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Election Confti3ssiq do 1Ier*by dirt**tt#Y t*

1984, the co

the followin

maistiofl decided by* avote, of 6o* to t*kt:

g actions in MUR 11124

1. Find no reason to believe:. t t:-
United Technologies CopoLr&tib*;i
Robert 7. Carlsoni, the Conmittee
for Conqress Joseph P.eA
and Louis F. DeSena, as treas-r-,
violated 2 U.S.C. t 44b:(a).

2. Find no reason to believe that .the
Committee for Congressan Joseph P.
Addabbo and Louis F. DeSena, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

434(b) (3) (A).

3. Find no reason to believe that
United Technologies Corporation*
the Committee for Congressman
Joseph P. Addabbo and Louis F.
DeSena, as treasurer, Congressman
Joseph P. Addabbo, and James P.
McDonald violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

4. Close the file.
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OMMISSION

November 29, 1984

Re: MUR 1772
Congressman Joseph P. A&dabbo
Committee for Congressman

Joseph P. Addabbo
Louis F. DeSena, as treasurer
James P. McDonald

Dear Mr..

On September 10, 1984, the Commission notified your clients
of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Co mission, on November 23 1984, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by the respondents, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statutue within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report
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Dear Mr, Golat:

The-f 4 _ *tg AcO iS ion a zoviaatt
of your- vouip)ait.to*v ,Aigut:t , 1184' and 44ea~I At On
tueibasis o tie LEf t "tOi on d s o h i t#t o
i nmation iprov da infr on oe tor iseio

M believe th t a violation of theeral Xeotion CmaM ie at
CV ~1971, as amen (T the:A Act") has .been cswdtte4. CIJngy

the Comission halt to, ce the silet An this 2t .te. The
Federal Election C t ll lan
judicial revie of the C ission's dismissal ofnthis *cion*
See 2 U. S. C. S 437q (a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention vhich
Cl% you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a

complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
S 4379(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

C' Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
cr! General Counsel

Associate neral Counsel

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report
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Re: 14UR 1772

Robert J. Carlson

Dear '. Gilbert:

On pt mbor 10, 1"4 the Commission notifie4 your clienats
of a complatut all ging violations of certain sections of the
Federal BlectionCampaign.Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on November 23, 1984, determined that on the
basis of the informaLion in the complaint, and information
provided by you, there is no reason to believe that a violation
of any statute within its jurisdiction has been committed.
Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter. This
matter will become a part of the public record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report

W"l



FEI~EI
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FROM: Of f ice of General Counsel

DATE: November 20, 19841,
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OURAL 6UaCTION coma HEF3
1325 K Street, X, -, LP KT

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' SA'R FORT

IDAT3 AMP 'TN3 OF TRANSMITTAL MUR # 177.2
31? 00CW*' CONMISSzo IONiIi DATE COMPLAINT IRI"

BY OGC: j8j3148
DATE OF NOTIFICATIOR TO
RESPONDENT: 6911 nID
STAFF MEMBER: Mar .fth

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Simeon Golar

SAvilIo 3 'S NAMES: Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo; Committee fat
Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo and Louis F0
DeSena, as treasurer, James P. McDonald,
Robert J. Carlson; United Technologies
Corporation

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (3) (A), 441b, 441f

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: Reports filed by Addabbo Committee

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The complainant alleges the following violations:

1. United Technologies Corporation ("United Technologies")

and its affiliates, Sikorsky Aircraft, Pratt & Whitney,

Hamilton Standard and Norden Systems and United

Technologies Corporation PAC launched a "concerted,

coordinated campaign" to funnel contributions to

Congressman Addabbo and the Committee for Congressman

Joseph P. Addabbo (the "Committee") in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441b.



2. T&l~ls# ~*01-1Ot#a .U*L'$ 'O vo

iadn in tbo naR:t nm iinAv du:*all

dentifled by th* namew fih lof fIat*:,i

_dIwisioas6 of United ohlgi* vb
islead the ?edt. 219Cto -a and t 2*:t~ ~ ~~ as i.eil.i~l~ too

as to the -true source of the t*UtitbutiiR at4 wad z1 b

va I 8Fn Violation of 2 U.S.C. S441-.

3. The Committee, Congressman Addabo Louis F.6 DVeBtna -an

James P. McDonald all violated 2 U.S.C. S 441t by

reporting or authorizing contributionswhich.ver ' m"r

in the name of another person.

FACTUAL LEGAL ANiALYSIS

On January 4, 1984, Simeon Golar filed a complaint with the

Commission naming as respondents Congressman Addabbo, the

Committee, Louis F. DeSena, as treasurer, James P. McDonald,

United Technologies, Robert J. Carlson and the Northrop

Corporation. On March 22, 1984, the Commission determined there

was no reason to believe the respondents had violated the Act and

closed the file. See MUR 1612 - General Counsel's Report dated

March 19, 1984. On May 29, 1984, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)

(8) (A), the complainant filed an action in the United States

District Court for the District of Columbia seeking to vacate the

Commission's dismissal of the complaint. The action is still

pending in the courts. As the Commission is asserting as a

defense in that case that the complainant had "failed to exhaus*

his administrative remedies" with regard to certain allegations,



M~r. 0 ol filed a no w ~ iatt -

As evidence of tbe 44"~ ilt~f#i bi
Complainant c-ited 2 oo ibt!0ins, all report e d byt

Committee" as. being rec*%ed o o aon4 8eOptebr

almost. all in amount o 400,Aeah- o esn e

was listed as aitbr united Technologie, Pratt & it ,

Sikorsky Aircraft, Hamilto.n Standard or worden Syst *in$.

addition, the complainant cited two contributions from Unt it$ .

Technologies Corporation PAC at around the same time.

On October 15, 1984, counsel for United Teohnolog1* so,0* ai- 4

Robert J. Carlson responded to the complaint. See1AttaobhntL1.

According to counsel (see also MUR 1612), Mr. Carlson, former

President of United Technologies, hosted a reception/fun4ralser

at his home on September 23, 1984, for Congressman Addabbo. The

Committee was billed and paid for all the expenses associated

with the event. */ At the Committee's request, Mr. Carlson

suggested a list of persons to be invited to the event.

According to counsel, there was a $200 per person charge for the

fundraiser and approximately 125 persons attended. As most of

the executives attended the fundraiser with their spouses, the

usual contribution was $400. Counsel states that Mr. Carlson

acted voluntarily as a private citizen in lending his home for

*/ In response to the complaint in MUR 1612, the Committee
furnished copies of the front sides of the checks demonstrating
payment of the costs of the fundraiser. Although the
complainant, in paragraph 17 of this complaint, states that the
numeric order of the checks does not coincide with the dates of
the checks, that evidence alone does not indicate that the
Committee failed to pay for the fundraiser.
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in any -way to the *~nt.

PursuiEnt to 2 U.80C. 5 441t (a) .a, corpor atimt 1W* ;
tfom making a contribution i ~ ia't~ with a

and a political comittoe Ls roiidfomInowin1 ee~$ly

such: a contribction , ition, a y", Offe k or I i tt r

corporation. Is prohibited frm consenting to such a ooitrib*

by the corporation. Pursuant to 2 U.s.C. S 441b(b) (2), the tetir

"contribution* includes any direct or indirect payment,

distribution, loan, advance, deposit or gift of money, or Any.

services, or anything of value to any candidate or campgn

committee in connection with any election to federal .offtic.

The complainant has provided no evidence that United

Technologies was involved in any way with the fundraiser except

to show that some of its employees and/or employees of its

affiliates, made contributions to the Committee. In addition,

there is no evidence that United Technologies was responsible for

the contributions in question. It is apparent that most of those

attending the fundraiser made contributions of $400 because of

the $200 per person charge. It is not unusual that Mr. Carlson

would invite fellow employees to the fundraiser nor is it

evidence of any orchestration on the part of United Technologies.

In light of the above facts, the Office of the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe that

United Technologies, Robert J. Carlson and the Committee violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).
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contributors to the, Cositto* nMd as An *lyor G~th-*ier" _4

Whitney, Nlaxilton R.tandard,, Sikorsky, Aitrraft '6r, ordon 0P
all af Maites 'Of Ui1hted Technologies," instad of namitr*,4b
'Teabnolo"ies, the part, opoai as -thoir 0"l..

aditiono the complainaot'alleges that si nc Uniteld T.chnoX~l"

is the true source of the money, that these contributions vw*

made in the names of others in violation of 2 U.S.C. 4421.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (3) (A),, a political coinitte

is required to report the identification of each individual vbO$e

aggregate contributions are in excess of $200. Under 2 U.'S.C.

S 431(13)p the term "identification" includes the name# mailing

address and occupation of the individual, as well as the name Of

his or her employer. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441f, a person is

prohibited from making a contribution in the name of another

person or to knowingly permit his name to be used to effect such

a contribution.

As for the reporting of the contributors' employers, there

is nothing in the Act or the Commission's regulations which

requires a contributor to give the name of his employer's parent

corporation nor for a political committee to report such

information. Counsel for Congressman Addabbo, the Committee,

Louis F. DeSena and James P. McDonald stated in his response (see

Attachment 2) that the Committee's reporting of these



As thls r to be so# the alegd e to the Go. 1,
re~~ns hat the, Comistitsion fiLad tno resntobU

Co"mitt". A40 1ou 14 F. eeta tresrr 40,,a~

4S 4 4(b) (1)'(k).

With regard to the allege0 sec0tio O4f violationa

demonstrate earlir, the complainant has provided , no

that United'Technologies vas involved in the making. of, th

contributions. When the complainant states that United,

Technologies is the true source of the money, it is onoi QAi0

whether the complainant means that United Technologies cawiw the

contributions to be made by soliciting them or rather that.Unite4

Technologies actually gave the money to the contributors in order

to make the contributions. There is, however, absolutely no

evidence that the contributors listed in the complaint did not

make those contributions with their own funds. In light of th s'

factr the Office of the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no reason to believe that United Technologies

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

The third allegation accuses Congressman Addabbo, the

Committee, Louis F. DeSena, as treasurer, and James P. McDonald,

who is Assistant Treasurer of the Committee, of violating

2 U.S.C. S 441f by authorizing and reporting contributions which

were made by persons in the names of other persons. Pursuant to

2 U.S.C. S 441f, a person is prohibited from knowingly accepting

a contribution made by one person in the name of another person.



aitiof, t4#V *tcle re 1OinE th tlw

f ile in .this sOttero

1. Find no reason to believe that #nit.4?
Coprtion, Afbett 3. Car -, on, th. 04jl

CogrSman Joseph P. Addabbo, an u#r.D~
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

04 2. Find no reason to believe that the- Comitte. to C rpesan
Joseph P. Addabbo and Louis . iD"n, as. taset .
violated 2 U.s.C. S 434(b)(3)(A).

3. Find no reason to believe that United Technologies -
1wCorporation, the Committee for Congressman Josephb, P. dabbo

and Louis F. DeSena, as treasurer, Congressman Joseph P.
O Addabbo, and James P. McDonald violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

4. Close the file.
C!

5. Approve the attached letters.

e0 Chario N. Steele

Date Kenneth A, Gro
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Response from counsel representing United Technologies

Corporation and Robert J. Carlson
2. Response from counsel representing the Committee for

Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo et al.
3. Pages from the Committee's reports
4. Proposed letters
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Charles,14. ft*Xal oi I 7\

General Coian*el,
Federal Election Coft,
Seventh Floor
1325 K Street, NW
Washington', DXC 2 0 443

Dear Mr. Steele:

C4This letter is 813bott4d on -Iehalf~~pbw~4
Carlson and United Technolo~is ot"oratdoR ( NI'

- in response to the written cohmplaint dated August 30s 19 4,
filed by Simeon Gola in the aboveenti.tled, atter, In
Counts II and III of his CW laint, Kr. Golar illeges that
Respondents violated the Fedral Election ,CampjignAct
("Act"), in particular, 2 U.S.C. SS 441b." 441f, by an-

o gaging in a "concerted, coordinated campaign tolI'
o contributions to Addabbo and the'C a gn Committoe in

connection with the September 23, 1983, fundraising recep-
tion that was the subject of MUR 1612.

Mr. Golar's instant complaint against Respondents
amounts to no more than a rehash of his unfoundd caIm inCo MUR 1612, which was quite roperly dismissed by the Com-
mission. As before, Mr. Golar provides no documntation to
support his wild and, on their face we would submit, un-
supportable allegations. In fact, were it not for the
seriousness of Mr. Golar's misuse of the administrative and
judicial processes, his allegations would be laughable.

As shown below, Mr. Golar's complaint, like his
complaint in MUR 1612, is plainly without merit and, as in
MUR 1612, the Federal Election Commission should find no

Pf4r7LckAu", I



reason to believe that Nt. Carlson or United Techmil &

has violated the Act-

Pacts,

Tbe complaint in this proceeding and. that in.
1612 center -Around a reception held on Septe*ber. 23 4
at the ho of Mr. Carlson to raise funds for the C
for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo ("Committee"). At t
time of the reception, Mr. Carlson was President Of Unit t
Technologies Corporation, a Delaware corporation engaged .in
the manufacture and sale of products in major market .ctors
such as power, electronics and building systems.

is As stated in our response of February 14, ..1984 ,in
MUR 1612, Mr. Carlson voluntarily hosted at his hose in

ckl Avon, Connecticut, the reception in question, an event
lasting just'over two hours and attended by approximately
125 individuals. The reception featured food, liquor and

OfI beverages and a banjo performance, all of which were billed
to and paid for by the Committee.**/ In hosting the reoep-

__ tion, Mr. Carlson acted entirely as a private citizen,
without any participation or approval by United Technologies.

0' Neither Mr. Carlson nor United Technologies incurred or "paid
any expenses in connection with Mr. Carlson's private hosting
of this reception.

0

•*/. Notwithstanding Mr. Golar's admission in paragraphs 10
and 12 of his complaint that all matters herein were raised

CO and disposed of in MUR 1612, we will address the central
question raised by his complaint concerning the alleged
funneling conspiracy. To the extent, however, that the
complaint raises matters specifically dealt with in MUR
1612, we rely on our submission and the Commission's
decision in that MUR.

•*/ See Respondents' response of February 14, 1984, and the
C-mmission's determination in MUR 1612.
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Pati X way in the ,event

•disc$i~u-
In, nhs latest complaint, Xro.1 r. 4ar

by, virtue. of the tlaet that the reports, f i1
COssi n by .04 Committee disclose a n _7,7

tions by ex,cutivtt of. United Te.€nilogqie$ op tates
to the Committ in similar amounts at or ab tthi dM* of
the Septeber. 23 reception. Mr. Golar states that s*h
contributions "must obviously have been- thei result f f. a

centrally coordinated, concerted action by United 'Techologi es
an others under its control to funnel con tributions to
A'dabbo" and that "all such acts . . • and eontribu ion,
should be imputed to the true principal behind these con-

tributions -- United Technologies."

These ill-conceived allegations have no merit. As

described above, Mr. Carlson made no expenditures in hosting

the reception; he acted voluntarily as a private citizen,

and simply provided to the Committee a list of persons that

he would like to have invited to the reception at his home.

Mr. Carlson did not pay for the invitations, and he did not

keep track of those attending the event. That those of his

colleagues who accepted the Committee's invitation to attend

the reception made contributions to the Committee, as

alleged by Mr. Golar, at or about the date of the event in
"mostly identical amounts of $400 each" is not surprising in



GO1NI-TON i& WURL.INO

Ch&rl4S 14. $t**le, Esq

Page ?Po%=

light of the $200 per person charge to attezd the fa o'.
and the fact that most married executives attend r 11
with their spouses. Thus, as the Comission,.fouuA $ra. V,
1612, Mr. Carlson's volunteer activity, involving 0o-
penditures, was entirely permissible under'the Act.
U.S.C. $ 431(8) (3) (ii); 11 C.F.R. 5 100.7(b) (4). 1n
had he so chosen, Mr. Carlson could have spent up to, $,1600
on invitations, food and beverages for the event. ,
U.S.C. S 431(8) (B) (ii); 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (6).

Moreover, this second attempt by Mr. Golar to tar
United Technologies because of the private, volunteer
activity by its employee Mr. Carlson is entirely irresponsible
and without substance. As stated in our response of
February 14, 1984, and repeated above, United Technoloie.
played no part whatsoever in the Committee event; it made no
expenditures for the holding of the reception; and it had no
involvement in the decision of any individual whether to
attend such an event.

Conclusion

For the above-stated reasons, the Commission
should find no reason to believe that Robert J. Carlson or
United Technologies Corporation violated any provisions of
the Act, and Mr. Golar's second complaint against Respon-

)dents should be dismissed.
. /e

C Sincerely, -

O)Gi1ber
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Mr. Kia..~ ceal. Crn
Federal, Election C o*tM
1325, K Stre''a .
Washington D'. C. :20463

Dear Mr. Gross:
(%m

This letter is in response. to theGeneratl Cowmel.s
notice of September 10, 1984 that a cOuPW~iont bad beean

CJfiled with the Federal ElectionL 0 Comis on c VE hc
alleges 'that there may have been violaitions. of certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign 4t OfL1971,a

Camended ("the Act"). Respondents appreciate this oppor-
tunity to demonstrate, in writing, that no. action sho-uld
be tzen -on the basis of this complaint , and wish toset

C forth their reasons, both factual and legal, why the FEC
should take no action against them in connection with
this matter pursuant to the Act and FEC regulations.

It is the contention-of Respondents that the com2plaint
in this matter sets forth no facts, and provides no docu-
mentation, to support any alleged violations of the Act.
In fact, the complaint in MUR 1772 merely reiterates and
explicityly repeats the allegations which were the subj ect
of MUR 1612. In a letter to Respondents dated March 28,
1984, the FEC notified my clients that with regard to MUR
1612 "(the Commission, on March 22, 1984, determined that
on the basis of the information in the complaint and
information provided by you, there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed".

Following the FEC's dismissal of the allegations in
MUR 1612, Complainant filed an action in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia against the

/9*mCdA 4 aof 7,
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wzc t to vacate the d. dspmis. of Us# ~uMR11.A.is acknowledged in t 7qropaiti tM
matr 1772, the civil ' on "Aanot Dch M Lpendivw b* ar the Dist i t COWWtte

blow CokI".ml ft ie back befoe hi t
tions seeki g yet a third bie at the applo -L

of , this ter have already been dettermibeUd te , -
the .all...tio. s by Complainat dismissed by a:rpPr

;netgarive -agen~cy, Complainants return trip to the F,without any additional facts or docmentation consti an
abuse of process and should be quickly concluded.

Count I of the complaint in MUR 1772 merely recites the
prior history of these unwarranted, unsupported alle0ations.
when they.were set forth in MUR 1612. No new facts, noi'' -
tional alegAtions are made in this Count.

Count II :of the complaint in MUR 1772 alleges a
"centrally coordinated, concerted action by United Technologies
and others under its control to funnel contributions" to ,
Respondent Addabbo and cites twenty nine individual contri-
butions received within a three week period to conclude'that
all these contributions "should be imputed to the true
principal behind these contributions -- United Technologies".
Nothing in fact, in the Act, or FEC regulations supports such
a conclusion that political contributions from individuals
associated or employed by a corporation or any of its sub-.
sidiaries, branches, divisions, or affiliates shall be im-
puted to the corporate principal and therefore prohibited.
Such a conclusion is simply legally incorrect.

Factually, it has been previously stated that the
Committee for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo sponsored and
put on a fundraising event at a private residence on Septem-
ber 23, 1983. All costs and expenses associated with this
fundraiser were billed to and paid for by this Committee and
appropriately reported in FEC reports. Individuals and per-
sons properly solicitable under the Act and FEC regulations
were asked to attend the fundraiser and contribute to the
Committee. All such contributions were received by the
Committee from such individuals and other persons and record-
ed and reported in accordance with the Act and FEC regulations.

Although Count III' in the complaint in MUR 1772 presents
no allegations which involve Respondents, it presents a
factual context and makes a legal conclusion which is the
predicate for Count IV. Therefore, it should be noted that
in Count III Complainant is in total error with regard to
the scope of 2 U.S.C. §441f and the factual circumstances
to which this provision applies. This section of the Act

.Is
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-Septemnber 279 1984
Page 3

has no application whatsoever to the proper identificatin-
of the employers of itemized contributors, which is the ,
apparent crux of the allegations in this Count.

Finally, in Count IV, Complainant- alleges that Respoudents
committed a violation by reporting contributions to the ZC,-
"under the names of individuals whose employers vere indenti-t
fied by the names of affiliates and operating divisions of
United Techologies", and by knowingly accepting contributi:ons
"from United Technologies from persons with other names".
With regard to the reporting of contributions and the identi-
fication of contributors, the Cox ittee has reported these
contributions to the FEC in accordance with the requirements
of 11 CFR 104.8(a) which states: "A reportin coMMittee shall
disclose the identification of each individual who contributes
an amount in excess. of $200. This identification shall include

N the individual's name, mailing address, occupation, the name
of his or her employer, if any, and the date of receipt and
amount of any such contribution." (emphasis added) There

N4 is no requirement in the Act or FEC regulations to also
include the parent corporation's identification where the

-- division or affiliate employer information is properly given.

As far as the allegation that Respondents knowingly
accepted contributions 'from United Technologies from persons
with other names" is concerned, Respondents are unable to

Ldiscern the meaning, or any legal implications under the Act,
from such a non sequitur. As was-stated above, contributions
which were made to the Committee for the September 1983
fundraiser were reported to the FEC in the names of the
individual contributors in accordance with the Act and FEC
regulations. If this charge is to be taken in the same
context as the allegations in Count III, then Complainant
has again erroneously misunderstood and mistated the legal
scope of 2 U.S.C. §441f and misapplied the prohibition of
this provision to the facts.

Respondents appreciate this opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against them on the basis of
this complaint titled MUR 1772. On the basis of the items
set forth in the complaint and the rejoinders in this response,
Respondents believe the General Counsel should now forward
to the Commission a recommendation that the FEC finds no
reason to believe that any of the Respondents in this matter
have committed, or is about to commit, a violation of statutes
or regulations over which the Commission has jurisdiction.
11 CFR 111.7
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Now Yor~k X"~ "*rk 100041

ReiMUR 1172

Dear Mr, ,Golar:.

The edi. hae J41 ea tComAis sion h' ws i....*.. _tbe* 1 t'ens
ofyour coup Ait roceive ugust 31# 1964;A an44itsW to
the basis of the ...... ration provided in your don
information provide by the flospon4.nto, ther* i~ -- * to.
believe that a violation of the Pedal &I leet ion 'Col~ i t Of
1971, .as awaendo4 (t. 4ct m ) has been, CM cowteAo~r~YI
the Commuission has: dec0ided tocoe h file Ir this, -matter. The
Federal Election Campatign Act allows a coeplainant to .ek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action..
See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (8).

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report

(! i)



COMMISSION

obt
Suite 1"1 AK

Wash in;t
R:MUR 1772

.. . .. ...

Congressman Joseph P. A4da~bo
Committee for Congressman

Joseph P. Addabbo-
Louis F. DeSena, as treasurer-

James P. McDonald

Dear 10. T~iernanl:

On Septembes 10, 1914,, the Commission notified your clients
of a complaint lileging violations of certain sections of the

- Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on November , 1984, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by the respondents, there is no reason to believe that a

C3 violation of any statutue within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report



UCOMMISSION

ri tt q+ ? ,, I& ,

washingtn

Re: MUR 1772
United Technologies Corporation
Robert J. Carlson

Dear Mr.. G1 ;:t t

061- -On-Septumbet 30, 984, i the Commission notif.id your clie ft

of a complaint-allgLig violations of certain sections of the
+ _

(4 Federal Zft ion Cpaiggn Act of 1971, as. amended.

The Comi*'tssion, on November , 1984, determined that on the
basis of the Information.In the complaint, and information

provided by you, there-is no reason to believe that a violation
of any statute within its jurisdiction has been committed.
Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter. This

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

OZ

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
First General Counsel's Report



TELgPHONZ

(80a "a-0000

WyI*T.RIS 90er TcDOL UM3M

202/662-5498

1P84

Charles N. Steele, *'1&q.
General Counsel
Federal Election
Seventh Floor
1325 K Street, ;.WO
Washington, D.C.206

:2

~4 I-, -,

~

mI-.
Ret MR 1iui

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is sui*dtted'on behalf of Robert J.
Carlson and United Technologie Corporati o',("Respondents")
in response to the writteni comlaint dated August 30, 984,
filed by Simeon Golar in the aV*eentitl6d .Atter. In
Counts II and III of his Complaint, Mr. Golar alleges that
Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
("Act"), in particular, 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 441f, by en-
gaging in a "concerted, coordinated campaign to funnel
contributions to Addabbo and the Campaign Committee" in
connection with the September 23, 1983, fundraising recep-
tion that was the subject of MUR 1612.

Mr. Golar's instant complaint against Respondents
amounts to no more than a rehash of his unfounded claim in
MUR 1612, which was quite properly dismissed by the Com-
mission. As before, Mr. Golar provides no documentation to
support his wild and, on their face we would submit, un-
supportable allegations. In fact, were it not for the
seriousness of Mr. Golar's misuse of the administrative and
judicial processes, his allegations would be laughable.

As shown below, Mr. Golar's complaint, like his
complaint in MUR 1612, is plainly without merit and, as in
MUR 1612, the Federal Election Commission should find no

%%KW

m



COWWOTOKA. UR~LING

Charles. N. Steele, Bsq.
October, 15, 1984
Page Two

reason to believe that Mr. Carlson or United Tehnol o oe

has violated the Act./

Facts.

The complaint in this proceeding and that in Ha'.
1612 center around a reception held on September 23, .. -1 1 '4
at the home of Mr. Carlson to raise funds for the Coals"
for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo ("Committee"). At th .
time of the reception, Mr. Carlson was President of' Unit
Technologies Corporation, a Delaware corporation engaged in
the manufacture and sale of products in major market sectors
such as power, electronics and building systems.

As stated in our response of February 14, 1984, in
MUR 1612, Mr. Carlson voluntarily hosted at his home in
Avon, Connecticut, the reception in question, an event
lasting just over two hours and attended by approximately
125 individuals. The reception featured food, liquor and
beverages and a banjo performance, all of which were billed
to and paid for by the Committee.**/ In hosting the recep-
tion, Mr. Carlson acted entirely as a private citizen,
without any participation or approval by United Technologies.
Neither Mr. Carlson nor United Technologies incurred or paid
any expenses in connection with Mr. Carlson's private hosting
of this reception.

!/ Notwithstanding Mr. Golar's admission in paragraphs 10
and 12 of his complaint that all matters herein were raised
and disposed of in MUR 1612, we will address the central
question raised by his complaint concerning the alleged
funneling conspiracy. To the extent, however, that the
complaint raises matters specifically dealt with in MUR
1612, we rely on our submission and the Commission's
decision in that MUR.

**/ See Respondents' response of February 14, 1984, and the
Commission's determination in MUR 1612.



COV1104OTON & GUNLING

Charles No Steele, Esq. .. O.,.,!,:,
October 15, 1984 '

PageThe

Because Mr. Carlson was kind enough to vol=,'
to provide the use of his home for the September.23i
tion, he was asked by the Committee, as is custom.
fundraising receptions of this kind, to suggest auiu jat
persons that he would like to have invited to the ev**t4.
Mr. Carlson provided such a list to the Committee, t
list included social acquaintances and business COl1* * .
We believe that invitations (at $200 per person)S b ntly
were issued by the Committee to those persons and Otheit
twenty-nine of whom are identified at paragraph 19 of
Mr. Golar's instant complaint. To our knowledge, the
individuals so identified attended the reception withspoues'.
Mr. Carlson did not keep track of the attendees; and he L

incurred and paid no expenses in connection with the 4tiRs*ce
of such invitations. Again, United Technologies did not
participate in any way in the event.

Discussion

In his latest complaint, Mr. Golar alleges that
the Respondents have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a and S 441f
by virtue of the fact that the reports filed with the
Commission by the Committee disclose a number of contribu-
tions by executives of United Technologies or its affiliates
to the Committee in similar amounts at or about the date of
the September 23 reception. Mr. Golar states that such
contributions "must obviously have been the result of a
centrally coordinated, concerted action by United Technologies
and others under its control to funnel contributions to
Addabbo" and that "all such acts . . . and contributions
should be imputed to the true principal behind these con-
tributions -- United Technologies."

These ill-conceived allegations have no merit. As
described above, Mr. Carlson made no expenditures in hosting
the reception; he acted voluntarily as a private citizen,
and simply provided to the Committee a list of persons that
he would like to have invited to the reception at his home.
Mr. Carlson did not pay for the invitations, and he did not
keep track of those attending the event. That those of his
colleagues who accepted the Committee's invitation to attend
the reception made contributions to the Committee, as
alleged by Mr. Golar, at or about the date of the event in
"mostly identical amounts of $400 each" is not surprising in



Octobr i5, 1984
Page Pour

light of the $200 per prson charge to attend the £

and the fact that most amarried executives atted r
with their spouses. Thus, as the C m nis d1612," . Carleon'Ws volunteer. activity.,. invovJing
penditures, was entirely permissible under Ithe ct.
U.S.C. S 431(e) (B) (ii); 1 C.F.R. 5 100.7(b) (4). .,!,
had he so chosen, Mr. Carlson could have spent up to ,-,.
on invitations, food and beverages for the event.
U.S.C. S 431(8)(B) (ii); 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (6).

Moreover, this second attempt by Mr. Golar to tar
United Technologies because of the private, volunteer
activity by its employee Mr. Carlson is entirely irresomsible
and without substance. As stated in our response of
February 14, 1984, and repeated above, United Technologies
played no part whatsoever in the Committee event; it stde no
expenditures for the holding of the reception; and it had nO
involvement in the decision of any individual whether to
attend such an event.

Conclusion

For the above-stated reasons, the Commission
should find no reason to believe that Robert J. Carlson or
United Technologies Corporation violated any provisions of
the Act, and Mr. Golar's second complaint against Respon-
dents should be dismissed.

Si4 ly.

,..A-/
Gilbert
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Because Mr. Carlson was kind enough to volun V,
to provide the use of his home for the September 23,r.be P"
tionh, e was asked by the Committee, as is custo mary,
fundraisting receptions of this kind, to suggest a- istr of
persons that he would like to have invited to the event:
Mr. Carlson provided such a list to the Committee, which,
list included social acquaintances and businesscoil. w uew iz
We believe that invitations (at $200 per person) subeeey tly
were issued by the Committee to those persons and others,
twenty-nine of whom are identified at paragraph 19 of
Mr. Golar's instant complaint. To our knowledge, the
individuals so identified attended the reception with spouses.
Mr. Carlson did not keep track of the attendees; and he
incurred and paid no expenses in connection with the issuance
of such invitations. Again, United Technologies did not
participate in any way in the event.

Discussion

In his latest complaint, Mr. Golar alleges that
the Respondents have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a and 5 441f
by virtue of the fact that the reports filed with the
Commission by the Committee disclose a number of contribu-
tions by executives of United Technologies or its affiliates
to the Committee in similar amounts at or about the date of
the September 23 reception. Mr. Golar states that such
contributions "must obviously have been the result of a

T centrally coordinated, concerted action by United Technologies
and others under its control to funnel contributions to
Addabbo" and that "all such acts . . . and contributions
should be imputed to the true principal behind these con-

rtributions -- United Technologies."

These ill-conceived allegations have no merit. As
described above, Mr. Carlson made no expenditures in hosting
the reception; he acted voluntarily as a private citizen,
and simply provided to the Committee a list of persons that
he would liketo have invited to the reception at his home.

S.arls-7d1pay for the invitations, and he did not keep
track of those attending the event. That those of his
colleagues who accepted the Committee's invitation to attend
the reception made contributions to the Committee, as
alleged by Mr. Golar, at or about the date of the event in
"mostly identical 'mounts of $400 each" is not surprising in
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Avtwe
New York 11416

C-A

ATTN: MR. KEN GROSS
C) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20463
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. 9/14/84
Date-...

?.M. S NA)Z

ADDRMSS:

EOI P0m:

3USIIMSS PBO1IE:

UNITED TECHN IES CO .RATIO1 •

By: -on .
l~re rt~Carsoni *'

United Technologies Corporation

United Technologies Building

Hartford, Connecticut 06101

(203) 728-7000

.Att*tLCoft* S' t 9*t !sq

"The abov"e-ai4_ individual is bex:wby. aeSs,6di

counsel and, is autborized to receive any .Onifications

communications from the Commission an to ac1 on my b.

the Commission.
-:.

.. .
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th above-named indi-Idual i baby des; e

counsel -nd is autbo ze d to 'eceiVe eny notificationS n4 Qther

cosumunications from the Commission and to act on my behaifi- fore

the Co=mission.-O

-9/14/84
Date -

PZSPOID-.ET' S NA-O:

KDDRSS:

EOS POIK:

3USIIMSS PBOIM:

Robert J. Carlson

Meadow Ridge

333 Waterville Road

Avon, CT" 06001

(203) 728-7000

. , xq . ,
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BYj HAN~D .

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General cou"4
Federal Election Couuis Lian.
1325 K Street, E*W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter is in response. to the General Caunsel.s
notice of September 10, 1984 tat a4 Olatia bee
filed with the Federal Election CommiLon (FECt) wi"ch
alleges that there may have been violations of ,certain
sections of the Federal Election CSmpaigan Act af .971, as
amended ("the Act"). Respondents appreciate this oppor-
tunity to demonstrate, in writing, that no action should
be taken on the basis of this cmlaint, and wish to set
forth their reasons, both factual and legal, why the FEC
should take no action against them in connection with
this matter pursuant to the Act and FEC regulations.

It is the contention of Respondents that the complaint
in this matter sets forth no facts, and provides no docu-
mentation, to support any alleged violations of the Act.
In fact, the complaint in MUR 1772 merely reiterates and
explicityly repeats the allegations which were the subject
of MUR 1612. In a letter to Respondents dated March 28,
1984, the FEC notified my clients that with regard to MUR
1612 "(t)he Commission, on March 22, 1984, determined that
on the basis of the information in the complaint and
information provided by you, there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed".

Following the FEC's dismissal of the allegations in
MUR 1612, Complainant filed an action in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia against the



MMl~ 1772
saptooebr 27, 1904.

FEC seeking to vacate the FEC's dismissal of his. co
XWR 161. As istacknowledged in the complaint t i tt
mtto,' KU3. 1772, the civil action. aa titl tho TIC U

pendii~foro' the, Ditrict Court nitEe#
ko Culainant ibakbefo the FEC with the "a
t .n seking yet a third bite at the apple. Si t ts
of ;tis" tter have already been determined by the
the alleations b- Cop lain-at dismissed by the
iivestigative. agency, Comp lainant' s return. twip t the
without any additional facts or documentation constitiat*
abuse of process and should be quickly concluded.

Count I of the complaint in MUR 1772 merely recites the
prior history of these unwarranted, unsupported allegatoons
when they were set forth in )WR 1612. No new facts, no addi-
tional allegations are made in this Count.

Count II of the complaint in MUR 1772 alleges a
"centrally coordinated, concerted action by United Technologies
and others under its control to funnel contributions" to
Respondent Addabbo and cites twenty nine individual contri-
butions received within a three week period to conclude that
all these contributions "should be imputed to the true
principal behind these contributions -- United Technologies"
Nothing in fact, in the Act, or FEC regulations supports such
a conclusion that political contributions from individuals
associated or employed by a corporation or any of its sub-
sidiaries, branches, divisions, or affiliates shall be im-
puted to the corporate principal and therefore prohibited.
Such a conclusion is simply legally incorrect.

Factually, it has been previously stated that the
Connittee for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo sponsored and
put on a fundraising event at a private residence on Septem-
ber 23, 1983. All costs and expenses associated with this
fundraiser were billed to and paid for by this Committee and
appropriately reported in FEC reports. Individuals and per--
sons properly solicitable under the Act and FEC regulations
were asked to attend the fundraiser and contribute to the
Committee. All such contributions were received by the
Committee from such individuals and other persons and record-
ed and reported in accordance with the Act and FEC regulations.

Although Count III in the complaint in MUR 1772 presents
no allegations which involve Respondents, it presents a
factual context and makes a legal conclusion which is the
predicate for Count IV. Therefore, it should be noted that
in Count III Complainant is in total error with regard to
the scope of 2 U.S.C. §441f and the factual circumstances
to which this provision applies. This section of the Act



HUR 1772
September 27, 1984
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has no application whatsoever to the proper identification
of the employers of itemized contributors, which is the
apparent crux of the allegations in this Count.

Finally, in Count IV, Complainant alleges that Respo ...its
committed a violation by reporting contributions to tb. Fl,
"under the names of individuals whose employers were indai
fied by the names of affiliates and operating divisionsf o
United Techologies", and by knowingly accepting contributions
"from United Technologies from persons with other names". .
With regard to the reporting of contributions and the identi-
fication of contributors, the Committee has reported these
contributions to the FEC in accordarce with the requirements
of 11 CFR 104.8(a) which states: "A r6porting committee shall
disclose the identification of each individual who contributes

r-. an amount in excess of $200. This identification shall include
the individual's name, mailing address, occupation, the name
of his or her employer, if any, and the date of receipt and
amount of any such contribution." (emphasis added) There
is no requirement in the Act or FEC regulations to also

- include the parent corporation's identification where the
division or affiliate employer information is properly given.

As far as the allegation that Respondents knowingly
accepted contributions 'from United Technologies from persons

0 with other names" is concerned, Respondents are unable to
discern the meaning, or any legal implications under the Act,
from such a non sequitur. As was stated above, contributions
which were made to the Committee for the September 1983
fundraiser were reported to the FEC in the names of the
individual contributors in accordance with the Act and FEC
regulations. If this charge is to be taken in the same

on context as the allegations in Count III, then Complainant
has again erroneously misunderstood and mistated the legal
scope of 2 U.S.C. 5441f and misapplied the prohibition of
this provision to the facts.

Respondents appreciate this opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against them on the basis of
this complaint titled MUR 1772. On the basis of the items
set forth in the complaint and the rejoinders in this response,
Respondents believe the General Counsel should now forward
to the Commission a recommendation that the FEC finds no
reason to believe that any of the Respondents in this matter
have committed, or is about to commit, a violation of statutes
or regulations over which the Commission has jurisdiction.
11 CFR 111.7
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Very truly yours.,

DAVT0 TIE 010404

DAVID E. OSTEROIJ
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100 M STREET, N.W.

INGON, D.C. 20036

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Y iAND
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Wal t .w. ~4

Re: MUR 1772
United Technologie* Cor M ..
Robert J7 'Car3 on

Dear Mr. Gilberts

This is in reference to your letter dated.September 217
1984, requeatinq an*xtension of 15 days to respond to b
Commission'S oice that a complaint has been fi.Ca9*ia*#t your
clients. Afer considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, the Offie of General Counsel has determined to grant youyour requested eztension. Accordingly, your resp woi se ibe due

on or .before October 15,, 1984.

If you have any questions, please call Marybeth Tarrant at

523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
GeneraCounsel /

By:
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202/662-5498

BY II

ZMarybeth 1arrant , ft.
Office of General COU 1,
Federal Zlection( st'i#
Seventh Floor
1325 K Street, ,W.
Washington# D.C. 2064163

Dear Ms. Tarrant:

This firm represents the esponde- t United
Technologies Corporation and Robrt J. Carlton in the.
above-entitled MUR• Resp etI receivd .the comlaints
in this matter on September 13, 1984. On september 17,
Mr. Carlson resigned as President of United Technologies,
and since that time has been generally Vunaailable to us.
I therefore request an additional 15 days from the due
date in which to file on behalf of Respondents. Given
the nature of this complaint and the unavailability of
our client, we believe that such an extension of time is
warranted and in the public interest.

Scott D. Gilbert

SDG:1k

*
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Sq~t~aner 10, 1984

Simeon Golar
85-08 Avon Street
Now York, New York

Dear Mr. Golar:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on August 31, 1984, against Congressman Joseph
P. Addabbo, Louis F. DeSena, Comnittee for Congressman Joseph P.
Addabbo, James P. McDonald, Robert J. Carlson, and United
Technologies Corporation, which alleges violations of the Federal
Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to
analyze your allegations. The respondent will be notifed of
this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any

-- additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the *amemanner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact

o Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

1Sincerely,

CChar N. Steele
GenNqVounsel A 1

By
Associate Counsel

Enclosure



At

,,JaMe P. McDona&1,4'. :

Assistant Treas~iteri '
Commnittee for Congt ,:,

Joseph P. Addab :i, oill .

96-11 101st Avenue ,.. . : . ... , ':.:'! i

I Federal Election Commis, -in k*6ii :e d ;i
that you, may have violato :,cortain S!-i on, 0 0, f 0:0 -.....
Election Campaign Act of17ir as:amnded-' ("te':t; jA qofj. the complaint is enclosed.. : have nusVe t.::hj.is nat2. M
Please refer to this numler~i n :all fu; te* corr ooi "o.

TUnder the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, -Jn
- writing, that no action should be taken ag'ans~t o,, ini!

connection with this matter. Your reSponseilmust be submitted
r within 15 days of receipt of this-letter. if no responso-is

received within 15 days, the Commission may take furtheraction
based on the available information,

Please submit any factual or legal materials which yoj.00 believe are relevant to the comm11isilOn'. analysis of thisv.attor.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under 'oath.,

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

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 Com mission.



the
ions, please contact Marybet]
to the case at (202) 523-414
attached a brief description
,.handling complaints.

Sincerely,

6

(C

4



LouilB F. DeSen .
Treasurercommittee for Congro#sm

Joseph P. Addabbo*
96-11 1018t Avenue
Ozone Park, New York .1413%'.,.

0 Dear Mr. DeSena: . '

This letter is to, notify you that on. AwuOt 3, -1 14 tb.Federal Election Commission t ivcedt , a hs
that the committee and you, A tasuer, MY have v iat d
certain sections of the Peetal. Election Camp A t 971, asamended ("the Act"). A copy-,of the comaint Is e . have
numbered this matter NOR 1772. Please refer to, thin uaber in
all future correspondence.

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

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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qpstions, please contact Marybtb% Tate*ft
to the case at (202) 523-414 3. I *O

ba.attached a brief description of t
At'* for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

C els N. Steele

Kenne A.*
Associate Ge ral Counsel

C'

nt

C0



Robert J. Carlbon
Pros ident
United Technologies Cor 'ratib
United Technologies 3Bxi LAO*
Hartford, CT 06101

Dear Mr. Carlson:

CM This letter is to notify you that on Auqnast 31,, 964 t
Federal Election Commission received a compint~ which 4 is
that your corporation, United 'Noh6bogie 4w0"At,

_ as an individual, may have violated certain sepft4ons c th -

Federal Election Campaign Act of 151 O, a am dd the Act). a
0% copy of the complaint is enclosed, Ne have awabored thi s Mtter

MUR 1772. Please refer to this number in all fUture
correspondence.

0 Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demstrate, in

qr writing, that no action should be tak*n against your corporation
and you, as an individual, in connection with this matter. YourC response must be submitted within 15 days of reoeipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
,may take further action based on the available informatiOn.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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S stions, please contact Marybeth T.i
the case at (202) 523-4143.

IWO attached a brief description of
*! or handling complaints

Sincerely,
-- m" P " EPrC les N . S teele

Ge Counsel

..- , :: B Kenn r

Associate G r ou

CP4

ment

COCq
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Dear COMgteNMMf *db.

to$~ netrot~ you that on A.*ut 314-- the
Federal. Bectioi isai "tmiwd a a3itv1.ethat1 u may bewm: vie).et4 Oettain seCt C0 of tha*, 11W9Wrnl

Zl~c~c~ Campaign beft f 44 171, ,as amended 3 teAct~
the comlaint is wW4jod, a NObave numberjthis R i "
Please, refer to t i numbe- In all future corre I -0.......

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to la" i
writing, that no action should be taken aa t YOU,
connection with this matter. Your response aust be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no res*POe is

o received within 1S days, the Commission may take futhr act
based on the available Information.

CPlease submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's aralysis of this matter.
1W Where appropriate, statements should be suhmitted under oath.

cO This matter will remain confidential in acoordawn with 2
U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (8) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you Dotify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to ,b represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Comission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of aucb counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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-ions, please contact arybeth'
to the case at (202) 523-4143, .
attached a brief description o
handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By
Associate

the
you,



Rspondents Q 0

iStreet, County of Queens, City and State of New York alleges as
0S

follows:
1. Complainant is a resident of the State of New

York, and is a candidate for the Democratic nomination for

OCongress in the 6th Congressional District in Queens, New York.

NIn 1982, Complainant ran in the Democratic Primary against the

co then and present incumbent from that Congressional District, the

Hon. Joseph P. Addabbo ("Addabbol). Complainant received approx-

imately 43% of the vote in this 1982 Primary.

2. The Wall Street Journal of May 1, 1984 reported

that respondent Addabbo's campaign committee (respondent "Commit-

tee") had in the period January 1, 1983 to March 31, 1984 raised

more money than any other member of the House. Complainant

believes that the campaign fundraising activities by and on



od th**iander,,

3o R koj-....t.b 4 I t.....

,such be, hs ovezrs4 z*X *A044 ty fo Concr $s

appropiations., Co 'tint be Itves that solicitLs%

federal defense contractors on behalf of Aftabbo, (IUet4 n

the within complaint in the case -of United Technoloi es' .

Corporation), coupled with: Addao's ability under the .

personally retain "excess capaign funds", is in gross-

blatant violation of the law and poses the gravest cointlfU :k.

interest and other ethical questions.

4. The Federal Election Commission (the "FEC) iwsthe

administrative agency charged by Congress with the administrationNr
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2

U.S.C. S 431 et seq. (the 'Act"), including the investigation of

possible violations thereof.
S

qW 5. On January 4, 1984, Complainant filed a Complaint

with the FEC naming as respondents Addabbo, Committee Treasurer

Louis F. DeSena ("DeSena"), Committee Assistant Treasurer James

P. McDonald a/k/a Jim McDonald (*McDonald"), United Technologies

Corporation ("United Technologies ") , and its president, Robert J.

Carlson ("Carlson"). A copy of that Complaint is attached hereto

as an exhibit.

6. Based solely on unsworn documents and apparently

without any independent investigation by the FEC, on or about

-2-



unlomt~n C -b tag ,

~n44.i$Comp ~ t.~s~~n.Claintt s wA#as, It~

of this,110 'to yte1~by letter d to4 *arch21 f4

s. Oh1 k4YA 29 1984 Cosiplainant f iled an action, in the

United States DistrictiCourt for the District. of! Colunibia againSt

the FEC And served notice thereof Upon"teFC This action is

still pending before -the Court,

9. In the Petition comnencing his action against the

FEC, Complainant is seeking an order that the FEC's dismissal of

the Complaint be vacated and that the matter of the fundraising

activities on behalf of Addabbo be remanded to the FEC for

further proceedings and investigation of the serious violations

of the Act raised in the Complaint.

10. The FEC, in its answer to the Petition, filed on

July 31, 1984, raised as an affirmative defense to counts II, III

and IV of the Petition that Complainant had "failed to exhaust

his administrative remedies". The FEC has taken this position in

litigation even though the facts concerning the matters referred

to in counts II, III and IV were all referred to in the original

Complaint and supported by information contained in the FEC's own

files in the form of reports filed with the FEC by the Committee.

11. The FEC clearly intends to contest the issue of

whether Complainant's Complaint fairly raised the factual issues

-3-



povr ad the , 1 0$l4nth*t Puposes of theo,ae the W* i a ,

in tor, captainant and othS: ' ,4
seok to ovtv the 'iit on illegal campaign fi ancing.

12.* In :an efo to obtain a speed.y invetigation by:

thelPEC of those matters, but proservin Com~plainant.'s position

in the i~ponding -'action that thoematters have already been raised

in the oriqgiral ,Complaint, Coplainant -herebyeqst that, the

FEC treat the following matters as if alleged for the first time

Cq in a complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1).

Count II

CD 13. Section 441b(a) of the Act makes it "unlawful" for

Vr any corporation "to make a contribution or expenditure in con-

0 nection with any election at which... [a] Representative in

VCongress [is] to be voted for, or in connection with any primary

election" held to select candidates for a Congressional election.

Section 441b(b)(2) defines "contribution or expenditure" to

"include any direct or indirect...distribution [or] advance...

[of] services..." (Emphasis added). Section 441c has similar

proscriptions for government contractors such as United Tech-

nologies.

14. On September 23, 1983, Mr. Carlson, President of

United Technologies, hosted a shrimp and champagne reception at

-4-



original 0- 4 1 ti

Ooupise~l: tor C~alon 'and Un.e~eha~tsin -re pozi to

orign ai Complaint, that theiCits of the reception at -r -

Carlson's hotue totaled. $1,4187,60, inoclig $13, q. 76,~ 630

and beversige catering. Thbe .rere oto hst~tt1

COMs to $1 07.8,0, for each of, the 125 Persons that counLf(I

United Technolboes has stated were in attendance

16. in his original Complaint,, Complainant alleged iti

part that *the action of Carlson in the giving of a fundraiser

for Addabbo ... amounted to illegal campaign contributions by

himself and United Technologies and/or other individuals and

corporations."

17. Counsel for Addabbo supplied to the FEC copies of

the front sides only of checks whose numeric order did not agree

with the dates thereof, purportedly drawn on a Campaign Committee

account to pay these costs of the fundraiser in question.

18. A review of extrinsic evidence in FEC files leads

Complainant to the belief that, at or about the time of the

September 23, 1983 fundraiser, United Technologies and its

geographically widely scattered affiliates or operating divisions

Hamilton Standard, Norden Systems, Pratt & Whitney, and Sikorsky

Aircraft, and a political action committee controlled by United

-5-
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Vice Presiden~t
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- r. iI ; :Richard: J.

Green, J. Colin

Husley, Russell S.
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Vianney, Edmund R

United Technologies
Corporation PAC

Weddle, C.J.

Voorhis, Andrew H

Berson, Selwyn D.

United. ?ec onologion
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Hamilton Standard
Vice President

United Technologies
Senior Vice President

Sikorsky Aircraft
President

Sikorsky Aircraft
Vice President
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Vice President
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10/04/83

10/04/83
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10/07/83

4.8ssimer, William C

Morris, Frederick K

Poole, Allan K

Richards, Donald G

United Technologies
Corporation PAC

Wegner, Arthur E

Bolger, Patrick M

Gray, Harry J.

O'Connor, James G

Phillips, Joe R

Tomassetti, Nicholas

Kingston, William
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President,
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Executive Vi Pi e n t .

Hamilton Standr 400
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Vice President
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Vice President
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President

Hamilton Standard
Senior Vice President
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Senior Vice President
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President
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Vice President

Norden Systems
Vice President
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.~an. of#400~ mut, ob ey- have boon th s.u, ~

ce. ntrallyoOrdinatodp concorted .action by 7nited Technologios

and others. un-r its control to funnel contributions to, Addab,o
As such, they constituted an ixdirct" ontri tion by United

Technologies, and'all such- actsand contributionis should be

imputed to the true principal behind these contributions

United Technologies.

0%
Count III

0
21. Complainant repeats and realleges the allegations

o contained in paragraphs 13-20 with the same force and effect as

Vif set forth here in full.

0 22. Section 325 of the Act, 2 U.S.C. S 441f, states,

in pertinent part, that, "No person shall make a contribution in

the name of another person...and no person shall knowingly accept

a contribution made by one person in the name of another.*

23. Complainant believes that the action of United

Technologies in causing the contributions listed in paragraph 19

to be made in the names of individuals whose employers were

identified by the names of affiliates and operating divisions of

-8-



~TeothwK4*l. w 'ASP#Ot to, the otc .*tration j6 o "

O,. perodn# or .ntie unIr at. con,." r
ding,,. but nt limitedr-to, 'the A$ lgdiprarp.1

represented.the unlawful act of United Technologies Makiiq a.

contribution in the name I9 of I[other) pern[sJ '.

Count IV

25. Complainant repeats and realleges the allegations

contained in paragraphs 13-24 with the same force and effect as

if set forth here in full.

26. Complainant believes that the actions of the

Committee, DeSena, McDonald, and/or Addabbo in reporting or

authorizing the contributions listed in paragraph 19 to be

reported to the FEC under the names of individuals whose employ-

ers were identified by the names of affiliates and operating

divisions of United Technologies was intended as a "double blind"

to mislead the FEC and the public as to the true source of such

contributions.

27. Complainant believes that Addabbo and the Commit-

tee received contributions from persons or entities under the

control of United Technologies as part of a coordinated,

-9-



29 ngeaplitical fun-raisimg ac- iiby
and on,'behalf. Of Addabbo as st forth hetein repreetap

Subveso o h political process and will !tendtope*tth
7i)possibillity in the future- of a fair election "in the Sixth con-

I)gressional. District. 'The widely reported use of such methods in

other campaigns, by corporations and others with special i .nter-.

ests to promote, raises the matters complained of here to-nation-

C3 al importance. The FEC's reluctance to use its broad powers to

qT investigate and to prevent such obvious violations of the Act can

0 only be viewed with dismay.

qT WHEREFORE, Complainant requests that a prompt inves-

00 tigation of the fundraising activities of and on behalf of-

Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo be conducted by the Commission and

that any and all other appropriate action be taken.

%, ;SIMEON OA

-10-
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V

JOSP P WKSO~A.1 Ff-. JZF#BAZ T3 C P*1 ar'4 Uit t1 . . . .• :

AO soInd, n4 ts o

go 06 gm go -W Wh "M .0 -6 AM M a Wj dM 4W go 40 qq 40 -POf 0d

ALT

TO THn EEALCMSL

Complainnt. SN GOLR,.res n at 8 A t

County of Queens City and State of New York alleges as.0 foIUMS:

1. On information and belief' respondent JOSEPH A: AWASO ,8

campaign committee had in the first six months following.tb 
1982

elections raised more money than any other member of the Rouse.

The source of complainant's information and the basis for 
his be-

lief is the New York Times of September 19, 1983. Complainant be-

o lieves that the campaign fundraising activities by and on behalf

of Congressman ADDABBO for a period of several years have been 
in

C violation of federal election laws and regulations promulg
a ted

thereunder.

2. Respondent ADDABBO's campaign committee heretofore des ig-

nated LOUIS F. DE SENA committee treasurer. However, since Janu-

ary 1976, one "JIM McDONALD" has filed all reports as 
"assistant

treasurer." A search of the records of the Federal Election Com-

mission by complainant's agents reveals no prior designation 
of an

assistant treasurer on the committee's Statement of Organization

or any amendment thereto.



biliti 0*f4 W0 VFW

vacanc7 4 ;bs .U" 
tne 0 ttit I *

(sec. 103.7a & . ary tbo rsgaulat -poxfo%=mg. of tbA

h* e fltnt 4. Ot over a tjeod 'of .11.a 40

asitant tes~~ whttho or not poP?I. 4,4 a

lation. f the aW..

4. CbrVlai*n t' beUev#s the ~M HODOkIL :r OfevrO to &.bOVt 't

be JMESP. cW~A~L, hretfor* eq3oy. by 1N0RXEDt COPOA1=0

as a registered lobbyist from April 7 1977 to APr .MISI

~MqPNAL) has conducted fundtaiaetrs and otherwise asited JOSm Pa.

w) ADDABBO in raising eampa ign funds from NORTHRUP COVOPRATI:OI 'M other

.defense contractors over a period of years. The sourc*o- lain-

ant.s information is the Conessional Qartarl7, dated May18, 1980,

and the Clerk of the House Records. -Complainant believes such.se-

o vices by McDONALD to ADDABBO while he was employed 
by NORTHRUP COR-

SPORATION to have been illegal campaign contributions 
by McDONALD and

by NORTHRUP CORPO2RATION well in excess of the federal linmitt for such

contributions.

5. On information and belief, JOSEPH P. ADDABBO illegally pro-

vided office space in his Washington, D. C. congressional office for

JAMES P. McDONALD to transact his campaign 
fundraising for ADDABBO

and other business activities. The source of this information as to

McD1ALD's use of the ADDABBO congressional officeand the basis for

comrzplainant's belief is a telephone conversation by complainant's a-

vent with office staff of the said ADDABBO 
congressional office.

6. According to fled financial reports of the ADDABBO campaign

co nittee, the co - ittee has made financial payments to JP.S P. Mc-



service appe*.o tE rt, #-lod

donstod caupaip oot~ utinSb MOON= .~

ADDA3SO vas a ogr S p0Cior to. Lanuary 10C~ ~

retain for his, .-uoal~se a=*~S aat~ idsio M r.

has from time to tim--made persona i o zesciu i f*

(See New York Tie on or about. Augus t 19o , 8.) ~rh?

this time, mo r tan eiht mouthsbeoeayecii.r.MZA)

c has on hand, according to hi fld eols nay$OOO .tl

Sfrom the defense industry, which heat will may choose to 
keep, .s

his personal property.

8. According to the New York Times of 1)ecember 31, 198:3.

~ROBERT J. CARLSON, president of United 'rechnologies 
Corporation,

ogave at his home' a "shrimp and champagne's fmdraiser for respondent

SADDABBO. United Technologies'and its subsidiaries are 
federal

defense contractors. Complainant believes the action of CARLSON

0in the giving of a fundraiser 
for ADDABBO to have aounted to 

illegal

campaign contributionS by himself and United 
Technologies and/or

other indi viduals and corporationls. Further, complainlant believes

* the soliciting and acceptance of such fundraising 
acitivities by

ADDABBO and his agents from officials of 
federal defense contracting

cororations is an abuse by ADDABBO of his 
officiaol positionl, a

violation of the public trust, is grossly unethical and represents

a clear conflict of interest.



tate veft o fD2l)A33aO's a tractor weeL e*$ hapm d, 

in ~ gros xd blatant ,viOlti* th-e law adpore.;S .;~s

cofitC of Inter~est adoht*hcl ~~t*

10.Cotplinatrana~ius t repndt "SA3O in th* Demo-

addtional sumsfrmws as own funds. However, during the entire cam-

- paign, complainant spent less than one-half of the amount the ADDABBO

all £stanpign committee had on hand prior to the primary election and

17 before ADDABBO had reason to believe that he would have 
any opposition

0 Further, ADDABBO raised substantial additional sums during the pri-

mary campaign, and he has raised substantial sums as set forth above.

11. Complainant further states that: During my entire life, I

0' have lived modestly; and I have spent most of my professional 
career

in government. Since 1976, 1 have enjoyed a-fair amount of 
business

success as a practicing lawyer and a developer 
of government-aided

housing in New York City and Atlanta. However, I do not believe

that I can be regarded as wealthy; and I certainly 
cannot begin to

match the amounts of money Mr. ADDABBO has on 
hand and can raise

-from defense contractors and otherwise for a Political campaign, as

evidenced by his record to date.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Mr. ADDABBO has variously re-



1!o*1 ;'ti!,t
oit

. ...dr. .o.andsof' dollars :of ..t.... t6

able fiwthei' to ex~loit his of ficial posion and ep I

cauft-dcy- for Ve* 4U*;ti~ to Taise tdatioai aV

federalafeus L t ontractors and others.'s sour of wy' I!4

zation and te *sis for my belief as to ,. ADD.... .. ....

to me and repe .tionsto the press are, 9"at witn ses Ot

various fund-raisers and the New York Times of December 31,s 
183.

12. in general, political fundraising activitits by 4n

Gombehal f of ADI)A33B0 as set forth herein and otheriiSe, represet, ~A

gross subversion of the political process and will tend 
to prevenat

the possibility in the future of a fair election in 
the sixth

-

V. Congressional District.

WHEREFORE, complainant requests that a prompt investigation

o of the fundraising activities of and on behalf of Congressman

JOSEPH P. ADDABBO be conducted by the Commission and that 
any and

all other appropriate action be taken.

co

State of New York )
SS.

County of New York)

SIV.ON' GOLR, being duly sworn, deposes and says that 
he is the

complainant in the within action. Deponent has read the foregoing

and knows the contents thereof; the same is true to denonent's own

knowledge, except as to the matters theein alleged upon information

and belief, and those matters deoonent elievesto be tr

Sworn to before me this t
3rd day of January, 1984.

ti.-a," Put: -. S:.* cd Ne , Yoc

S counrv
.......... .... '%,A
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