes a similar argument regarding the
recommendation to take no further action concerning the
contribution received from B and L Development, adding:

Neither the Commission nor the DNC has been
able to contact the contributor directly to
verify its non-corporate status.

It is the General Counsel's position that without enough
information and evidence to positively conclude that no violation
occurred in these instances, and having reasonably exhausted
resources for discovering further evidence in these matters, the
appropriate recommendation is to take no further action regarding
these two contributions.

III. Recommendations

155 Find no probable cause to believe that the Democratic
National Committee and Paul G. Kirk as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) as it relates to the following
contributions:

a) Speer, Leeds and Kellogg
b) Community Development Association
c) Harry J. Butler Associates
d) M.D. Pruitt Enterprises
e) S.K. Management Company
f) Brown and Lambrecht
q) Conklin, Cahill and Company
h) East Rutherford Industrial Park
i Group 3 Development Company
J. and B. Management
J. and D. Realty Company




1) J.C. Associates

m) Jaffe, Haft and Spring

n) Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company
o) Stern Brothers

p) Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
q) Andrews and Clark

r) Colin, Hochstin and Company

s) Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

Take no further action against the Democratic National
Committee and as treasurer Paul G. Kirk for violations of
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) regarding the following entities:

a) Napa Valley Disposal Service
b) B and L Development
c) Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp.

Find no probable cause that the following entities violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) in this matter:

a) Speer, Leeds and Kellogg

b) Community Development Association
c) Harry J. Butler Associates

d) M.D. Pruitt Enterprises

e) S.K. Management Company

£) Brown and Lambrecht

qg) Conklin, Cahill and Company

h) East Rutherford Industrial Park
i) Group 3 Development Company

j) J. and B. Management

k) J. and D. Realty Company

1) J.C. Associates

m) Jaffe, Haft and Spring

n) Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company
o) Stern Brothers

P) Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
q) Andrews and Clark

r) Colin, Hochstin and Company

s) Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

Take no further action against the following entities
regarding 2 U.S.C. § 44l1lb(a) in this matter:

a) Napa Valley Disposal Service
b) B and L Development
c) Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp.

Send the attached letters to respondents.




6. Close the file.

‘ 4
Date ; k Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Attachments
Letters to respondents
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

B and L Developers Inc.
292 Lima
Burwick, Louisiana 70342

Re: MUR 1730
B and L Developers

. Dear Sir or Madam:

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that B and L Developers had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act") in connection with the above referenced MUR.
However, after considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to take no further action and close its
file as it pertains to the company.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after it has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
within 10 days. The Commission reminds you, however, that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter has been
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

If you have any questions, please contact Frances B. Hagan,
the staff member assigned to handle this matter at (202) 523~
4000.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Angust 26, 1985

Ms. Eula J. Bristow
Jack R, Patterson, CPA
1763 Second Street
Napa, California 94558

MUR 1730
Napa Valley Disposal Service, Inc.

Dear Ms. Bristow:

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Napa Valley Disposal Service, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") in connection with the above
referenced MUR. However, after considering the circumstances of
this matter, the Commission has determined to take no further
action and close its file as it pertains to the company.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after it has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
within 10 days. The Commission reminds you, however, that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter has been
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

If you have any questions, please contact Frances B. Hagan,
the staff member assigned to handle t patter at (202) 523-

Charles N. Ste
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Stephen Lowey, Esquire
Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp
747 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10017

RE: MUR 1730
Lowey, Dannenberg
and Knapp, P.C.

Dear Mr. Lowey:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded@ on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you,- however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances Hagan, the

Chafles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Stuart Marshall Bloch
J. C. Associates

1401 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 1730
J. C. Associates

Dear Mr. Bloch:

- This is to-advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

Charles N.
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Harold L. Hoffman
Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman
65 Livingston Avenue
Roseland, New Jersey 07068

RE: MUR 1730
Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter.has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mattee—pg#7(202) 523-4000.

General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Herbert A. Coleman
Colin Hochstin Company

50 Broadway

New York, New York 10004

RE: MUR 1730
Colin Hochstin Company

Dear Mr. Coleman:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter.has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the

General Counsel




2 T I ALt s s e e R T e s
TR S eI T S e B gl r

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Jeffries Shein

Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman Associates
162 Smith Street

P.O. Box 231

Perth Amboy, New Jersey 08862

RE: MUR 1730
Jacobson, Goldfarb and
Tanzman Associates

Dear Mr. Shein:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Fr B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this ma ; (202) 523-4000.

. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Donald W. Smith
Andrews and Clark

49 West 37th Street

New York, New York 10018

RE: MUR 1730
Andrews and Clark

Dear Mr. Smith:

This is to-advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frapces B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mat !

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. Ira Jaffe

Jaffe, Haft and Spring

111 Great Neck Road :
Great Neck, New York 11021

RE: MUR 1730
Jaffe, Haft and Spring

Dear Mr. Jaffe:

This is to-advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

s B. Hagan, the
202) 523-4000.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

David Papke, Treasurer
Group 3 Development Company
17 West Lockwood

St. Louis, Missouri 63119

RE: MUR 1730
Group 3 Development Company

Dear Mr. Papke:

. This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this matter 32 202) 523-4000.

74
s

arles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, ,1985

Mr. Samuel G. Blumenfeld

East Rutherford Industrial Park
Bergen County Associates

200 Murray Hill Parkway '

East Rutherford, New Jersey 07073

RE: MUR 1730
Bergen County Associates

Dear Mr. Blumenfeld:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. - This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) -and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mate€ at/ (202) 523-4000.

Ardrles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. M.D. Pruitt

M.D. Pruitt Enterprises
3401 East Thomas Road
Suite H

Phoenix, Arizona 85018

RE: MUR 1730
M.D. Pruitt Enterprises

Dear Mr. Pruitt:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was

conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
~ is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
== become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. - Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
1n U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

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

August 26, 1985

Ms. Donna Sanders

Administrative Assistant
Community Development Associates
422 Whitney Street

San Leandro, California 04577

RE: MUR 1730
Community Development
Associates

Dear Ms. Sanders:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mat -

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Hector G. Dowd, Esquire
Singer, Netter and Dowd
745 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10151

RE: MUR 1730
Lawrence, O'Donnell and
Company

Dear Mr. Dowd: .

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

B. Hagan, the
(202) 523-4000.

General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

*August 26, 1985

Allan S. Sexter

Kimmelman, Sexter and Sobel
One Battery Park Plaza

New York, New York 10004

RE: MUR 1730
Stern Brothers

Dear Mr. Sexter:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. .This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) .and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this matg€r & (202) 523-4000.

¢ N. Steéle
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

John J. Nigro, Esquire
Dorfman, Jacobson and Nigro
7600 Jericho Turnpike
Woodbury, New York 11797

RE: MUR 1730
J and B Management

Dear Mr. Nigro:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. .This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Francesg B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mat :4’(202) 523-4000.

Chet'lés
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Jack Levy, Esquire

Suite 552

8383 Wilshire Boulevard -
Beverly Hills, California 90211

RE: MUR 1730
S.K. Management Company

Dear Mr. Levy:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. "This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this matteryaf’(202) 523-4000.

Charles N. g
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Mr. John Emanuel

Conklin, Cahill and Company
14 wall Street

New York, New York 10005

RE: MUR 1730
Conklin, Cahill and Company

Dear Mr. Emanuel:

This is to-advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. -This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mat at/ (202) 523-4000.

CharlXYes Steéle
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Stephen G. Epstein, Esquire
J and D Realty Company

101 West 55th Street

New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1730
Dear Mr. Epstein£

This is to advise you that after an investigation was

- conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the

staff member assigned to handle thi (202) 523-4000.
q /4
. S ¢ ’

drles N.
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Roger A. Yonkman, Controller

Brown and Lambrecht

Route 30 and Gouger Road, R.F.D. 2
Joliet, Illinois 60432

RE: MUR 1730
Brown and Lambrecht

Dear Mr. Yonkman:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. .This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this mat hi» (202) 523-4000.

/-

al Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Ms. Debi T. Wilson

Barry J. Butler and Associates
Three Piedmont Center

Suite 515

Atlanta, Georgia 30305

RE: MUR 1730 .
Harry J. Butler and Associates

Dear Ms. Wilson:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your company violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. - This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the
staff member assigned to handle this matte (202) 523-4000.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 26, 1985

Louis R. Proyect

General Counsel

Spear, Leeds and Kellogg
115 Broadway

New York, New York 10006

RE:. MUR 1730
Spear, Leeds and Kellogg

Dear Mr. Proyect: .

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on July 30, 1985, that there
is no probable cause to believe that your client violated the
Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1730, has
been closed as it pertains to this company. - This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days after it has been
closed with respect to all other respondents involved. Should
you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on
the public record, please do so within 10 days. The Commission
reminds you, however, that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) ‘and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until
the entire matter has been closed. The Commission will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Frances B. Hagan, the

staff member assigged to handle this mattem a+ (202) 523-4000.
S]'i;,"
4 “27'

Charile
General Counsel
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June 5, 1985

BY HAND

Ms. Frances B. Hagan
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1730
Dear Ms. Hagan:

In response to Charles N. Steele's letter dated May 20,
1985, the Democratic National Committee and Paul G. Kirk, Jr.,
(collectively referred to hereinafter as the "DNC") hereby
submit the following reply.

1. The DNC agrees with the General Counsel's Brief
dated May 17, 1985 insofar as it recommends that the Commission
find no probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
concerning each of the 19 contributors identified in Section III,
paragraph 1 of the General Counsel's Brief.

2. Concerning the contribution received from Napa Valley
Disposal Service, the DNC takes the position that the Commission
must find no probable cause to believe a violation has occurred
for the following reasons:

a. There is no presumption under the law that the
funds at issue here derived from an impermissible
source.

b. Direct communications by the contributor to
the Commission and the DNC indicate that none of
the funds at issue derived from a corporate entity.

c. By recommending that no further action be taken
in this instance, the General Counsel impliedly
concedes that the facts presented are insufficient
to support a finding of probable cause to believe

a violation has occurred.




Ms. Frances B. Hagan
June 5, 1985
Page Two

Collectively, the uncontroverted evidence establishes
that the funds derived from a permissible source. Accordingly,
based upon the facts before the Commission, it must find no
probable cause to believe a violation has occurred in this
instance.

3. Concerning the contribution received from B&L
Development, the DNC maintains that the Commission must find
no probable cause to believe a violation has occurred for
the following reasons:

a. There is no presumption under the law that the
funds at issue here derived from an impermissible
source.

b. On November 10, 1982, Ms. Diane Griscom of the
Louisiana Corporate Records Division informed the
DNC that there was no record of an entity by the
name of B&L Development on file in her office.

c. Neither the Commission nor the DNC has been
able to contact the contributor directly to verify
its non corporate status.

d. By recommending no further action be taken in
this instance, the General Counsel impliedly
concedes that the facts presented are insufficient
to support a finding of probable cause.

Accordingly, based upon the evidence before the Commission,
it must find no probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred in this instance.

4. The DNC agrees with the General Counsel's Brief insofar
as it recommends that the Commission take no further action
against it concerning the contribution received from Lowey,
Dannenberg and Knapp. In support of this recommendation, please
be advised that on January 20, 1983 the DNC transferred the
funds in question to a non federal account pursuant to discussions
with Reports Analysis Division staff and FEC Directive No. 19
Revised September 12, 1980.

Respectfully submitted,

e

John M. Carroll
Counsel

JMC/gtd

cc: Paul G. Kirk,
Chairman
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The Commission
Charles N. Steew
General Counsel

SUBJECT: MUR 1730

Attached for the Commission's review are briefs stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter. A copy of these briefs and
letters notifying the respondents of the General Counsel's intent
to recommend to the Commission a finding of no probable cause to
believe were mailed on May 20 » 1985. Following receipt of
the Respondents' replies to these notices, this Office will make
a further report to the Commission.

Attachment
l. Briefs
2. Letters to Respondents
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION mm
In the Matter of

)
)

Democratic National Committee, et.al. ) MUR 1730
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF
I. Statement of the Case

buring the FEC's audit of the Democratic National Committee
("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the auditors found that during
late 1980 the DNC received contributions of $34,287.50 from 22
entities whose corporate status could not be determined from the
name.

The auditors made telephone calls to appropriate state
agencies and found that those agencies listed as incorporated 18
entities having the same names as those of the DNC contributors.
The state agencies found corporations listed under slightly
different names for four other entities.

The Committee responded to these audit findings stating that
only one of the companies on the list AE 22 is incorporated and
that this corporate contribution of $1,000 would be transferred
to a non-federal bank account. In further response to the
auditors' findings concerning this issue, the Committee submitted
15 "statements of non-corporate status" signed by contributors
which attested that each contribution was drawn on a partnership
account.

Due to conflicting information between the auditor's
findings from the Secretaries of State and the Committee's
information, the Office of General Counsel contacted the state

agencies to determine corporate status of the contributors. Our

Adachmend A1)
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information from the Secretaries of State differed slightly from
the auditors' findings but still indicated the possibility that
the entities could be corporations. Therefore, the Office of
General Counsel recommended reason to believe.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that the DNC and 22 apparent corporate entities violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by making and receiving prohibited corporate
contributions. On September 5, 1984, the Commission approved the
letters and General Counsel's factual and legal analyses. The
reason to believe notices were sent September 12, 1984.

During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel
requested evidence which would verify that each of the entities
was a partnership or that the contribution was drawn on a non-
corporate account.

Fourteen of the 22 entities sent copies of their partnership

agreements, partnership tax forms, or some correspondence

addressing the entity as a partnership, along with a copy of the

check written to the DNC and/or a letter from a company official
stating that the entity making the contribution was a
partnership.

Three entities provided check copies (that did not show
"Inc." in the name on the check) along with a letter from the
company or from the attorney who filed amendments to the
company's partnership agreement. The letters stated that the

entity making the contribution was not incorporated.




Three of the 22 respondents submitted only letters from the
company officials. Of these three letters, one informed us that
it routinely makes contributions on its partnership account and
none on its corporate account and that its review of
contributions for 1980 revealed no contribution in the amount in
qguestion ($412.50); one stated that the check of $10,000
represented funds from two partners (Colins and Hochstin); and
the third (S.K. Management), stated that the company has never
been a corporation. )

One of the 22 entities could not be reached through the
postmaster. Its contribution totaled $1,000.

One entity is an incorporated law firm. One of the firm's
principals who made the contribution stated that the firm
previously had been a partnership which had, from time to time,
made "small contributions to political campaigns." The firm
incorporated on March 2, 1979. The responding principal stated
that he decided at the last minute to attend a DNC fundraiser
and, with the consent of his partners (i.e. principal
shareholders), he wrote a check for $1,000 to the DNC. He stated
that he "did not give the slightest thought to the fact that by
using a check of the professional corporation, [he] might be
committing a technical violation of federal law." He says that
no one at the DNC brought this to his attention until after the

FEC audit. The respondent stated that he immediately requested a
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refund, but was told by the DNC attorney that the contribution
would be transferred to a non-federal account.
The 22 contributors and a listing of supporting documents
follows:
Type of Documentation

Supporting Non-Corporate
Contributor Amount Contribution

Spear, Leeds and Kellogg $ 1,000 Letter from the company
Letter from attorney who
files partnership
agreements
Copy of the contribution
check

; Community Development Associates Letter from the company
Check copy
Partnership Agreement

Napa Valley Disposal Letter from company
stating that there are
two entities, a
corporation, and partner-
ship. Company finds no
evidence of this contri-
bution, but its practice
is to make any contribu-
tions from the partner-
ship account.

Harry J. Butler Associates Letter from company
Check copy
Partnership Agreement

M.D. Pruitt Enterprises Letter from company
‘ Check copy
Partnership Agreement

S.K. Management Company Letter stating that this
has never been incor-
porated

B and L Development Cannot be reached through

postmaster
RTB notice was returned

44)




Brown and Lambrecht

Conklin Cahill and Co.

East Rutherford Industrial Park

Group 3 Development Co.

J and B Management

J and D Realty Co.

J.C. and Associates

Jaffe, Haft and Spring

Lawrence, O'Donnell and Co.

Stern Brothers

Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman

Andrews and Clark

Letter from

company

Copy of partnership tax

forms

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
Check Copy
Copy of co.

company
Agreement
company

accountant's

letter addressing the
company as a partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
attorney
Partnership

Letter from
Partnership

Letter from
Partnership

Letter from
attorney
Check copy
Partnership

Letter from
attorney
Partnership

Letter from
Check copy
Partnership
Agreement

Letter from
Check copy

company
Agreement
company
Agreement
company
Agreement

company
Certificate

company
Certificate

company

Agreement
company
Agreement
company

Bank

company
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Colin, Hochstin and Co. $10,000 * Letter from company
states that partners'
contribution represents
personal funds

Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman * Letter from company
* Check copies

Lowey, Dannenberg, Knapp
‘ - corporation -

II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of
corporate contributions in connection with federal elections.

In this case, 19 of the 22 contributors have provided
documentation sufficient to judge that their contributions
originated from non-corporate sources. The evidence and
explanations adequately clarify the partnership status or clearly
indicate that the contribution was not corporate. Therefore,
this Office is prepared to recommend that the Commission find no
probable cause concerning the DNC in these 19 cases.

As to the entity that neither the DNC nor the Office of
General Counsel could contact to verify its status (B and L
Development), we are prepared to recommend no further action in
the matter. 1In addition, the Napa Valley Disposal Service stated
that its review of records from the corporate and partnership
entities of the same name reveals that any contributions were
made from the partnership. This company could not specifically
identify a contribution of $412.50. As a result of this
information, we recommend no further action in this particular

matter.

ALG)
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Finally, this Office will recommend that the Commission take

no further action against the Committee for receipt of the $1,000

corporate contribution. wWe would not pursue this matter further
in that the DNC has agreed to transfer the funds to a non-
corporate account and because the Committee previously has been
informed through Reports Analysis Division communications that a
transfer to a non-federal account is an appropriate alternative
to refunds of corporate contributions.

III. Recommendations

1 Find no probable cause to believe that the Democratic
National Committee and Paul G. Kirk as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) as it relates to the following
contributions:

a) Speer, Leeds and Kellogg

b) Community Development Association
c) Harry J. Butler Associates

d) M.D. Pruitt Enterprises

e) S.K. Management Company

£) Brown and Lambrecht

g) Conklin, Cahill and Company

h) East Rutherford Industrial Park
i) Group 3 Development Company

3) J. and B. Management

k) J. and D. Realty Company

1) J.C. and Associates

m) Jaffe, Haft and Spring

n) Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company
o) Stern Brothers

p) Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
q) Andrews and Clark

r) Colin, Hochstin and Company

s) Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

Take no further action against the Democratic National
Committee and as treasurer Paul G. Kirk for violations of
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) regarding the following entities:

a) Napa Valley Disposal Service
b) B and L Development




c) Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp.

) WNean 1\ S4eC
Date \ Charles N.
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Spear, Leeds and Kellogg MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Spear, Leeds and Kellogg, ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in June 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Spear, Leeds and Kellogg violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a).

During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account.
Spear, Leeds and Kellogg provided a letter from the Firm's
general counsel and a letter from its attorney who is responsible
for amending Articles of Partnership and filing the Certificate
of Limited Partnership. Both letters attested that the Firm was

a partnership. A copy of the contribution check includes

"partner" signature lines.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A Q)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Spear, Leeds and

Kellogg violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

\A Mu“\ \Q Ry

Date Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Community Development Associates MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee®), the
auditors found that Community Development Associates, ("the
Firm"), an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of
$1,000 to the DNC in July 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Community Development Associates violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441lb(a). During the investigation, the Office of General
Counsel requested evidence which would verify that the Firm was a
partnership or that the contribution was drawn on a nén—corporate
account. Community Development Associates provided a letter

stating that the California Secretary of State has a listing for

Community Development Associates, Inc. of Santa Monica, while the

Firm is a partnership located in San Leandro. The Firm submitted
a contribution check copy and a copy of its partnership
agreement.
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S5.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Community Development

Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Harry J. Butler & Associates MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Harry J. Butler and Associates ("the Firm"),
an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $2,500 to
the DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Harry J. Butler and Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. The
Firm provided a letter stating that the Firm is a limited
partnership. The Firm enclosed a copy of the contribution check
drawn on the partnership account and a éopy of its certificate of
partnership. The letter stated that Mr. Butler also owns stock
in a qorporation, Harry J. Butler and Son, Inc.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A U3)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from

a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.

III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Harry J. Butler and

Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). ////iz//(7
// G

’

ViR
Date \ Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
M.D. Pruitt Enterprises MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

puring the Federal Election Commission's audit of the

Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee™), the

auditors found that M.D. Pruitt Enterprises ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in September 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that M.D. Pruitt Enterprises violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During
the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. The
Firm provided a letter stating that it had never been a
corporation. The Firm provided copies of the contribution check
along with its partnership agreement. 1In addition, the Firm
enclosed a statement from the Arizona Corporation Commission
stating that M.D. Pruitt Enterprises is not a corporation in that
state.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

r L)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that M.D. Pruitt

Enterprises violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Ao, g€

Date \ Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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In the Matter of

S.K. Management Company MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that S.K. Management ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the DNC in
June 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that S.K. Management Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During
the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account.
Counsel for the Firm replied that this company has never been
incorporated. The letter stated that there was a corporation in
the same area using the same name, but that this partnership has
no connection with the corporation.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

K U3
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that S.K. Management

Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

X 059«.\ WA &Y

Date Charles ‘N. Steele

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Brown and Lambrecht MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Brown and Lambrecht ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $500 to the DNC in
October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Brown and Lambrecht violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During the
investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested evidence
which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or that the
contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. Controller
for the Firm stated that two entities exist; Brown and Lambrecht
is a partnership and Brown and Lambrecht Earthmovers, Inc., is a
corporation. The Firm stated that, "We have long been aware of
the Federal Election Campaign Act, and have never been in
violation as you allege.” The letter enclosed a copy of the
partnership tax return.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A(4)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Brown and Lambrecht

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Conklin, Cahill and Company MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEPF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Conklin, Cahill and Company("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,550 to the
DNC in 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Conklin, Cahill and Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a ndn-corporate account. A
partner in the Firm responded in a letter and enclosed copies of
the contribution check and the partnership agreement. The letter
stated that two similarly-named entities exist; the corporation
is "Conklin, Cahill, Inc.," the limited partnership is "Conklin,
Cahill and Company."”

II. Legal'Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A (21)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Conklin, Cahill and

Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

>t GJLOLSK \G
Date
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of )
)
)
GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

East Rutherford Industrial Park MUR 1730

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that East Rutherford Industrial Park ("the Firm"),
an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to
the DNC in June 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that East Rutherford Industrial Park violated 2 U.S.C..s 441b(a) .
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested

evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or

that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. A

managing partner of the Firm responded, stating that the East
Rutherford Industrial Park, Inc., was a "dummy" corporation which
had no assets. He explained that the bank account is in the name
of Bergen County Associates, a partnership organized in 1951, and
that the bank checks contain the name East Rutherford Industrial
Park alonglwith Bergen County Associates to identify the
partnership's properties. He offered to send tax returns
indicating the partnership entity. When we asked for copies, the

partner stated this his company was in receivership and all such

A @R3)
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documents ﬁad been removed. He did send a piece of
correspondence addressing the company as a partnership.
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of
corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

In this case, the documentation and information provided is
sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that East Rutherford

Industrial Park violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Chartes N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Group 3 Development Company MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEPF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Group 3 Development Company ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in August 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Group 3 Development Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a noh-corporate acéount. The
Firm's treasurer replied, explaining that this company is a
general partnership in the state of Missouri and has no
relationship to the corporation of the same name registered in
New Jersey. The treasurer supported this assertion with copies
of the partnership's contribution check and its partnership
agreement.A
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A (25)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
I1I. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Group 3 Development

Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

J and B Management MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that J and B Management ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $2,500 to the DNC in
October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that J and B Management violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). buring the
investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested evidence
which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or that the
contribution was drawn on a non-corporéte account. Counsel for
the Firm advised that two entities exist, the partnership and the
corporation (J and B Management, Inc.). He submitted both the
partnership agreement and the articles of incorporation to
clarify the distinction between the two entities. He further
stated that the contribution was drawn on the partnership
account. .

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A @3)




a2

In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that J. and B. Management

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

\&\*k&u \NQLS

Date & Ch Es N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
J. and D. Realty Company MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that J. and D. Realty Company ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that J. and D. Realty Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account.
Counsel for the Firm replied that this client is a general
partnership and has no connection with any corporation of the

same name. He supported the statement with copies of the Firm's

partnership certificate.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is
gsufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.

III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that J. and D. Realty

Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

~
Date ( es N. Steele

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
J. C. Associates MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that J. C. Associates ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $2,500 to the DNC in
October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

Oon August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that J. C. Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During the
investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested evidence
which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or that the
contribution was drawn on a non-corpora£e account. One of the
Firm's partners responded that the Firm is indeed a partnership
with no connection to any corporation with a similar name. He
supports this statement with copies of the canceled check and the
certificate of partnership.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S;C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A GV




In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that J. C. Associates

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

| Mmu &Pl

Date

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Jaffe, Haft and Spring MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC"” or "the Committee”), the
auditors found that Jaffe, Haft and Spring ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Jaffe, Haft and Spring violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During
the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. A
partner in the Firm responded, stating that his partnership has
no connection with a corporation with a similar name. He stated
that his partnership made the contribution. The assertion was
supported with copies of the partnership's contribution check and
its partnership agreement.

II. Legal Analysis
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

A (33)
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from

a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
II1. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Jaffe, Haft, and
Spring violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

M M \F;k1’
Date N Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of )
i
GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company MUR 1730

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company ("the Firm"),
an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of §1,000 to

the DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to

the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason fo believe
that Lawrence, O'Donnell and Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account.
Counsel for the Firm stated that his client is a "partnership
member of the New York Stock Exchange." He explained that a
corporation was set up with a similar but different name and that
the corporate entity "never had any assets, stockholders,
directors or officers, and specifically never had a checking
account." ‘Counsel provided a copy of the partnership's

contribution check and partnership agreement.
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II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of
corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.

In this case, the documentation and information provided is
sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.

III. General Counsel's Recommendation
Find no probable cause to believe that Lawrence, O'Donnell

and Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Stern Brothers MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

puring the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Stern Brothers ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the DNC in
1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that Stern Brothers violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Duting the

investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested evidence
which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or that the
contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. Counsel for
the Firm stated that his client is a partnership which made the
contribution to the DNC in 1980. He further stated that the Firm
has no connection with any corporation by the same name which may
exist. Counsel provided a copy of the partnership agreement.
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S;C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Stern Brothers

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

| | ot
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Date Chartes N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman MUR 1730
Associates

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman Associates
("the Firm"), an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution
of $1,000 to the DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman Associates violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a). During the investigation, the Office of General
Counsel requested evidence which would verify that the Firm was a
partnership or that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate
account. A partner in the Firm stated that it was his
partnership, Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman Associates, which
made the contribution to the DNC. He provided a copy of the
check to support his statement. He explained further that a
corporation with a similar name exists, Jacobson, Goldfarb and
Tanzman, ;gg., which is a separate entity. The partner submitted

a copy of the Firm's partnership bank agreement.

I1. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Jacobson, Goldfarb

and Tanzman Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 4

. Steel
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Andrews and Clark MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Andrews and Clark ("the Firm"), an apparent
corporate entity, made a contribution of $500 to the DNC in
October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm

could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that Andrews and Clark violated 2 U.S.C. § 44lb(a). During the
investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested evidence
which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or that the
contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. A partner
with the Firm stated that two entities exist, Andrews and Clark,
a partnership which made the contribution to the DNC, and Andrews
and Clark, Inc., which is a separate entity. The partner
submitted a copy of the contribution check labeled "Andrews and
Ciark" and signed by the partner.
II. Legal'Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Andrews and Clark

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

M N vy

Date N Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of
Colin Hochstin Company MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committeé ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Colin Hochstin Company, ("the Firm"), an
apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to the
DNC in June 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm

could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that Colin Hochstin Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). During
the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a non-corporate account. The
Firm's response stated that the Firm is a partnership and that
the contribution represented personal funds of the two partners,
Justin Colin and Roger Hochstin. A copy of the partnership's
contribution check contains a memo regarding the partners'
contribution share.
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Colin Hochstin

Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman MUR 1730

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEP

During the Federal Election Commission's audit of the
Democratic National Committee ("the DNC" or "the Committee"), the
auditors found that Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman, ("the Firm"),
an apparent corporate entity, made a contribution of $1,000 to
the DNC in October 1980.

Telephone calls to the appropriate state agency indicated to
the auditors and to the Office of General Counsel that the Firm
could be incorporated.

On August 14, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe
that Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman violated 2 U.S.C. § 4k1b(a).
During the investigation, the Office of General Counsel requested
evidence which would verify that the Firm was a partnership or
that the contribution was drawn on a noh-corporate account.
The Firm responded that the law firm incorporated in May 1979,
but simultaneously maintained its partnership through December
1980. The Firm stated that its partnership account made the
contributions to the DNC. Copies of the contribution checks were
submitted which show the partnership name.
II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits the making or receipt of

corporate contributions in connection with a federal election.
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In this case, the documentation and information provided is

sufficient to judge that the Firm's contribution originated from
a non-corporate source. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
is prepared to recommend no probable cause to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) occurred in this matter.
III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find no probable cause to believe that Grotta, Glassman and

Hoffman violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a).

\H M&)—\ \Q (3’

Date Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




B  FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
, WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

John M. Carroll, Esquire
Democratic National Committee
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 1730
Democratic National Committee

Dear Mr. Carroll:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission £ind no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred regarding each contributor in
qguestion except the following: 1) Napa Valley Disposal Service,
2) B and L Development and 3) Lowey, Dannenberg and Knapp. In
these three instances, this Office will recommend that the
Commission take no further action concerning receipt of
contributions from these entities. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)

523-4000.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Louis R. Proyect

General Counsel

Spear, Leeds and Kellogg
115 Broadway

New York, New York 10006

RE: MUR 1730
Spear, Leeds, and Kellogg

Dear Mr. Proyect:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Louis R. Proyect
General Counsel
Page 2

should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan,oshe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Ms. Donna Sanders

Administrative Assistant
Community Development Associates
422 Whitney Street

San Leandro, California 04577

RE: MUR 1730
Community Development Associates

Dear Ms. Sanders:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Donna Sanders
Administrative Assistant
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.

Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Geﬁeral Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Ms. Debi T. wilson

Harry J. Butler and Associates
Three Piedmont Center

Suite 515

Atlanta, Georgia 30305

RE: MUR 1730
Harry J. Butler and Associates

Dear Ms. Wilson:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Debi T. Wilson
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.

Hagan, the staff member assigned to hand
523-4000. ) le this matter, at (202)

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. M.D. Pruitt

M.D. Pruitt Enterprises
3401 East Thomas Road
Suite H

Phoenix, Arizona 85018

RE: MUR 1730
M.D. Pruitt Enterprises

Dear Mr. Pruitt:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




M.D. Pruijitt
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Prances B.
g;gazaoghc staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)

"{‘- N e ; g
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Jack Levy, Esquire

Suite 552

8383 Wilshire Boulevard

Beverly Hills, California 90211

RE: MUR 1730
S.K. Management Company

Dear Mr. Levy:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

2

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission f£ind no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

T
™~
I

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.

40

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Jack Levy, Esquire
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
H;ga:éoghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
5 o= O

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Roger A. Yonkman, Controller

Brown and Lambrecht

Route 30 and Gouger Road, R.F.D. 2
Joliet, Illinois 60432

RE: MUR 1730
Brown and Lambrecht

Dear Mr. Yonkman:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission f£ind no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Roger A. Yonkman, Controller
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
H;gazaoghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
5 = .

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. John Emanuel

Conklin, Cahill and Company
14 Wall Street

New York, New York 10005

RE: MUR 1730
Conklin, Cahill and Company

Dear Mr. Emanuel:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




John Emanuel
Page 2

S8hould you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan,oghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sin

Y 2 e
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Samuel G. Blumenfeld

East Rutherford Industrial Park
Bergen County Associates

200 Murray Hill Parkway

East Rutherford, New Jersey 07073

RE: MUR 1730
Dear Mr. Blumenfeld:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Samuel G. Blumenfeld
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan6 8he staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

David Papke, Treasurer
Group 3 Development Company
17 west Lockwood

St. Louis, Missouri 63119

RE: MUR 1730
Group 3 Development Company

Dear Mr. Papke:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




David Papke, Treasurer
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan.oghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Geﬁetal Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

John J. Nigro, Esquire
Dorfman, Jacobson and Nigro
7600 Jericho Turnpike
Woodbury, New York 11797

MUR 1730
J and B Management

Dear Mr. Nigro:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission f£find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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John J. Nigro, Esquire
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
H;ganéoghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
5 "4 .

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Stephen G. Epstein, Esquire
J and D Realty Company

101 Wwest 55th Street

New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1730
J and D Realty Company

Dear Mr. Epstein:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Stephen G. Epstein, Esquire
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
H;ga:aoghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
53- .

Charles N.
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Stuart Marshall Bloch
J. C. Associates

1401 Sixteen Street, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 1730
J.C. Associates

Dear Mr. Bloch:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Stuart Marshall Bloch
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan,OShe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

£/
Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Ira Jaffe

Jaffe, Haft and Spring

111 Great Neck Road

Great Neck, New York 11021

RE: MUR 1730
Jaffe, Haft and Spring

Dear Jaffe:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Ira Jaffe
Page 2

Should you have any questioné, please contact Frances B.
Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Hector G. Dowd, Esquire
Singer, Netter and Dowd
745 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10151

RE: MUR 1730
Lawrence, O'Donnell and
Company

Dear Mr. Dowd:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Hector G. Dowd, Esquire
Page 2

Should you have any guestions, please contact Frances B.
H;ganb ghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
5 -40.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Allan S. Sexter

Kimmelman, Sexter and Sobel
One Battery Park Plaza

New York, New York 10004

RE: MUR 1730
Stern Brothers

Dear Mr. Sexter:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 client's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Allan S. Sexter
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B,

Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

O]

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Jeffries Shein

Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman Associates
162 Smith Street

P.0. Box 231

Perth Amboy, New Jersey 08862

RE: MUR 1730
Jacobson, Goldfarb and Tanzman
Associates

Dear Shein:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Jeffries Shein
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)

523-4000. /
Sincere)y,’
/

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Donald W. Smith
Andrews and Clark

49 West 37th Steet

New York, New York 10018

RE: MUR 1730
Andrews and Clark

Dear Mr. Smith:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.




Donald W. Smith
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
H;gagéoshe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
5 '~ °

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463
May 20, 1985

Herbert A. Coleman

Colin Hochstin Company

50 Broadway

New York, New York 10004

RE: MUR 1730
Colin Hochstin and Company

Dear Mr. Coleman:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Herbert A. Coleman
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan, the staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

gfrles
General Counse

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Harold L. Hoffman
Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman
65 Livingston Avenue
Roseland, New Jersey 07068

RE: MUR 1730
Grotta, Glassman and Hoffman

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Based on information acertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Federal
Election Commission, on August 14, 1984, found reason to believe
that your company had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of
the Act and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

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 company's 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 submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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Harold L. Boffman
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan,oghe staff member assigned to handle this matter, at (202)
523-4000. :

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief




DEMOCRATIC

NATIONAL COMMITTEE 1625 Massachusetts Ave., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20036 (202)797-5900

October 9, 1984

BY HAND e
i =]
e
Ms. Frances B. Hagan g
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW

Washington DC 20463
Re: MUR 1730

Dear Ms. Hagan:

By letter dated September 12, 1984, the Federal
Election Commission (the Commission) advised the Democratic
National Committee (the DNC) and Mr. Paul G. Kirk, Treasurer
that it had found reason to believe that the DNC may have
violated 2 U.S.C. $§441b(a) by accepting certain corporate
contributions in connection with a federal election. We
have reviewed the General Counsel's Factual and Legal
Analysis (General Counsel's Report) concerning MUR 1730
and believe that the facts demonstrate that this matter
should be closed without further action.

As set forth in the DNC's response to the auditors'
interim report, in November of 1982, the DNC conducted
a thorough investigation of the allegations and determined
that, while several contributors had names which were
similar to separate corporate entities, all but one of
the challenged contributions derived from non-corporate
sources. The single exception was Lowey, Dannenberg and
Knapp.

In response to the above-referenced letter, the DNC
undertook a burdensome, second investigation concerning
the auditors' allegations. Of the remaining 21 alleged
corporate contributors, the DNC was able to contact 20
(the 1lone exception being B & L Development). Of those
contacted, each confirmed by telephone that the contribution
in question did not derive from corporations. Additionally,
the DNC has, as of October 9, 1984, received letters from
19 of the alleged corporate contributors confirming their
non-corporate status. See Attachment "A".




Ms. Hagan
October 9, 1984
Page Two

Concerning the contribution received from Lowey,
Dannenberg and Knapp, contrary to the General Counsel's
Report, the DNC maintains that the transfer of corporate
funds from a federal account to a non-federal account
is an appropriate remedial measure where corporate funds
were inadvertently deposited into a federal account.

It is now beyond doubt that none of the remaining
contributions in question derived from corporate sources.
Unfortunately, as a consequence of this exercise, the
DNC may have Jjeopardized its future relationship with
proven Democratic supporters. The DNC was forced to take
this risk despite the fact that there is no presumption
under the law that the funds accepted by the DNC derived
from corporate sources, and the DNC had already gone to
great 1lengths to assure that they did not. Certainly,
there is no basis for contrary conclusions based simply
on calls to secretaries of state regarding different
corporate entities having the same or similar names, as
distinguished from direct inquiry with, and confirmation
by, the actual contributors.

I trust that these efforts, which proved extremely
burdensome for both the contributors and the DNC, will
satisfy your inquiry and convince the Commission to close
this matter without further action.

Respectfully submitted,
/——‘

Jol

John M. Carroll
Counsel

cc: Paul G. Kirk, Jr.
Anthony S. Harrington




ATTACHMENT A

October 3, 1984

Ms. Jenny Desmond

Democratic National Election Committee
1635 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Ms. Desmond:

As requested, we attach a copy of our letter of September 18,
1984 to the Federal Election Commission.

Sincerely,




Andrews & Clar

September 18, 1984

MUR 1730
Andrews & Clark

Lee Ann Elliott

Chairman

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Chairman Elliott:

We have your letter of September 12, 1984 received September 14, 1984, advising
us of your belief that Andrews & Clark violated a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On November 29, 1982, Andrews & Clark confirmed that a $500 contribution to
the Democratic National Committee was made by the partnership.

The General Counsel's Factual and Legal Anélysis has not made the distinction
between Andrews & Clark, a partnership, and Andrews & Clark, Inc., a corporation
licensed in New York State, both of which existed in 1980 and continue as two separate
firms.

The firm began in 1938 as W. Earle Andrews, Engineer, a sole proprietor. It
became a partnership, Andrews & Clark, in June 1945 and has continued to operate
primarily in states where corporate practice of engineering is not permitted. It is a
separate entity from the Corporation, with its own bank account.

The Corporation, Andrews & Clark, Inc., was started in 1959 by acquiring the
Wulff Engineering Company which had been formed in 1910. The Wulff Engineering
Company was totally unrelated to the partnership prior to 1959. The partnership
continued to exist as an entity distinct from Andrews & Clark, Inc: after 1959 to date.

As requested we submit a copy of cancelled check issued by the partnership on
October 13, 1980.

We assume the above information clarifies this matter:

s

Sincerel

ANDREWS & CLARK
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CONKLIN, CAHILL & CO.
MEMBERS NEW YORK STOCK EXCHANGE. INC.
14 WALL STREET
NEW YORK. N. Y. 10008

e

s

Miss Frances B. Hagan
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

September 17, 1984

Re: MUR 1730
Conklin, Cahill & Co.

Dear Miss Hagan:

This letter is written to restate that Conklin, Cahill ¢ Co.
is a Partnership and not a corporation.

Conklin, Cahill & Co. is a Limited Partnership organized in
the State of New York. The items in question were drawn on a
Partnership account. A photostat of one check is enclosed.

Conklin, Cahill, Inc. is a cofporation formed in the State of
New York. i

It is my belief that the New York Secretary of State's
office confused the two entities.

— e —

We also enclose photostats of Amendment of Articles of
Limited Partnership.

Sincerely,

A i

John Emanuel
Partner




CONKLIN, CAHILL & CO.

CERTIFICATE OF AMENDMENT OF
ARTICLES OF LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
DATED: JANUARY 1, 1980
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MANAGEMENT CO.
October 1, 1984

Mr. John Carroll

Democratic National Committee
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Attention: Ms. Genny Desmond
Dear Mr. Caroll:

This letter is written in response to the Federal Election
Commission's allegation that SK Management Company violated
federal law by making a corporate contribution to the
Dfmociatic National Committee in connection with a federal
election.

Please be advised that, while SK Management Company bears
a name similar to S & K Management, it is a distinct, non-
corporate entity.

Accordingly, SK Management Company's contribution to the
Democratic National Committee of $1,000.00 originated from
a non-corporate account. Therefore, no violation occurred.

Very truly yours,

SK MANAGEMEQ;,COMPANX/

/.
,

'Jerry Steinbaum
Managing Partner

JS:sa
FEDERAIL EXPRESS

6330 San Vicente Boulevard, Sulte 302 ¢ Los Angeles, California 90048 ¢ (213) 930-2300 * (213) 659-8450




STERN BROS.

CHARLES STERN MEMBERS NEW YORK $TOCK EXCHANGE. INC.

TELEPHONE
WILLIAM H. ABRAMS 70 PINE ST ( .
SRR AR REET (212) 747-1180
ANTHONY J. RINELLA NEw York, N. Y. 10005
WILLIAM D. BERGHOLD
KENNETH L. CAMPBELL
L 8. WESTWARD

September 28, 1984

Mr. John Carroll

Democratic National Committee
1625 Moss Ave. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Gentlemen:

As per request from Jennie Desmond, of your
office, please be advised that our contribution of
$1,000.00 to the Democratic National Committe received
by you on October 24, 1980 was not a corporation con-

tribution but a partnership money contribution.

Hoping this information is what you are seeking,

I remain,

Very truly yours, .

fu\é (/( /o&‘t-;\t

Frank A. Farino
Vice-President - Operations




LAWRENCE, O’'DONNELL & CO.

71 BROADWAY
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10006

TRLEPHONS
9852-0800

September 28, 1984

Democratic National Committee
1625 Massachusetts Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20036

Att: John Carroll

Dear Sir:

I would like to confirm for your records that Lawrence, 0'Donnell & Co.
has always been a Limited Partmership since 1946. In reference to the
$1000 check that was donated in October 1980, our general partners were
charged as per there percent in the partnership.

However, on August 1, 1980 Lawrence, O'Donnell & Co. Futures Corporation
was incorporated. This corporation never had any assets, stockholders,
directors or officers and specifically never had a checking account. This
corporation was dissolved on September 12, 1983.

Sincerely yours,

LAWRENCE, O'DONNELL & CO.

Arthur A. Ohsberg
General Partner
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JAPPE, HAFT AND SPRING
OCRATIMED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

THE TOWERS

e e 1) OREAT NECK ROAD, OREAT NERCK, N. V. 108!
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. PLEASE REPLY TO OMEAT NECK OPFICE -

-

.Doloo;itic.lational Co-littao ;'i fy;"; e s
" 1625 Massachusetts Avenue N.W. o I
Hishington, D.D. 20036 s

Attn.: John Carroll

Doar Hr. Carroll-

cn- . k / ., : : h?i ic : -9 _ , / 7 L
s £ 1 S b oy __,,,,'-.-..:_, .."‘w&',«»..-'i .m;. —w—!" i Ha
- ~RF‘: This letter is written 1n—rosponao to the Ftc allogation,_ 1
~" that " ‘Jaffe, Haft and Spring violated public law by making a

o Federal Corporate Contribution to the Democratic lational
© .. Committee 1n connection uith a ?cdcral Election.:

Please be advised that while Jaffe, Haft and Spring bears
a name similar to Jaffe, Haft and Spring, Inc., it is a sepa-
' rate distinct non-corporate entity.

* Accordingly Jaffe, Haft and Spring's contribution to the
i Democratic National Committee in the amount of $1,000 during
October, 1980 originated from a non-corporate account and in

o fact originated from a partnership account.
‘ Very truly yours,

Jaffe, Haft and Spring

T

Tra Jaffe, CPA,
Partner




VN DEVELCPVENT AICCRTee

September 17, 1984

Pederal Blection Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Attn: Prances B. Hagan

Re: MUR 1730
Community Development Azsociates

Dear Ms. Hagan,

Please find enclosed copies of the check in question,
and the partnership agreement for Community Development Associates,
which clearly shows that we are a general partnership and not a
corporation.

In our telephone conversation today, I asked you
where you received the information that indicated our company
was a corporation, and to please let me know who gave the
information. Since I talked to you, I was able to finally get
through the line to the California Secretary of State's Office
Corporate Status Department (916) 445-2900.

The clerk pulled up a name of Community Development
Associates, Inc. , on her computer. This corporation is in Santa
Monica, California, and was incorporated in August 1979.

It is therefore clear that an error was made when
your department began to look into our contribution. We will
consider this matter closed.

Very truly yours,

Donna Sanders,
Administrative Assistant

ds
Enclosures (2)

422 Whitney Street ® San Leandro, CA 94577 @ Phone: 415/568-6600




Brown & Lambrecht

September 17, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1730
Dear Ms. Elliott:

In response to your letter of September 12, 1984, we find that
the allegation made is without cause and should be dropped.

It is true that "Brown & Lambrecht" made a $500 contribution

to the DNC in 1980, and that "Brown & Lambrecht" was incor-
porated in 1957. However, the "Brown & Lambrecht" that made

the contribution is in fact a non-corporate entity operating

as a partnership. The partnership being: LaVerne S. and

Dorothy M. Brown, and Paul A. and Victoria Lambrecht, with

the Federal I.D. Number 36-6121390. The "Brown & Lambrecht"
which is a corporation operates as Brown & Lambrecht Earthmovers,
Inc. with the Federal I.D. Number 36-2371056.

We have long been aware of Federal Election Campalqn Act,, and
have never been in violation as you allege.

A copy of a cancelled check wouid Jdo nQ good, simply because
the check does not state that this is a partnership.

If we can be of any further a551stance in resolving this matter,
please let me know.

Sincerely, -

BROWN AND LAMBRECHT EARTHMOVERS, INC.

/7z, A Gdlpiar

Roger A. Yonkman, Controller

RAY:1lc

Cc' pnwNC
1628 NASSRCHuSE tys AVE. AW
WASHNGTony D.€. Roo36




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
\WASHINGCTON, D.Ct 20463

8EP 1 4 195

Septerter 12, 1984

Brown and Laﬁstecht
Gougar Road & Route 30
Joliet, Illinois

RE: MUR 1730
Brown and Lambrecht

Dear Sir or Madam:

On August 14, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe your corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The General
Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for
the Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against your corporation. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Specifically, please submit any information and documentation
(such as a canceled check) to verify whether the contribution of
$500 made in October 1980, originated from a corporate or non-
corporate bank account. Please submit any such matecvials within
ten days of your receipt of this letter.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
corporation, 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 £inding of probable cause to
believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(4d). .

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.




The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S8.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the

investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have an¥ questions, please contact Frances B.
Hagan, the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202)

52 -‘0000 S| e
Sincerely,

C%{@@L S 2
ee Ann Elliott

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
Copy of Respondent's Statement of Non-Corporate
Status made to DNC




JACK R. ruvrr:mus!!g
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT

1763 SECOND STREET
NAPA, CALIFORNIA 548358

—-—
707 288-1087

September 27, 1984

Ms. Jenny Desmond

Democratic National Committee
1625 Mass Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: Napa Valley Disposal Service, Inc.
Dear Ms. Desmond:

Per your request, enclosed is copy of my letter
to Frances B. Hagan, Federal Election Commission,
regarding the questioned contribution of Napa Valley
Disposal Service.

Very truly yours,

Eﬁla J. Bristow,
Accountant
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JACK R. PATTERSON
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT
1763 SECOND STRERY
NAPA. CALIFORNIA 94888

September 18, 1984

Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Attention: PFrances B. Hagan

Re: MUR 1730
Napa Valley Disposal Service, Inc.

Dear Ms. Hagan:

In response to letter dated September 12, 1984,
this is to advise you of the existance of two entities:
Napa Valley Disposal Service, Inc. (a California
Corporation) and Napa Valley Disposal Service (a partner-

ship).

Political contributions are made routinely from the
partnership and not the corporation. I have researched
the records of both entities and can find no record of a
contribution in the amount of $412.50 in September, 1980.
Can you assist me in further identification? 1Is this a
combined total or only one amount? To whom issued?

I have a record of donations made from the partnership
for the year 1980, but no record of any donations made
from the corporation.

Your assistance in identifying~the $412.50 in question
would be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Accountant




STEPREN G. EreTRIN
olorngy ot Low

101 WEOT 80w OTRERY
WEW TORK, %. T, 10010

September 19, 1984

Ms. Frances B. Hagan
Federal Election Committee
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1730
J & D Realty Company

Dear Ms. Hagan,

In response to Ms. Elliot's letter dated September 12,
1984, (a copy of which is enclosed), I am-enclosing a
Business Certificate for Partners filed in the New York
County Clerks office on April 23, 1980 for J & D Realty
Company. As you can see, J & D Realty Company is a New York
general partnership. Please be advised that my client has no
knowledge nor is it connected with in any way to J & D Realty

goggany a New York Corporation incorporated on November 5,
931.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

SGEsxam

Encls.

cc: Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested




© N
J. C. ASSOCIATES

September 27, 1984

Democratic National Committee
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

To Whom it May Concern:

J.C. Associates is a partnership in the
District of Columbia and has never been a corporation.

Sincerely,

J.C. ASSOCIATES

Laurie S. Hennessy
Assist to Controller

1401 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036 (202) 232-1020
Real Estate Development, Management and Investments




3,,% & Rellogg

115 BROADWAY « NEW YORK, N.Y. 10006  (212) 587-8800

October 2, 1984

Mr. John Carroll

Democratic National Committee
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 1730
Dear Mr. Carroll:
Enclosed is a copy of our response to the inquiry of
the Federal Election Commission concerning a $1,000 contri-

bution to the Democratic National Committee in June 1980.

Sincerely,

Louis R. Proyect
General Counsel

MEMBERS NEW YORK and AMERICAN STOCK EXCHANGES and CHICAGO BOARD OPTIONS EXCHANGE




81 ,.61‘! E&"Q o,

115 BROADWAY * NEW YORK, N.Y. 10006 ¢ (212) 587-8800

'September 24, 1984

Frances B. Hagan, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1730
Dear Ms. Hagan:

In connection with your recent inquiry concerning
Spear, Leeds & Kellogg's contribution of $1,000 to the
Democratic National Committee in June 1980, enclosed is a
copy of the check and a letter from our law firm relating to
the existence of Spear, Leeds & Kellogg as a partnership.

If you require any additional information, please
contact the undersigned at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Louis R. Proyect
General Counsel

MEMBERS NEW YORK and AMERICAN STOCK EXCHANGES and CHICAGO BOARD OPTIONS EXCHANGE
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ReEAvIS & MCGRATH

TELEPHONE 312 480°-0800 700 SOUTH PLOWER STREEY
GABLE ADDRESS 348 PA.“ AvENuE LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

. " G8e~0aM
nmf..:lr“':.“ New \b@x, N.Y. 10184

TELECOMIER 312 760°8088

September 19, 1984

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

Re: MUR 1730
Gentlemen:

We are legal counsel to Spear, Leeds & Kellogg
(the "Firm"), 115 Broadway, New York, New York 10006. In
connection with your inquiry regarding certain payments by
the Firm, this is to advise you that the Firm is a limited
partnership organized under the laws of the State of New
York. We represent the Firm in connection with, among other
things, the amendment of its Articles of Partnership and the
filing of its Certificate of Limited Partnership, the filing
of which has been undertaken on behalf of the Firm on a
regular basis as required pursuant to the New York Limited
Partnership Act.

If you require any additional information in this
connection, please feel free to call the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Susan T. Congalton
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